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Chapter 1.0

PURPOSE AND NEED

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), is evaluating improvements along approximately four miles of Interstate 66 (I66) inside of the Interstate 495 (I-495) Capital Beltway from the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267) in
Fairfax County to Fairfax Drive (Route 237) in the Ballston area of Arlington County, Virginia. Pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, (NEPA) and in accordance with FHWA
regulations1, an Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to analyze and document the potential
social, economic, and environmental effects associated with the improvements being evaluated.
The EA and supporting technical documents were approved for public availability in November 2016,
followed by a formal public review and comment period2. As part of the public comment period, two
Public Hearings were conducted in December 2016. These Public Hearings were followed by additional
stakeholder and agency coordination as well as the further refinements to the Build Alternative design and
the incorporation of a new noise barrier, not previously identified, into the anticipated project Limits of
Disturbance (LOD). Based on the public comments received and minor design modifications to the Build
Alternative that have been made since November 2016, the EA has been revised to improve or modify the
analysis, where necessary, as well as make factual or technical corrections. Responses to comments
received on the EA have been included as Appendix C. Pursuant to 23 CFR §771.119(g), this Revised
EA has been prepared to document these changes and to support FHWA in their decision-making on the
proposed Build Alternative action.

1.1 STUDY AREA
The study area for the project is located in Fairfax and Arlington Counties, just north of the City of Falls
Church, Virginia. As illustrated in Figure 1-1, the study area extends approximately four miles in length,
along the I-66 corridor and is bounded by the Dulles Connector Road to the west and Fairfax Drive to the
east. The geographic limits for the study area encompass the portion of I-66 inside I-495 in which the
needs, described in the sections that follow, have been identified, improvements are being considered,
environmental resources have been inventoried, and potential impacts are being analyzed. The limits of
analysis for some resources, including traffic and resource-specific indirect effects and cumulative
impacts, extend beyond the overall study area limits.

1

NEPA and FHWA’s regulations for Environmental Impact and Related Procedures can be found at 42 USC §
4332(c), as amended, and 23 CFR § 771, respectively.
2

FHWA’s regulations for implementing NEPA require that comments be submitted in writing within 30 days of the
availability of the EA, unless a different period is warranted for good cause. In order to provide adequate time for
affected jurisdictions, localities, and stakeholders to review and take action on the EA and to accommodate for
federally recognized holidays, the formal comment period was extended beyond the customary 30-day period. The
official comment period was open from November 18, 2016 until January 30, 2017.
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Figure 1-1. Study Area

The I-66 corridor and the surrounding area inside of I-495, which is also referred to as the Capital
Beltway, contain a complex mix of transportation facilities and services. East of I-495, I-66 currently has
three eastbound travel lanes (two general purpose lanes and one auxiliary) from the Dulles Connector
Road to the exit ramp to Lee Highway (Route 29)/Washington Boulevard (Route 237) at Exit 69 and two
eastbound travel lanes from Exit 69 to the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge.
All eastbound lanes on I-66 east of I-495 are currently restricted to high occupancy vehicles (HOV) of
two or more occupants per vehicle (HOV-2) during the peak morning period from 6:30 am to 9:00 am.
All westbound lanes on I-66 from the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge over the Potomac River to I-495 are
restricted to HOV-2 in the peak evening period between 4:00 pm and 6:30 pm with some authorized
exceptions including emergency responders and bus transit services. The study area parallels primary
arterials that serve non-HOV travel during the peak periods, when single-occupancy vehicles are
restricted from using I-66 in the peak direction. These east-west roadway facilities include Arlington
Boulevard (Route 50), Lee Highway (Route 29), Washington Boulevard (Route 237), and Wilson
Boulevard (Route 613). Mass transit options within the corridor include Metrorail’s Orange and Silver
Lines, as well as local and express bus service. The corridor also includes a network of on- and off-road
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bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Bicyclists and pedestrians can travel along the I-66 corridor using two
primary parallel off-road routes: the Washington and Old Dominion (W&OD) Trail and the Custis Trail.
Along the length of I-66 in the study area, land use is characteristic of the urban development that defines
much of the Washington, D.C. metropolitan region, comprised primarily of dense single- and multifamily residential neighborhoods, along with commercial, retail, and community facilities interspersed
throughout. The existing right of way along the I-66 corridor within the study area ranges from
approximately 140 feet to 380 feet in width.

1.2 HISTORY OF I-66
I-66 was primarily developed to serve east-west travel from I-81 near Strasburg, Virginia, in the west, to
Washington, D.C., in the east. Initial planning for the 76-mile corridor began in 1956, and the first
segments west of I-495 were opened between 1958 and 1964. Inside of I-495, I-66 was originally
conceptualized as an eight-lane interstate facility, for which preliminary planning and study began in
1962 to identify a location for I-66 through Fairfax and Arlington Counties. In 1962, right of way
acquisition and construction were initiated on portions of the I-66 corridor inside of I-495. However, in
April 1972, work was suspended until an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed, pursuant
to NEPA and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, to consider the social and
environmental impacts of the project. Following extensive environmental review and consideration of
numerous alternative solutions, I-66 was ultimately approved in 1977 as a multi-modal transportation
concept that included a four-lane interstate facility with a dedicated median right of way for the
construction of the Metrorail transit system for part of its length3.
I-66 opened inside of I-495 in 1982 as one of the first interstates in the United States limited to HOV-only
traffic during peak weekday travel periods. At its outset, on all lanes between I-495 and Washington,
D.C., I-66 functioned as a HOV-restricted facility for carpools with four or more occupants during
weekday peak periods. Rush hour occupancy requirements were reduced to three or more in 1983 and
again reduced to two or more in 1995. Drivers of hybrid vehicles were once permitted to use the HOVrestricted lanes even without meeting minimum rider requirements; however, in response to rising
congestion in the I-66 corridor during HOV-restricted hours, regulations changed to require that only
vehicles with hybrid license plates issued prior to July 2011 could legally use the HOV lanes on I-66
without meeting the occupancy requirements during the restricted periods.

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND
In an effort to better understand the increasingly congested travel conditions in the I-66 corridor, several
studies have been undertaken. In 2009, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation
(DRPT) conducted the I-66 Transit/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Study, which focused
on the overall I-66 corridor from Route 15 to downtown Washington, D.C. and recommended a variety of
services and infrastructure improvements to increase mobility in the corridor. Upon completion of this
2009 study, the corridor was divided into two sections for more detailed analysis of the recommendations.

3

See William T. Coleman, Jr., Secretary’s Decision on Interstate Highway 66, Fairfax and Arlington Counties, Virginia
(Washington, D.C.: Federal Highway Administration, 1977).
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The western section between Route 15 and I-495 and the eastern sections between I-495 and Washington,
D.C. were identified as logical endpoints for future studies of transportation and mobility improvements,
based on identified travel demand patterns, concentrations of transit and carpool markets, and corridor
constraints for transit, highway, and bicycle and pedestrian improvement options.
In 2012, VDOT and DRPT completed the I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway, followed by a 2013
Supplemental Report, which examined several alternatives for the corridor and developed a recommended
package of improvements. The combination of these studies and their specific findings and
recommendations formed the basis of the planned multimodal changes for the Transform 66: Inside the
Beltway improvements program. Comprehensively, these changes include the following components:




Converting I-66 inside of I-495 to dynamically-priced toll lanes during peak travel periods
(construction initiated Summer 2016, anticipated project opening 2017);
Applying toll revenue to the development of improved multimodal transit options including
enhanced bus service, enhanced carpool, and other TDM strategies throughout the corridor; and
Widening of I-66 eastbound from the Dulles Connector Road to Fairfax Drive in Ballston.

Each of these individual components of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements
program was included in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government’s (MWCOG) approved
Financially Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) for the National Capital Region.
Although identified as a package of programmed improvements, each component consists of an
individual project(s) with independent utility to be implemented in a specific sequential progression to
address a variety of distinct needs along I-66 inside of I-495 in the near-, mid-, and long-term future, as
funding is identified. Included among the identified needs are overarching goals such as enhance
connectivity, improve transit service, increase travel options, and reduce roadway congestion. The
distinct project components of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements program are
intended to specifically address these independent needs, separately from one another.
The needs for the widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program improvements
initiative were initially identified in the I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway report but have been
further considered through the detailed evaluations described in the following sections. Based on these
detailed evaluations, the immediate needs are more pronounced along eastbound I-66 in the study area,
which have informed the development of improvements for consideration. As a result, the eastbound
portion of I-66 within the study area is the focus of this study. Following the implementation of other
components of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program, improvements along westbound I-66 will
be evaluated as part of the progression of Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements.
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1.4 NEEDS FOR THE PROJECT
Inside of I-495, I-66 is functionally classified4 as an urban interstate arterial and serves as one of the main
thoroughfares into Washington, D.C. and the surrounding metropolitan region from points west. The
section of I-66 east of I-495 is one of the two interstate highways that lead directly into Washington, DC,
the nation’s capital. Interstate 395 is the other interstate highway. This section of I-66 is a heavily
traveled route for a growing number of reverse commuters who live in Arlington, Alexandria and the
District of Columbia and commute to jobs in the Tysons area and the Dulles Corridor. In addition, this
section of I-66 serves as a primary route for many people who live and/or work in Northern Virginia who
are bound for destinations in Washington, D.C. The current HOV restrictions limit travel during the AM
peak period, but traffic volumes and demands are high for most of the day, notably from 9 AM to 10 PM
(outside the HOV restriction).
In the majority of the study area, there are only two lanes (2.7 miles), with one auxiliary lane within a
portion of the project study area (1.3 miles), in the eastbound direction on I-66 that carry the high
eastbound traffic volumes generated from the following feeder roads and trip origination points:








I-495 and points south via the I-66/I-495 interchange;
I-66, west of I-495, from points west;
I-495 and points north via the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267);
the Washington Dulles International Airport and points west via the Dulles International Airport
Access Highway and the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267);
from points west via the Dulles Greenway and the Dulles Connector Road(VA Route 267);
from Leesburg Pike (Route 7) and the Tysons and Vienna areas; and
Dolley Madison Boulevard (Route 123) and the Tysons and McLean areas north via I-495.

Just outside of the study area, approximately one mile east of I-495, traffic along I-66 eastbound is
already compressed from three lanes into two and Leesburg Pike merges into this eastbound facility.
Where the Dulles Connector Road merges into I-66, there is a third lane until it drops at the Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard (Route 29) exit ramp and I-66 continues east toward Washington, D.C.
as a two-lane facility. Effectively, the two eastbound travel lanes of I-66 through the study area are fed
by traffic from over seven inbound travel origins. As demonstrated in the discussions that follow, the
need for improvements inside of I-495 are most pronounced beginning where I-66 and the Dulles
Connector merge and the travel demands of the corridor exceed the carrying capacity of eastbound I-66.
Added capacity to roadway facilities beyond the study area, including the additional lane widening along

4

Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into classes (i.e. arterial, collector, local), or
systems, according to the character of traffic service that they are intended to provide (e.g. mobility and access). Interstates are
the highest classification of arterials, designed and constructed with mobility and long-distance travel in mind. In contrast, minor
arterials are intended to provide a high level of access to adjoining properties and offer service trips for only moderate lengths.
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets (commonly referred to as the Green Book) explicitly recognizes the relationship between highway
functional classification and design. It states, “The first step in the design process is to define the function that the facility is to
serve. The level of service required to fulfill this function for the anticipated volume and composition of traffic provides a
rational and cost-effective basis for the selection of design speed and geometric criteria within the range of values available.
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I-66 outside of I-495 are anticipated to proportionally contribute to the volumes adding to the capacity
needs downstream on I-66 inside of I-495.
Based on these conditions, the segment of I-66 eastbound between the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax
Drive is frequently congested, and for longer periods of the day. A high rate of crashes is experienced in
the study area by vehicular traffic along the mainline as well as pedestrians and bicyclists utilizing
parallel and perpendicular travel facilities. As a result, and as described in the sections that follow, there
is a need to reduce congestion and address safety issues along I-66 eastbound between the Dulles
Connector Road and Fairfax Drive.
1.4.1

Reduce Congestion and Improve Traffic Operations

Existing Conditions
Traffic Volumes and Travel Demand
Traffic volumes (representing travel demand) along I-66 within the study area are among the highest
statewide for a facility of its type. Based on VDOT’s published 2015 traffic data, I-66 inside of I-495, in
spite of having fewer lanes, carries similar daily traffic volumes as other congested urban interstate
highways, such as Interstate 64, which is four lanes in Newport News. Existing (2016) traffic volumes,
measured by the average daily traffic (ADT) in the study area, are listed in Table 1-1.
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Table 1-1. Average Daily Traffic and Peak Period Volumes for Existing and No Build Conditions
Location
Roadway

I-66
Eastbound
I-66
Eastbound
I-66
Eastbound
I-66
Eastbound
I-66
Eastbound
I-66
Eastbound

From

Leesburg Pike (Route 7)

To

Existing
(2016)

I-66 Eastbound Mainline
Dulles Connector Road
39,350
(Route 267)

Interim Year
No Build
(2025)

Percent
Increase
(2016 to 2025)

Design Year
No Build
(2040)

Percent
Increase
(2016 to 2040)

48,800

24%

45,000

14%

Dulles Connector Road (Route
267)

North Westmoreland Street

71,840

79,600

11%

77,300

8%

North Westmoreland Street

Washington Boulevard/
Lee Highway (Route 29)

67,860

76,000

12%

73,500

8%

Washington Boulevard/
Lee Highway (Route 29)

North Sycamore Street

56,110

59,800

7%

56,600

1%

64,600

2%

61,300

-3%

49,000

-1%

47,200

-4%

3,600

-10%

3,800

-5%

16,200

38%

16,900

44%

4,800

-34%

4,700

-36%

15,600

10%

14,100

0%

North Sycamore Street
North George Mason/
Fairfax Drive

I-66 Ramp

I-66 Eastbound General Purpose

I-66 Ramp

I-66 Eastbound General Purpose

I-66 Ramp

North Sycamore Street

I-66 Ramp

I-66 Eastbound General Purpose

North George Mason Drive/
63,430
Fairfax Drive
North Glebe Road (Route
49,295
120)
I-66 Eastbound Ramps
North Westmoreland Street/
3,980
North Winchester Street
Fairfax Drive/
11,750
Lee Highway (Route 29)
I-66 Eastbound General
7,320
Purpose
North Fairfax Drive

14,135
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ADT represents the total volume of traffic passing a point or segment of a highway facility in the
identified travel direction. Generally speaking, a single traffic lane carries approximately 20,000 vehicles
per day, based on the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) 2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Thus,
the design capacities for a two-lane directional freeway section and a three-lane directional freeway
section would be 40,000 vehicles per day and 60,000 vehicles per day, respectively. The traffic volumes
in Table 1-1 show that that two-lane section between Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29)
and Fairfax Drive carry between approximately 56,000 and 63,000 ADT, greater than 16,000 vehicles per
day over a desirable daily traffic volume for a two-lane section. The three-lane section between the onramp from the Dulles Connector Road and the off-ramp to Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route
29) carries between 70,000 and 75,000 ADT, which is between 10,000 to 15,000 vehicles per day higher
than the desirable capacity.
Travel demand also can be represented by peak period volumes measured by vehicles per hour (vph),
separated by roadway segment in the study area. The peak period is the part of the day during which
traffic congestion on the roadway facility is at its highest. The existing peak period travel on I-66 inside
of I-495 currently ranges from 6:30 AM to 9:00 AM in the morning and 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM in the
afternoon. As demonstrated in Figure 1-2, existing traffic volumes remain generally consistent during
both the morning and afternoon peak travel periods, exceeding the existing capacity of the roadway
facility.
Figure 1-2. AM and PM Eastbound Peak Period Demand Volumes (vph)

The distribution of high eastbound traffic volumes, exceeding the existing roadway capacity, extends
beyond the identified peak morning and afternoon travel periods, as illustrated in Figure 1-3. This figure
reflects the average weekday hourly volumes on eastbound I-66, observed along the three lane section
between the Dulles Connector Road and Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard (Route 29) as well as the
two lane section between North Sycamore and Fairfax Drive. As depicted, on average, traffic volumes
remain consistently high, ranging from approximately 3,500 to 4,700 and 3,300 to 3,700 vph between 5
AM and 8 PM on the three and two lane sections, respectively. Approximately 85 percent of the total
average daily flow occurs during this 15-hour period.
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Figure 1-3. I-66 Inside of I-495 Eastbound Mainline Average Weekday Traffic Volumes

While high traffic volumes are relatively consistent in both the existing morning and afternoon peak
travel period during average conditions throughout the year, there also is no noticeable peaking in
summer months and no discernible reduction in winter months. Instead, the corridor exhibits traffic
volumes beyond the current roadway capacity consistently throughout the average weekday, at all times
of the year, as well as on many Saturdays and Sundays, at all times of the year. As a result of the
consistently high traffic volumes utilizing the capacity-constrained eastbound corridor of I-66, congestion
is often experienced throughout the year.
Traffic Operations
Traffic operations are often expressed in terms of flow and congestion, which are calculated based on
quantitative performance metrics of traffic densities and travel speeds, as they relate to the travel demand
on the roadway facility. As traffic volumes (representing travel demand) increase, the density of vehicles
per lane mile of highway increases. As a result, the speed of vehicles on the highway decreases and the
flow rate of vehicles decreases, along with the capacity of the highway facility to serve current or
forecasted travel demand. Where travel demand exceeds the service capacity of the roadway facility (i.e.
roadway supply), congestion occurs.
Congestion can be qualitatively characterized as low, low/moderate, moderate/heavy, heavy or severe
based on traffic flow. Table 1-2, summarizes the ranges of congestion associated with volume density
levels for the types of freeway and ramp segments present within the I-66 study area.
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Table 1-2. Level of Congestion Descriptions
Level of Congestion

Low

Low/
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/
Heavy

Density (vh/mi/ln)
Freeway
Ramps

Description
Free traffic flow with low volumes and high speeds.
Speeds controlled by driver desires, speed limits,
and physical roadway conditions. Vehicles almost
completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver
within the traffic stream.
Stable traffic flow, with operating speeds remaining
near free flow. Drivers still have reasonable
freedom to maneuver with only slight restrictions
within the traffic stream.
Stable flow, but with higher volumes, more closely
controlled speed and maneuverability that is
noticeably restricted.
Approaching unstable flow with tolerable operating
speeds maintained, but considerably affected by
changes in operating conditions. Freedom to
maneuver within the traffic stream is more
noticeably limited.

0 – 11

<= 10

> 11 – 18

> 10 – 20

> 18 – 26

> 20 – 28

> 26 – 35

> 28 – 35

Heavy

Unstable flow with low speed and momentary
stoppages. Operations are at capacity with no
usable gaps within the traffic stream.

> 35 – 45

> 35

Severe

Forced flow with low speed. Traffic volumes
exceed capacity and stoppages for long periods are
possible.

> 45,
Demand
exceeds
capacity

Demand
exceeds
capacity

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, TRB, 2010.

As described in Table 1-2, low to moderate congestion reflects free flow traffic conditions with minimal
delays and vehicles unimpeded in their ability to maneuver, and severe to heavy congestion reflects low
speed conditions with high delays and volumes exceeding capacity. Based on the context of the roadway
corridor, varying degrees of congestion are considered to be acceptable. Moderate to heavy congestion is
considered to be the minimum acceptable design-year congestion level for an urban area like Northern
Virginia outside of heavily developed sections of metropolitan areas, such as greater Washington, D.C.5
Existing (2016) congestion levels are shown in Table 1-3 for both the AM and PM peak periods when the
I-66 eastbound corridor inside of I-495 is most congested. Additional details regarding the traffic
volumes used to derive the existing and forecasted congestion levels are provided in the Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report (VDOT, 2016i).

5

Traffic and Transportation Technical Report (VDOT, 2016).
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Table 1-3. Congestion Levels for Existing and No Build Conditions (AM and PM Peak Periods)
Traffic Volume Density (vehicles/mile/lane)†
Location

Roadway
From

Existing Year
(2016)†
To

Mainline
Dulles Connector Road (Route 267)
North Westmoreland Street
Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway
(Route 29)

Interim Year NoBuild (2025)

Design Year NoBuild (2040)

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

14.6
33.3

24.3
124.2

12.5
18.9

67.7
110.4

12.7
19.8

9.5
20.5

40.4

102.3

17.5

101.5

17.8

22.2

I-66 Eastbound
I-66 Eastbound

Leesburg Pike (Route 7)
Dulles Connector Road (Route 267)

I-66 Eastbound

North Westmoreland Street

I-66 Eastbound

Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway
(Route 29)

North Sycamore Street

47.3

110.8

22.6

109.6

22.6

18.4

I-66 Eastbound

North Sycamore Street

North George Mason Drive/Fairfax
Drive

34.6

34.8

25.8

34.5

27.6

21.6

I-66 Eastbound

North George Mason Drive/Fairfax
Drive

North Glebe Road (Route 120)

29.6

26.5

21.3

25.4

21.7

14.2

51.0

118.8

19.7

110.8

23.7

21.4

40.4

102.3

17.5

101.5

17.8

22.2

43.2

68.6

23.6

58.8

25.7

20.3

28.6

30.4

21.7

30.0

23.2

18.6

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

I-66 On-Ramp

North Sycamore Street

Ramps
North Westmoreland Street/North
Winchester Street
Fairfax Drive/Lee Highway (Route
29)
I-66 Eastbound

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

North Fairfax Drive

† Densities represented by vehicles per mile per number of lanes (vh/mi/ln), with future years represented by simulated model results. Shading corresponds to
qualitative congestion levels as shown in Table 1‒2.
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These results are graphically illustrated in Figure 1-4, which demonstrates the traffic densities and levels
of congestion, relative to the number of lanes along I-66 within the study area. As shown, moderate to
severe levels of congestion are currently experienced throughout the study area; however, congestion is
most severe for the two-mile segment of I-66 eastbound between the Dulles Connector Road merge and
North Sycamore Street, most notably in the afternoon peak travel period. These congested conditions can
be attributed to the existing volumes exceeding the current carrying capacity on I-66 eastbound.
Figure 1-4. AM and PM Peak Congestion Levels per Roadway Segment

Another quantitative measure that influences traffic operations is travel speeds, which can be compared to
the travel speed designed and designated for the roadway facility. I-66 inside of I-495 is posted for 55
miles per hour (MPH) speed limit. However, as illustrated in Figure 1-5, which reflects the existing
average of 250 non-holiday weekdays in 2015, travel speeds are below 45 MPH, which is a desirable
speed corresponding to low/moderate congestion, for approximately 38.5% of the day. Congestion, as
indicated by average travel speed on I-66 east of I-495, is most pronounced during the PM peak period,
when there are no HOV restrictions in effect for eastbound I-66 inside of I-495. Speed comparisons
during the identified peak periods are shown in Figure 1-6.
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Figure 1-5. Speed for I-66 Eastbound Between Dulles Connector Road (Route 267) and Fairfax
Drive (Route 237)

Figure 1-6. AM and PM Peak Period Speed Comparisons

INRIX
Existing

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM

2025
No Build

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM

EXIT 71

EXIT 69

EXIT 68

Direction of

Direction of Travel

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM

I-66 Eastbound PM Period Hour Speed Comparison
EXIT 67

EXIT 71

EXIT 69

EXIT 68

EXIT 67

I-66 Eastbound AM Peak Period Speed Comparison

Direction of

Direction of Travel

2040
No Build

Source: INRIX, All Weekdays in 2015 Excluding Holidays
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM
237
Dulles Toll Road
Connector

Westmoreland Washington
Street
Blvd/Lee Hwy

25

35

Fairfax Dr/Ballston

45

55

237
Dulles Toll Road
Connector

Westmoreland Washington
Street
Blvd/Lee Hwy

25

Speed Color Scale (mph)

35

Fairfax Dr/Ballston

45

55

Speed Color Scale (mph)
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Future Conditions
Traffic Volumes and Travel Demand
As illustrated in Table 1-1, overall average future traffic volumes are anticipated to increase by an
average of four percent by the year 2040, beyond the existing volumes on the mainline of eastbound I-66
in the study area, which is over capacity today. Between the Dulles Connector Road and Washington
Boulevard/Lee Highway, this increase is anticipated to be approximately eight percent over existing 2016
conditions. In the interim year, overall demand in the study area is anticipated to increase by an average
of nine percent, based on a comparison of forecasted 2025 traffic volumes to existing volumes.
Although the overall traffic volumes and travel demand are anticipated to increase, the AM and PM peak
period traffic volumes are anticipated to generally decrease by 2040, compared to existing peak period
conditions. This peak period volume reduction is expected to result from the implementation of tolling on
I-66 between 5:30 AM to 9:30 AM and 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM by 2040, and the reduction of HOV violators
due to tolling, elimination of the hybrid vehicle exemption during peak periods, and the expansion of
HOV restrictions to HOV-3 by 2021 (upon completion of the I-66 Outside the Beltway project).
However, the immediate need for increased capacity is more pronounced during the peak periods in 2025,
especially in the afternoon. As shown in Figure 1-2, 2025 PM peak period travel demand is anticipated
to approach approximately 5,000 vph on I-66 eastbound between the Dulles Connector Road and Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard. Although the implementation of lane management measures by 2040
may alleviate some demand during the peak travel periods, travel patterns are anticipated to change and
the overall travel demand is expected to remain high throughout the day even beyond peak period
restrictions, with redistribution of traffic more evenly across the peak periods.
Traffic Operations
These anticipated future conditions are expected to exacerbate operational deficiencies along the I-66
eastbound corridor, including further continued congestion, as listed in Table 1-3. Increased congestion
is particularly noticeable during the lengthy future afternoon peak travel periods, with densities exceeding
the severe congestion level threshold of 45 vehicles per lane per mile by nearly 150% in 2025.
Elsewhere, moderate to heavy levels of congestion are anticipated throughout the study area in 2025 and
2040. These diminished operational conditions can be attributed to the volumes on I-66 eastbound exceeding
the existing capacity. These results are graphically illustrated in Figure 1-4, which demonstrates the
future traffic densities and anticipated future levels of congestion, relative to the number of lanes along I66 within the study area. This congestion is anticipated to result in further future travel delays,
particularly when there are no tolling or HOV restrictions and traffic volumes are anticipated to remain
above the existing capacity of the facility.
1.4.2

Address Safety

Existing Conditions
As a result of existing traffic volumes and operational conditions, safety is among the concerns for I-66
eastbound within the study area. Compared to the statewide average fatality and injury crashes in 2013
for interstate facilities within Virginia, I-66 exhibits an approximately 21% greater crash rate. Of the 439
number of crashes reported within the study area between 2011 and 2015, the predominant crash type
along the I-66 corridor is rear-end-type crashes. The following three segments of eastbound I-66
experience the highest number of rear-end crashes:
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Between MP 68.3 and MP 68.8 (124 crashes)
Between MP 67.8 and MP 68.3 (71 crashes)
Between MP 67.3 and MP 67.8 (39 crashes)

Each of these segments is located between the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267) and Sycamore Street
where two separate lane drops occur that contribute to increased turbulence in the eastbound traffic
stream. The increased turbulence through these segments of eastbound I-66 creates the potential for rearend crashes to occur due to the stop-and-go nature of traffic operations in this area.
In addition, as a result of the diverging traffic from I-66, multiple incidents have been reported at ramp
intersections, where conflicts occur from queuing at intersections and non-motorized travelers interfacing
with traffic exiting I-66. For example, as a result of the vehicles exiting I-66 at North Washington
Street/Lee Highway (Route 29), there have been three reported pedestrian and five reported bicycle
crashes over a five-year period of analysis at the crossing of the WO&D Trail and Route 29, which is
located near the eastbound I-66 exit to Lee Highway/Washington Blvd (Exit 69).
Future Conditions
As congestion and multi-modal use in the study area continue to increase, these incidences are anticipated
to consequently worsen. As a result there is a need to improve safety along I-66 inside of I-495.

1.5 PROJECT PURPOSE
Based on the elements of identified need and their relation to capacity along the I-66 eastbound corridor
that are detailed in the previous sections, the purpose of the project is to increase capacity in order to
improve traffic operations and reduce congestion issues, as well as address safety needs between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive.
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ALTERNATIVES

In order to address the capacity issues identified within the study area limits and meet the established
elements of need, VDOT is evaluating roadway widening improvements along the approximately fourmile eastbound section of I-66 between the Dulles Connector Road in Fairfax County and Fairfax
Drive/Glebe Road in the Ballston area of Arlington County. The development of these improvements
was based on initial project scoping and screening efforts, previous studies and the identification of
preliminary engineering issues, and the ability to meet the Purpose and Need. In addition to the widening
improvements being considered as the Build Alternative for evaluation in this EA, a No Build Alternative
has also been retained for analysis. This chapter describes the alternative development process and the
factors considered in the evaluation of alternatives. Detailed descriptions of the No Build and Build
Alternative carried forward for evaluation are included in the sections that follow.

2.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
To address the identified Purpose and Need as described in Chapter 1.0, a single lane widening alternative
was the only Build Alternative evaluated in detail in this study. The evaluation of one build alternative in
detail is consistent with FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance for Preparing and Processing
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents. In an effort to minimize and reduce impacts to the extent
practicable, the preliminary design for the Build Alternative was developed largely within the existing
right of way. The preliminary design for the Build Alternative has been influenced by input received
from May and June 2016 public information meetings as well as extensive coordination with interested
agencies, localities, and stakeholders. Additional improvements intended to address other distinct needs
along I-66 would be implemented as individual components of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the
Beltway program. These programmed improvements are included as part of the No Build Alternative,
summarized in Section 2.2.1.

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED STUDY
2.2.1

No Build Alternative

In accordance with the implementing regulations for NEPA (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)), the No Build
Alternative has been retained for detailed study and serves as a benchmark for comparison with the Build
Alternative. The No Build Alternative would retain the existing configuration of I-66 through the study
area except for those modifications to the roadway network that have been programmed and approved for
implementation by 2040, as identified in the most recent CLRP. Prepared by the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board (NCRTPB), which is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization
for the Washington, D.C. region under the MWCOG, the current CLRP includes projected transit and
traffic, demographic, and air quality conditions through the 2040 horizon year. The most recent 2040
CLRP was adopted in October 2015 but includes amendments through 2016.
The regional planned and programmed transportation projects in close vicinity to the study area that could
influence the improvements being evaluated include the following:


Tolling along I-66 between the I-495 Capital Beltway in Fairfax County to Lee Highway (Route
29) near the Rosslyn area of Arlington County. During morning and evening commutes, this
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segment of I-66 is currently restricted to carpools (with 2 or more people), vehicles with
authorized clean special fuel license plates, Dulles Airport travelers, and law enforcement. The
HOV restrictions are enforced between 6:30-9:00 AM (all eastbound travel lanes) and 4:00-6:30
PM (all westbound travel lanes). With the I-66 Inside the Beltway tolling program, carpools and
vanpools (with 2 or more people, until a regional change to HOV-3+ goes into effect in 2020),
transit, on-duty law enforcement, and first responders will continue to use the lanes for free. Solo
drivers will be given the opportunity to use the interstate during the restricted period by paying a
toll. The tolling program will extend the restricted period to 5:30-9:30 AM (all eastbound travel
lanes) and 3:00-7:00 PM (all westbound travel lanes) and is anticipated to be implemented by
2017.
I-66 Spot Improvements – Spot 3, which include construction of an auxiliary lane extension
connecting the on-ramp from Exit 72 Lee Highway/Spout Run (Route 29) to the off-ramp to
North Glebe Road (Route 120) on westbound I-66. The project is expected to be completed in
2020.
Construction of two express lanes in either direction along I-66 between James Madison Highway
(Route 15) in Haymarket to the I-495 Capital Beltway, while maintaining three general purpose
lanes in each direction and providing a number of travel choices including express transit buses
and park and ride facilities along the corridor.
Leesburg Pike (Route 7) widening from six to eight lanes between Chain Bridge Road (Route
123) and I-495 and from four to six lanes between I-495 and I-66.
On I-66, the vehicle occupancy requirement for all HOV/high occupancy toll (HOT) restrictions
will change from two or more (2+) to three or more (3+) in 2020. The exemption for clean fuel
and hybrid vehicles to use HOV lanes will also expire by 2020.

Other transit-oriented transportation improvements included in the CLRP include new priority bus routes
on I-66, Route 29, and Route 50; Metrorail station improvements at Ballston and East Falls Church; and
service enhancements for numerous bus routes inside the I-495 Capital Beltway.
2.2.2

Build Alternative

As shown in Figure 2-1, the Build Alternative would include the construction of one additional lane in
the eastbound direction beginning at approximately mile post 67.7, just east of the convergence of I-66
eastbound and the Dulles Connector Road. The widening would continue for a total of approximately 3.6
miles to mile post 71.3, where the Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road exit ramp diverges from eastbound I-66. To
avoid and minimize the potential impacts of the improvements under consideration, a variety of typical
sections have been developed to incorporate the widening largely within the existing VDOT right of way.
Figure 2‒2 illustrates the typical cross sections throughout the study area corridor that add space for the
new lane from the inside of the existing roadway along the existing median, to the outside along the
existing shoulder, and along both shoulders in transition areas.

Revised Environmental Assessment

March 2017
2-17

Chapter 2.0 Alternatives
Figure 2-1. Build Alternative
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Figure 2-2. Build Alternative Typical Sections

SECTION 1: INSIDE WIDENING

The widening would primarily occur to the inside of the roadway throughout the majority of the project
improvement length (approximately 2.5 miles) with the exception of one location: just west of Patrick
Henry Drive to exit 71 at Fairfax Drive and Glebe Road (approximately 1.1 miles from mileposts 70.2 to
71.3). In this location, the widening would transition, utilizing Typical Section 3, from the median to the
outside of the roadway along the existing shoulder in order to accommodate for adequate and safe sight
distance along the mainline of eastbound I-66 and to avoid impacts to the WMATA Metrorail. At mile
post 71.3, the eastern project terminus, the additional lane would tie in to the existing mainline lane
configuration.
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In addition to modifications along existing I-66, the Build Alternative improvements would include
modifications to existing I-66 as well as to existing intersecting roadways and bridges, existing drainage
systems, and storm water management facilities. The Build Alternative will include sound barriers at
locations meeting the federal criteria and supported by adjacent benefited property owners.
Interchanges
Consistent with the existing configuration of I-66 within the study area limits, the Build Alternative
would maintain access from eastbound I-66 onto the surrounding roadway network at North
Westmoreland Street, Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard, and Fairfax Drive/Glebe
Road. Likewise, access onto eastbound I-66 would be maintained from North Sycamore Street. As the
preliminary design for the Build Alternative was developed, each of the I-66 eastbound ingress and egress
points was evaluated to determine if the traffic demand or capacity at these ramps influenced the elements
of traffic operations, congestion, or safety along the study area corridor. At two locations, interchange
improvements and modifications were determined to be appropriate.
Exit 69: Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard
At the exit ramp from I-66 eastbound onto Fairfax Drive at Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard, the
existing traffic volumes and travel demand are exceedingly high, particularly in the PM peak period,
compared to other ramps within the study area or in close proximity, such as the off ramp to North
Westmoreland Street or Leesburg Pike (Route 7). As a result, the existing volume densities result in
heavy congestion on the ramp, which can cause queuing and backups that influence traffic operations and
safety along the mainline of I-66 eastbound. Currently, the existing configuration includes a one-lane off
ramp that directly feeds a dedicated left turn lane onto Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard. The off
ramp also merges into Fairfax Drive, where a left turn/thru lane, dedicated thru, and dedicated right turn
lane are provided at the intersection with Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard. The existing
configuration also results in large numbers of vehicles weaving within the short 300-foot segment of
Fairfax Drive between the I-66 eastbound off ramp merge onto Fairfax Drive and the intersection with
Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard, which further influences potential backups onto mainline I-66. As
traffic volumes are anticipated to increase by approximately 44 percent (86 percent in the PM peak
period) by 2040, ramp congestion is expected to worsen. By the interim year 2025, traffic volumes on the
off ramp are anticipated to increase by 112 percent, particularly during the PM peak period, contributing
to operational and safety issues along the mainline resulting from congestion on the ramp.
To address the existing and anticipated future travel demand and congestion issues on the ramp, VDOT
evaluated five configurations of ramp modifications and improvement options that are detailed in the
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report (VDOT, 2016i). In general these five options included:






Existing configuration;
Additional left-turn lane added from the off-ramp to the intersection of Fairfax Drive and Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard;
Two-lane off-ramp configuration with lane drop along Fairfax Drive;
Two-lane off-ramp configuration with no lane drop along Fairfax Drive; and
One-lane off-ramp with lane drop along Fairfax Drive.
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As a result of these analyses, the preliminary design for the Build Alternative includes the third option,
which would retain the existing intersection footprint at the intersection of Fairfax Drive and Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard, with the provision of a widened off-ramp to support two lanes. Fairfax
Drive will be reduced from a two-lane section to a one-lane section before the merge point with the
eastbound I-66 off-ramp. The additional lane would add storage capacity and facilitate the movement of
traffic off of the interstate to improve conditions along the mainline.
Further contributing to the operational and safety issues at Exit 69 is the interface of bicycle and
pedestrian traffic with vehicular traffic exiting I-66 onto Fairfax Drive and turning onto Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard. In order to facilitate improved operational movements and increase
safety, a grade-separated pedestrian overpass of the W&OD Trail is included as part of the Build
Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at the intersection.
In the development of the preliminary design for this component of the Build Alternative, VDOT
evaluated several options and alignments for improving the W&OD crossing of the intersection with Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard. These options included rerouting the trail and constructing a tunnel
beneath the existing roadway crossing. Based on the anticipated impacts to property owners and utility
conflicts, as well as the expected cost, these options were not carried forward for further evaluation or
consideration as part of the Build Alternative analysis.
Since the November 2016 EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington County, the City of Falls
Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority (NVRPA), and the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO), the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), to advance the development of
this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT remains committed to continued coordination with these
stakeholders, as well as the community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future planned changes for the
regional trail network.
Exit 71: Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road
Similar to the analysis conducted for Exit 69, the exit ramp from I-66 onto Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road was
evaluated as it relates to operations, congestion, and safety along the mainline. Two lane configurations
at the eastbound Exit 71 off-ramp were analyzed:



Existing single-lane off-ramp configuration; and
Two-lane off-ramp configuration.

As a result of this ramp analysis, the Build Alternative preliminary design includes the addition of a one
lane on the exit ramp for a total of two lanes along the off-ramp up to Fairfax Drive to increase queue
storage and reduce the potential for operational conflicts and safety incidents on the mainline of
eastbound I-66. The two-lane configuration was identified as a cost-effective measure to mitigate the
queuing conditions onto the eastbound I-66 mainline caused by the congestion at downstream arterial
intersections that are anticipated to occur in the horizon years until the 2040 tolling operations scenario is
implemented. The details and results of this evaluation are included in the Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report (VDOT, 2016i).
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Bridge Structures
To accommodate the capacity improvements associated with the Build Alternative, the following bridges
are anticipated to require expansion:





I-66 bridge over Williamsburg Boulevard at mile post 68.35;
I-66 bridge over North Westmoreland Street at mile post 68.55;
I-66 bridge over North Sycamore Street at the East Falls Church Metrorail Station at mile post
69.25; and
I-66 bridge over the Custis Trail at mile post 70.45.

Furthermore, due to the proximity of the bridge pier to the roadway, pier relocation is anticipated at the
following location:


Pedestrian/bicyclist bridge over I-66 at mile post 69.50.

Preliminary Costs
In support of the EA and based on the preliminary design elements of the Build Alternative improvements
described above, preliminary cost opinions were developed using VDOT’s Project Cost Estimating
System. These cost estimates are based on the anticipated right of way acquisition for the Build
Alternative, as well as the predicted costs for preliminary engineering and construction:




2.2.3

Preliminary engineering:
$8,000,000.00
Construction:
$9,000,000.00
Right of way acquisition:
$108,000,000.00
Total opinion of probable cost: $125,000,000.00
Environmental Study Area and Limits of Disturbance

For the purposes of developing a Build Alternative to address the identified Purpose and Need, as well as
inventory resources along the I-66 corridor to be analyzed in this EA, a study area was established for the
eastbound widening improvements. As previously described in Section 1.1, the study area encompasses
the geographic area in which improvements could reasonably be developed to meet the Purpose and
Need. The resources that are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 3.0 were identified within the study area
limits. Generally, the study area includes an approximate 50-foot buffer from the existing VDOT right of
way along the I-66 corridor between the project limits. In some locations, in order to accommodate
considerations for interchange improvements or widening through constrained portions of the corridor,
the study area extends further outside of the existing right of way.
As the preliminary design for the Build Alternative progressed, a more detailed understanding of the
preliminary construction limits of the improvements was determined. As a result, in order to accurately
reflect the anticipated impacts of the Build Alternative, LOD have been estimated to calculate predicted
direct effects of the project. The LOD is based on preliminary engineering and design, which has been
developed to include both temporary and permanent impacts, including stormwater management facilities
and construction access. This method provides a more realistic estimate for impacts that may occur from
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the implementation of the proposed project, as opposed to assuming all of the environmental resources
inventoried along the entire extent of the study area would be affected. As the project advances into the
detailed stages of engineering and design, the anticipated impacts to environmental resources may be
subject to change as opportunities to avoid or minimize impacts to resources or reduce cost are
recognized.

2.3 ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVES TO MEET PURPOSE AND NEED
As documented in Chapter 1.0, the purpose of the project improvements under evaluation are based on
the following primary need elements: increase capacity, improve traffic operations, reduce congestion,
and address safety. Based on these elements of need, Table 2‒1 documents the measures of effectiveness
that have been identified for the purposes of evaluating alternatives and their ability to meet the identified
Purpose and Need.
Table 2-1. Measures of Effectiveness
Element of Need
Increase capacity
Reduce congestion and
improve traffic
operations
Address safety








Measure in Meeting Need
Throughput and simulated volumes (vph)
Simulated average density (passenger cars per lane per mile)
Simulated ramp queue lengths
Simulated travel time (seconds)
Percent of demand served: simulated volume (processed volumes)
divided by actual demand volume (input volumes)
Crash rate comparison

This section describes the ability of the No Build and Build Alternatives to address the identified
components of the project Purpose and Need, based on the measures of effectiveness listed above. The
Build Alternative described in the preceding sections has been retained for evaluation in this EA based on
its ability to meet the identified transportation needs in the study area by effectively addressing the
measures identified to meet those needs. As described below, the No Build Alternative would not address
the identified Purpose and Need as effectively as the Build Alternative. Impacts of the No Build and
Build Alternative to various environmental resources are described in Chapter 3.0.
2.3.1

Increase Capacity

As identified in Section 1.4, the existing and forecasted future travel demand exceeds the available
carrying capacity of I-66 eastbound inside I-495. Travel demand is most notably high during the PM
peak travel periods in the 2025 interim year. The additional lane included as part of the Build Alternative
would address the capacity issues identified in the Purpose and Need by allowing for greater throughput
of vehicles and the included ramp improvements would reduce the queuing vehicles exiting I-66 from the
mainline. The No Build Alternative would not address the need for additional capacity on eastbound I-66
in the study area and would not provide the vehicle throughputs to meet demand as effectively as the
Build Alternative. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average throughput of
approximately 1020 vph greater than the No Build on the I-66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By
the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative would provide an average of approximately 949 vph greater
than the No Build conditions. Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4 illustrate the ability of the Build Alternative to
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allow for increased throughput over the No Build Alternative and address anticipated travel demand,
particularly in the 2025 peak travel periods when demand is expected to increase the most. As shown,
under the No Build condition throughput is anticipated to be below that of existing conditions,
demonstrating the No Build Alternative’s inability to address current and future travel demand and
provide adequate throughput in the study area.
Figure 2-3. AM Eastbound Forecasted Throughput Compared to Simulated Demand

Figure 2-4. PM Eastbound Throughput Compared to Simulated Demand

Under the Build Alternative, lane continuity and interchange ramp configurations also would be
improved, eliminating bottleneck conditions and lengthy ramp queues.
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2.3.2

Reduce Congestion and Improve Traffic Operations

As demonstrated in Section 2.3.1, the Build Alternative would notably provide greater throughput and
more effectively address anticipated travel demand compared to the No Build Alternative. As a result, the
Build Alternative would improve traffic operations, reduce congestion, and would provide increased
travel times compared to the No Build, particularly in the 2025 condition prior to the implementation of
HOT-3 restrictions in the off-peak direction. As a result of the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds, vehicular traffic operations and existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline are expected to be benefitted. The anticipated future conditions under the Build Alternative
compared to the operational deficiencies along the I-66 eastbound corridor under the No Build Alternative
are listed in Table 2‒1. Figure 2-5 shows the anticipated travel speeds of the Build Alternative compared
to existing conditions and the No Build Alternative.
2.3.3

Address Safety

Between 2011 and 2015, the congested I-66 eastbound corridor inside the study area has experienced
average of 76 crashes per year. Under the No Build Alternative, the predicted crashes by 2040 are
anticipated to be similar to existing conditions (71 crashes per year). The Build Alternative would more
effectively address safety by providing an anticipated 20% reduction in yearly crashes (61 crashes per
year).
At the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive, a review of the
crashes reported between 2011 and 2015) revealed that there were eight reported crashes involving
bicycles or pedestrians. These crashes were related to pedestrians and bicyclists using the W&OD Trail
and crossing at the at-grade pedestrian crosswalk across the southern leg of the intersection, specifically
across Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29). Provision of a pedestrian-bicycle overpass for
the W&OD trail over Route 29 will produce notable safety benefits at this intersection. Specifically,
seven of the eight reported crashes would not have occurred if there had been a pedestrian overpass. The
construction of an overpass will produce a substantial reduction in the probability of a pedestrian or
bicycle crash at this intersection. Field observations and data revealed that most of the pedestrians and
bicyclists who cross the at-grade crosswalk are people who are already using the W&OD trail.
Approximately 1,300 to 2,500 people and bicyclists are projected to use the overpass on a daily basis,
including a large number of commuters who ride bicycles.
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Table 2-2. Congestion Levels for No Build Alternative and Build Alternative Conditions (AM and PM Peak Periods)
Traffic Volume Density (Vehicles/mile/lane)†
Roadway

I-66 Eastbound
I-66 Eastbound
I-66 Eastbound

I-66 Eastbound

I-66 Eastbound

I-66 Eastbound

Location

Leesburg Pike to Dulles
Connector Rd (2 Lanes)
Dulles Connector Rd to
N. Westmoreland St (3 Lanes)
N. Westmoreland St to Washington
Blvd/ Lee Highway (Route 29)
(3 Lanes)
Washington Blvd/Lee Highway
(Route 29) to N. Sycamore St
(2 Lanes)
N. Sycamore St to N. George
Mason Dr/Fairfax Dr
(2 Lanes)
N. George Mason Dr./Fairfax Dr to
North Glebe Rd (Route 120)
(2 Lanes)

Existing Year
(2016)

Interim Year NoBuild (2025)

Interim Year
Build (2025)

Design Year NoBuild (2040)

Design Year
Build (2040)

AM

PM

AM
Mainline

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

AM

PM

14.6

24.3

12.5

67.7

19.3

24.3

12.7

9.5

19.7

12.6

33.3

124.2

18.9

110.4

19.8

28.0

19.8

20.5

21.2

19.4

40.4

102.3

17.5

101.5

18.4

28.8

17.8

22.2

20.6

19.5

47.3

110.8

22.6

109.6

21.1

29.5

22.6

18.4

21.7

17.3

34.6

34.8

25.8

34.5

22.9

40.8

27.6

21.6

24.4

19.3

29.6

26.5

21.3

25.4

26.8

34.9

21.7

14.2

29.0

19.7

110.8

20.3

28.9

23.7

21.4

22.4

19.9

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

51.0

118.8

Ramps
19.7

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

40.4

102.3

17.5

101.5

18.4

28.8

17.8

22.2

20.6

19.5

I-66 On-Ramp

North Sycamore Street

43.2

68.6

23.6

58.8

21.2

32.1

25.7

20.3

22.7

17.9

I-66 Off-Ramp

I-66 Eastbound

28.6

30.4

21.7

30.0

23.4

48.4

23.2

18.6

25.3

19.6

† Densities represented by vehicles per mile per number of lanes, with future years represented by simulated model results. Shading corresponds to qualitative congestion levels as
shown in Table 1‒2.
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Figure 2-5. AM and PM Peak Period Speed Comparisons
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Transportation projects have the potential to affect social, economic, and natural resources; therefore, it is
essential that the existing environmental conditions and potential impacts related to the improvements
under evaluation are identified and understood. The following chapter provides an inventory of resources
along the I-66 corridor inside the environmental study area and provides an analysis of the potential
environmental consequences resulting from the No Build and Build Alternatives. The environmental
resources and conditions within the study area and their relevance to the project are alphabetically listed
and summarized in Table 3-1. Resources that have a reasonable potential for direct effects, indirect
effects and/or cumulative impacts are described in detail, along with any appropriate mitigation measures,
in the sections that follow.
Table 3-1. Summary of Environmental Considerations
Environmental
Resource

Air Quality

Resource Summary
In accordance with VDOT and FHWA guidance, as well as requirements established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), a quantitative carbon monoxide (CO) screening
analysis and quantitative analysis of mobile source air toxics (MSATs) has been conducted.
The results of the analysis show that the worst-case CO concentrations for the Build
Alternative scenario are predicted to be well below the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for CO in both the Interim/Opening Year Build (2025) and Design Year
Build (2040) for each of the worst-case locations analyzed along the proposed project corridor.
Although MSAT pollutant emissions are anticipated to increase between 2025 and 2040,
overall pollutant emissions are expected to be substantially lower than existing conditions as a
result of EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, despite the projected growth in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), and would not result in any adverse impacts to human health and welfare
The Build Alternative was not determined to be one of air quality concern for particulate
matter (PM2.5). See Section 3.9 and the Air Quality Technical Report (VDOT, 2016a) for
additional regulatory context, methodologies for conducting the study, and findings of the air
quality analysis.
The project is located in both Fairfax and Arlington Counties, which are within Virginia’s
Coastal Zone, regulated by Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972,
as amended, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration regulations for
ensuring consistency with the state’s federally approved Coastal Zone Management Program
(CZMP), promulgated under 15 CFR §930.

Coastal Zones

With implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, the Build Alternative would not
impair resources protected by the Virginia Coastal Zone Enforceable Policies, including
wetlands, nonpoint source pollution control and aquatic animals, and is anticipated to be
consistent with the state CZMP. The project would be designed and constructed in accordance
with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law and the terms and conditions of water
quality permits required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ), the Virginia Marine Resources Commission ,
and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (VDCR). Additional discussion
of Coastal Zone Management is included in the Natural Resources Technical Report (VDOT,
2016f).
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Environmental
Resource

Communities and
Community
Facilities

Cultural
Resources

Resource Summary
Within the study area, community facilities including schools, religious institutions, parks, and
transit facilities have been identified. In addition, there are numerous trails, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities throughout the study area and surrounding vicinity. Impacts to existing
community facilities are anticipated to be minimal; however, the Build Alternative
improvements include enhancements two park facilities that would also incorporate
modifications to existing trails.
Communities and community facilities as well as potential impacts associated with the Build
Alternative are identified in Section 3.3 and detailed in the Socioeconomic and Land Use
Technical Report (VDOT, 2016h). Additional discussion of parks protected under Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 is included in Section 3.8.
Historic architectural and archaeological surveys have been conducted to identify resources
that meet the criteria for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility and that could
potentially affected by the Build Alternative. A summary of identified resources evaluated are
included in the Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Interstate 66 Inside the Beltway
Eastbound Widening in Fairfax and Arlington Counties, Virginia: Management Summary
(VDOT, 2016b) and Phase I Architectural Survey of the Interstate 66 Inside the Beltway
Eastbound Widening in Fairfax and Arlington Counties, Virginia: Management Summary
(VDOT, 2016c).
VDOT finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not have an adverse effect on
architectural resources within the project LOD and vicinity. Information regarding cultural
resource eligibility and VDOT’s effect determinations is described in Section 3.7.

Floodplains

Hazardous
Materials

Invasive Species

Land Use

The SHPO in Virginia, the VDHR, concurred in November 2016 with the findings included
herein.
Executive Order 11988, and the amendments included in Executive Order 13690, regulates the
management of floodplains to minimize the impacts of floods, preserve the natural and
beneficial values of floodplains, and increase infrastructure resilience against flooding.
Encroachments on floodplains designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) would be minimal for the Build Alternative, occurring almost entirely within the
existing right of way. Federal regulations and VDOT roadway design standards would
minimize potential effects to floodplains, as described in Section 3.13. The identification and
potential impact analysis of 100-year floodplains proximal to the project study area is included
in the Natural Resources Technical Report (VDOT, 2016f).
A search of federal and state databases identified hazardous materials sites of recognized
environmental concern within proximity to the project. However, the listed pollution control
cases within the environmental study area are either reported closed or remediated. There are
no hazardous materials sites or facilities identified within the project’s preliminary LOD.
Additional detail is included in Section 3.16 as well as the Hazardous Materials Technical
Memorandum (VDOT, 2016d).
Invasive species may exist within the project study area but future establishment during
construction of the Build Alternative would be minimized following the provisions in VDOT’s
Road and Bridge Specifications. A brief description of invasive species potentially existing
within the study area and treatment during construction to avoid these species is included in
Section 3.14 and the Natural Resources Technical Report (VDOT, 2016f).
The study area is primarily comprised of public land dedicated to existing transportation uses
along the I-66 corridor, surrounded by dense urban residential development with commercial
uses interspersed throughout. Minor permanent and temporary right of way acquisition
associated with the Build Alternative would occur.
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Environmental
Resource

Noise

Section 4(f)

Section 6(f)

Prime Farmland
and Soils

Right of Way and
Relocations

Socioeconomics
and
Environmental
Justice

Threatened and
Endangered
Species

Water Quality

Resource Summary
Residential and outdoor recreational or institutional land uses (e.g. parks, active sport areas,
places of worship, and medical facilities) are the predominant noise receptors along the study
area. Both the No Build and Build Alternatives are predicted to result in noise impacts. Under
the Build Alternative, a total of 19,490 linear feet of noise barrier have been preliminarily
identified as needing to be replaced or feasible and reasonable to attenuate for noise impacts.
These noise barriers would benefit approximately 512 receptor units and are assumed to cost
approximately $7.2 million. Section 3.10 summarizes the preliminary noise analysis that was
conducted for this study and the Preliminary Noise Analysis (VDOT, 2016g) documents the
methodologies and findings of this analysis in detail.
Public parks, recreational facilities, and historic properties protected under Section 4(f) of the
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 have been identified within the study area;
however, the impact on Section 4(f) resources as part of the Build Alternative improvements is
de minimis. Additional detail is included in Section 3.8 and Appendix A.
The W&OD Trail is a protected property under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
and is, therefore, subject to Section 6(f) requirements. The Build Alternative is not anticipated
to alter the use or primary function of the W&OD Trail as a recreational bicycle and pedestrian
facility. Throughout the duration of construction, bicycle and pedestrian traffic would be
maintained. As a result, no permanent or temporary non-conforming use of the resource is
anticipated, and no formal coordination is required.
There are no farmland or farmland soils within the study area; therefore, the Build Alternative
would not result in any potential conversion of farmland regulated by the Farmland Protection
Policy Act of 1981.
Minor permanent and temporary right of way acquisition associated with the construction of
the Build Alternative would occur. To the extent practicable, the project improvements have
been designed to be largely within the existing right of way. No residential or commercial
relocations would occur under the Build Alternative. A discussion of property impacts under
the Build Alternative is included in Section 3.2.
An evaluation of population demographics and economics within the study area has been
conducted to support this EA. Additionally, this project has been evaluated in accordance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of1964, as amended, and other applicable nondiscrimination
statutes and authorities. Minority populations have been identified within the study area but
are not expected to experience disproportionately high and adverse effects as a result of the
Build Alternative improvements. Section 3.6 describes the Environmental Justice (EJ)
analysis conducted for this study and is detailed in the Socioeconomics and Land Use
Technical Report (VDOT, 2016h).
A review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Online Information, Planning, and
Conservation (IPaC) system, as well as state maintained databases, indicate that there are three
species that are either federally or state-listed threatened or endangered species, or designated
special status potentially proximal to the study area. The federally listed species, the northern
long-eared bat (NLEB), may be affected by the project. However, the project is within a
highly-developed urban area, which the USFWS indicates is extremely unlikely to be suitable
NLEB habitat. Coordination with agencies and final effect determinations would be conducted
as part of the final design and permitting process for the Build Alternative. Section 3.15 and
the Natural Resources Technical Report (VDOT, 2016f) include a detailed discussion of
threatened and endangered species relative to the Build Alternative.
In accordance with the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) (40 CFR §130.7(b), the VDEQ
identifies three impaired stream segments within the project study area. Further water quality
degradation resulting from the Build Alternative would be minimized through the
implementation of stormwater management facilities and best management practices (BMPs),
consistent with VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards and Specifications. Additional detail
regarding potential water quality impacts and mitigation practices are described in Section 3.12
and the Natural Resources Technical Report (VDOT, 2016f).
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Environmental
Resource

Waters of the
U.S., including
Wetlands

Visual Quality

Resource Summary
Wetlands and streams have been identified within the project study area and anticipated
impacts to these aquatic resources are anticipated to occur primarily within the existing VDOT
right of way. The predominant wetland type is palustrine emergent (PEM) associated with
existing VDOT stormwater management facilities. Potential opportunities to avoid and
minimize impacts to these aquatic resources may be identified through the final design and
permitting process; however, suitable mitigation would be provided, as required, for
unavoidable impacts. Waters of the U.S. that have received a preliminary jurisdictional
determination from the USACE and the potential impacts WOUS resulting from the Build
Alternative are described in Section 3.11 and detailed in the Natural Resources Technical
Report (VDOT, 2016f).
Aesthetic and visual resources are perceived landscape features that contribute to the overall
quality and the public enjoyment of the environment. Changes to visual quality within the
project study area are anticipated to be negligible, as the Build Alternatives would include
improvements along an existing interstate corridor and the visual elements of the Build
Alternative would be consistent with the highly-developed setting of the project study area.

The assessment of potential impacts to environmental resources focuses on the preliminary engineering
and design plans for the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, eastbound improvement project. In order to
inform the development of the design for the eastbound widening improvements, a study area was
initially established to generally include an approximate 50-foot buffer from the existing VDOT right of
way along the I-66 corridor, including the mainline and interchange areas, between the identified project
termini. The study area represents the geographic extent within which improvements have been
considered, environmental resources have been inventoried, preliminary design has been developed, and
potential impacts have been analyzed.
To develop a more detailed understanding of the potential impacts associated with the Build Alternative
improvements, an anticipated LOD has been developed based on the preliminary design and anticipated
impacts have been calculated for resources that fall within the design LOD. The LOD includes both
temporary and permanent impacts that are anticipated to result from the implementation of the Build
Alternative’s preliminary design features. The Build Alternative improvements would include
modifications to existing I-66 as well as to existing intersecting roadways and bridges, existing drainage
systems, and storm water management facilities, all of which are encompassed within preliminary design
LOD. Temporary construction access necessary for the implementation of the Build Alternative is
accommodated within the preliminary design LOD. New noise barriers and modifications of existing
barriers have been incorporated into the LOD at locations meeting the federal criteria.
Table 3-2 provides a summary of the anticipated impacts of the Build Alternative, based on the extent of
the preliminary design LOD, and compares the impacts to those of the No Build Alternative described in
Section 2.2.1. Construction of new noise barriers or modification of existing noise barriers that were
identified to meet the federal criteria, described in Section 3.10, comprise a substantial portion of the total
area required for construction of the Build Alternative. As a result, the impacts associated with the LOD
for noise barriers identified in the preliminary design noise analysis are tabulated separately from the
roadway improvements. This method provides a more realistic estimate for impacts that may occur from
the implementation of the proposed project, as opposed to assuming all of the environmental resources
inventoried along the entire extent of the study area would be affected. This method also allows for a
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better understanding of potential impacts that may be avoided or further minimized, as the project design
advances and a detailed review of the project components, including noise barrier constructability, is
completed.
Table 3-2. Summary of Resources Inventoried and Potential Preliminary Design Impacts
Potential Impacts
Environmental Resource

Study
Area

Build Alternative

No Build
Alt.

Roadway

Noise Barrier

Total

209.2

--

42.5

11.5

54

Permanent Right of Way Acquisition (acres)

--

0

0.1

0

0.1

Permanent Proposed Right of Way Easement (acres)

--

0

0

0.03

0.03

Temporary Proposed Right of Way Easement (acres)

--

0

2.9

1.8

4.7

Residential Land Use Conversion (acres)

--

0

0

0

0

Commercial-Industrial Land Use Conversion (acres)

--

0

0.1

0

0.1

Public Land Use Conversion (acres)

--

0

0.1

0.1

0.1

Community Facilities (no.)

14

0

2

1

3

Minority Population Census Block Group (no.)

16

0

0

0

0

Low-income Census Block Group (no.)

0

0

0

0

0

Historic Properties Adversely Effected (no.)

--

0

0

0

0

Section 4(f) Properties (acres)

6.6

0

2.5

0

2.5

NAAQs Violated (no.)

--

0

0

0

Impacted Noise Receptors (no.)

1,454

236

Streams (linear feet)

2,482

0

92.9

44.6

137.5

--

0

52.1

44.6

96.7

--

0

4.6

0

4.6

--

0

36.2

0

36.2

0.66

0

0.6

0

0.6

--

0

0.6

0

0.6

Total Area (acres)

Perennial Streams Within Existing Right of Way (lf)
Perennial Streams Within Permanent Proposed Right
of Way (linear feet)
Perennial Streams Within Temporary Proposed
Right of Way Easement (linear feet)
Wetlands (acres)
Palustrine Emergent Within Existing Right of Way
(acres)
Wooded Areas (acres)

0
349

0

5.71

6.68

12.39

Within Existing Right of Way (acres)

0

4.89

6.60

11.49

Within Permanent Proposed Right of Way (acres)
Within Temporary Proposed Right of Way Easement
(acres)
100-Year Floodplains (acres)

0

0.03

0.03

0.06

0

0.79

0.05

0.84

0
0

0.22

0.17
0

0.39

Hazardous Materials Sites (no.)

6.11
27
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3.2 LAND USE AND PROPERTY IMPACTS
Land use within the project vicinity and environmental study area was identified based on Geographic
Information System (GIS) data compiled by Fairfax County (2016). Information on land use was also
gathered from local comprehensive and land use plans (Fairfax County, 2016a), aerial photos, input from
local and regional planning officials, and field reconnaissance. Arlington County zoning GIS data (2016)
is used in this analysis to compute the land use within the county and study area. The zoning codes
correspond with land use based on the 2015 Arlington County General Land Use Plan.
Of the approximately 209.2 acres in the study area, land use is primarily composed of public land use
(82.7 percent), with the majority constituting the I-66 right of way. Residential land use accounts for 12.0
percent of the study area. Lesser land uses include mixed use (2.7 percent), open space (1.3 percent), and
commercial-industrial (1.3 percent). There is no agricultural land use in the study area.
3.2.1

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative requires no right of way acquisition; therefore, it would have no direct impact
on land use. It is assumed that any locality approved projects and land uses would continue to develop, as
planned.
3.2.2

Build Alternative

Table 3-3 shows the proportion of land uses converted to transportation under the Build Alternative. The
Build Alternative would require approximately 4.9 acres of total temporary or permanent property
easements or acquisitions as a direct impact from construction of the Build Alternative. For the purposes
of this analysis, only permanent property acquisition or easements are considered to be a conversion of
land from its present use to transportation as a result of the expansion of adjacent transportation facility.
Temporary access easements required for the construction of the Build Alternative would be short-term
and returned to the existing land use once construction is completed. As shown in Table 3-3, the total
permanent land use conversion would be approximately 0.16 acres. The remainder of land use impacts
would be temporary in nature and primarily along the south side of I-66 in the study area.
Table 3-3. Land Use Conversion of the Build Alternative
Land Use
Residential
Commercial-Industrial
Public
Mixed Use
Open Space
Total Acres

Percent of Study Area Total
12%
1.3%
82.7%
2.7%
1.3%
100%

Acres Converted
0
0.06
0.1
0
0
0.16

The acquisition of property would be conducted in accordance with all applicable Federal laws,
regulations and requirements, including but not limited to 23 CFR §710, the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (49 CFR §49, as amended). All property
owners affected by Federally-assisted projects will be treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that
they do not experience disproportionate effects as a result of projects that are designed for the benefit of
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the public as a whole. VDOT would provide relocation resources to all businesses and entities potentially
affected by the Build Alternative improvements without discrimination.

3.3 COMMUNITIES AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Inside of the environmental study area, I-66 is a major transportation corridor that passes through
communities within east Fairfax County and west Arlington County, providing connections between I495 and Washington, D.C. The City of Falls Church is located south of the western terminus of the study
area. Fairfax and Arlington Counties, as well as the City of Falls Church, have comprehensive
overarching plans guiding community development, and in some cases, more focused individual
neighborhood plans, that were reviewed to develop an understanding of communities and community
cohesion along the project corridor. Community facilities were also identified through a review of
locality planning documents as well as available mapping, aerial photography, and GIS data. Detailed
written descriptions and mapping of communities and community facilities located along the project
corridor are provided in the Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Report (VDOT, 2016h).
3.3.1

Communities

The communities along the I-66 study area were well established at the time I-66 was constructed in the
late 1970s and early 1980s, as well as when the Metrorail was built in the median in 1986. The only
Metro stop in the I-66 study area is the East Falls Church Metro Station at North Sycamore Street. The
portion of the study area within Fairfax County is located in Planning Area II, McLean Planning District,
and Pimmit and Kirby Planning Sectors, which include the West Falls Church and Brilyn Park
communities, respectively.
Within Arlington County, eight communities are adjacent to the
environmental study area: Arlington – East Falls Church, Highland Park – Overlee Knolls, Madison
Manor, Westover Village, Dominion Hills, Bluemont, Waycroft – Woodlawn, and Ballston – Virginia
Square.
3.3.2

Community Facilities, including Parks and Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities

Within each of these communities there are a number of community facilities that provide services to
neighborhoods in and around the study area. These facilities include four schools, two religious
institutions, one Metrorail transit station, one pool, and seven parks. These community facilities, their
location, and relation to I-66 and the communities along the I-66 corridor are listed in Table 3-4 and are
illustrated in Figure 3-1.
Table 3-4. Community Facilities within the Environmental Study Area
Facility

Address

Community
Schools

Mt. Daniel School

2328 N Oak St. Falls
Church, VA 22046

West Falls Church

Arlington Traditional
Elementary School

855 N Edison St.
Arlington, VA 22205

Bluemont

St. Ann School

980 N Frederick St.
Arlington, VA 22205

Bluemont
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Access
Access via Route 7 north on N West Street
and turn onto N Oak Street.
Access via Wilson Boulevard and N George
Mason Drive.
Access via N Harrison Street and N George
Mason Drive onto 10th Street N and then
onto Frederick Street.
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Facility
Virginia Tech Research
Center - Arlington
Washington Elm
Church
Arlington Spanish SDA
Church

East Falls Church
Metro Station

Madison Manor Park

Address
900 N Glebe Rd.
Arlington, VA 22203

Community

Access

Bluemont

Access via N Glebe Road.

Religious Institutions
6901 Haycock Rd.
Brilyn Park
Falls Church, VA 22043
6624 Locust St.
Falls Church, VA 22046

West Falls Church

Metro Stations
2001 N Sycamore St.
Arlington - East
Arlington, VA 22205
Falls Church
Parks and Recreation*
6225 12th Rd. N.
Arlington, VA 22205

Madison Manor

1730 Roosevelt St.
Arlington, VA 22205
1001 N Kennebec St.
Arlington, VA 22205
801 N Manchester St.
Arlington, VA 22203
4747 Fairfax Dr.
Arlington, VA 22201
850 N Lexington St.
Arlington, VA 22205

Bluemont/Dominion
Hills

Benjamin Banneker
Park

6620 N 18th St.
Arlington, VA 22205

Arlington - East
Falls Church

High Point Pool

6840 Woodland Dr. Falls
Church, VA 22046

West Falls Church

East Falls Church Park
Westover Park
Bluemont Junction
Park
Ballston Pond Park
Bon Air Park

Arlington - East
Falls Church
Westover Village
Bluemont
Bluemont

Access via driveway off Haycock Road.
Access via Great Falls Street and turn on
Locust Street. Access also available via
Williamsburg Boulevard and north onto
Meridian Street.
Park and Ride lot access via Washington
Boulevard and N Sycamore Street.
Access via N Ohio Street and N Roosevelt
Street and turn onto 12th Road N. On-street
parking available near park.
Access via N Sycamore Street that turns
into N Roosevelt Street south of I-66.
Access to Kennebec Street from Patrick
Henry Drive and Washington Boulevard.
Access to N Manchester Street via Wilson
Boulevard.
Access via Fairfax Drive and N Glebe
Road.
Access to N Lexington Street via Wilson
Boulevard.
Access to 18th St N from both N
Washington Street and N Sycamore Street
and onto N Westmoreland Street.
Access from Great Falls Street via
Woodland Drive.

(Arlington County, 2016b and Fairfax County, 2016a) *Park amenities detailed in Table 3-5.
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Figure 3-1. Study Area Communities and Community Facilities
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Of the identified park and recreational facilities, there are seven publicly-owned parks that are within the
environmental study area. Table 3-5 provides a description of the park sizes and amenities.
Table 3-5. Study Area Park Sizes and Amenities
Park

Amenities

Size (Acres)

Acres Within
Study Area

Madison
Manor Park

Picnic Area, Playground, Softball/Baseball Field, Tennis
Courts, Basketball Court, Path, Access to Custis Trail, and
Historic Brandymore Castle

13.1

0.7

East Falls
Church Park

Basketball Court, Multi-purpose Field, Green Space, Stream

4.0

0.8

3.9

0.1

23.6

0.2

6.7

0.4

21.1

4.2

12.3

0.2

Westover Park
Bluemont
Junction Park
Ballston Pond
Park
Bon Air Park
Benjamin
Banneker Park

Picnic Area, Playground, Softball/Baseball Fields, Basketball
Courts, Volleyball Courts, Multi-purpose Field, Access to
Custis Trail
Paved walking trail, Bluemont Junction Caboose, Recreational
Space, Multi-purpose Field
Pond, Wildlife Observation
Rose Garden, Ornamental Tree Gardens, Playgrounds,
Volleyball Courts, Basketball Courts, Picnic Areas, Path
Four Mile Run Access, W&OD and Custis Trails Access,
Picnic Areas, Playground, Multi-purpose Field, Dog Park

In addition to park facilities located along the study area, the I-66 corridor and surrounding communities
include a complex system of recreational trails and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Recreational trails
(multi-use), bike lanes (designated lanes for bicycles), and bike routes (recommended routes for safest
cycling) in the study area are listed in Table 3-6 and shown in Figure 3-2. Two bike routes cross the
study area in Fairfax County. In Arlington County, eight trails, five bike routes, and four bike lanes cross
the study area. The Fairfax County Bicycle Master Plan (Fairfax County, 2014) recommends a bike lane
on Great Falls Street. In the study area, the Bicycle Element of the Arlington Master Transportation Plan
(Arlington County, 2008) proposed bike routes along Williamsburg Boulevard, Westmoreland Street, and
Harrison Street. The most recent County bicycle network map (Arlington County, 2016a) shows that
these routes have been added since the 2008 Bicycle Element was completed.
Table 3-6. Bicycle/Recreational Trails in the Study Area
Trail/Route/Lane

Location

Access

Bluemont Junction Trail
Connector

West side of Ballston Pond Park

Access at N Glebe Road, Washington
Boulevard, and Fairfax Drive.

Bluemont Junction Trail

Bluemont Junction Park

Access at Fairfax Drive, N Buchanan
Street, and N George Mason Drive.

Bon Air Park Trail
Custis Trail

Bon Air Park
Adjacent to I-66 corridor from
crossing of Patrick Henry Drive and
continues east through study area.
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Trail/Route/Lane
Four Mile Run Trail
Neighborhood Trail,
Custis Mirror
W&OD Connector
W&OD Trail

Location
East Fall Church Park and Madison
Manor Park
South side of I-66 near N Harrison
Street crossing
Generally located on the north side I66 near Madison Manor Park
Located along I-66 corridor from N
Washington Street to Patrick Henry
Drive where it continues southeast

Bike Route

Great Falls Street

Bike Route

Haycock Road

Bike Route

Westmoreland Street

Bike Route

Harrison Street

Bike Route

McKinley Street

Bike Lane

Williamsburg Boulevard

Bike Lane

Sycamore Street

Bike Lane

Ohio Street

Bike Lane

Patrick Henry Drive

Revised Environmental Assessment

Access
Access from W & OD Trail and N
Sycamore Street.
Access from Custis Trail and N
Harrison Street.
Several access points in area.
Several access points in study area.
From Dolly Madison Boulevard
southeast to N Washington Street.
From Westmoreland Street southwest
to W Broad Street and on to Shreve
Road.
From Kirby Road south to W & OD
Trail.
From Lee Highway to Wilson
Boulevard.
From Lexington Street south to Custis
Trail.
From Glebe Road southwest to N West
Street.
From Williamsburg Boulevard south to
Roosevelt Street.
From Washington Boulevard south to
Wilson Boulevard.
From Washington Boulevard south to
Wilson Boulevard.
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Figure 3-2. Bicycle/Recreational Trails
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3.3.3

No Build Alternative

The transportation infrastructure projects assumed under the No Build Alternative are not anticipated to
have direct physical impact on communities in the environmental study area. In the absence of the Build
Alternative improvements, continued capacity demand and congestion along eastbound I-66 inside I-495
would increasingly hamper community mobility. Impacts to identified community facilities and park
resources within the environmental study area, or changes to existing recreational trails, bike lanes, and/or
bike routes are not anticipated under the No Build Alternative.
3.3.4

Build Alternative

Compared to the No Build Alternative, the Build Alternative would result in additional capacity,
improved congestion relief and increased safety along eastbound I-66 inside I-495, benefiting adjacent
communities. The improvements to I-66 within Fairfax and Arlington Counties are limited to widening
the eastbound lane from the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267) to Fairfax Drive (Route 237) and
associated ancillary improvements; therefore, the majority of the right-of-way impacts would be minor
and consist of strip takes outside of the existing right of way, primarily on the south side of I-66 and
where noise barriers have been identified to meet the federal criteria. Impacts to communities,
community facilities, recreational facilities/parks, and bicycle/recreational trails resulting from the Build
Alternative improvements under consideration are described below:
W&OD Trail
In order to facilitate improved operational movements and increase safety, a grade-separated overpass of
the W&OD Trail is included as part of the Build Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at
the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive. The new structure
at Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29), in the vicinity of the Arlington-East Falls Church
community, would provide safer access across the roadway for bicycle and pedestrian users of the
W&OD Trail. This beneficial improvement is not anticipated affect the function of the recreational
facility.
In order to accommodate the implementation of the grade-separated overpass, approximately 1.2 acres of
property owned by the NVRPA are anticipated to be temporarily impacted by the construction of the trail
improvements. This particular at-grade crossing has been previously identified by the NVRPA as a
dangerous intersection and VDOT and NVRPA have worked closely to develop a trail crossing that
would meet the NVRPA’s bridge guidelines. The NVRPA finds that by removing the at-grade crossing
will be beneficial for the trail by enhancing safety for all trail users. VDOT is committed to continue
working with the NVRPA to find a design solution that is aesthetically pleasing and one that provides a
safe crossing. Short-term impacts to the recreational trails, bike lanes, and/or bike routes could include
temporary detours during construction; however the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be
affected.
Bon Air Park and Custis Trail
The Build Alternative would result in greater transportation mobility and reduced congestion along the I66 corridor inside the Capital Beltway, allowing for improving access to community facilities, all of
which are accessible within close proximity to I-66. In order to accommodate for adequate and safe sight
distance along the mainline of eastbound I-66 just east of Patrick Henry Drive, the widening would occur
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along the outside shoulder and would require minor right of way acquisition and temporary construction
easements from the Bon Air Park community facility. As a result, the adjacent Custis Trail would need to
be realigned. The preliminary design for the trail realignment has been developed to improve sight lines
for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I-66 at Bon Air Park. The
right of way required to accommodate the widening and trail enhancements would be minimal and are not
anticipated to affect the function or access of the community facilities. Approximately 0.07 acres of right
of way would be permanently acquired and approximately 1.22 acres of temporary easement for
construction would be required from Arlington County at Bon Air Park in the vicinity of the Bluemont
Community.
On the north side of I-66, across from Bon Air Park, temporary construction impacts may occur as a result
of the installation of noise barriers identified in the preliminary design phase to meet federal requirements
for attenuation of noise impacts from the Build Alternative improvements. During construction, shortterm impacts to the Custis Trail could include temporary detours during construction; however the overall
function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected. In the Bon Air Park facility and along the Custis
Trail, areas affected by temporary construction activities would be revegetated and returned to similar
existing conditions.
In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970
(49 CFR §49, as amended), affected property owners would be fairly compensated and the Build
Alternative improvements are anticipated to enhance the function of existing recreational facilities. The
improvements along eastbound I-66 would not create new physical barriers to intercommunity
connectivity or cohesion. As such, there would be minimal direct effects to communities and community
cohesion under the Build Alternative.

3.4 DEMOGRAPHICS AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
Population and housing characteristics have been identified based on the 2010 US Decennial Census (US
Census Bureau, 2010) and American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 2010-2014 data (ACS, 2016),
available online at American Factfinder6. Data was gathered for the census block groups within and
immediately adjacent to the study area and compared to similar data for Fairfax County, Arlington
County, and Virginia. ACS data is based on sample survey that can have large margins of error at the
census block group level; however, where ACS data is used the census block group data in this study, it is
represents the best available information at the time and/or is more reflective of existing conditions in the
study area. Existing conditions were reviewed by local cooperating agencies during development of the
EA. Population projections are based on Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG)
Round 8.4 data for Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) (MWCOG, 2015), located within and
immediately adjacent to the study area. The study area contains 18 census block groups and is
encompassed by nine TAZs.

6

http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
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3.4.1

Population

The US Decennial Census (1980 and 2010) reported that the total resident population in Fairfax County
has increased from 596,901 persons in 1980 to 1,081,726 persons in 2010 (an 81.2 percent increase).
Arlington County has increased from 152,599 residents in 1980 to 207,453 in 2010 (a 35.9 percent
increase). In the same period, Virginia has increased from 5,346,818 residents to 8,001,024 residents (a
49.6 percent increase). The year 1980 was selected as a starting point for the identification of population
growth to correspond with the completion of I-66 in 1982.
Table 3-7 summarizes the census block group populations of the study area and Table 3-8 compares the
total population to that of Fairfax County, Arlington County, and Virginia. According to the 2010 US
Decennial Census data, the resident population of the study area census block groups is approximately
19,999 persons. Of these, 3,373 persons (16.9 percent) reside in census block groups located in Fairfax
County and 16,626 persons (83.1 percent) are located in Arlington County. The study area census block
group population is less than 1.0 percent of the total population of Virginia. Census tract 4710.00, block
group 1 is the most populated (2,106 residents) and is located at the western terminus of the study area.
Census tract 1010.00, block group 4 is the least populated (729 residents) and is located in the Highland
Park – Overlee Knolls community of Arlington County.
Table 3-7: Study Area 2010 Census Block Groups Population
Geographic Area/Census Block Group

Total
Population

Census Tract 1001.00, Block Group 1
Census Tract 1001.00, Block Group 4
Census Tract 1007.00, Block Group 3
Census Tract 1009.00, Block Group 3
Census Tract 1009.00, Block Group 4
Census Tract 1010.00, Block Group 3

1,098
1,692
735
845
1,125
796

Census Tract 1010.00, Block Group 4
Census Tract 1011.00, Block Group 2
Census Tract 1011.00, Block Group 3
Census Tract 1011.00, Block Group 4
Census Tract 1011.00, Block Group 5
Census Tract 1012.00, Block Group 2

729
952
1,370
916
979
905

Census Tract 1012.00, Block Group 3
Census Tract 1013.00, Block Group 1
Census Tract 1014.01, Block Group 1
Census Tract 1014.03, Block Group 3

790
973
1,225
1,496

Census Tract 4709.00, Block Group 5
Fairfax
Census Tract 4710.00, Block Group 1
County
Study Area Block Groups Total

1,267
2,106

Locality

Arlington
County

19,999

(US Census Bureau, 2010)
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Table 3-8: Study Area Census Block Groups, Counties, and State Population Summary
Geographic Area
Study Area Block Groups Total
Arlington County
Fairfax County
Virginia

Total
Population
19,999
207,627
1,081,726
8,001,024

(US Census Bureau, 2010)

MWCOG projects population per TAZ from 2015 to 2040. The current MWCOG Round 8.4 projections
indicate that by 2040, the resident population of the study area TAZs will increase from 26,173 to 31,436
persons, a 20.1 percent increase (Figure 3-5). In comparison, the MWCOG Round 8.4 projections
anticipate the resident population of Fairfax County will increase from 1,158,653 to 1,406,187 persons (a
21.4 percent increase), and Arlington County will increase from 222,213 to 282,998 residents (a 27.4
percent increase) over the same period. The Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service Demographics
Research Group (University of Virginia, 2012) projects the statewide resident population will increase
from 8,382,993 in 2015 to 10,530,228 persons in 2040, a 25.6 percent increase (Figure 3-3).
Figure 3-3: Study Area TAZ, Fairfax, and Arlington Counties Projected Populations (2015-2040)

(MWCOG, 2015)
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Figure 3-4: Virginia Projected Population (2015-2040)
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(University of Virginia, 2012)

3.4.2

Housing

Table 3-9 summarizes the housing characteristics in the study area census block groups and Table 3-10
compares similar data for the two counties and statewide. An estimated 8,885 housing units are in the
study area census block groups, of which 8,417 (94.7 percent) are occupied. Census block group 1014.03
BG 3 has the most occupied housing units (857) and 1007.00 BG 3 has the least (251). Within the study
area census block groups, there is a 68.9 percent owner occupancy rate. In comparison, Fairfax County
has a 95.8 percent total occupancy rate and a 68.2 percent owner occupancy rate; Arlington County has an
89.1 percent total occupancy rate and a 44.8 percent owner occupancy rate; and Virginia has an 89.4
percent total occupancy rate and a 66.7 percent owner occupancy rate. Fairfax and Arlington Counties
account for 15.2 percent of the total housing units in Virginia.
Table 3-9: Study Area Census Block Groups, Counties, and State Housing Summary
Geographic Area
Study Area Block Groups Total
Arlington County
Fairfax County
Virginia

Total
Housing
Units
8,885
108,021

Total
Occupied
Housing Units
8,417
96,264

Total
Occupied
Housing (%)
94.7%
89.1%

Owner
Occupied
Units
5,801
43,157

Renter
Occupied
Units
2,616
53,107

409,108
3,403,241

391,794
3,041,710

95.8%
89.4%

267,156
2,028,244

124,638
1,013,466

(ACS, 2016)
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Table 3-10: Study Area Census Block Groups, Counties, and State Housing Summary
Geographic Area
Study Area Block Groups Total
Arlington County
Fairfax County
Virginia

Total
Housing
Units
8,885
108,021
409,108

Total
Occupied
Housing Units
8,417
96,264
391,794

Total
Occupied
Housing (%)
94.7%
89.1%
95.8%

Owner
Occupied
Units
5,801
43,157
267,156

Renter
Occupied
Units
2,616
53,107
124,638

3,403,241

3,041,710

89.4%

2,028,244

1,013,466

(ACS, 2016)

3.4.3

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not result in any property acquisitions or project-related construction and
therefore no impacts to population or housing would occur.
3.4.4

Build Alternative

The Build Alternative would result in minimal right of way acquisition adjacent to the existing I-66 right
of way. Approximately 0.16 acres of permanent residential right of way would be acquired or placed
under permanent easement and 4.7 acres of temporary easements would be needed for construction. No
residential or commercial property relocations would occur; therefore, no long-term physical effects to
population or housing would result.

3.5 ECONOMICS
According to ACS 5-Year 2010 – 2014 median household income data of persons residing in the study
area census block groups, the study area median household income is $148,438. The study area median
household income is greater than that of Fairfax County ($112,102), Arlington County ($105,120), and
Virginia ($64,792). According to the ACS 5-Year 2010 – 2014 data, approximately 97.6 percent of the
work force in the study area census block groups is employed. This is greater than the employment rate in
Fairfax County (94.9 percent), Arlington County (96.5 percent), and Virginia (93.2 percent). The current
unemployment rates for Fairfax County (3.6 percent), Arlington County (2.8 percent), and Virginia (4.4
percent) are the lowest since 2008.
Within the study area census tracts, there are 29,659 workers age 16 and older within the study area
census tracts. The majority (63.8 percent) of the employed civilian population in the study area census
tracts work in the professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management (29.1
percent); educational services, health care, and social assistance (17.3 percent); and public administration
(17.4 percent). Approximately one-third of workers over 16 years of age within the study area census
tracts work “locally” within their county of residence and the remainder have to travel outside the county
or state for their job.
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In Arlington County, the mean travel time to work is 27.8 minutes and 50.7 percent of workers travel 29
minutes or less to work. In Fairfax County, the mean travel time to work is 32.1 minutes and 45.9 percent
of workers travel 29 minutes or less to work. In Virginia, the mean travel time to work is 27.8 minutes
and 59.7 percent of workers travel 29 minutes or less to work. Within the study area census tracts, the
mean travel time to work is 28.1 minutes and 50.6 percent of the workers travel 29 minutes or less to
work.
Within the five zip codes that encompass the study area, 2,462 businesses have been identified according
to the US Census Bureau’s Business Patterns 2014 data (US Census Bureau, 2016a and 2016b). The top
five business sectors in the study area zip codes are: professional, scientific, and technical services (24.9
percent); health care and social assistance (14.5 percent); other services (10.8 percent); accommodation
and food services (8.6 percent); and retail trade (8.0 percent). Over half these businesses have one to four
employees (54.0 percent) and five businesses have 1,000 or more employees (0.2 percent). The total
annual payroll for businesses in the study area zip codes is approximately $3.5 billion (US Census
Bureau, 2016a).
3.5.1

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not address the identified Purpose and Need as effectively as the Build
Alternative, and thus would not provide the extent of beneficial transportation improvements that may
affect income, employment, or business. Any impact on income, employment, or business as a result of
the No Build Alternative in anticipated to be minimal.
3.5.2

Build Alternative

The Build Alternative would not have a major effect on income or the distribution of the business
establishments and industries located within the study area. No business or commercial property
relocations would occur. The reduced congestion expected under this alternative could improve access to
businesses within the study area as well as improve commute times of study area census tract residents
and business delivery times.
The potential for temporary jobs during construction would increase under the Build Alternative for the
duration of construction. The extent and duration of temporary job increases would be proportional to the
project construction cost.
Impacts to businesses during construction would be minimized through careful planning during future
phases of this study. 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
disruptions.

3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, requires no person in the United States shall, on the
ground of race, color, or national origin (including individuals with Limited English Proficiency), be
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. Title VI bars intentional discrimination, but
also unjustified disparate impact discrimination. Disparate impacts result from policies and practices that
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are neutral on their face (i.e., there is no evidence of intentional discrimination) but have the effect of
discrimination on protected groups.
The FHWA Title VI Program is broader than the Title VI statute and encompasses other
nondiscrimination statutes and authorities, including:








Section 162 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 (23 USC 324) providing protection
against gender-based discrimination,
The Age Discrimination Act of 1975 prohibiting discrimination on the basis of age,
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973/Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 providing
disabled individuals equal opportunities to participate in and have access to federal programs,
benefits and services,
Executive Order 13166 – Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency requiring federal agencies to identify any need for services to those with limited
understanding of the English language, and
Executive Order 12898 – Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and
Low-Income Populations (1994) to ensure federal programs do not result in disproportionately
high and adverse environmental or health impacts to these populations.

Executive Order 12898 – Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
Populations requires all federal agencies to:
“…promote nondiscrimination in federal programs substantially affecting human health
and the environment, and provide minority and low-income communities’ access to
public information on, and an opportunity for public participation in, matters relating to
human health or the environment.”
An EJ analysis has been prepared to support this EA in accordance with the definitions, methodologies,
and guidance provided in Executive Order 12898; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Environmental Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997); US Department of
Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2(a) Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations (2012 revision); FHWA EJ Order 6640.23A FHWA Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (2012); FHWA
memorandum Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA (2011); and the FHWA Environmental
Justice Reference Guide (2015). The strategies developed under Executive Order 12898 and the
USDOT/FHWA policies on EJ take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal transportation projects on the health or environment
of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, while
ensuring EJ communities are proactively provided meaningful opportunities for public participation in
project development and decision-making. Details of the EJ analysis and methodologies are outlined in
the Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Report (VDOT, 2016h) and the results are briefly
summarized below.
3.6.1

Minority Populations

Of the 18 census block groups within the study area, 16 are determined to meet the definition of racial
minority populations based upon the “meaningfully greater” threshold established for identifying racial
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minority population (9.5 percent based on census tract 1010.00, block group 4, with the lowest total
minority population of 8.6 percent). The “meaningfully greater” threshold for Hispanic/Latino
populations was set at 5.0 percent based on census tract 1011.00, block group 4, with the lowest
Hispanic/Latino population of 4.5 percent. Based on this threshold, 15 of the 18 study area census block
groups meet the definition of a Hispanic/Latino population.
3.6.2

Low-Income

According to 2014 HHS poverty guidelines, the poverty threshold for a four-person family is $23,850.
All 18 study area census block groups have a median household income greater than the $23,850.
Therefore, there are no low-income populations in the study area census block groups and an assessment
of potential impacts to low-income populations is not required.
3.6.3

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative is not expected to result in any property acquisitions or impacts to minority or
low-income populations. Evaluation of the potential effects to EJ communities may be required if
programmed improvements under the No Build Alternative involve major new construction with federal
funding. Potential effects to minority populations would be addressed by the respective project sponsors.
3.6.4

Build Alternative

All of the Build Alternative study area census block groups were identified to include minority
populations that meet the established thresholds for EJ populations; none of these populations qualify as
low-income. No relocations would occur under this alternative and therefore, and no physical impacts to
EJ populations are anticipated to occur. The transportation benefits of the Build Alternative
improvements would be experienced by all users of I-66. The improved transportation mobility and
reduced congestion within the study area would include the census block groups containing EJ
populations.
Temporary easements for construction are anticipated to be short-term and would not preclude access to
or impact use of properties; therefore, potential temporary right of way effects during construction are not
considered high and adverse to minority populations present in the study area.

3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES
In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended,
(16 USC §470) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations for compliance with
Section 106 (36 CFR §800), the potential effects to archaeological and architectural resources that are on,
eligible for, or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP have been analyzed within the Area of
Potential Effects (APE) identified for the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, eastbound improvement
project.
The APE for direct effects to cultural resources is defined by the Build Alternative’s preliminary design
LOD, while the APE for indirect effects includes tax parcels immediately adjacent to and outside of the
direct effects APE and any parcels abutting those parcels. VDHR, the SHPO in Virginia, concurred with
the definition of the project’s APE in September 2016.
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3.7.1

Archaeological Resources

Within the APE, pedestrian surveys and shovel testing was performed in an effort to identify historic
archaeological resources. Based on these survey efforts and previous investigations associated with
projects in the I-66 corridor, no archaeological materials or features were observed and no archaeological
resources were determined to be located within the project APE, as summarized in the Phase I
Archaeological Survey of the Interstate 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening in Fairfax and
Arlington Counties, Virginia: Management Summary (VDOT, 2016b). VDHR confirmed in September
2016 that none of the archaeological findings meet eligibility criteria set for in the NRHP and no further
work associated with archaeological resources is necessary.
3.7.2

Architectural Resources

Within the APE, a records review, background research, and visual survey were conducted to identify
historic architectural properties. No newly identified architectural properties were found to meet any of
the NRHP evaluation criteria as individual historic resources. However, four previously documented
properties that are eligible for or are already listed on the NRHP were identified within the APE for
architectural resources. Table 3-11 summarizes the architectural resources that are either recommended
potentially eligible, eligible, or listed on the NRHP within the architectural APE. VDHR concurred with
this eligibility determination in October 2016.
Table 3-11. Surveyed Resources Located Within the Architectural APE that are Recommended
Potentially Eligible, Eligible, or NRHP Listed
VDHR
Number
000-4211
000-4212
000-4906

053-0276

Name/Property
Address
Madison Manor
Neighborhood
Historic District
Dominion Hills
Historic District
BrockwoodKearney’s Addition
Historic District
Washington and Old
Dominion Railroad
Historic District

Year
Built
19471960
19451948
19401952
Ca. 1855

Description
Residential suburban
historic district, period of
significance, 1947-60
Historic district, period of
significance, 1945-48
Residential suburban
historic district, period of
significance, 1940-52
Linear resource

Previous
Eligibility
Determination

Current
Eligibility
Recommendation

Not Evaluated

Potentially
Eligible

NRHP Listed

NRHP Listed

Not Evaluated

Potentially
Eligible

Eligible

Remains Eligible

The Benjamin Elliot’s Coal Trestle (053-0276-0006) was designated as an Arlington County Historic
District but was not previously documented with VDHR. Although VDHR agreed with VDOT’s
recommendation that the Coal Trestle is not individually eligible for listing to the NRHP due to its loss of
integrity, it is recommended as a contributing resource to the W&OD Railroad Historic District (0530276) due to its location and association with the rail line.
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3.7.3

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative is not anticipated to have any effect on historic resources. An additional
evaluation of the study area’s cultural resources may be required if any programmed improvements under
the No Build Alternative involve major new construction with federal funding. These effects would be
addressed by the respective project sponsors.
3.7.4

Build Alternative

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5(a), VDOT has applied the criteria of adverse effect to historic
properties within the project’s APE. The regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as
amended, define an effect as an “alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for
inclusion in or eligible for the National Register” {36 CFR §800.16(i)}. The effect is adverse when the
alteration of a qualifying characteristic occurs in a “manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association” {36 CFR 800.5(a)}.
Based on the preliminary design, VDOT has determined that the Build Alternative will have no adverse
effect on historic properties. In a November 2016 letter, VDOT has requested VDHR confirm VDOT’s
effect determination for the Build Alternative.
The Build Alternative is anticipated to have no adverse effect on the adjacent historic districts along the
project’s APE. Additionally, VDOT finds that the improvements in the W&OD Railroad Historic
District, described in Section 3.3.4, will not diminish the historic characteristics of the resource,
specifically its association with historic patterns of transportation and commerce, and would have no
adverse effect on the W&OD Railroad Historic District as a whole. Within the W&OD Railroad Historic
District, in the vicinity of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle (053-0276-0006), VDOT has refined the
Build Alternative to completely avoid the resource. VDOT concludes that the project would have no
adverse effect on the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle, conditioned upon the commitment to avoid the
resource and ensure the VDHR has an opportunity to review and comment on the final plans in this area.
VDHR concurred with this finding in November 2016, conditioned on the avoidance of the Benjamin
Elliott’s Coal Trestle and provided that VDHR is ensured an opportunity to review and comment on the
final plans in the vicinity of the W&OD Rail Road Historic District.
Based upon the current preliminary design, modifications to existing noise barriers and construction of
new barrier locations would be included as part of the project improvements. The LOD associated with
noise barrier construction are anticipated to be located within the existing public right of way. As
previously noted and confirmed by VDHR, the LOD is defined as the basis for the APE for direct effects
to cultural resources. Additional coordination with VDHR will be conducted as the project progresses
and additional information is known about the specifics of the design and anticipated impacts; however
the noise barrier construction is not anticipated to potentially adversely affect any historic resources.

3.8 SECTION 4(F)
Under the provisions of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §
303(c)), FHWA may approve the use of land from publicly owned parks or recreation areas, publicly
owned wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or historic sites that are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the NRHP
for federal-aid highway projects if it determines that there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative
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and the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property. FHWA also may approve
the use of land from such properties if it determines that the use of the property, including any measure(s)
to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures)
committed to by the applicant, will have a de minimis impact, as identified in 23 CFR § 774.17, on the
property. A “use” of a Section 4(f) property occurs:
(1) when land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;
(2) when there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation
purpose; or,
(3) when there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property.
Existing public parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and public and private historical
sites were identified through a review of locality planning documents as well as available mapping, aerial
photography, and GIS data.
3.8.1

No Build Alternative

Impacts to identified Section 4(f) resources within the environmental study area are not anticipated under
the No Build Alternative.
3.8.2

Build Alternative

A total of 19 Section 4(f) resources were identified within the environmental study area. Anticipated
impacts to the Section 4(f) resources within the project study area are shown in Table 3-12 below.
Table 3-12. Section 4(f) Resources within the Study Area
Section 4(f) Resource
Madison Manor Park
East Falls Church Park
Westover Park
Bluemont Junction Park
Ballston Pond Park
Bon Air Park including Custis Trail
Benjamin Banneker Park
Bluemont Junction Trail Connector
Bluemont Junction Trail
Bon Air Park Trail
Custis Trail
Four Mile Run Trail
Neighborhood Trail, Custis Mirror
W&OD Connector
W&OD Trail
Madison Manor Neighborhood Historic District
Dominion Hills Historic District
Brockwood-Kearney’s Addition Historic District
W&OD Dominion Railroad Historic District

Function of the
Resource
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Park
Trail
Trail
Trail
Trail
Trail
Trail
Trail
Trail/Historic
Resource
Historic Resource
Historic Resource
Historic Resource
Historic Resource

Area of Section
4(f) Use
0
0
0
0
0
1.3 acres
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Section 4(f)
Use/Finding
No Use
No Use
No Use
No Use
No Use
De Minimis Impact
No Use
No Use
No Use
No Use
No Use*
No Use
No Use
No Use

1.2 acres

De Minimis Impact

0
0
0
0

No Use
No Use
No Use
No Use

* Refers to portions of the Custis Trail outside of Bon Air Park.
(Arlington County, 2016b and Fairfax County, 2016)
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Under the regulations implementing Section 4(f) 23 CFR § 774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis
impact finding with respect to the project’s Section 4(f) involvement with both the Bon Air Park,
including a portion of the Custis Trail and the path connecting the Bluemont neighborhood, and W&OD
Trail resources, identified above. The officials with jurisdiction over the affected resources were asked to
concur that the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property
eligible for Section 4(f) protection. The public was provided the opportunity at the public hearings to
review and comment on the proposed project and the proposed de minimis impact. As part of their
concurrence of the conditioned no adverse effect determination for historic properties, VDHR did not
object to this de minimis impact finding in November 2016. NVRPA provided their concurrence in
February 2017. Arlington County provided their concurrence in March 2017.
Additional details on Section 4(f) properties within the corridor can be found in Appendix A: Section 4(f)
Technical Memorandum.

3.9 AIR QUALITY
Under NEPA, federal agencies must consider the effects of their decisions on the environment before
making any decisions that commit resources to the implementation of those decisions. Changes in air
quality, and the effects of such changes on human health and welfare, are among the effects to be
considered. A project-level air quality analysis is performed to assess the potential air quality impacts of
the project, document the findings of the analysis, and make the findings available for review by the
public and decision-makers.
Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 (CAA), the EPA is required to set National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to public health and welfare. Federal
actions must not cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard, increase the frequency or
severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of any standard or required interim
milestone. EPA designates geographic regions that do not meet the NAAQS for one or more criteria
pollutants as “non-attainment areas.” Areas previously designated as non-attainment, but subsequently redesignated to attainment because they no longer violate the NAAQS, are reclassified as “maintenance
areas” subject to maintenance plans to be developed and included in a state’s SIP. The project study area
is located in the DC-Maryland-Northern Virginia air quality control region (AQCR), which is designated
as marginal non-attainment for the 2008 8-hour ozone standard and attainment/maintenance for the 1997
annual PM2.5 standard7. Because of these designations, the project is subject to regional transportation
conformity requirements under the CAA pertaining to ozone and (until October 24, 2016) PM2.5.
In order for a project within an ozone non-attainment AQCR to be consistent with the transportation
conformity requirements under the CAA, there must be a currently conforming transportation plan and

7

On August 24, 2016, EPA issued a final rule (81 FR 58010), effective October 24, 2016, on “Fine Particulate
Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards: State Implementation Plan Requirements” that stated, in part:
“Additionally, in this document the EPA is revoking the 1997 primary annual standard for areas designated as
attainment for that standard because the EPA revised the primary annual standard in 2012 “. Therefore,
effective October 24, 2016 the region will no longer be classified as attainment-maintenance for the 1997 primary
annual PM2.5 standard, and the associated EPA regulatory requirements for conformity for PM 2.5 will be
eliminated for northern Virginia.
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program at the time of project approval, and the project must be included in the conforming plan and
program (or otherwise meet criteria specified in 40 CFR 93.109(b)).
In accordance with EPA’s rulemaking for PM2.5, a project-level hot-spot transportation conformity
analysis must typically be completed to demonstrate that a project within a non-attainment or
maintenance area would be in conformity with the requirements under the CAA when the project is
anticipated to have a significant volume of diesel vehicle traffic. Although the EPA revoked the 1997
annual PM2.5 NAAQs, effective October 24, 2016, at the time of preparation of this EA, the DCMaryland-Northern Virginia AQCR was designated as maintenance for the PM2.5 ambient air quality
standards. Therefore, VDOT consulted with an interagency group of regional experts and regulatory
agencies to determine whether or not the project would be one of local air quality concern for PM 2.5 for
conformity purposes. Based on the current and forecasted traffic conditions for the No Build and Build
Alternative scenarios (including the prohibition of diesel trucks) as well as the regional achievement of
PM2.5 NAAQs, the project was not identified as one of local air quality concern for PM2.5. No comments
to the contrary were received in interagency consultation for conformity purposes for this project.
In addition to the transportation conformity requirements promulgated by the CAA, FHWA requires that
the project’s effect on CO and MSATs be assessed, either qualitatively or quantitatively, depending upon
the type of project. The methodologies and assumptions for addressing the type of analysis for each
pollutant is consistent with EPA and FHWA guidance, along with the latest version of the VDOT ProjectLevel Air Quality Resource Document (VDOT, April 2016). The details of the methodologies and
analyses for each pollutant are presented in the Air Quality Technical Report (VDOT, 2016a).
3.9.1

No Build Alternative

Transportation Conformity
The projects included as part of the No Build Alternative would be in conformance with the NCRTPB
CLRP and associated Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the associated regional conformity
analysis.
PM2.5 Analysis
As indicated previously, the improvements evaluated as part of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway,
eastbound widening project were not found to be ones of air quality concern for PM 2.5, and no comments
to the contrary were received during VDOT’s interagency consultation efforts. Therefore, a detailed
quantitative assessment of potential impacts associated with PM 2.5 emissions of the No Build Alternative
was not required.
Carbon Monoxide Analysis
Modeling of the No Build Alternative scenario for the project-level air quality analysis for CO is not
required, per the FHWA-VDOT 2009 Agreement for No Build Analyses. Based on that Agreement,
modeling of a No-Build scenario is not required for projects that qualify for an EA under NEPA.
A base year analysis was completed using existing 2016 emission rates, the number of lanes indicative
of the No Build scenario, and the same assumptions are indicated for the Build scenario in the sections
that follow.
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Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis
Based on the traffic projects for the analysis years, a quantitative MSAT analysis was conducted
consistent with the latest guidance developed by FHWA. These include the 2012 Interim Guidance
Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA and the FHWA guidance for addressing a
quantitative MSAT analysis using EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) software, titled
“Conducting Quantitative MSAT Analysis for FHWA NEPA Documents—Frequently Asked Questions,”
from September 2015. The models, methods and assumptions applied in the analysis are also consistent
with those specified in the VDOT Resource Document and are detailed in the Air Quality Technical
Report (VDOT, 2016a).
The results of the quantitative MSAT analysis for both the No Build and Build Alternatives are presented
in Table 3-13. In all cases, the magnitude of the MSAT emissions is small in the projection years and
substantially lower than exists today. EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations are expected to result in
substantially lower MSAT levels in the future than exist today due to cleaner engine standards coupled
with fleet turnover. The magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for
VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area will be substantially lower in the future than they
are today.
Table 3-13. Annual MSAT Emissions by Year, Scenario and Pollutant

3.9.2

Pollutant

2016 (Tons Per
Year [TPY])

1,3 Butadiene

Existing
0.26

No Build
0.054

Build
0.055

No Build
0.003

Build
0.003

Acrolein

0.23

0.078

0.079

0.046

0.046

Benzene

2.95

1.188

1.207

0.541

0.549

Diesel PM

18.00

4.464

4.524

2.101

2.130

Formaldehyde

3.49

1.481

1.502

1.015

1.027

Naphthalene

0.39

0.142

0.144

0.083

0.084

Polycyclic Organic Matter
VMT
(million annual vehicle-miles)

0.21

0.069

0.069

0.030

0.031

1,448

1,562

1,599

1,688

1,735

2025 (TPY)

2040 (TPY)

Build Alternative

Transportation Conformity
The NCRTPB is currently updating its CLRP and associated TIP, and the Transform 66 project will be
included in the associated regional conformity analysis.

PM2.5 Analysis
For PM2.5, EPA regulations and guidance, as well as the technical criterion specified in the VDOT
Resource Document, which was subjected to interagency consultation for conformity in December
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2015, were followed to determine that the Build Alternative does not represent a project of air quality
concern.
Notwithstanding that interagency consultation for conformity purposes was already conducted on the
VDOT Resource Document, on which the models, methods and assumptions were based, interagency
consultation was conducted for this project in September 2016. No comments were received that would
suggest the project should be considered one of regional air quality concern.
Carbon Monoxide Analysis
Using EPA’s MOVES2014a and CAL3AHC dispersion model, a quantitative CO hot-spot screening
analysis was performed for the Build Alternative. Based on the 2040 Build Alternative traffic results, the
top three worst-case intersections were analyzed for the CO screening analysis:




VA-123 & Lewinsville Rd;
Idylwood Road & VA-7; and
Pimmit Dr & VA-7.

In addition, the interchange of I-66 & the Dulles Toll Road exhibited the highest volumes in the corridor
and was considered to be the worst-case interchange and therefore also selected for analysis
A CO screening analysis was performed using worst-case traffic and meteorological inputs to identify in
order to determine if CO exceedances could occur as a result of the proposed improvements. The results
of the analysis show that the worst-case CO concentrations for the Build scenarios are predicted to be
well below the CO NAAQS in both the Interim/Opening Year Build (2025) and Design Year Build
(2040) scenarios for each of the worst-case locations analyzed along the proposed project corridor. This
screening analysis included the worst-case signalized intersections and the worst-case interchange.
Therefore, it is expected that all other locations within the project corridor will remain well below the
CO NAAQS and no mitigation measures are required.
Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis
Table 3-14 shows the change in emissions between the Build Alternative and No Build Alternative and
between the Build Alternative and Existing scenarios. These tables show that all of the MSAT emissions
are expected to increase slightly for both the 2025 and 2040 Build scenarios when compared to the
corresponding No Build scenario. However, when compared to the 2016 Existing conditions, emissions
of all pollutants in the Build scenarios show substantial decreases. These reductions occur despite
projected increases in VMT from 2016 to the 2025 and 2040 Build scenarios of 10% and 17%,
respectively. In 2025, the increased emissions from the No-Build to the Build scenario are between 1.3 1.8% with a corresponding 2.4% increase in VMT. In 2040, the increased emissions from the No-Build
to the Build scenario are between 1.1 – 1.5% with a corresponding 2.8% increase in VMT. The results of
the quantitative MSAT analysis demonstrate that there would be no long-term adverse impacts associated
with the Build Alternative, and that future MSAT emissions across the entire study area are expected to
be substantially below existing conditions.
Table 3-14. Change in Annual MSAT Emissions by Year, Scenario and Pollutant from No-Build
and from Existing Emissions
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Change from No-Build
Pollutant

2025 Build

Change from Existing

2040 Build

2025 Build

2040 Build

1,3 Butadiene

TPY
0.001

%
1.8%

TPY
0.000

%
1.1%

TPY
-0.20

%
-79%

TPY
-0.26

%
-99%

Acrolein

0.001

1.4%

0.001

1.2%

-0.15

-66%

-0.18

-80%

Benzene

0.018

1.6%

0.008

1.5%

-1.74

-59%

-2.40

-81%

Diesel PM

0.060

1.3%

0.029

1.4%

-13.48

-75%

-15.87

-88%

Formaldehyde

0.021

1.4%

0.012

1.1%

-1.99

-57%

-2.46

-71%

Naphthalene
Polycyclic
Organic Matter
VMT
(million annual
vehicle-miles)

0.002

1.5%

0.001

1.2%

-0.25

-63%

-0.31

-79%

0.001

1.3%

0.000

1.2%

-0.14

-66%

-0.18

-85%

37

2.4%

47

2.8%

151

10%

240

17%

3.10 NOISE
Existing and anticipated future noise levels within the study area under the No Build and Build
Alternatives was evaluated in accordance with FHWA’s Procedures for Abatement of highway Traffic
Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR §772) and VDOT’s Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis
Guidance Manual (updated July 2015). All traffic noise modeling for this study was conducted using the
latest version of the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM). The FHWA TNM incorporates state-of-the-art
sound emissions and sound propagation algorithms, based on well-established theory or on accepted
international standards.
To determine the degree of impact noise will have on human activity, the FHWA established Noise
Abatement Criteria (NAC) for different categories of land use. If noise levels are predicted to approach
or exceed the absolute FHWA/VDOT NAC for the design year build scenario at any receptor, than an
impact is said to occur and a noise abatement evaluation is warranted. VDOT defines the word
“approach” in “approach or exceed” as within 1 decibel. The NAC are measured in decibels and denoted
as dBA. The study area was determined to include the following NAC categories:







Category B - exterior residential. For uses included within Category B, noise impact would occur
wherever project noise levels are expected to approach within one decibel or exceed 67 dBA;
Category C - exterior recreational or institutional, including areas such as campgrounds, libraries,
parks, active sport areas, places of worship, and medical facilities. For uses included within
Category C, noise impact would occur wherever project noise levels are expected to approach
within one decibel or exceed 67 dBA day;
Category D - interior institutional uses which may be noise sensitive, such as auditoriums, day
care centers, institutional structures and public meeting rooms. For Category D uses, noise
impact would occur where predicted project-related interior noise levels approach or exceed 52;
and
Category E - exterior commercial areas, including hotels, restaurants and bars, offices, and
similar developed lands, properties or activities. For Category E (commercial) land use, noise
impact is assumed to occur where predicted exterior noise levels approach or exceed 72 dBA.
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In order to evaluate existing noise conditions and predict future noise levels under the No Build and Build
Alternative, the study area was separated into 18 Common Noise Environments (CNE). CNEs are
groupings of noise-sensitive receptor sites that, by location, form distinct communities within 500 feet of
the project study area and contain receptors with similar exposures to noise. These areas are used to
evaluate traffic noise impacts and potential noise abatement options for communities as a whole, and to
assess the feasibility and reasonableness of possible noise abatement measures for those areas. Areas
without noise-sensitive land uses are not identified within CNE boundaries.
Within the CNEs, site visits were conducted to thoroughly review the study area and identify major
sources of acoustic shielding (e.g. terrain lines, building rows, existing noise barriers, privacy fences,
etc.). During these site visits, noise monitoring was performed at 28 locations. Information gathered
during the site visits and monitoring data was included in the noise modeling effort that was conducted
for 1,426 additional receptor sites. Monitored receptor sites were used solely for noise model validation
and not for the purposes of predicting Existing (2016) and Design Year (2040) noise impacts.
Noise impacts are considered to occur where noise sensitive land uses exceed the FHWA NAC or
wherever project-related noise levels cause a substantial increase over existing noise levels for all noisesensitive exterior activity categories. VDOT considers an increase of 10 dBA or more to be “substantial”.
Based on anticipated traffic volumes, vehicle composition, and travel speeds in addition to considerations
of Metrorail noise, loudest-hour noise levers were predicted for the Existing (2016) scenario and for the
No Build and Build Alternatives during the Design Year (2040).
Overall under existing conditions, the interior and exterior noise levels range from 35 to 78 dBA Leq. A
total of 95 residential and 57 recreational receptors approach or exceed the NAC.
Table 3-15. Existing and Predicted Noise Impacts
Ext. Residential
(NAC B)

Ext. Recreational
(NAC C)

Int. Institutional
(NAC D)

Ext. Commercial
(NAC E)

Total

Existing

178

56

0

0

234

No Build

179

57

0

0

236

Build

288

61

0

0

349

Scenario

3.10.1 No Build Alternative
Overall, predicted future Design Year (2040) No Build Alternative noise levels range from 34 to 78 dBA
Leq. Noise levels under the No Build Alternative are predicted to remain approximately the same during
the loudest-hour of the day, relative to the existing levels. This is anticipated to result from increased
congestion predicted during the loudest-hour travel periods slowing travel speeds. A total of 95
residential and 57 recreational receptors are predicted to be above the NAC, similar to existing conditions.
3.10.2 Build Alternative
Predicted 2040 Build Alternative exterior Leqs are slightly higher than the Existing and No Build
Alternative noise levels, and range from 35 to 79 dBA. On average for all receptors, sound levels are
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predicted to increase from Existing to Build conditions by approximately one dBA. This increase is due
primarily to the roadway improvements allowing slightly higher traffic volumes in the loudest-hour
periods. A total of 150 residential and 61 recreational receptors were above the NAC.
In order to mitigate for the predicted increases in noise under the Build Alternative scenario, the
preliminary feasibility and reasonableness of noise barriers were evaluated as an abatement measure in
locations where noise impact is predicted to occur.
To be considered “feasible”, a noise barrier must be:



Effective, reducing noise levels at impacted noise sensitive locations by at least 5 decibels,
thereby “benefiting” at least 50% of the impacted receptors in the area; and
Constructible, accounting for safety, barrier height, topography, drainage, utilities, maintenance
of the barrier, and access to adjacent properties.

In order to be considered “reasonable”, a noise barrier must be:




Cost-effective, requiring less than 1600 square feet per benefited receptor;
Able to meet VDOT’s noise reduction design goal of 7 decibels for at least one of the impacted
receptors; and
Agreeable to the majority of benefited receptors. Community views are surveyed in the final
design phase of the project.

As part of the barrier analysis, 15 CNEs where noise impacts were predicted were evaluated to determine
if noise barriers were feasible or reasonable to provide acoustical abatement. A total of approximately
231,707 square feet of noise barrier was preliminarily determined to be feasible and reasonable over the
extent of the study area. Existing concrete noise barriers were evaluated and determined to be feasible
and reasonable for CNE F. The existing concrete noise barrier for CNE E was evaluated and will be
replaced using VDOT’s Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual “in-kind” replacement
as detailed in Section 6.3.6. Existing metal noise barriers were evaluated and determined to preliminarily
be feasible and reasonable for CNE L and CNE M. The existing metal noise barrier for CNE C was
determined to be in disrepair and was removed from all future noise level predictions. A new
preliminarily feasible and reasonable noise barrier was identified for CNE C. New noise barriers were
evaluated and determined to preliminarily be both feasible and reasonable for CNE C (Barrier C1), CNE
D (Barrier System D1-D2), CNE H (Barrier H1 Extension East), (CNE N (Barrier N1), CNE O (Barrier O
Extension West) and CNE O (Barrier O Extension East). Further study is required in Final Design to
refine the abatement options and no commitments on noise abatement are made until the Final Design
phase of the project. Additional details of the barrier analysis and results are included in the Preliminary
Design Noise Analysis (VDOT, 2016g).

3.11 STREAMS AND WETLANDS
The entire project study area is located within the Potomac-Shenandoah River Basin , which encompasses
a total of approximately 5,702 square miles in Virginia and extends into adjacent states, including
portions of Maryland, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Washington, D.C. This larger drainage area can
be further subdivided into hierarchical hydrologic units. Within this river basin, the corridor is entirely
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within one eight-digit hydrologic unit code (HUC) boundary; the Middle Potomac-Anacostia-Occoquan
subbasin (HUC 02070010). Included within the subbasin are more localized watersheds and
subwatersheds. Portions of the following three 12-digit HUC subwatersheds are within the study area:




Pimmit Run-Potomac River (HUC 020700100103) ;
Four Mile Run-Potomac River (HUC 020700100301); and
Cameron Run (HUC 020700100302).

I-66 crosses two named streams in the project study area, Four Mile Run and Lubber Run, primarily via
box culverts. A bridge crossing is provided in one location where a tributary of Four Mile Run crosses
under I-66 alongside the Custis Trail. A total of approximately 2,482 linear feet of streams are located
within in the study area. Additionally, approximately 0.36 acres of Palustrine Open Water (POW) are
also located in the survey area within the Fairfax Drive (Route 237) / Glebe Road (Route 120)
interchange area.
A total of approximately 0.66 acre of wetlands are found in the study area, as shown in Table 3-16, which
describes the wetland acreages by type. The predominant wetland type is PEM. The majority of these
wetlands (0.64 acre) are located within existing VDOT stormwater management facilities.
Table 3-16. Wetlands within the Project Study Area
Waterbody

Acreage within Study Area
<0.01
0.00
0.66
0.66

Palustrine Forested
Palustrine Scrub Shrub
Palustrine Emergent
Total

These hydrologic features were field verified by qualified biologists, and verified by the USACE, within
the project study area to develop a more informed understanding of the potential impacts to wetlands and
streams.
3.11.1 No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative is not anticipated to require alteration of any streams or wetlands along the
corridor.
3.11.2 Build Alternative
The LOD for the Build Alternative have been used to calculate predicted direct effects of the project. The
LOD is based on preliminary engineering and design, which has been developed to include both
temporary and permanent impacts, including stormwater management facilities and construction access.
The locations of delineated streams and ponds within the environmental study area are shown in Figure
3-5, and Table 3-17 lists the potential impacts to streams and ponds for the Build Alternative. As
indicated in Table 3-17, approximately 96.7 linear feet of perennial stream are located within the existing
VDOT right of way within the LOD. In addition, 4.6 linear feet of perennial stream would potentially be
impacted within the LOD that is proposed new additional right of way, and 36.2 linear feet of stream are
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located within the area of temporary easements that would be required during the construction phase of
the project. The 0.36 acres of POW located in the survey area within the Fairfax Drive (Route 237) /
Glebe Road (Route 120) interchange area would also be impacted by the Build Alternative. As listed in
Table 3-17, there are no impacts to wetlands in areas of new proposed right of way under the Build
Alternative.
A majority of the wetlands identified within the study area are palustrine emergent wetlands that are
incorporated into existing stormwater management facilities functioning to retain highway pollutants.
Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands within the study area will likely be the result of the modification of
existing stormwater management facilities or the implementation of new BMPs. As a result, these
impacts are not anticipated to substantially alter the primary functions of the existing wetlands present in
the study area. The implementation of stormwater management measures will reduce or detain discharge
volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial further degradation of
streams in the project vicinity.
As described in Section 2.1, the preliminary design for the Build Alternative was developed largely
within the existing right of way in order to minimize impacts to resources not previously disturbed by the
existing Metrorail and highway transportation facilities. To the greatest extent practicable, opportunities
to avoid and minimize these potential impacts would be identified as the proposed limits of grading for
the Build Alternative are refined during detailed project design stages. Mitigation for unavoidable
wetland and stream impacts would be provided, typically based on standard mitigation ratios within the
same eight-digit HUC watershed; however mitigation requirements vary depending on existing stream
conditions and level of disturbance. Any impacts to wetlands and streams will require submittal of a Joint
Permit Application for permitting from the USACE and VDEQ. Use of credits from an approved
mitigation bank or payments to the Virginia Aquatic Resources Trust Fund is the anticipated form of
mitigation for the project.
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Figure 3-5. Water Resources
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Table 3-17. Potential Impacts to Water Resources within Limits of Disturbance of Build Alternative

Category

Existing Right of Way

Roadway LOD
LOD Area (acres)
39.74
Number of Streams
1
Length of Streams (linear feet)
-Ephemeral
-Intermittent
-Perennial
52.1
Total
52.1
Wetlands (acres)
Palustrine Forested
-Palustrine Shrub Scrub
-Palustrine Emergent
0.6
Total
0.6
Palustrine Freshwater Ponds
0.36
(acres)
Floodplains (acres)
0.22

Proposed Right of Way

Noise Wall LOD
11.17
2
---44.6
44.6

Roadway LOD
0.12
1
---4.6
4.6

Noise Wall LOD
0.03

-----

-----

-0.17

Temporary Easement

TOTAL

Roadway LOD
2.65
1
---36.2
36.2

Noise Wall LOD
0.25
----

---137.5
137.5

-----

-----

-----

-----

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

0.39
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3.12 WATER QUALITY
Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act requires each state to submit a report to EPA every two years
describing the status of its surface and ground waters. Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act,
states are required to develop lists of impaired waters. Both human activities and natural processes can
cause impaired water quality. All human-caused impaired waters in Virginia are placed on the federally
mandated 303(d) impaired waters list. Waters designated as “impaired” are those that do not support one
or more uses, which include aquatic life use, fish consumption use, shellfishing use, recreation use
(swimming, boating), public water supply, and wildlife use. States are allowed to report on all of their
assessed water under Section 305(b) and those that are impaired under Section 303(d) in a single
integrated report.
Of the water resources within the environmental study area, three impaired stream segments are included
in Virginia’s 2016 305(b)/303(d) Water Quality Assessment Integrated Report, issued annually by
VDEQ. These impaired waterbodies and their cause of impairment are listed in Table 3-18.
Table 3-18. Impaired Waterbodies within 1.0 Mile of Study Area
Waterbody

Impaired Use

Pimmit Run

Recreation

Tripps Run

Aquatic Life; Fairfax County;
Recreation
City of Falls Church

Four Mile Run Recreation

Reason for
Impairment

County
Fairfax County

Fairfax

Impairment
Source
Point/Nonpoint
Source

Bacteria (E.coli)

Orientation
to Study Area
Within 1.0 mile

Benthic
Macroinvertebrates;
Bacteria (E.coli)

Point/Nonpoint
Source

Within 1.0 mile

Bacteria (E. coli)

Point/Nonpoint
Source

Crossed

(Source: VDEQ, 2016)

Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
All of the streams within the vicinity of the project study area drain into the Potomac River, and via the
Potomac River, they are part of the watershed of Chesapeake Bay. Excessive nutrients in the Chesapeake
Bay and its tidal tributaries promote a number of undesirable water quality conditions, such as excessive
algal growth, low dissolved oxygen, and reduced water clarity, which impacts the necessary conditions
for healthy aquatic life. The excessive amounts of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) and sediment
washing into the Bay from its major tributaries result from agricultural operations, urban and suburban
stormwater runoff, wastewater facilities, air pollution and other sources, including onsite septic systems.
Since a 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement, EPA, the District of Columbia, and the six states in the
Chesapeake Bay watershed have implemented various programs to improve the health of the Chesapeake
Bay, so that it will meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act. In order to meet the requirements, a
TMDL was established to limit the amount of nutrients and sediment allowed to flow into the Chesapeake
Bay. State and county requirements have been implemented in an effort to achieve the TMDL goals.
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Public Drinking Water
According to Virginia Department of Health (VDH), there are no public drinking water surface resource
watersheds or public groundwater wells are located within a 2,000-foot-wide corridor surrounding I-66
between the Dulles Connector Road to Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road (Exit 71). The study area is not within
the drainage area of any public surface water intakes.
3.12.1 No Build Alternative
Under the No Build Alternative, stormwater runoff from the existing I-66 roadway will continue to
transport sediments and roadway contaminants to local waterbodies, including impaired streams, and the
existing water quality conditions are anticipated to either remain or become further exacerbated. The No
Build Alternative is not anticipated to notably increase the total pollutant load in the Chesapeake Bay nor
would it impact public drinking water supplies.
3.12.2 Build Alternative
The implementation of the Build Alternative improvements could incrementally increase impervious
surface area within the LOD, potentially resulting in increased stormwater runoff volumes and roadway
contaminants received by impaired waters. Short-term impacts include increased sedimentation,
increased turbidity from potential in-stream work, and possible spills or non-point source pollutants
entering groundwater or surface water from storm runoff. Increases in impervious surfaces can
potentially increase stormwater flows long-term, thus increasing sedimentation and turbidity problems in
downstream waters. However, there are no waters impaired for aquatic life, for which increased
sedimentation and turbidity are of particular water quality concern, within 1.0 mile of the project corridor
that are downstream of the existing and proposed right of way areas. Of the three impaired waters within
1.0 mile of the corridor, only Tripps Run is impaired for aquatic life. Tripps Run is part of the Cameron
Run Watershed, which is adjacent to the environmental study area; however, the existing and proposed
right of way areas do not drain into this subwatershed and therefore Tripps Run would be unaffected by
the Build Alternative. The Build Alternative also is not expected to increase bacteria levels within
Pimmit Run or Four Mile Run. The sources of bacterial contamination for these waters are permitted
point sources, sanitary sewer and septic systems, wildlife and pets. The Build Alternative improvements
would not introduce or cause an increase in any of these sources.
During construction, the contractor would adhere to standard erosion and sediment control measures
outlined in the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management
Law and regulations, and VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards and Specifications. This project was
approved by VDEQ for stormwater grandfathering under the Part C II technical criteria of 9VAC25-87093.
Stormwater management measures, such as detention basins, vegetative controls, and other measures,
including underground BMPs, will be implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local
regulations to minimize potential water quality impacts. These measures will reduce or detain discharge
volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial further degradation of
water bodies in the project vicinity.
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Chesapeake Bay TMDL
Although the Build Alternative improvements would increase impervious surface area and traffic
volumes, the project’s contribution to the total impervious surface area within the Chesapeake Bay
watershed, as well as the project’s pollutant contributions to the total pollutant load in the Chesapeake
Bay, are anticipated to be minimal. Stormwater management and mitigation pre- and post-construction
would minimize potential downstream water quality impacts. The I-66 improvements would be
constructed under the VDEQ Construction General Permit (VAR10); it would become a part of VDOT’s
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit, both of which take into consideration TMDL
requirements and it will be required to comply with the applicable water quality requirements contained
in the VSMP Regulations.
Public Drinking Water
Construction and implementation of the proposed project is not expected to impact public drinking water
supplies, and in their scoping response, VDH confirmed that there are no apparent impacts to public
drinking water sources due to this project.
As noted above, potential short-term and long-term water quality impacts from release of sediments and
other pollutants into surface and groundwater within the project vicinity will be minimized with
implementation of appropriate erosion, sediment, and pollutant control practices during project
construction and through incorporation of stormwater management BMPs in project design.

3.13 FLOODPLAINS
In order to reduce the risk of flood loss and to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, while
preserving the natural beneficial values of floodplains, Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,
requires that Federally-aided projects provide an assessment of hazards for any action occurring within a
floodplain. A floodplain is the lowland area adjacent to a river, lake, or stream that may become
inundated during a rare flooding occurrence. Executive Order 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk
Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, issued on
January 30, 2015, amends Executive Order 11988 to include a new Federal Flood Risk Management
Standard “…to increase resilience against flooding and help preserve the natural values of floodplains.”
The new standard gives agencies the flexibility to select one of three approaches for establishing the flood
elevation and hazard area they use in siting, design, and construction. They can:




Use data and methods informed by best-available, actionable climate science;
Build two feet above the 100-year (1%-annual-chance) flood elevation for standard projects, and
three feet above for critical buildings like hospitals and evacuation centers; or
Build to the 500-year (0.2%-annual-chance) flood elevation.

In order to inform the development of the project design and identify potential floodplain impacts, based
on best-available information provided in FEMA Flood Boundary and Floodway maps. According to
FEMA data, there are two 100-year floodplains located within the project study area, associated with Four
Mile Run and Lubber Run. Table 3-19 provides a listing and general information on the 100-year
floodplains within the 2,000-foot-wide corridor surrounding I-66. Floodplains within the study area also
are illustrated in Figure 3-5. Approximately 38.92 acres of 100-year floodplain are located within the
2,000-foot-wide corridor.
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Table 3-19. 100-Year Floodplains within the Study Area
Associated Stream
Four Mile Run

Floodplain Acres
6.1

Lubber Run
TOTAL

0.01
6.11

County
Fairfax/Arlington
Arlington

Orientation to I-66
Perpendicular Crossing and Parallel to
South
Perpendicular Crossing

3.13.1 No Build Alternative
Under the No Build Alternative, no floodplain changes are anticipated as a result of Interstate
improvements in the study area. An additional evaluation of the study area’s floodplains may be required
if any programmed improvements under the No Build Alternative involve major new construction, that is
not currently anticipated, with federal funding. These effects would be addressed by the respective
project sponsors.
3.13.2 Build Alternative
As indicated in Table 3-17, the potential impacts to floodplains are 0.39 acres for the Build Alternative.
These potential impacts primarily correspond to the acreage of 100-year floodplains associated with Four
Mile Run within the existing right of way. Based on the preliminary design LOD, encroachment on the
Lubber Run 100-year floodplain is not anticipated. There are no 100-year floodplains within the
proposed right of way. For the purpose of this impact analysis, it is assumed that all 100-year floodplain
areas within the LOD have the potential to be impacted by the Build Alternative.
The project design for the Build Alternative will be consistent with federal policies and procedures for the
location and hydraulic design of highway encroachments on floodplains contained in 23 CFR 650 Subpart
A. The proposed project would not, therefore, increase flood levels and would not increase the
probability of flooding or the potential for property loss and hazard to life. Further, the proposed project
would not be expected to have substantial effects on natural and beneficial floodplain values. The
proposed project will be designed so as not to encourage, induce, allow, serve, support, or otherwise
facilitate incompatible base floodplain development. It is anticipated that the potential floodplain
encroachments would not be a “significant encroachment” (as defined in 23 CFR 650.105(q)) because:




It would pose no significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility
that is needed for emergency vehicles or that provides a community's only evacuation route;
It would not pose significant flooding risks; and
It would not have significant adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values.

Sections 107 and 303 of VDOT’s specifications require the use of stormwater management practices to
address concerns such as post-development storm flows and downstream channel capacity. These
standards require that stormwater management be designed to reduce stormwater flows to preconstruction
conditions for up to a 10-year storm event. As a part of these regulations, the capture and treatment of the
first half inch of run-off in a storm event is required, and all stormwater management facilities must be
maintained in perpetuity. During project design, a detailed hydraulic survey and study would evaluate
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specific effects on stormwater discharges. This evaluation would adhere to the aforementioned
specifications to prevent substantial increases of flood levels.

3.14 WILDLIFE AND HABITAT
The I-66 corridor within the project limits is primarily urban in nature with dense residential and
commercial development along both sides of the road. Within the I-66 right of way, trees and shrubs are
scarce due to the extent of the paved areas and the Metrorail corridor in the I-66 median. There are
occasional tree plantings, however, within the median between the I-66 and Metrorail rights of way. For
example, cedar trees line the median of I-66 eastbound where the roadway parallels Bon Air Park and
near the Harrison Street crossing.
The development adjacent to the I-66 corridor is interspersed with several parks within which there are
small wooded, semi-wooded, and grass areas. Tree species include sycamore, elm, southern red oak, pin
oak, silver maple, red maple, persimmon, locust, black cherry, magnolia, mulberry, walnut, and Virginia
pine. Residential areas contain typical landscaping tree and shrub species, e.g. crape myrtle, red maple,
Bradford pear, forsythia, azalea, and burning bush. Wildlife along the corridor includes species adapted
to urban conditions, such as rabbits, whitetail deer, eastern grey squirrels, red fox, and a number of
common bird species. Aquatic habitat is present in Four Mile Run, which parallels the south side of the
project corridor for approximately 2.5 miles.
According to the VDCR’s Department of Natural Heritage (DNH), natural heritage resources are present
within two miles of the study area. Natural heritage resources are defined as the habitat of rare,
threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and
significant geologic formations. There are no Natural Heritage Conservation Sites or Stream
Conservation Units are located within proximity to the study area; however, there is one General Location
Area identified within 2,000 feet of the environmental study area. General Location Areas for natural
heritage resources represent the approximate locations of documented natural heritage resource
occurrences that were not incorporated into Conservation Sites, either because they are poor quality, their
location was not precisely identified, or they have not been reverified in over 25 years.
Some of the highly invasive plant species found in the Piedmont region where the project is located that
may occur along the I-66 corridor include tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), winged burning bush
(Euonymus alata), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), mile-aminute (Persicaria perfoliata), garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), and Japanese stilt grass (Microstegium
vimineum).
3.14.1 No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative is not expected to notably change terrestrial habitat or wildlife within the study
area. An additional evaluation of the study area’s terrestrial wildlife and habitat may be required if any
programmed improvements under the No Build Alternative involve major new construction with federal
funding. These effects would be addressed by the respective project sponsors. The No Build Alternative
would not impact natural heritage resources.
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3.14.2 Build Alternative
The Build Alternative would result in removal of wildlife habitat, including wooded areas. The potential
permanent conversion of wooded areas within the proposed right of way for the Build Alternative is 0.06
acre, as shown in Figure 3-6. In addition, there are 11.49 acres of wooded and semi-wooded areas within
the existing VDOT right of way and 0.84 acre within areas of temporary easements that may potentially
be impacted by the Build Alternative. Habitat loss would generally occur within small isolated habitat
patches or along edges of habitats that are already considerably fragmented. No potential corridors for
wildlife movement would be substantially disrupted because impacts would take place along the existing
I-66 roadway.
Within the anticipated LOD for the Build Alternative, to the extent practicable, temporary construction
impacts to wooded areas would be revegetated, according to VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards.
The Build Alternative is not anticipated to adversely impact natural heritage resources due to the scope of
the activity and the distance to the resources.
In accordance with Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species, the potential for the establishment of
invasive animal or plant species during construction of the proposed project would be minimized by
following provisions in VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards. These provisions require prompt seeding
of disturbed areas with seeds that are tested in accordance with the Virginia Seed Law and VDOT’s
standards and specifications to ensure that seed mixes are free of noxious species. In addition, in order to
prevent the introduction of new invasive species and to prevent the spread of existing populations, BMPs
would be followed, including washing machinery before it enters the area, minimizing ground
disturbance, and reseeding of disturbed areas. While the right of way is vulnerable to colonization by
invasive plant species from adjacent properties, implementation of the stated provisions would reduce the
potential for the establishment and proliferation of invasive species within highway right of way.
Consistent with scoping input provided by VDCR DNH, species used for revegetation will not include
crown vetch (Securigera varia), tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata),
or other plants listed on VDCR’s Virginia Invasive Plant Species List (Heffernan et al, 2014).
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Figure 3-6. Wooded Areas Within Build Alternative LOD
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3.15 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
The USFWS is responsible for listing, protecting, and managing federally-listed threatened and
endangered Species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA). The USFWS defines
an endangered species as one that is in danger of extinction throughout all or in a significant portion of its
range. A threatened species is one that is likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future.
Federally or state-listed threatened or endangered species, as well as those with designated special status,
including special legal protection under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, are included in Table
3-20.
Table 3-20. Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Occuring Within Project Study Area
Common Name

Wood turtle

Scientific Name
Glyptemys
insculpta

Status
Reptiles
State-listed Threatened

Habitat
Forested floodplains, fields, wet meadows,
and farmland, with nearby streams

Mammals
Northern longeared bat

Bald Eagle*

Myotis
septentrionalis
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus

Federally listed Threatened
Birds
Not Listed, Protected By
Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act

Caves and cave-like structures (hibernacula),
forests, trees (roosting and foraging)
Nest in tall hardwood trees with open
canopies in close proximity to water bodies
where they forage.

* In 2007, the bald eagle was removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered species and is no longer protected
under the Endangered Species Act; however, bald eagles remain legally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act.

3.15.1 No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative would not require removal of potential habitat for federal or state listed species
or those with special status; however, water quality within wood turtle habitats will continue to be
affected by the transport of sediments and roadway contaminants via stormwater runoff. An additional
evaluation of the study area’s threatened, endangered, or special status species may be required if any
programmed improvements under the No Build Alternative involve major new construction with federal
funding. These effects would be addressed by the respective project sponsors.
3.15.2 Build Alternative
There are no known NLEB hibernacula in the vicinity of the project. Nor are there any known
occurrences of summer roosting or foraging NLEBs in the vicinity of the project (VDOT, 2016f). While
wooded areas near the project corridor could potentially provide summer roosting and foraging habitat for
the species, the quality of such habitat is poor due to fragmentation from urban development. Tree
removal associated with the implementation of the Build Alternative would directly disturb forested
habitat within the highly-developed urban areas that characterize the project study area. These wooded
areas could serve as potential summer roosting habitat for the NLEB. The USFWS issued a 4(d) Rule for
the NLEB (50 CFR Part 17) on January 14, 2016, which prohibits incidental take resulting from tree
removal if it 1) occurs within 0.25 mile radius of known NLEB hibernacula; or 2) cuts or destroys known
occupied maternity roost trees, or any other trees within a 150-foot radius from the known maternity tree
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during the pup season (June 1 through July 31). Incidental take of NLEBs from activities not prohibited
by the 4(d) rule were evaluated within the USFWS’s Programmatic Biological Opinion for the Final 4(d)
Rule for the NLEB and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions. The Biological Opinion concluded
that such activities are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the NLEB. Federal agencies
may rely on the Biological Opinion to fulfill their project-specific Section 7 consultation responsibilities
(USFWS, 2016b). On August 8, 2016, the USFWS concurred with a “may affect” determination for the
NLEB, and with relying on the findings of the Programmatic Biological Opinion for the Final 4(d) Rule
on the NLEB for the proposed project (USFWS, 2016c). As a result, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has
completed the appropriate coordination and due diligence under Section 7 of the ESA and no further
action or coordination is required.
Roadway widening at stream crossings under the Build Alternative would directly disturb aquatic habitat
that may potentially support wood turtles. As noted above, widening of I-66 could potentially result in
short-term and long term water quality effects including increased sedimentation and turbidity from instream work and from additional impervious surfaces. Potential short-term impacts of the proposed
project will be minimized with implementation of appropriate erosion and sediment control practices in
accordance with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater
Management Law and regulations, and VDOT’s Road and Bridge Specifications. Potential long term
impacts will be minimized via stormwater management measures, such as detention basins, vegetative
controls, and other measures, in accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations. These measures
will reduce or detain discharge volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding
substantial further degradation of aquatic habitats.
Fragmentation of terrestrial habitats and vehicle collisions are additional concerns for the wood turtle.
The proposed project would result in minor loss of wooded and stream habitats, which are currently
fragmented by the existing I-66 facility. Impacts from additional habitat loss adjacent to the existing
roadway would be incremental and would not newly fragment blocks of habitat. The existing I-66 facility
represents a collision hazard for turtles that would not be noticeably worsened with implementation of the
Build Alternative. VDGIF and VDCR will be consulted during project design and permitting to identify
avoidance and minimization measures to incorporate into project design for state-listed species.
The Build Alternative is not expected to affect bald eagles because there are no bald eagle concentration
areas along the project corridor and the nearest nest is well over 660 feet from the proposed right of way.

3.16 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Hazardous materials are substances that are defined and regulated by the U.S. Department of
Transportation in 49 CFR §171.8 and §172.101 (49 USC §5103). Hazardous wastes are regulated by the
EPA and defined in 40 CFR §261. Materials are considered hazardous if they are specifically listed by
regulations, exhibit hazardous characteristics, or are universal (e.g. batteries, pesticides, mercurycontaining equipment) or mixed wastes. Concerns associated with these materials include health risks,
environmental damages, liability issues, potentially high costs of clean-up, and project delay. Hazardous
materials sites can include gas stations, industrial sites, businesses that use hazardous materials in
commercial operations, aboveground and underground storage tanks, disposal sites, spill sites, and others.

Revised Environmental Assessment

March 2017
3-74

Chapter 3.0 Environmental Consequences
A search of federal and state regulatory agency databases were performed to identify hazardous materials
sites of recognized environmental concern within proximity to the project. Based on this database records
search, 27 hazardous materials sites/facilities have been identified within the environmental study area.
The majority of the sites are petroleum registered facilities/petroleum release sites or spills reported to
federal and state agencies and all but two cases have been closed. There are two sites listed as active
within the environmental study area, where a leaky underground storage tank has been removed and
environmental remediation efforts have been undertaken. Additional listings of hazardous materials sites
and their respective case status are documented in the Hazardous Materials Technical Memorandum
(VDOT, 2016d).
A search of available online mapping revealed that Naturally Occurring Asbestos is not present in any
soils within the environmental study area.
3.16.1 No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative would not disturb soil or groundwater that might have been impacted by any of
the hazardous material sites in the environmental study area and project vicinity. An additional
evaluation of hazardous material sites/facilities may be required if any programmed improvements under
the No Build Alternative involve major new construction with federal funding. These effects would be
addressed by the respective project sponsors prior to construction.
3.16.2 Build Alternative
There are no hazardous materials sites or facilities that have been identified within the preliminary LOD
of the Build Alternative. Of the sites in close proximity to the project, encompassed within the
environmental study area, all of the listed sites have either been remediated or are closed cases. While it
is difficult to determine based on available database records the extent of substances released and whether
hazardous materials have been completely removed or remediated to the satisfaction of jurisdictional
agencies, any potential for impact of the Build Alternative related to hazardous material sites or facilities
is anticipated to be minimal.
Any additional hazardous materials discovered during construction of the Build Alternative would be
characterized and the site remediated in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations. Prior to or during right of way acquisition, a Phase I environmental site assessment
consistent with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) method E1527-13 will be
performed. Findings from ASTM Phase I will be used to determine the applicability of ASTM Phase II,
or method E1903-11. All necessary remediation would be conducted in compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local environmental laws and would be coordinated with the EPA, VDEQ, and other
federal, state, or local agencies as necessary. Prior to, during, and after construction, the contractor would
be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
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3.17 INDIRECT EFFECTS AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
NEPA legislation does not mention indirect effects or cumulative impacts; however, the CEQ regulations
for implementing NEPA address federal agency responsibilities applicable to indirect and cumulative
considerations, analysis, and documentation (40 CFR 1508.25) in the content requirements for the
environmental consequences section of an EIS (40 CFR 1502.16) (FHWA, 2014). In addition to CEQ’s
regulations, indirect effects and cumulative impacts assessment is conducted in accordance with the
requirements and processes outlined in 23 CFR Part 771, FHWA Interim Guidance: Indirect and
Cumulative Impacts in NEPA (2003), FHWA Position Paper on Secondary and Cumulative Impact
Assessment (1992), FHWA’s Questions and Answers on Considering Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in
the NEPA Process (2015), the TRB’s National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report
466: Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effect of Proposed Transportation Projects (TRB, 2002),
NCHRP Project 25-25 Task 22: Land Use Forecasting for Indirect Impacts Analysis (TRB, 2005),
NCHRP Project 25-25 Task 11: Secondary/Indirect and Cumulative Effects Analysis (TRB, 2006), as
well as CEQ’s Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997a) and
Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis (2005).
3.17.1 Indirect Effects
CEQ defines indirect effects as “…effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8b)). Indirect effects may include
growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population
density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including
ecosystems” (40 CFR 1508.8(b)).
For the purposes of this EA, the methodology followed for analyzing indirect effects is prescribed in the
TRB’s NCHRP Report 466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed
Transportation Projects (TRB, 2002). For additional information and details on the analysis, see the
Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (VDOT, 2016e).
No Build Alternative
The No Build Alternative would result in increased traffic congestion and associated lost productivity that
could cause some individuals or businesses to leave the communities and commercial centers along the I66 corridor, analyzed in the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (VDOT, 2016e)
as the socioeconomic study area. This could result in impacts to community cohesion and loss of
business and employment in the study area. As the improvements associated with the No Build
Alternative would be marginal, no indirect effects to natural resources or historic properties are
anticipated to occur under this alternative. Minimal growth could continue to occur along the I-66
corridor, but it would not be expected to be induced by the improvements associated with the No Build
Alternative. As this alternative is the baseline against which the Build Alternatives are compared to
assess environmental effects, no mitigation measures are proposed for the No Build Alternative.
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Build Alternative
Socioeconomic Resources
The Build Alternative would improve traffic congestion along the I-66 study corridor that would result in
moderate reductions in lost productivity due to congestion. The Build Alternative would not result in
residential, business, or community facility relocations as the required right of way would be minimal
strip acquisitions adjacent to the existing I-66 corridor. Therefore, any indirect effects to community
cohesion under the Build Alternative are not anticipated to be substantial.
Temporary indirect effects to socioeconomic resources from temporary road closures, detours and loss of
parking during construction would be minimized by informing the affected communities and businesses
in advance of when such circumstances would occur, and working with stakeholders and the community
to potentially adjust schedules and identify alternative access.
Natural Resources
Potential indirect effects to water resources have been estimated for water resources in the study area
analyzed for indirect effects and cumulative impacts to natural resources. The study area was sized to
match the extent of potentially impacted watersheds or habitat features. Modern temporary and permanent
stormwater management measures, including stormwater management ponds, sediment basins, vegetative
controls, and other measures would be implemented to minimize potential degradation of water quality
due to increased impervious surface, drainage alteration, and soil disturbance. These measures would
reduce or detain discharge volumes and remove many pollutants before discharging into receiving bodies
of water separated from the direct impacts project area. To this end, all VDOT projects must comply with
the Virginia ESC Law and Regulations, the Virginia SWM Law and Regulations, the most current version
of the VDOT Annual ESC and SWM Specifications and Standards, and the project-specific ESC and
SWM plans.
VDOT’s practice is generally to maintain both water quality and quantity post-development equal to or
better than pre-development, as described in the current guidance, Minimum Requirements for the
Engineering, Plan Preparation and Implementation of Post Development Stormwater Management Plans
(Instructional and Informational Memorandum Number: IIM-LD-195.8, VDOT – Location and Design
Division). Indirect impacts to water quality from contaminant loadings would be reduced through
highway design that incorporates runoff pre-treatment, including vegetated medians and swales, and
stormwater BMPs.
All roadway crossings would utilize culverts and structures designed to adequately pass design floods and
accommodate passage of aquatic organisms. Re-alignment, re-sizing, and replacement of existing
culverts can reduce overall current stream quality degradation upstream and downstream of the direct
impacts area. Potential indirect effects to wetlands, streams, and floodplains would be minimized by
local, state, and federal regulations governing construction impacts in these areas. These regulations
require avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation. Implementation of strict erosion and
sediment control measures during construction should minimize temporary, indirect effects to wetlands
and waters.
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The indirect effects to wildlife from habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation due to reduced water
quality or altered hydrology under the Build Alternative should be minimized and mitigated by the
measures discussed above for water resources. Design modifications to culverts and bridges, mindful of
maintaining natural stream bottoms and natural shoreline preservation would be incorporated to reduce
adverse indirect effects to aquatic wildlife. Restoration of wetland and riparian vegetation would reduce
potential indirect effects to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife from loss of habitat, habitat fragmentation, and
potentially reduced water quality.
Habitat restoration would reduce indirect effects to wildlife from habitat loss, fragmentation, and
degradation. Restricting the timing and duration of some construction activities relative to specific
species needs would also minimize potential indirect effects to wildlife and protected species feeding,
migration, breeding, nesting, and spawning.
Invasive plant species management techniques, as previously described would minimize the indirect
effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat from the introduction and spread of invasive species posed by
construction of the Build Alternative. VDOT’s Roadside Development Specification 244 and Roadside
Vegetation Management Policy includes these and other measures to manage invasive plant species.
These provisions require prompt seeding of disturbed areas with mixes that are tested in accordance with
the Virginia Seed Law and VDOT’s standards and specifications to ensure that seed mixes are free of
noxious species.
Additionally, some indirect effects of the Build Alternative to wildlife can be reduced through use of
design measures, such as bridging, and countersinking culverts. Using bridges for crossings of streams
and associated riparian corridors serves to maintain some existing wildlife movement pathways, while fill
with cross-pipes provides a deterrent to movement of certain wildlife species. These measures would be
fully considered during design/permitting of the Build Alternative. Temporary construction impacts to
fish and macroinvertebrates would be reduced through strict adherence to erosion and sedimentation
controls.
The potential indirect effects to threatened and endangered species under the Build Alternative could be
reduced using the same measures as discussed above for wildlife habitat. Mitigation measures would be
further developed as necessary following additional coordination with VDGIF and USFWS prior to
construction. Through the consultation process under the ESA, indirect effects are taken into account and
appropriate mitigation measures identified. Consultation would occur before the permit decision, as any
mitigation measures, conditions, or restrictions determined necessary by the USFWS would be conditions
of any permit issued. Mitigation measures may include use of time-of-year restrictions on construction,
contractor training in recognizing and avoiding threatened and endangered species and their habitats, and
restoration of habitat. Surveys for species may be required if potential habitat is identified. While many of
these mitigation actions would be incorporated to offset direct impacts, they also would mitigate indirect
effects outside of the area of direct impact.
Historic Resources
No indirect adverse effects to historic properties are anticipated under the Build Alternative.
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Induced Growth
The Build Alternative has the potential to induce minimal growth or infill development around the
existing interchanges and major feeder roads along the I-66 study corridor. Because induced growth is
anticipated to occur as infill or redevelopment around existing interchanges in previously developed
areas, and such growth would occur primarily in areas allowing that type of development as identified in
planning and zoning, it is anticipated that the indirect effects of induced growth to socioeconomic, natural
and historic resources would not be substantial.
3.17.2 Cumulative Impacts
CEQ defines cumulative effects (or impacts) as “…the impact on the environment, which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7). To document cumulative impacts for this study, the analysis
followed the five-part evaluation process outlined in Fritiofson v. Alexander, 772 F.2d 1225 (5th Cir.,
1985), as described in FHWA’s Guidance: Questions and Answers Regarding the Consideration of
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the NEPA Process (FHWA, 2014). For additional information and
details on the analysis, see the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report (VDOT,
2016e).
No Build Alternative
Past and present growth and development has increased the standards of living for communities along the
I-66 corridor that benefited community cohesion, and provided community facilities and recreational
resources. Such growth and development has benefited local economies by improving access to markets
and customers. Some past and present developments have resulted in large-scale residential, community
facility, and business relocations that adversely affected community cohesion, such as construction of the
interstate system and other major freeways. The No Build Alternative would include minimal
improvements to the I-66 study corridor and therefore is not anticipated would not result in any
incremental impact to community cohesion, community facilities, recreational resources, land use, local
economies, or EJ populations in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area.
Past growth and development actions analyzed for cumulative impacts have been primarily adverse to
natural resources. Intensification of land use in the Washington, D.C. region has resulted in reduced
water quality with many waters impaired for human and wildlife use; loss of wetlands, streams, and
floodplains; substantial wildlife population loss from overexploitation and loss of habitat; fragmented
habitat; and degraded habitat quality. These past actions also have limited and/or degraded the quality of
habitat for existing species. Under the No Build Alternative, the existing fragmented and limited aquatic
and wildlife habitat existing within, and adjacent to, the study corridor would continue to degrade,
consistent with past and foreseeable future conditions.
With human occupation of the Capitol Region extending thousands of years into the past and ongoing
today, archaeological and architectural historic properties have been continuously created and destroyed
by succeeding developments over time in the Historic Resources ICE Study Area. Since 1982, this pattern
has occurred more extensively and is expected to continue into the future. Transportation improvements
and other actions potentially adversely affect archaeological and architectural historic properties by
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destruction or altering the integrity of their historically important characteristics. Federal and state laws
requiring agencies to take into account effects to historic properties have slowed the loss of historic
properties.
Build Alternative
Past and present actions have shaped the current state of land use and socioeconomic, natural, and historic
resources within the Cumulative Impacts Study Area. These actions have been both beneficial and
adverse to land use, socioeconomic, natural, and historic resources within the Cumulative Impacts Study
Area. Future actions would be both beneficial and adverse to socioeconomic resources and land use, and
primarily adverse to natural and historic resources. Coupled with past, present and future actions, the
overall cumulative effects of the Build Alternative should be beneficial to socioeconomic resources.
Overall cumulative effects of the Build Alternative in combination with past, present and foreseeable
future actions to natural and historic resources would be primarily adverse.
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VDOT, in cooperation with FHWA, has coordinated extensively with local, state, and federal entities, as
well as engaged in an extensive public involvement effort, throughout development of the I-66 Inside the
Beltway, Eastbound Widening project in order to provide information and solicit feedback.

4.1 AGENCY SCOPING
Agencies were contacted early in the study and asked to assist in determining and clarifying issues
relative to the study. The public was notified about the study and invited to provide comments about
transportation needs, potential alternative solutions, and environmental issues within the study area. The
agency and public feedback received in response to these coordination efforts was used in the
development of the purpose and need, potential alternatives, and environmental issues and methodologies
included in this EA. The federal, state, and local agencies, and additional entities listed below, were
contacted during the project scoping to obtain pertinent information and to identify key issues regarding
the potential environmental impacts for this project.




















Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Arlington County
o Manager’s Office
o Office of Transportation
Fairfax County
o Department of Transportation
o Office of the County Executive
Faith Bible Presbyterian Church
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
Region III
City of Falls Church
Commonwealth Transportation Board
Kingdom Hall Jehovah's Witness
Loudoun County Department of
Transportation and Capital Infrastructure
Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments
National Trust for Historic Preservation
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority
Saint Ann Catholic Church
United States Army Corps of Engineers
United States Department of Agriculture
o Forest Service
o Natural Resources Conservation
Service
United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development
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United States Department of the Interior
o Fish and Wildlife Service
o National Park Service
o Office of Environmental Policy
and Compliance
United States Department of Transportation
o Federal Railroad Administration
o Federal Transit Administration
United States Environmental Protection
Agency
Virginia Department of Agricultural and
Consumer Services
Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation
Virginia Department of Consumer Services
Virginia Department of Emergency
Services
Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality
Virginia Department of Forestry
Virginia Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries
Virginia Department of Health
Virginia Department of Historic Resources
Virginia Department of Housing and
Community Development
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Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals,
and Energy
Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation
Virginia Economic Development
Partnership
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Virginia Outdoors Foundation
Virginia State Police Department

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority
o Office of Metrobus Planning,
Scheduling, and Customer
Facilities
o Office of Planning
o Environmental Planning and
Compliance
o Office of Bus Planning, Scheduling
and Customer Facilities

In response to the scoping letters, VDOT received responses from 24 agencies identifying transportation
needs, environmental resources, and other relevant factors to be analyzed in this EA. Agency scoping
responses can be found in Appendix B: Agency Correspondence.

4.2 COORDINATION PLAN
This EA was developed in accordance with the procedures in 23 U.S.C §139 and the lead agencies
established a formalized approach for coordinating agency (Federal Lead, Joint Lead, Cooperating, and
Participating) and public participation, including comment, during the environmental review process.
VDOT and FHWA’s formal Coordination Plan defined the approach for coordinating collaborative
agency involvement in the development of the EA, and outlined the points and methods through which
VDOT, in cooperation with FHWA, would communicate project-related information and solicit
comments.
Cooperating Agencies include those government and regulatory agencies with jurisdiction by law (e.g.,
with permitting or land transfer authority) or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact
or resource involved in an environmental review or alternative for study. For the purposes of this study,
the EPA and USACE accepted the role of Cooperating Agency. Cooperating Agencies were given the
responsibility to participate in the NEPA process, including during the scoping process, and especially
with regard to defining the purpose and need, determining the range of alternatives to be considered,
methodologies, and the level of detail for the analysis of alternatives. Cooperating Agencies assisted in
the identification of any issues regarding potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts.
Participating Agencies include any Federal, State, tribal, regional, and local agencies that have an interest
in the project and the environmental review process. Arlington County, the City of Falls Church, DRPT,
Fairfax County, FTA, Loudoun County, NVRC, NVTA, and WMATA were invited to act as participating
agencies. VDEQ and MWAA were also included as participants in the development of the study.
Participating Agencies were asked to participate in the NEPA review process, starting during the scoping
process, and especially with regard to defining the purpose and need, determining the range of
alternatives to be considered, methodologies, and the level of detail for the analysis of alternatives.
Participating Agencies assisted in the identification of any issues regarding potential environmental or
socioeconomic impacts.

Revised Environmental Assessment

March 2017
4-82

Chapter 4.0 Coordination and Comments
Sections of the EA were provided to Cooperating and Participating Agencies for review and comment as
they were preliminarily completed. Two Agency Coordination Meetings were held at VDOT, one in
August and another in November. At these meetings, Cooperating and Participating Agencies provided
comments on the development of the EA that were incorporated into the document.

4.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Public involvement efforts for the I-66 Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project include both
Citizen Information Meetings (CIM) and Public Hearings. VDOT uses these meetings as public
participation tools for complex EAs as a way to keep the public informed of study updates and to provide
the public a chance to raise questions and speak with VDOT representatives.
4.3.1 Citizen Information Meeting
VDOT held CIMs for this study on May 9, 2016 at Washington-Lee High School in Arlington, and on
May 11, 2016 at Mary Ellen Henderson Middle School in Falls Church to inform the public about the
study and to solicit input from the public and other stakeholders. Pursuant to federal and state regulatory
requirements and in accordance with VDOT’s Policy Manual for Public Participation in Transportation
Projects (VDOT, 2014), the meeting was advertised in local newspapers, on the study website, and via a
press release. The open house format for the CIMs included a presentation and display boards depicting
general information on the study, including the study schedule and purpose of the study. Comment sheets
and informational handouts were provided at the meeting and also were made available on the study
website. VDOT representatives were available to discuss the study and answer questions. All comments
received during the CIM and public comment period have become part of the study record.
4.3.2 Public Hearing
Following the release of this EA, VDOT held two Public Hearings for the study. The Public Hearings
were conducted on December 5, 2016, at Washington-Lee High School in Arlington and on December 8,
2016, at Mary Ellen Henderson Middle School in Falls Church. These meetings provided stakeholders an
opportunity to review the findings of the EA and were intended to solicit input that could help inform
decision-making on the improvements evaluated therein. Pursuant to federal and state regulatory
requirements and in accordance with VDOT’s Policy Manual for Public Participation in Transportation
Projects (VDOT, 2014k), the public was notified of the Public Hearings via local newspaper
advertisements, post card mailings and notification letters, electronic newsletter, and the VDOT website.
In addition, a public comment period followed the publication of the EA. All comments received during
the Public Hearing and during the public comment period have been considered and incorporated into the
study record and Revised EA, as applicable. A response to the substantive comments received is included
as Appendix C.
4.3.3 Additional Coordination Efforts
In addition to the coordination previously discussed and outside of the formalized coordination process
for the environmental review, numerous other meetings and coordination efforts were conducted with
federal, state, and local agencies throughout the study process. These meetings were primarily focused on
the design elements of the Build Alternative and included coordination with project stakeholders such as
NVRPA, Dominion Power, and NVRC.
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4.3.4 Other Public Outreach
Mailing List
A study mailing list was developed, and property access letters were mailed pursuant to §33.1-94 of the
Code of Virginia. VDOT mailed property owners within the study area notification that an agent of
VDOT may need to access their property to locate property lines and utilities; locate and review physical
features and existing conditions; take photographs; talk to property owners; verify property tax
information; perform environmental resource surveys; investigate potential environmental impacts; and
conduct all testing and sampling, including, but not limited to shovel tests, soil samples, and borings. The
letter included contact information for the VDOT Project Manager, should letter recipients have questions
or concerns.
Website
Information for the study, including the EA and all technical documentation, is made available to the
public through the following VDOT website: http://inside.transform66.org/. The website has been
updated as new information has become available, and allows interested members of the public to join the
mailing list to receive Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program information by email.
All meeting materials, including comment forms, are available on the website.
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SECTION 4(F) TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
TRANSFORM 66: INSIDE THE BELTWAY, EASTBOUND WIDENING
State Project Number: 0066-96A-417, P101, R201, C501; UPC: 108424
From: Exit 67 (Route 267) Dulles Connector Road
To: Exit 71 (Route 237) Fairfax Drive / (Route 120) Glebe Road
Fairfax and Arlington Counties, Virginia

1. INTRODUCTION
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), is evaluating improvements along approximately four miles of Interstate 66 (I66) inside of the Interstate 495 (I-495) Capital Beltway from the Dulles Connector Road (Route 267) in
Fairfax County to Fairfax Drive (Route 237) in the Ballston area of Arlington County, Virginia (see
Figure 1-1).
Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, (NEPA) and in accordance with
FHWA regulations, an Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to analyze and document the
potential social, economic, and environmental effects associated with the improvements being evaluated.
The EA, approved for public availability in November 2016, evaluated the environmental consequences
of the No Build Alternative and one Build Alternative. In support of that effort, this purpose of this
technical memorandum is to describe the potential hazardous materials sites along the I-66 corridor and
identify potential impacts that could result from implementation of the improvements. Information in this
memorandum was used to support discussions presented in the EA.

1.1 HISTORY OF I-66
I-66 was primarily developed to serve east-west travel from I-81 near Strasburg, Virginia, on the west, to
Washington, D.C., in the east. Initial planning for the 76-mile corridor began in 1956, and the first
segments west of I-495 were opened between 1958 and 1964. Inside of I-495, I-66 was originally
conceptualized as an eight-lane interstate facility, for which preliminary planning and study began in
1962 to identify a location for I-66 through Fairfax and Arlington Counties. In 1962, right of way (ROW)
acquisition and construction were initiated on portions of the I-66 corridor inside of I-495. However, in
April 1972, work was suspended until an Environmental Impact Statement was completed, pursuant to
NEPA and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, to consider the social and
environmental impacts of the project. Following extensive environmental review and consideration of
numerous alternative solutions, I-66 was ultimately approved in 1977 as a multi-modal transportation
concept that included a four-lane interstate facility with a dedicated median ROW for the construction of
the Metrorail transit system for part of its length8.

8

See William T. Coleman, Jr., Secretary’s Decision on Interstate Highway 66, Fairfax and Arlington Counties,
Virginia (Washington, D.C.: Federal Highway Administration, 1977).
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Figure 1-1. Project Location
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I-66 opened inside of I-495 in 1982 as one of the first interstates in the United States limited to high
occupancy vehicle (HOV)-only traffic during peak weekday travel periods. At its outset, on all lanes
between I-495 and Washington, D.C., I-66 functioned as a HOV-restricted facility for carpools with four
or more occupants during weekday peak periods. Rush hour occupancy requirements were reduced to
three or more in 1983 and again reduced to two or more in 1995. Drivers of hybrid vehicles were once
permitted to use the HOV-restricted lanes even without meeting minimum rider requirements; however,
in response to rising congestion in the I-66 corridor during HOV-restricted hours, regulations changed to
require that only vehicles with clean special fuels license plates issued prior to July 2011 could legally use
the HOV lanes on I-66 without meeting the occupancy requirements during the restricted periods.

1.2 PROJECT HISTORY
In an effort to better understand the increasingly congested travel conditions in the I-66 corridor, several
studies have been undertaken. In 2009, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation
(DRPT) conducted the I-66 Transit/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Study, which focused
on the overall I-66 corridor from Route 15 to downtown Washington, D.C. and recommended a variety of
services and infrastructure improvements to increase mobility in the corridor. Upon completion of this
2009 study, the corridor was divided into two sections for more detailed analysis of the recommendations.
The western section between Route 15 and I-495 and the eastern sections between I-495 and Washington,
D.C. were identified as logical endpoints for future studies of transportation and mobility improvements,
based on identified travel demand patterns, concentrations of transit and carpool markets, and corridor
constraints for transit, highway, and bicycle and pedestrian improvement options.
In 2012, VDOT and DRPT completed the I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway, followed by a 2013
Supplemental Report, which examined several alternatives for the corridor and developed a recommended
package of improvements. The combination of these studies and their specific findings and
recommendations formed the basis of the planned multimodal changes for the Transform 66: Inside the
Beltway improvements program. Comprehensively, these changes include the following components:




Converting I-66 inside of I-495 to dynamically-priced toll lanes during peak travel periods
(construction initiated Summer 2016, anticipated project opening 2017);
Applying toll revenue to the development of improved multimodal transit options including
enhanced bus service, enhanced carpool, and other TDM strategies throughout the corridor; and
Widening of I-66 eastbound from the Dulles Connector Road to Fairfax Drive in Ballston.

Each of these individual components of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements
program was included in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Government’s (MWCOG) approved
Financially Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRP) for the National Capital Region.
Although identified as a package of programmed improvements, each component consists of an
individual project(s) with independent utility to be implemented in a specific sequential progression to
address a variety of distinct needs along I-66 inside of I-495 in the near-, mid-, and long-term future, as
funding is identified. Included among the identified needs are overarching goals such as enhance
connectivity, improve transit service, increase travel options, and reduce roadway congestion. The
distinct project components of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements program are
intended to specifically address these identified needs, independently from one another.
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The needs for the widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program improvements
initiative were initially identified in the I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway report but have been
further considered through the detailed evaluations described in the following sections. Based on these
detailed evaluations, the immediate needs are more pronounced along eastbound I-66 in the study area,
which have informed the development of improvements for consideration. As a result, the eastbound
portion of I-66 within the study area is the focus of this study. Following the implementation of other
components of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program, improvements along westbound I-66 will
be evaluated as part of the progression of Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvements.

1.3 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED STUDY
1.3.1

No Build Alternative

In accordance with the implementing regulations for NEPA (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)), the No Build
Alternative has been retained for detailed study and serves as a benchmark for comparison with the Build
Alternative. The No Build Alternative would retain the existing configuration of I-66 through the study
area except for those modifications to the roadway network that have been programmed and approved for
implementation by 2040, as identified in the most recent CLRP. Prepared by the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board, which is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the
Washington, D.C. region under the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), the
current CLRP includes projected transit and traffic, demographic, and air quality conditions through the
2040 horizon year. The most recent 2040 CLRP was adopted in October 2015 but includes amendments
through 2016.
The regional planned and programmed transportation projects in close vicinity to the study area that could
influence the improvements being evaluated include the following:






Tolling along I-66 between the I-495 Capital Beltway in Fairfax County to Lee Highway (Route
29) near the Rosslyn area of Arlington County. During morning and evening commutes, this
segment of I-66 is currently restricted to carpools (with 2 or more people), vehicles with
authorized clean special fuel license plates, Dulles Airport travelers, and law enforcement. The
HOV restrictions are enforced between 6:30-9:00 AM (all eastbound travel lanes) and 4:00-6:30
PM (all westbound travel lanes). With the I-66 Inside the Beltway tolling program, carpools and
vanpools (with 2 or more people, until a regional change to HOV-3+ goes into effect in 2020),
transit, on-duty law enforcement, and first responders will continue to use the lanes for free. Solo
drivers will be given the opportunity to use the interstate during the restricted period by paying a
toll. The tolling program will extend the restricted period to 5:30-9:30 AM (all eastbound travel
lanes) and 3:00-7:00 PM (all westbound travel lanes) and is anticipated to be implemented by
2017.
I-66 Spot Improvements – Spot 3, which include construction of an auxiliary lane extension
connecting the on-ramp from Exit 72 Lee Highway/Spout Run (Route 29) to the off-ramp to
North Glebe Road (Route 120) on westbound I-66. The project is expected to be completed in
2020.
Construction of two express lanes in either direction along I-66 between James Madison Highway
(Route 15) in Haymarket to the I-495 Capital Beltway, while maintaining three general purpose
lanes in each direction and providing a number of travel choices including express transit buses
and park and ride facilities along the corridor.
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Leesburg Pike (Route 7) widening from six to eight lanes between Chain Bridge Road (Route
123) and I-495 and from four to six lanes between I-495 and I-66.
On I-66, the vehicle occupancy requirement for all HOV/high occupancy toll (HOT) restrictions
will change from two or more (2+) to three or more (3+) in 2020. The exemption for clean fuel
and hybrid vehicles to use HOV lanes will also expire by 2020.

Other transit-oriented transportation improvements included in the CLRP include new priority bus routes
on I-66, Route 29, and Route 50; Metrorail station improvements at Ballston and East Falls Church; and
service enhancements for numerous bus routes inside the I-495 Capital Beltway.
1.3.2

Build Alternative

The Build Alternative would include the construction of one additional lane in the eastbound direction
beginning at approximately mile post 67.7, just east of the convergence of I-66 eastbound and the Dulles
Connector Road. The widening would continue for a total of approximately 3.6 miles to mile post 71.3,
where the Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road exit ramp diverges from eastbound I-66. To avoid and minimize the
potential impacts of the improvements under consideration, a variety of typical sections have been
developed to incorporate the widening largely within the existing VDOT right of way.
The widening would primarily occur to the inside of the roadway throughout the extent of the study area
with the exception of one location: just west of Patrick Henry Drive to exit 71 at Fairfax Drive and Glebe
Road (approximately mile posts 70.2 to 71.3). In this location, the widening would transition, utilizing
Typical Section 3, from the median to the outside of the roadway along the existing shoulder. At mile
post 71.3, the eastern project terminus, the additional lane would tie in to the existing mainline lane
configuration. The Build Alternative will include sound barriers at locations meeting the federal criteria
and supported by adjacent benefited property owners. The improvements also would include
modifications to existing intersecting roadways and bridges as well as to existing drainage systems
including inlets, roadside ditches, culverts, storm sewer systems, and stormwater management facilities.
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2. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY
Under the provisions of Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §
303(c)), FHWA may approve the use of land from publicly owned parks or recreation areas, publicly
owned wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or historic sites that are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) for federal-aid highway projects if it determines that there is
no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative and the action includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to the property. FHWA also may approve the use of land from such properties if it determines that
the use of the property, including any measure(s) to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization,
mitigation, or enhancement measures) committed to by the applicant, will have a de minimis impact, as
identified in 23 CFR § 774.17, on the property. A “use” of a Section 4(f) property occurs:
(4) when land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;
(5) when there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation
purpose; or,
(6) when there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property.
Existing public parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and public and private historical
sites were identified through a review of locality planning documents as well as available mapping, aerial
photography, and geographic information systems (GIS) data.

3. SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES
3.1 KNOWN SITES WITHIN INVENTORY CORRIDOR
A total of 19 Section 4(f) resources were identified within the environmental study area. Additional
details on these properties can be found in the Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Report (VDOT,
2016b) and the Hazardous Materials Technical Memorandum (VDOT, 2016a).
3.1.1

Parks and Recreation Areas

There are seven publicly-owned parks within the environmental study area. The amenities offered by
each of these parks, their location, and additional information are identified below in Table 3-1.
Table 3-1. Study Area Park Sizes and Amenities

Park

Address

Amenities

Picnic
Area,
Playground,
6225 12th Rd. N. Softball/Baseball Field, Tennis
Madison
Manor
Arlington,
VA Courts, Basketball Court, Path,
Park
22205
Access to Custis Trail, and
Historic Brandymore Castle
1730
Roosevelt
East Falls Church
Basketball Court, Multi-purpose
St. Arlington, VA
Park
Field, Green Space, Stream
22205
1001 N Kennebec Picnic
Area,
Playground,
Westover Park
St. Arlington, VA Softball/Baseball
Fields,
March 2017

Size
(Acres)

Acres
Within
Study
Area

13.1

0.7

4.0

0.8

3.9

0.1

Transform Interstate 66
6

Section 4(f) Technical Memorandum

Park

Address

Amenities

Basketball Courts, Volleyball
Courts, Multi-purpose Field,
Access to Custis Trail
801 N Manchester Paved walking trail, Bluemont
Bluemont Junction
St. Arlington, VA Junction Caboose, Recreational
Park
22203
Space, Multi-purpose Field
4747 Fairfax Dr.
Ballston Pond Park Arlington,
VA Pond, Wildlife Observation
22201
Rose Garden, Ornamental Tree
850 N Lexington
Gardens,
Playgrounds,
Bon Air Park
St. Arlington, VA
Volleyball Courts, Basketball
22205
Courts, Picnic Areas, Path
Four
Mile
Run
Access,
Washington and Old Dominion
6620 N 18th St.
Benjamin Banneker
(W&OD), and Custis Trails
Arlington,
VA
Park
Access,
Picnic
Areas,
22205
Playground, Multi-purpose Field,
Dog Park

Size
(Acres)

Acres
Within
Study
Area

23.6

0.2

6.7

0.4

21.1

4.2

12.3

0.2

22205

In addition to park facilities located along the study area, the I-66 corridor and surrounding communities
include a complex system of recreational trails and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Multi-use recreational
trails in the study area are listed in Table 3-2. In Arlington County, eight trails cross the study area.
Table 3-2. Bicycle/Recreational Trails in the Study Area
Trail
Bluemont
Connector

Junction

Location
Trail

Bluemont Junction Trail

Bluemont Junction Park

Bon Air Park Trail

Bon Air Park

Custis Trail

Four Mile Run Trail
Neighborhood
Mirror

Trail,

W&OD Connector

West side of Ballston Pond
Park

Custis

Adjacent to I-66 corridor from
crossing of Patrick Henry Drive
and continues east through
study area.
East Fall Church Park and
Madison Manor Park
South side of I-66 near N
Harrison Street crossing
Generally located on the north
side I-66 near Madison Manor
Park

Transform Interstate 66

Access
Access at N Glebe Road,
Washington Boulevard, and
Fairfax Drive.
Access at Fairfax Drive, N
Buchanan Street, and N George
Mason Drive.
Access via Custis Trail and N
Lexington Street.
Several access points through
study area
Access from W & OD Trail and
N Sycamore Street.
Access from Custis Trail and N
Harrison Street.
Several access points in study
area.
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Trail

Location
Located along I-66 corridor
from N Washington Street to
Patrick Henry Drive where it
continues southeast

W&OD Trail

3.1.2

Access
Several access points in study
area.

Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges

There are no wildlife or waterfowl refuges within the study area.
3.1.3

Historic Properties

Four previously documented properties that are eligible for or are already listed on the NRHP were
identified within the study area, and are considered Section 4(f) resources for the purposes of this study.
Table 3-3 summarizes the architectural resources that are either recommended potentially eligible,
eligible, or listed on the NRHP within the study area.
Table 3-3. Surveyed Resources Located within the Architectural Area of Potential Effects that are
Recommended Potentially Eligible, Eligible, or NRHP Listed
VDHR
Number

Name/Property
Address

Year
Built

Description

Previous
Eligibility
Determination

Current
Eligibility
Recommendation

0004211

Madison Manor
1947Neighborhood
1960
Historic District

Residential suburban
historic district, period
Not Evaluated
of significance, 194760

Potentially
Eligible

0004212

Dominion Hills 1945Historic District
1948

Historic
district,
period of significance, NRHP Listed
1945-48

NRHP Listed

0004906

BrockwoodKearney’s
1940Addition Historic 1952
District

Residential suburban
historic district, period
Not Evaluated
of significance, 194052

Potentially
Eligible

0530276

W&OD Railroad
Ca. 1855
Historic District

Linear resource

Remains Eligible

Eligible

3.2 Sites Impacted by Alternatives
3.2.1

No Build Alternative

Impacts to identified Section 4(f) resources within the environmental study area are not anticipated under
the No Build Alternative.
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3.2.2

Build Alternative

Of the 19 qualifying Section 4(f) resources identified within the study area, a total of two resources are
anticipated to be impacted under the Build Alternative. Impacts to these resources are described in
further detail below.
W&OD Trail
In order to facilitate improved operational movements and increase safety, a grade-separated overpass of
the W&OD Trail is included as part of the Build Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at
the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive. The new structure
at Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29), in the vicinity of the Arlington-East Falls Church
community, would provide safer access across the roadway for bicycle and pedestrian users of the
W&OD Trail. This beneficial improvement is not anticipated to affect the function of the recreational
facility.
In order to accommodate the implementation of the grade-separated overpass, approximately 1.2 acres of
property owned by the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority (NVRPA) are anticipated to be
temporarily impacted by the construction of the trail improvements. This particular at-grade crossing has
been previously identified by the NVRPA as a dangerous intersection VDOT and NVRPA have worked
closely to develop a trail crossing that would meet the NVRPA’s bridge guidelines. The NVRPA finds
that by removing the at-grade crossing will be beneficial for the trail by enhancing safety for all trail
users. VDOT is committed to continue working with the NVRPA to find a design solution that is
aesthetically pleasing and one that provides a safe crossing. Short-term impacts to the recreational trails,
bike lanes, and/or bike routes could include temporary detours during construction; however the overall
function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected.
Bon Air Park, including Custis Trail
In order to accommodate for adequate and safe sight distance along the mainline of eastbound I-66 just
east of Patrick Henry Drive, the widening would occur along the outside shoulder and would require
minor right of way acquisition and temporary construction easements from the Bon Air Park community
facility. As a result, the adjacent Custis Trail and a portion of the path connecting the Bluemont
neighborhood, through Bon Air Park, would need to be realigned. The preliminary design for the trail
realignment has been developed to improve sight lines for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis
Trail and crossing underneath I-66 at Bon Air Park. VDOT has been in coordination with Arlington
County, the official with jurisdiction over both Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail facility, throughout the
development of the preliminary design. Arlington County staff has indicated that the trail relocation
could provide a potential benefit to the features and attributes of the Bon Air Park and Custis Trail
facilities.
The right of way required to accommodate the widening and trail enhancements would be minimal and
are not anticipated to affect the function or access of the community facilities. Approximately 0.07 acres
of right of way would be permanently acquired and approximately 1.22 acres of temporary easement for
construction would be required from Arlington County at Bon Air Park in the vicinity of the Bluemont
Community.
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On the north side of I-66, across from Bon Air Park, temporary construction impacts may occur as a result
of the installation of sound barriers identified in the preliminary design phase to meet federal
requirements for attenuation of noise impacts from the Build Alternative improvements. During
construction, short-term impacts to the Custis Trail could include temporary detours during construction;
however the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected and the continuity of the trail
network within Bon Air Park would be maintained at all times. In the Bon Air Park facility and along the
Custis Trail, areas affected by temporary construction activities would be revegetated and returned to
similar existing conditions.
De minimis
Under the regulations implementing Section 4(f) 23 CFR § 774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis
impact finding with respect to the project’s Section 4(f) involvement with each of the resources identified
above. The basis for these findings includes the following:


The project would not permanently interrupt the continuity of the trails and/or recreational areas.



The temporary suspension of pedestrian and bicycle traffic on the W&OD Trail would last no
longer than necessary to complete the project’s construction. Limitations of access would be
coordinated throughout construction with local governments.



The W&OD trail improvements would be designed as a context-sensitive solution to ensure that
these improvements do not preclude future planned changes for the regional trail network.



The land disturbed by construction would be fully restored.

The officials with jurisdiction over the affected resources were asked to concur that the project will not
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f)
protection. The public was provided the opportunity at the public hearings to review and comment on the
proposed project and the de minimis impact finding. As part of their concurrence of the conditioned no
adverse effect determination for historic properties, VDHR did not object to this de minimis impact
finding in November 2016. NVRPA provided their concurrence in February 2017. Arlington County
provided their concurrence in March 2017.
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0066-96A-417

SHEET NO.

Mr. Marc Holma, August 19, 2016, Page 3

Enclosure
cc: Ms. Rebeccah Ballo, Arlington County Department of Community Planning, Housing
& Development
Mr. Karl VanNewkirk, Arlington Historical Society Ms. Elizabeth Crowell, Fairfax
County Park Authority
Ms. Linda Blank, Fairfax County Planning Department
Ms. Elizabeth Crowell, Fairfax County Park Authority
Mr. Stuart Tyler, Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
cc:/file108424

CONCURRENCE

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
The Virginia Department of Historic Resources (OHR) concurs with the Virginia
Department of Transportation's (VDOT): 1) definition of the project's Area of Potential
Effects (APE); 2) efforts to identify archaeological properties; 3) finding that no
archaeological resources are located in the project APE that meet the criteria for National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility; and 4) No additional archaeological
investigation is necessary for 1-66 EB Widening in Fairfax and Arlington Counties,
VDOT Project No. 0066-96A-417, C501, P101, R201 (UPC 108424); VDHR File No.
2016-0741.

L~~-

// -

Director, Virginia Department of Historic Resources
Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer

Date

Mr. Marc Halma
September 16, 2016
Page 6 of 6

********************************************
The Virginia Department of Historic Resources concurs with the Virginia Department of Transportation's
recommendations:
1) the definition of the area of potential effects;
2) the efforts to identify historic properties;
3) the following properties retain their integrity and should remain listed and/or are
recommended as eligible for NRHP listing: Dominion Hills Historic District (000-4212){and 13 associated
properties}, W & OD RR Historic District (053-0276), Benjamin Elliott's Coal Trestle (053-0276-0006) as a
contributing resource to the NR-elig. W & OD RR Historic District (053-0276), Brockwood-Kearney's
Addition Historic District to Bon Air (000-4906), and Madison-Manor Neighborhood Historic District
(000-4211);
4) that the following properties are not individually eligible for NRHP inclusion nor do they
contribute to a historic district if one were to exist: The Washington, Arlington, and Falls Church Electric
Railway (029-5470), Berkey's Addition Historic District (000-4230), Falls Church Park Historic District
(000-9730), House, 6610 19th Rd N (000-4208-0043), House, 672119th Rd N (000-4208-0084), House,
6715 19th Rd N (000-4208-0085), House, 6709 19th Rd N (000-4208-0086), House, 6707 19th Rd N (0004208-0087), House, 1028 N Arlington Mill Dr (000-4214-0392), House, 917 N Jacksonville St (000-42140393), House, 5410 gth Rd N (000-4214-0398), House, 913 N Harrison St (000-4214-0400), House, 908 N
Greenbrier St (000-4214-0401), House, 5420 9th Rd N (000-8713), House, 965 N Harrison St (000-8716),
House, 909 N Greenbrier St (000-8718), House, 905 N Greenbrier St (000-8719), House, 900 N Frederick
St (000-8720), House, 1933 N Van Buren St (000-9739-0001), House, 6700 19th Rd N (000-9730-0002),
House, 1919 N Underwood St (000-9730-0003); and
5) no further archaeological work is warranted
On VDOT Project Number: 0066-96A-417, P101, R201, UPC: 108424 (OHR File No. 2016- 0741).

ll

0(.i"(

Date

2-ol~

Ms. J. V. Langan
November 2, 2016
Page Six
Cc:

Mr. Dan Iglhaut, Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority
Ms. Rebeccah Ballo, Arlington County
Ms. Stephanie Goodrich, Fairfax County
Mr. Karl VanNewkirk, Arlington County Historical Society
Mr. John Simkins, Federal Highway Administration
Mr. Stuart Tyler, Parsons Transportation Group

*****************************
The Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurs that the project as proposed
(VDOT No. 0066-96A-417, C501, Pl 01, R201; UPC 108424; VDHR File No. 2016-0741) will
have a conditional no adverse effect on historic properties.

MEMORANDUM

DATE:

May 6, 2016

TO:

Halie Stannard, VDOT

FROM:

Barbara Gregory, DCR-DNH

SUBJECT:

Due May 6, 2016
0066-96A-417, C501, P101, R201, Transform 66 – Inside the Beltway Eastbound
Widening Scoping

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) has searched its Biotics Data System for
occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted map. Natural heritage
resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, unique or
exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.
Biotics documents the presence of natural heritage resources within two miles of the project area.
However, due to the scope of the activity and the distance to the resources, we do not anticipate that this
project will adversely impact these natural heritage resources.
There are no State Natural Area Preserves under DCR’s jurisdiction in the project vicinity.
Many invasive plant species are adapted to take advantage of soil disturbances and poor soil conditions.
These adaptations are part of what enable certain species to be invasive. Non-native invasive plants are
found through Virginia. Therefore, the potential exists for some VDOT projects to further the
establishment of invasive species. To minimize the potential for invasive species infestation, projects
should be conducted to minimize the area of disturbance, and disturbed sites should be revegetated with
desirable species at the earliest opportunity following disturbance. Equally as important, species used for
revegetation should not include the highly invasive species that have traditionally been used for
revegetating disturbed sites. We recommend VDOT avoid using crown vetch, tall fescue, and autumn
olive if at all possible.
For more information on invasive alien plants and native plants, see the DCR-Division of Natural
Heritage website http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural-heritage/invspinfo.shtml. For sources of native plant
material, see the Virginia Native Plant Society’s website (http://vnps.org) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service nursery list for Virginia (http://www.fws.gov/ChesapeakeBay/BayScapes/bsresources/bsnurseries.html).
Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the DCR, DCR represents VDACS in comments regarding potential
impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered plant and insect species. The current activity will not
affect any documented state-listed plants or insects.
New and updated information is continually added to Biotics. Please re-submit project information and
map for an update on this natural heritage information if the scope of the project changes and/or six
months has passed before it is utilized.

All VDOT projects on state-owned lands must comply with the Virginia Erosion & Sediment Control
(ESC) Law and Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management (SWM) Law and Regulations, the
most current version of the DCR approved VDOT Annual ESC and SWM Specifications and Standards,
and the project-specific ESC and SWM plans. [Reference: VESCL §10.1-560, §10.1-564; VESCR
§4VAC50-30 et al; VSWML §10.1-603 et al; VSWMR §4VAC-3-20 et al].
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) maintains a database of wildlife
locations, including threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters that
may contain information not documented in this letter. Their database may be accessed from
http://vafwis.org/fwis, or contact Ernie Aschenbach at 804-367-2733 or
Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov. According to the information currently in our files, Pimmit Run,
which has been designated by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) as a
“Threatened and Endangered Species Water” for the Wood turtle is within 2 miles of the project area.
Therefore, DCR recommends coordination with Virginia's regulatory authority for the management and
protection of this species, the VDGIF, to ensure compliance with the Virginia Endangered Species Act
(VA ST §§ 29.1-563 – 570).
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.
Cc:

Ernie Aschenbach, VDGIF
Valerie Fulcher, DEQ – Office of Environmental Impact Review

EPA Environmental Information, including EPA-Regulated Facilities and Toxics Release
Inventory Reports:
o www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html
•

EPA NEPAssist Database
Facilitates the environmental review process and project planning:
http://nepaassisttool.epa.gov/nepaassist/entry.aspx

If you have questions about the environmental review process and/or the federal consistency
review process, please feel free to contact me (telephone (804) 698-4204 or e-mail
bettina.sullivan@deq.virginia.gov).
I hope this information is helpful to you.
Sincerely,

Bettina Sullivan, Program Manager
Environmental Impact Review and
Long-Range Priorities
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dacey, Katy (DEQ)
Wednesday, May 04, 2016 12:59 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Environmental Impact Review (DEQ)
Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

Ms. Stannard,
The Division of Land Protection & Revitalization (DLPR) has completed the request for the scoping comments of the
scoping request for Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project in Arlington & Fairfax Counties. All of
the information that is listed in the letter sent to you, dated April 15, 2016, from Bettina Sullivan of this Department
address all DLPR comments at this time.
Thanks,
Katy T. Dacey
Office of Financial Responsibility & Waste Programs
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 698‐4274
(804) 698‐4234 FAX

1

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Molly Joseph Ward
Secretary of Natural Resources

Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing address: P.O. Box 1105, Richmond, Virginia 23218
www.deq.virginia.gov

MEMORANDUM

David K. Paylor
Director
(804) 698-4000
1-800-592-5482

TO:

Halie Stannard, Environmental Specialist - VDOT

FROM:

Daniel Moore, Principal Environmental Planner - DEQ

DATE:

May 20, 2016

SUBJECT:

Scoping Comments - Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening,
Arlington and Fairfax Counties and City of Falls Church

We have reviewed the scoping letter and submitted information for the proposed project and
offer the following comments regarding consistency with the provisions of the Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations (Regulations):
In Arlington and Fairfax Counties and the City of Falls Church, the areas protected by the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, as locally implemented, require conformance with
performance criteria. These areas include Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) and Resource
Management Areas (RMAs) as designated by the local government. RPAs include tidal
wetlands, certain non-tidal wetlands and tidal shores, and a minimum 100-foot vegetated buffer
area located adjacent to and landward of these features and along both sides of any water body
with perennial flow. The RMA, which require less stringent performance criteria, includes all
remaining areas of all three localities.
This project proposes to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66)
between the Dulles Airport Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route
6710) in an effort to reduce traffic congestion along the I-66 corridor inside the Interstate 495 (I495) Capital Beltway. Construction, installation, operation and maintenance of public roads
within CBPA lands are conditionally exempt from the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area
Designation and Management Regulations, § 9 VAC 25-830-150 B 1, if further conditioned by
the following:
1. Optimization of the road alignment and design, consistent with other applicable
requirements, to prevent or otherwise minimize (a) encroachment in the RPA and (b)
adverse effects on water quality.
Provided adherence to the above requirements, the proposed activity would be consistent with
the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and the Regulations.

Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Burstein, Daniel (DEQ)
Thursday, May 05, 2016 1:55 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Fulcher, Valerie (DEQ)
RE: VDOT - Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening, Arlington & Fairfax
Counties; - EA Scoping Request

NRO comments regarding the Scoping Request for the VDOT: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound
Widening, located in Arlington & Fairfax Counties, Virginia are as follows:
Land Protection Division – The project manager is reminded that if any solid or hazardous waste is
generated/encountered during construction, VDOT would follow applicable federal, state, and county
regulations for their disposal.
Air Compliance/Permitting - The project manager is reminded that during the construction phases that occur
with this project; the project is subject to the Fugitive Dust/Fugitive Emissions Rule 9 VAC 5-50-60 through 9
VAC 5-50-120. In addition, should any open burning or use of special incineration devices be employed in the
disposal of land clearing debris during demolition and construction, the operation would be subject to the Open
Burning Regulation 9 VAC 5-130-10 through 9 VAC 5-130-60 and 9 VAC 5-130-100.
Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWPP) Program – The project manager is reminded that a VWP permit
from DEQ may be required should impacts to surface waters be necessary. DEQ VWP staff recommends that
the avoidance and minimization of surface water impacts to the maximum extent practicable as well as
coordination with the US Army Corps of Engineers. Upon receipt of a Joint Permit Application for the
proposed surface water impacts, DEQ VWP Permit staff will review the proposed project in accordance with
the VWP permit program regulations and current VWP permit program guidance.
Water Permitting/VPDES Program/Stormwater: The project manager is reminded to follow all applicable
regulations related to stormwater management and erosion and sediment controls.

Daniel Burstein
Regional Enforcement Specialist, Senior II
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Northern Virginia Regional Office
13901 Crown Court
Woodbridge, VA 22193
Phone: (703) 583‐3904
daniel.burstein@deq.virginia.gov.
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Okorn, Barbara <Okorn.Barbara@epa.gov>
Tuesday, May 03, 2016 12:01 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening Scoping

Ms. Stannard,
EPA has reviewed your letter dated April 15, 2016 regarding the subject project. We understand that the study
is being done in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA. Please find below recommendations for the scope of analysis for the proposed study. We
suggest that the progress on the project be shared at the interagency partnering meeting and look forward to
being involved as the study moves forward. In addition, we request that each submittal have a 30 day review
period and that concurrence points be established. We also suggest that draft chapters of the EA be shared prior
to the release of the EA. Our Cooperating Agency letter will be sent separately.

















Information regarding the purpose and need, alternatives analyzed, avoidance and minimization of
resources, and cumulative effects for the proposed project should be included in the environmental
assessment (EA).
The EA should include a clear and robust justification of the underlying purpose and need for the
proposed action. The purpose and need statement is important because it helps explain why the
proposed action is being undertaken and what objectives the project intends to achieve. The purpose of
the proposed action is typically the specific objective of the activity. The need should explain the
underlying problem for why the project is necessary.
Alternatives analysis should include the suite of other activities or solutions that were considered and the
rationale for not carrying these alternatives forward for detailed study.
The document should describe potential impacts to the natural and human environment. Existing
resources should be identified and EPA encourages that adverse impacts to natural resources, especially
wetlands and other aquatic resources, be avoided and minimized.
Stormwater ponds, best management practices (BMPs) and construction staging areas should not be
located in wetlands and streams. Stormwater management alternatives that address the existing and new
construction should be considered.
EPA suggests coordinating with other appropriate federal, state and local resource agencies on possible
impacts to wetlands, streams, historic and/or rare, threatened and endangered species. As needed,
assessment of aquatic resources functions should be provided. We would be pleased to coordinate with
VDOT and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on this work.
An evaluation of air quality and community impacts, including noise, light and possible traffic impacts,
should be included in the document.
Potential air impacts and general conformity should be included in the EA.
The EA should also include an analysis of any hazardous sites or materials, and the status of any
ongoing or past remediation efforts in the project area.
The EA should include a discussion and analysis of greenhouse gas emissions, climate change, and
extreme weather events (in particular in association with resiliency design).
Environmental Justice (EJ) should also be evaluated, including the identification of potential
communities of concern, and meaningful and timely community involvement, public outreach, and
access to information. Our regional expert on EJ would be pleased to discuss methodology for
identification of EJ communities at your convenience.

1





Consideration should also be given to all potential impacts to at-risk populations, as well as
consideration to sensitive subpopulations, possibly including elderly, children and others. Community
impacts should also be avoided, minimized and mitigated.
The document should address potential indirect and cumulative effects in the project areas, and analysis
may aid in the identification of resources that are likely to be adversely affected by multiple projects,
and sensitive resources that could require additional measures. It is suggested that a secondary and
cumulative effects analysis begin with defining the geographic and temporal limits of the study; this is
generally broader than the study area of the project. The cumulative impact analysis should evaluate
impacts to environmental resources that have the potential to be impacted by the project (i.e. wetlands,
surface water, etc)

Thank you for coordinating with EPA on this project. We look forward to working with you as more
information becomes available. Please let me know if you have any questions on the recommended topics
above or if there is any information that we might be able to provide. Please provide a copy of the EA to EPA
when it is available for review.

Barb

Barbara Okorn
USEPA Region III (3EA30)
1650 Arch Street
Phila, PA 19103
Phone (215) 814‐3330
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

howard blair <fourblairs@hotmail.com>
Friday, April 29, 2016 12:50 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT); howard blair
TRANSFORM 66: INSIDE THE BELTWAY. EASTBOUND WIDENING

From: Washington Elim Church
6901 Haycock Road
Falls Church, VA 22043
Elder Howard Blair
To: Halie Stannard
First, Faith Bible Presbyterian Church has integrated with Washington Elim Presbyterian Church
In answer to your questions:
1. Will the proposed project affect your place of worship.
Answer: We do not believe so. From what we read, it sounds like you will be expanding on the other side of
the road from us. Even if the road is moved closer to the church, we do not think it will impact our services.
2. Times for our services and weekly activities:
Sunday Services and training ‐ 8‐9:30 AM and 10:30 ‐ 2:00
Mon ‐ Sat ‐ 6 AM Early Morning Prayers
Wednesday ‐ 7:30 ‐ 9 PM
All indoors.
3. We have air‐conditioning. Heat Pump, forced air. The whole church is air condition.
V/R
Howard Blair
Elder Washington Elim Church
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cindy Mester <Cmester@fallschurchva.gov>
Monday, May 02, 2016 2:19 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Paul Stoddard
Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening
CFC_I-66Questionnaire Response_FCCPSv2.pdf; CFC_Question_Response_I-66 beltway
project_ FCHHD.doc; CFC_Question_Response_I-66 beltway project_General
Questions.doc; CFC_Question_Response_I-66inside beltwayproject_R&P
completed.doc; CFC_Question_ResponseI-66_FCHFR.doc;
CFC_Questions_Response_I-66 beltway project_EcDev.doc

Ms. Stannard- the City of Falls Church appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scoping effort on the study
evaluating improvements to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66) between the Dulles Airport
Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route 6710), located in Arlington and Fairfax Counties, and
the City of Falls Church, Virginia. For your record, I would note that the City of Falls Church does indeed wish to be
listed as a participating agencies given the proximity to the City, City owned land and the impact of construction as well
as diverted traffic on the City. I will serve as the prime contact for the City via the City Manager’s Office. My full contact
information is provided below.
For background information on our concerns and comments, for the Transform 66 multi-modal project component NEPA
review, I have attached the City’ NEPA questionnaires from that submission.
Also I would ask that you please reach out and consider including directly our Falls Church City Public Schools as we
have a middle and high school on land adjacent to the proposed widening area as well as West Falls Church Metro
Station. The superintendent contact info is: Dr. Toni Jones, tjones@fccps.org. Please cc me in the correspondence with
our school system. Thank you.
Please let me know if you need anything further at this time. Cindy
Cindy L. Mester , ICMA-CM
Assistant City Manager
300 Park Avenue, Suite 303E
Falls Church, VA 22046
phone: 703-248-5042 (TTY 711)
cell: 571-641-5586
fax: 703-248-5146
email: cmester@fallschurchva.gov
www.fallschurchva.gov

The City of Falls Church is committed to the letter and to the spirit of the Americans with Disabilities Act. To
request a reasonable accommodation for any type of disability call 703.248.5004 (TTY 711)

______________________________________________________________________
1

DISCLAIMER:
This e-mail message and any attached files are for the sole use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain privileged, confidential or
otherwise protected from disclosure information. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message.
______________________________________________________________________
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Route:
Project Number:
From:
To:
Federal Project;
County/City:
UPC ID #:

66
0066-96A-358, P101
I-66 Corridor
I-66 Corridor
Fairfax County, Arlington County, City of
Falls Church
107371

GENERAL QUESTIONS FOR CITY FALLS CHURCH
1. Do you anticipate or are you aware of any organized opposition to the proposed
project?
The City Council of the City of Falls Church has expressed concerns that must be
addressed as part of project planning. See attached Council adopted Resolution
2015-27.
Organized opposition to the project exists outside the City. The Board of
Supervisors of Loudoun County passed a resolution opposing the use of tolls on I66 Inside the Beltway.
2. Will the project disrupt a community or planned development?
The project could potentially disrupt existing communities and planned
developments.
The proposed project may cause existing vehicle traffic to divert from I-66 onto
local roadways. This concern was clearly expressed in a July 29, 2015 letter from
the City Manager, see attachment. Resolution 2015-27 reiterates this concern and
stresses that project funds should be made available to alleviate such disruptions
should they occur.
The proposed project may negatively impact planned development on the City’s
joint high school and middle school campus. The City intends to enter into a
public private partnership to construct new school facilities. Placement of large
signs and future widening of the interstate may preclude some redevelopment
scenarios. No changes/improvements should be made that would negatively
impact the ability to complete this project.
3. Will the project affect any neighborhood programs under the Department of
Human Services/Division of Housing and Human Services Office of Housing and
Community Development jurisdiction?
No

4. Is the project consistent with community goals, such as proposed land use?
The dependence on single occupancy vehicles and the lack of other viable travel
options contributes to regional and local congestion. The City’s Comprehensive Plan
calls for shifting the mode-share balance away from single occupancy vehicles.
Council Resolution 2015-27 states that it is unclear at this time how the proposed
project will decrease reliance on single occupancy vehicles and increase the mode
share of multi-modal options.
The City of Falls Church is entirely within the proposed project corridor. Therefore,
the proposed project must contribute to a shift in mode share away from single
occupancy vehicle use in order to be consistent with community goals.
5. What are the existing and proposed zonings for this area?
The proposed project corridor encompasses the entire City of Falls Church. The
existing and proposed zonings for this area include park and open space. The zonings
also include mid-rise, walkable, mixed-use development.
6. Will the proposed project be compatible with your City’s county’s planning?
The City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for increasing transit service in commercial
corridors (Routes 29 and 7), increasing pedestrian and bicycle access to commercial
areas, adjacent regional activity centers, and transit stations, and protecting residential
neighborhoods from increases in automobile traffic.
The proposed project may be compatible with these plans. As noted in Council
Resolution 2015-27, additional information on how the above goals will be achieved
is needed.
7. Are there any agricultural/forestall districts within the proposed project
boundaries?
No.
8. Is the proposed project endorsed by the Board of Supervisors City Council and
the in City County Comprehensive Plan?
The City supports the vision and goals of the project but has concerns regarding
the tolling, roadway widening and the multi-modal component implementation.
See attached Council adopted Resolution 2015-27.
9. Where is the proposed project ranked in City county transportation improvement
needs?
Different components of the proposed project are ranked differently within the
City’s transportation improvement needs.
Installation of tolled facilities along I-66 is not included in the City’s
transportation plans.

Provision of high frequency transit service along Route 7 and Route 29 is targeted
for completion in calendar years 2018 to 2020.
Construction of a second entrance to the East Falls Church Metro is targeted for
completion in calendar year 2021 or beyond.
Expansion of capacity along the W&OD Trail and changes to trail/street crosses is
targeted for completion in calendar year 2021 or beyond.
10. Is the City county developing any mass transit options for this corridor?
The City is participating with the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission
(NVTC) on a Phase II Transit Alternatives Analysis for the Route 7 Corridor from
Tysons to Alexandria. This corridor overlaps the proposed I-66 Inside the
Beltway project corridor in the City of Falls Church. NVTC staff should be
contacted for additional information on this effort.
The City’s Comprehensive Plan calls for provision of high frequency transit along
Route 7 and Route 29, both of which are in the project corridor.
11. Are there any proposed or planned developments in the project area?
There are several proposed and planned developments in the project area. The
City intends to construct a new high school and middle school and to redevelop
approximately 10 acres of land adjacent to these facilities through a joint
public/private partnership.
Separate from that project, the City is currently reviewing redevelopment
proposals on sites of approximately 4 acres each. One project includes a movie
theater, 145 room hotel, restaurants, and approximately 350 apartments. The other
project includes a full service grocery store, 36,000 square feet of office, and
approximately 325 apartments.
Providing multimodal travel options is necessary for accommodating the
increased travel demand associated with these developments.
12. Are there any existing or planned recreational sites within the project area?
The entire City is within the proposed project corridor. Within the City, there are
approximately 96.3 acres of park space. This includes several playing fields and
the City’s Community Center. No direct impacts on these facilities are anticipated
based on tolling or multi-modal component implementation.
13. Are there any locally significant historic sites in close proximity to the proposed
project?
The City has several significant historic sites within the project corridor but does
not anticipate any direct impacts on them based on the tolling or multi-modal
component implementation.

14. Will the proposed project affect a public water supply?
The City of Falls Church will defer to Fairfax Water and Fairfax County for the
response to this question. We do not operate our own water system as of January
2013.
15. Does the City county have a preferred scheme of development for the project?
The City’s Comprehensive Plan identifies a shift in mode share away from single
occupancy vehicles as the solution to congested travel conditions and accommodating
population and employment growth.
The City prefers a scheme of development for the project is to increases multi-modal
mode share.
16. Are there any locally significant historic sites in close proximity to the proposed
project?
This repeats Question #13.

17. Are there any concerns about impacts to Parks and Recreation?
See Recreation and Parks responses on the park authority questionnaire.
Please feel free to make any additional comments.

November 11, 2015
__________
Date

_________________________________________
Name, Title

Route:
Project Number:
From:
To:
Federal Project;
County/City:
UPC ID #:

66
0066-96A-358, P101
I-66 Corridor
I-66 Corridor
Fairfax County, Arlington County, City of
Falls Church
107371

GENERAL QUESTIONS FOR CITY OF FALLS CHURCH PARK AUTHORITY
RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT
1. Are there any existing or planned recreational sites within the project area?
There are no current plans by the City of Falls Church to build or renovate any
parks directly in the project area.

2. Are there any locally significant historic sites in close proximity to the proposed
project?
The City has several significant historic sites within the project corridor but does
not anticipate any direct impacts on them based on the tolling or multi-modal
component implementation. Included in local historic sites would be the Historic
Cherry Hill House and Barn, The Tinner Hill Historic Site and 13 parks of various
size and uses throughout the City.

3. Are there concerns about impacts to Parks and Recreation?
I don’t anticipate any concerns on the City’s behalf regarding this project.

Please feel free to make any additional comments.

11/12/15
Date

Daniel J. Schlitt, Director of Recreation and Parks
Name, Title

Route:
Project Number:
From:
To:
Federal Project;
County/City:
UPC ID #:

66
0066-96A-358, P101
I-66 Corridor
I-66 Corridor
Fairfax County, Arlington County, City of
Falls Church
107371

GENERAL QUESTIONS FOR CITY Of FALLS CHURCH ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
1. Will the proposed project affect economic development in the area?
If cut-through traffic on Routes 7 and 29 increases by measurably higher volumes
within the City of Falls Church as commuters avoid I-66 tolls, then local businesses
may experience decreased patronage as customers avoid primary commercial
corridors in the City during peak commuting hours. There is also the potential that
businesses desired and targeted by the City as tenants may opt not to locate in Falls
Church due to perceptions of traffic congestion and gridlock.

2. Do you have any other concerns with regard to economic development in
connection with this project?
Failure to achieve a more holistic, multimodal approach in and around Falls Church
with support for projects as outlined in the city manager’s letter of July 29, 2015 will
impact negatively employee recruitment efforts by local businesses. This also will
create additional barriers for development of new office space in the City, as
prospective business tenants will choose locations with superior “last mile” Metro
accessibility.

November 12, 2015

Richard Goff
City of Falls Church Economic Development Director

County of Fairfax, Virginia
To protect and enrich the quality of life for the people, neighborhoods and diverse communities of Fairfax County

June 6, 2016
Ms. Halie Stannard
Environmental Specialist
Virginia Department of Transportation
4975 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
RE:

Environmental Scoping Comments
Transform 1-66 Inside the Beltway- Eastbound Widening
VDOT Project 0066-96A-417, P101, R201, C501 (UPC 108424)

Dear Ms. Stannard:
On behalf of Fairfax County staff, I am writng to you in response to your recent letter to
Chairman Martin Nohe of the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority, with a copy to
Sharon Bulova, Chairman of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, requesting information
relating to potential environmental impacts associated with the referenced project.
Your letter indicates that only a small segment of the project is located within Fairfax County.
The comments below are limited to only those portions of the project that are located within, or
could have an affect upon, Fairfax County.

Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS)
The FCPS system expressed concern regarding the use of an EZ Pass for school buses. While
School buses are free to use these roads, they are still required to have a transponder or EZ
Pass. Acquiring and maintaining 1,600+ transponders for each FCPS bus traveling into the
District of Columbia, Alexandria, or Arlington on field trips each year presents a significant
problem for the FCPS system. Battery life for these devices is only a few years and they must
be mounted on a specific bus (rather than being moved from bus to bus for occasional or
sporadic need). FCPS is concerned that maintaining this volume of equipment presents us with
a much bigger obstacle than their current and more limited and scheduled in-county use on a
few hundred buses.
Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning (DPZ1
Since most of this project lies outside of Fairfax County, there is only a limited potential for
adverse impact to natural resources within the county. However, a number of issues warrant
consideration in the Environmental Assessment (EA), as outlined below.

Fairfax County Department of Transportation
4050 Legato Road, Suite 400
Fairfax, VA 22033-2895
Phone: (703) 877-5600 TTY: 711
Fax: (703) 877-5723
www.fairfaxcounty.gov/fcdot
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Serving Fairfax County
for 30 Years and More

Ms. Amanda Baxter
June 6, 2016
Page 2 of 4

Property Impacts
•
It is unclear from the documentation provided if it is intended that the widening project
would be implemented entirely within the existing highway right-of-way in the Fairfax County
portion of the project. There are a number of residential properties that abut the right-of-way,
along with a school and recreation facility. Ideally, the widening project should be designed to
avoid any increases to the width of the right-of-way in Fairfax County. If this will not be
possible, the EA should document any property impacts (including residential relocations and
takings of private property) and address how such impacts will be minimized. The DPZ
assumes that the presence of Metrorail in the highway median will serve to preclude any
changes north of the rail line, but if this is an incorrect assumption, the potential for property
impacts to the north of the highway should be considered, as well as impacts to the south.
Natural Resource Impacts
•
Per standard NEPA requirements, the EA should address impacts to wetlands, streams,
Resource Protection Area, floodplains, tree cover and rare, threatened or endangered species
and/or rare vegetative communities. There are no Resource Protection Areas within the
Fairfax County portion of the project along the eastbound lanes, but the RPA associated with
Four Mile Run is located within and north of the highway right-of-way near the Arlington
County boundary.
•
Coordination with the Stormwater Planning Division of the Fairfax County Department
of Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) is recommended in regard to
stream/outfall stabilization associated with any stormwater discharges within the Fairfax
County portion of the project area.
Watershed Management Plan
•
The Stormwater Planning Division of DPWES should be contacted for information
regarding any projects identified in the watershed plans for the Pimmit Run and Four Mile Run
watersheds and whether there may be opportunities to incorporate any of these projects within
the project scope (e.g., for stormwater management or mitigation purposes). In general, the
Pimmit Run and Four Mile Run watersheds are two of the most degraded within the county.
The project is located in the headwaters of these watersheds, and as such, a great opportunity
exists to implement best management practices that will have positive and significant broader
impacts on downstream areas within these watersheds.
Stormwater Runoff
•
The EA documentation should identify the stormwater runoff impacts (both
volume/quantity and quality) that would result from the proposed construction as well as the
additional impervious cover, if any, that would result from the project. Efforts should be
pursued to minimize additional impervious cover consistent with project goals. Stormwater
management plans should be discussed within the documentation. Early coordination with the

Ms. Amanda Baxter
June 6, 2016
Page 3 of 4

Stormwater Planning Division is recommended on stormwater management designs. This will
be of particular importance, if stormwater management requirements will cause there to be a
consideration of an expansion of the width of the right-of-way and the taking of property
adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Stormwater management strategies should be pursued in
a manner that will preclude or minimize such impacts.
•
Detention of the 100-year storm should be provided, in accordance with the Northern
Virginia Regional Commission and Fairfax County Public Facilities Manual requirements.
•
Stormwater management best management practices should be used to manage and
detain runoff as close to the source as possible. Low Impact Development (LID) techniques
and practices should be pursued as much as possible to reduce stormwater runoff pollution and
facilitate infiltration at the source. In areas where conventional stormwater management ponds
are to be used, it is recommended that these be designed with enhanced pollutant removal
features, such as micro-pools and wetland vegetation to optimize water quality benefits. It is
highly encouraged that enhanced outfall treatment devices or energy dissipation designs be
used to properly mitigate erosive velocities in downstream receiving channels that are typically
the result of increased volume and duration of post construction runoff. This may require going
beyond typical standard VDOT outfall treatments and extending channel improvements
beyond right-of-way limits.
•
Though the State Runoff Reduction Method (VRRM) is currently a requirement for
stormwater management, it is possible that this project could be grandfathered from the
VRRM. Accordingly, Fairfax County strongly recommends the use of volume reduction
methodologies for water quantity and water quality improvements. Again, coordination with
the Stormwater Planning Division is recommended.

Other Issues
• To the greatest extent practicable, the EB widening should occur within the existing ROW
limits.
• Safety and operational impacts will need to be assessed in detail and mitigated where
necessary.
• Disruptions to Metrorail service should be minimized.
• County staff assumes that the EA will address highway noise and air quality issues per
standard FHWA/VDOT protocols and look forward to seeing the results of noise and air
quality analyses.
Many other Fairfax County agencies reviewed the request for comments, but did not have
comments. Therefore, the information given above should be regarded as a comprehensive
response on behalf of Fairfax County staff.

Ms. Amanda Baxter
June 6, 2016
Page 4 of 4

I hope that the above information is useful to you in the preparation of the Environmental
Assessment for the referenced project. Please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Douglas Miller,
Environmental Specialist with the Fairfax County Department of Transportation (703-877
5750; dougl as.miller3@fairfaxcounty. gov ), if we can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

cc: Hon. Martin Nohe, Chairman, Northern Virginia Transportation Authority
Members, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
Edward L. Long, Jr., County Executive
Robert A. Stalzer, Deputy County Executive
Catherine A. Chianese, Assistant County Executive
Valerie Fulcher, Manager, Office of Environmental Impact Review, Virginia Department
of Environmental Quality
Fred Rose, Chief, Watershed Planning and Assessment Branch, Stormwater Planning
Division, DPWES
Amanda Baxter, Special Programs Manager, Virginia Department of Transportation
Donald Demetrius, Chief, Watershed Projects Evaluation Branch, Stormwater
Management, DPWES
Noel Kaplan, Sr. Planner, Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning
Tim Parker, Fairfax County Public Schools
Sung Shin, Planner IV, Fairfax County Department of Transportation

Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Galusha, Andrew <Andrew.Galusha@fairfaxcounty.gov>
Thursday, April 28, 2016 5:49 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Stallman, Sandra
Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

Dear Ms. Stannard,
The Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA) staff has reviewed the Environmental Assessment Scoping documents for the
I-66 Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project.
The physical construction proposed and reviewed for these comments is the widening of the eastbound lanes of I-66,
between the Dulles Access Road interchange east to the Fairfax County line. From the documents provided, it is not
clear how many lanes will be added or if the eastbound widening will be confined to existing right of way, which has been
previously impacted and filled to support the road network, or if there will be impacts to existing culverts and/or
drainages. The Fairfax County Park Authority does not have any parks in close proximity to this project, therefore, while
there would be changes in traffic patterns and volumes, this change would not be expected to measurably impact Fairfax
County Parkland. However, there are streams in close proximity to the study area, which could be impacted by
stormwater runoff. This project also has the potential to introduce non-native invasive vegetation due to land disturbing
activities.
Additionally, the I-66 corridor was subjected to cultural resources review which indicates that the corridor contains
numerous Native American, historical, and Civil War sites, with a high potential to contain additional sites. Since this
project requires Federal permitting and funding, it triggers Section 106, requiring VDOT to consult with VDHR by Federal
Regulation. Staff recommends a Phase I archaeological study for all land disturbing activities, with a Phase II study
followed by avoidance or Phase III data recovery on all significant sites found during Phase I surveying or that previously
exist in the study corridor or areas of impact.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the I-66 Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project Environmental
Assessment Scoping. Please do not hesitate to email me if you have questions.

-Andy
Andy Galusha
Landscape Architect & Park Planner
Fairfax County Park Authority
Planning and Development Division
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/parks/

Please save paper by not printing this email.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Reply to
Attention of

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
NORFOLK DISTRICT
FORT NORFOLK
803 FRONT STREET
NORFOLK VA 23510-1011

April 27, 2016
CENAO-WR-R
Special Projects Section, NAO-2016-00751

Ms. Irene Rico
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Post Office Box 10249
Richmond, Virginia 23240-0249
Ms. Halie Stannard
Environmental Specialist
Environmental Division
4975 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, VA 22030
Dear Ms. Rico and Ms. Stannard:
This letter is in response your letter dated April 15, 2016 soliciting scoping
comments for a study you have undertaken to evaluate improvements of
approximately four miles of Interstate 66 (I66) inside the I495 Capital Beltway, in
Arlington and Fairfax Counties and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. In accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an Environmental Assessment (EA) is
being prepared with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as the lead federal
agency and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) as the Joint Lead Agency.
It is likely the project will impact waters and/or wetlands regulated by the Norfolk District
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
1344), and a permit or permits will likely be required for the improvements. USACE will
participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the Environmental Assessment (EA).
We recommend the use of a collaborative process for the study of this project, documenting
concurrence of the pertinent Federal agencies at important steps, to provide the local
governments and the public with a more dependable framework for planning decisions. We
have been working with FHWA and VDOT to develop a synchronized process that would
provide for such collaboration, and we encourage expeditious completion of that process and
its use for this study.
We have reviewed the draft coordination plan you provided with your scoping letter. Some
of the timeframes are shorter than we believe are feasible given our large workload, including
numerous large VDOT projects. We are willing to accept timeframes of a minimum of 30 days
for each document or decision we are requested to review. We are also concerned that the
schedule in the Coordination Plan is not clear whether review times for separate
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documents/decisions overlap, so that more than one time period for review could be running
simultaneously with other time periods for review. For example, the coordination for the
Purpose and Need is shown to start in May with a 21 day review time and the coordination for
the range of alternatives is shown to start in June with a 21 day review time. If the first
coordination starts in late May and the second in early June, the review periods would overlap
and run concurrently.
So, in addition to needing a full 30 days of review for each coordination point, we will need
for one coordination to finish before the next coordination begins. Aside from needing this
arrangement in order to manage workload, it is not reasonable to expect agencies to agree to
a range of alternatives when we have not even completed review of and arrived at the purpose
and need those alternatives are intended to address. Also, as noted above, concurrence
points should be added to the Coordination Plan.
We recommend coordination with the Cooperating Agencies of draft sections of the EA
prior to publishing the document. Such coordination will help to minimize future delays or
problems that can be addressed earlier in the process. The Coordination Plan does not
appear to include this step.
You included a list of questions with your letter, and we have the following responses,
which pertain only to aquatic resources:
a. We recommend that in establishing a study area boundary for analyzing indirect and
cumulative effects, you include an area of sufficient size to include any indirect downstream
effects, such as potential water quality effects from roadway runoff, as well as cumulative
effects the watershed has experienced. You may find that the boundary of the entire
watershed is needed to sufficiently address these effects to aquatic resources. In determining
a timeframe for evaluating cumulative effects, we recommend you consider the dates of
construction of the interstate system west of Washington DC as well as the construction of
Dulles Airport in setting a past date.
b. We can provide you with our record of impacts from authorized projects in the
watershed, although the data are incomplete and most accurate only back to about 2007. At
such time as you are conducting your cumulative effects analysis, if you will contact us we will
provide the most current information.
c. We do not have available any historic imagery or mapping. All of our imagery has been
acquired from publically available sources.
d. We do not have any tools to share that would be of use in indentifying indirect and
cumulative effects other than our Regulatory database, from which we can provide some
information about authorized impacts (as noted above). We recommend you refer to Virginia’s
record of identified impaired waters as one indicator of cumulative effects to surface waters.
You may also wish to refer to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality’s WetCat
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program which will provide information regarding the condition of wetlands in the watershed,
which can serve as an indicator of cumulative effects.
Our regulations require that we consider a full range of public interest factors and conduct
an alternatives analysis in order to identify the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative (LEDPA), which is the only alternative we can authorize.
In addition to wetland and waters impacts, we must consider factors such as land use
(including displacements of homes and businesses), floodplain hazards and values, water
supply and conservation, water quality, safety, cost, economics, threatened and endangered
species, historic and cultural resources, and environmental justice. As you develop
alternatives, you should document how impacts to aquatic resources were avoided and
minimized, and waters and wetlands should be identified and mapped before alternatives are
considered. At a minimum, you should consider all available information such as aerial
photography, U.S.G.S. quad sheets, National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, and soil
mapping of the study area, as well as review of aerial photography (including color infrared
aerials) by a qualified reviewer.
Many projects funded by Federal-Aid Highway Funds managed by FHWA require
permits from USACE. These projects are subject to compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
According to 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2):
“…If more than one Federal agency is involved in an undertaking, some or all [of] the
agencies may designate a lead Federal agency, which shall identify the appropriate official to
serve as the agency official who shall act on their behalf, fulfilling their collective
responsibilities under section 106. Those Federal agencies that do not designate a lead
Federal agency remain individually responsible for their compliance with this part.”
Pursuant to the above provision, FHWA (Virginia Division) is hereby designated as the
lead federal agency to fulfill the collective Federal responsibilities under Section 106 for this
undertaking: USACE authorizes FHWA to conduct Section 106 coordination on its behalf.
Any Memorandum of Agreement prepared by FHWA under 36 CFR 800.6 should include the
following clause in the introductory text:
“WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 10 and/or Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a
Department of the Army permit will likely be required from the Corps of Engineers for this
project, and the Corps has designated FHWA as the lead federal agency to fulfill federal
responsibilities under Section 106; and
In addition, USACE hereby authorizes FHWA to conduct coordination on its behalf for this
I66 project in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the preparation of the EA. To the extent
that workload and scheduling allow, we will participate in stakeholder meetings. However,
we request that VDOT will consider separate meetings with the Cooperating Agencies as
needed to resolve issues.
You may contact, Alice Allen-Grimes at alice.w.allen-grimes@usace.army.mil or
757-201-7219 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Kimberly A. Prisco-Baggett, MBA
Chief, Special Projects Section
cc:
Environmental Protection Agency, Philadelphia
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Gloucester
NOAA Fisheries Service, Gloucester Point
Virginia Department of Transportation, Richmond
Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Richmond

Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Warren, Arlene (VDH)
Monday, May 02, 2016 5:50 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Soto, Roy (VDH)
RE: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound
Widening

Project Name: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening
Project #: N/A
UPC #: N/A
Location: Arlington and Fairfax Counties, and the City of Falls Church, Virginia
VDH – Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the above project. Below are our comments as they relate to proximity to
public drinking water sources (groundwater wells, springs and surface water intakes). Potential impacts to public water
distribution systems or sanitary sewage collection systems must be verified by the local utility.
There are no public groundwater wells within a 1 mile radius of the project site.
There are no surface water intakes located within a 5 mile radius of the project site.
The project is not within the watershed of any public surface water intakes.
There are no apparent impacts to public drinking water sources due to this project.
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From: Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 1:31 PM
To: odwreview (VDH)
Cc: Eggborn, Hugh (VDH)
Subject: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

The Virginia Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are requesting scoping comments on
a study evaluating improvements to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66) between the Dulles
Airport Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route 6710), located in Arlington and Fairfax
Counties, and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. Should you choose to provide comments on the project, please do so by
May 6, 2016, as indicated in the attached letter.
Thank you,
Halie Stannard
Environmental Specialist
Northern Virginia District
4975 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
Office Telephone: (703) 259-1929
e-mail: halie.stannard@vdot.virginia.gov
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Eversole, Mark (MRC)
Wednesday, May 04, 2016 8:49 AM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
FW: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound
Widening
Watkinson_VMRC_Scoping_Letter20160415.pdf

Ms. Stannard, based on a desktop review of the drawings provided, it appears that a permit may be required by the
Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) for this roadway improvement project.
The Marine Resources Commission regulates encroachment and impacts to State owned submerged lands, the bottoms
of all the streams, rivers, bays and oceans within the Commonwealth. It appears this four mile stretch of road will
involve improvements or widening of existing stream crossings, or possibly new roadway crossings of stream
bottoms. Impacts to these stream bottoms would require review and possible permitting by the VRMC.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns as your plans for this project are developed.
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your project.

Mark Eversole
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
2600 Washington Avenue, 3rd Floor
Newport News, Virginia 23607
Office: (757)‐247‐8028
email: mark.eversole@mrc.virginia.gov

From: Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 2:35 PM
To: Watkinson, Tony (MRC)
Cc: Madden, Jeff (MRC)
Subject: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

The Virginia Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are requesting scoping comments on
a study evaluating improvements to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66) between the Dulles
Airport Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route 6710), located in Arlington and Fairfax
Counties, and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. Should you choose to provide comments on the project, please do so by
May 6, 2016, as indicated in the attached letter.
Thank you,
Halie Stannard
Environmental Specialist
Northern Virginia District
4975 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
Office Telephone: (703) 259-1929
e-mail: halie.stannard@vdot.virginia.gov
1

Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ImpactReview (VOF)
Wednesday, April 27, 2016 12:05 PM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
RE: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound
Widening

Ms. Stannard,
The Virginia Outdoors Foundation has reviewed the project referenced above. As of 27 April 2016, there are not any
existing nor proposed VOF open‐space easements within the immediate vicinity of the project.
Please contact VOF again for further review if the project area changes or if this project does not begin within 24
months. Thank you for considering conservation easements.
Thanks,
Mike
Mike Hallock‐Solomon, AICP
Virginia Outdoors Foundation
From: Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 2:09 PM
To: ImpactReview (VOF)
Subject: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

The Virginia Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are requesting scoping comments on
a study evaluating improvements to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66) between the Dulles
Airport Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route 6710), located in Arlington and Fairfax
Counties, and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. Should you choose to provide comments on the project, please do so by
May 6, 2016, as indicated in the attached letter.
Thank you,
Halie Stannard
Environmental Specialist
Northern Virginia District
4975 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
Office Telephone: (703) 259-1929
e-mail: halie.stannard@vdot.virginia.gov
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Parks, Caleb (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

De Ford, Sr., James E., Captain <James.DeFord@vsp.virginia.gov>
Thursday, April 28, 2016 8:36 AM
Stannard, Halie (VDOT)
Bureau of Field Operations (VSP); BFO, Division 7; Koushel, Jean Paul (VSP); Savel, Paul
A., 1/Sgt. (VSP)
RE: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound
Widening

Ms. Stannard,
I have discussed this issue with the VSP supervisors in Area 45 where the project will take place. We have no
issues with the proposed project. Hopefully, it will help to ease the congestion in that area.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
JED
Captain James E. De Ford, Sr.
Division VII Commander
Department of State Police
4977 Alliance Drive
Fairfax, VA 22030
James.DeFord@vsp.virginia.gov
(703) 803-2617 Office
(703) 803-2607 Fax
(571) 238-3177 Cell
The information in this email and any attachments may be confidential and privileged. Access to this
email by anyone other than the intended addressee is unauthorized. If you are not the intended
recipient (or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this information to the intended
recipient) please notify the sender by reply email and immediately delete this email and any copies
from your computer and/or storage system. The sender does not authorize the use, distribution,
disclosure or reproduction of this email (or any part of its contents) by anyone other than the
intended recipient(s). No representation is made that this email and any attachments are free of
viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the responsibility of the recipient.

From: Stannard, Halie (VDOT) [mailto:Halie.Stannard@vdot.virginia.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 1:50 PM
To: De Ford, Sr., James E., Captain
Subject: Request for Scoping Comments: Transform 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening

The Virginia Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are requesting scoping comments on
a study evaluating improvements to widen approximately four miles of eastbound Interstate 66 (I-66) between the Dulles
Airport Access Road (Route 267) and North George Mason Drive (Route 6710), located in Arlington and Fairfax
Counties, and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. Should you choose to provide comments on the project, please do so by
May 6, 2016, as indicated in the attached letter.
Thank you,
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APPENDIX C
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) as the lead federal agency, prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA),
pursuant to 23 CFR §771.119, to evaluate the potential social, economic, and environmental effects
associated with improvements along approximately four miles of Interstate 66 (I-66) inside of the
Interstate 495 (I-495) Capital Beltway from the Dulles Connector Route (Route 267) in Fairfax County to
Fairfax Drive (Route 237) in the Ballston area of Arlington County, Virginia. In November 2016, the EA
was approved for public availability, followed by a 73-day comment period1, during which input and
feedback from interested stakeholders were provided via written letters, email, online comment forum, or
verbal testimony. The stakeholders included individuals, special interest groups, government and
regulatory agencies, non-profit organizations, community organizations, and commercial entities.
As part of the public comment period, two Public Hearings were conducted in December 2016. The
meetings took place at Washington-Lee High School in Arlington County and Mary Ellen Henderson
Middle School in Falls Church. There were approximately 79 and 60 attendees, respectively, including
local elected officials and representatives. These Public Hearings offered interested individuals an
opportunity to review and discuss the EA and supporting materials, as well as provide input. Consistent
with Section 3.06 of VDOT’s Public Involvement Manual (November, 2016), the Public Hearing
followed a traditional format, in which a verbal presentation and visual displays were provided to a full
gathering of meeting attendees. Prior to and following the verbal presentation, graphic displays and a
team of technical experts staffing the Public Hearing were available in an open house format for informal
review and discussion to answer any questions from meeting attendees. Copies of the EA and the
accompanying preliminary design plans for the Build Alternative that was evaluated in the EA were
available at the Public Hearings. The public was notified of the Public Hearings via local newspaper
advertisements, post card mailings and notification letters, electronic newsletter, and the VDOT website.
At each of the Public Hearings and throughout the comment period, the public was asked to provide
verbal or written feedback on the project, which was intended to ensure informed decision making on
advancing the project and the development of detailed project design. In January 2017, at the close of the
comment period, a total of 527 commenters had provided feedback, including eight letters submitted from
special interest groups or agencies, 488 written or narrative comments, two comments provided on
VDOT’s online community discussion forum, nine verbal comments submitted at the Public Hearings,
and 20 hard copy comment sheets either submitted during or mailed after the Public Hearings. Comments
included support or opposition to portions or all of the improvements evaluated in the EA, as well as
questions regarding specific issues such as the types of improvements considered, needs identified,
potential natural and human environmental effects, and other ongoing projects in the vicinity of the study
1

FHWA’s regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) require that
comments be submitted in writing within 30 days of the availability of the EA, unless a different period is warranted
for good cause. In order to provide adequate time for affected jurisdictions, localities, and stakeholders to review
and take action on the EA and to accommodate for federally recognized holidays, the formal comment period was
extended beyond the customary 30-day period. The official comment period was open from November 18, 2016
until January 30, 2017.
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area. Table 1 provides a summary of the comments and the format in which they were received, as well
as the general topics that commenters referenced in their submissions and the number of commenters
within each submission category that referenced each topic identified.
Table 1. Comment Summary
Agency (A)
Total Comments

8

Purpose and Need
Alternatives
Tolling
Traffic Analysis
Transit
Design
Air Quality
Noise
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Bon Air Park and Custis
Trail
Cultural Resources
Environmental
Considerations
Property Impacts
Project Schedule
Other Projects
Miscellaneous

2
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

Written (B)

9

Comment
Sheet (D)
20

2
0
2
2
1
0
0
3

Verbal (C)

488
Comment Topic Identified
6
4
17
7
2
20
4
16

Online (E)

Total

2

527

2
0
5
5
2
2
1
10

0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1

12
6
25
17
6
24
6
32

3

426

4

2

1

436

1

8

2

2

0

13

2

2

0

1

0

5

6

7

0

5

1

19

1
0
1
6

2
14
8
26

1
0
3
3

0
1
2
4

0
0
0
0

4
15
14
39

Prepared in accordance with 23 CFR §771.119(g), this report is intended to assess and consider comments
received on the EA as well as provide responses to inform the decision-making process for advancing the
project. Comments were evaluated to determine if: modifications to alternatives or alternatives not
previously considered should be evaluated; new information needed to be considered; analyses in the EA
needed to be supplemented, improved, or modified; or information presented in the EA required technical
corrections.
Responses to the comments received on the EA are provided in Table 2. Each comment has been
subdivided into applicable themes, as summarized previously in Table 1. As applicable, representative
responses have been developed for several of the reoccurring comment themes; however, individualized
responses have been prepared for comments requiring a specific response and no response has been
provided for miscellaneous, non-substantive comments not requiring a response.
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Table 2. Response to Comments
Name

Affiliation

No.

A.1.1

Topic

Miscellaneous

Comment

Response

Agency Comments (A)
This letter provides the comments of the Norfolk District Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the
Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared by the Federal Highway Administration and the Virginia
Department of Transportation (VDOT) for Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening, in
Arlington and Fairfax Counties and the City of Falls Church, Virginia. We provided scoping comments
for this project in a letter dated April 27, 2016.
Based on the information in the EA, it appears that the project will impact waters and/or wetlands
regulated by USAGE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344), and a permit or
permits will likely be required for the improvements.
The work as described with the projected impacts may qualify for the Regional Programmatic General
Permit, 12-SPGP-01, part II.B. Linear Transportation Activities. Any impact site(s) with independent
utility with impacts less than 1/3 acre of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, may qualify for this
regional permit. The work may also qualify for one or more Nationwide Permits. However, please be
advised that all of the Nationwide Permits and 12-SPGP-01 are scheduled to expire in 2017. It is
anticipated that these permits will be reissued, but the conditions, including the thresholds for impacts
to qualify for these permits, may change. USACE will issue a special public notice announcing any
changes to the Nationwide and Regional Permits when they occur.
Should the proposed project impacts exceed the criteria of the Nationwide Permits and the SPGP, the
work may qualify for Regional Permit 13-RP-1, but only if VDOT is the applicant. If another entity,
such as a contractor, is the applicant, they would need to submit an application for an individual
permit if the impacts exceed the criteria of the Nationwide Permits and SPGP.

Alice W.
Allen-Grimes

U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers,
Norfolk District
Special Projects
Section

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

As summarized in Section 3.11 of the EA, waters and/or wetlands within the project
study area have been field delineated and jurisdictionally confirmed by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE). Anticipated impacts to wetlands and streams will be
avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable, as the proposed limits of
disturbance (LOD) for the Build Alternative are refined during detailed design stages.
In order to compensate for any unavoidable impacts to wetlands and streams,
compensatory mitigation will be provided in coordination with USACE and applicable
state regulatory agencies during the project permitting process.

Regardless of the permit type, compensatory mitigation will be required for wetland impacts.
Compensation for stream impacts may or may not be required, depending on the extent of impact.

A.1.2

Environmental
Considerations

Because of the level of impact described in the EA, we have no further comments at this time regarding
cumulative and indirect effects or other factors. Avoidance and minimization should be evaluated and
demonstrated regardless of the type of permit. Should impacts exceed those currently anticipated, we
may have additional comments or requirements.
VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not
have an adverse effect on historic properties within the project’s area of potential effect
(APE) that are considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966. The Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), the designated State
Historic Preservation Office, concurred with this finding in November 2016,
conditioned on the avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle and provided that
VDHR is ensured an opportunity to review and comment on the final plans in the
vicinity of the Washington and Old Dominion (W&OD) Rail Road Historic District.
We have previously authorized FHWA to conduct coordination on our behalf for this project in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.

VDOT has performed preliminary database reviews to determine the Project’s potential
effects on threatened and endangered (T&E) species or federally protected species,
indicating that the following federally protected species may occur within the Project
area: Myotis septentrionalis (northern long-eared bat) and Haliaeetus leucocephalus
(bald eagle).
In August 2016, the USFWS concurred with a “may affect” determination for the
northern long-eared bat, relying on the findings of the Programmatic Biological
Opinion for the Final 4(d) Rule on the northern long-eared bat for the proposed Project.
However, the Project is within a highly-developed urban area, which the USFWS
indicates is extremely unlikely to be suitable NLEB habitat.
The project is not expected to affect bald eagles, protected under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act, because there are no bald eagle concentration areas along the
project corridor and the nearest nest is well over 660 feet from the proposed right of
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment

Response
way.
As a result, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has completed the appropriate coordination
and due diligence under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and no further
action or coordination is required.
Section 2.2.2 of the EA describes the incorporation of a grade-separated bicycle and
pedestrian overpass of the W&OD trail at Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard as part
of the Build Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at this intersection
that contribute to operational and safety issues at Exit 69.

Michael
DePue

Northern Virginia
Regional Park
Authority, Land
Manager

A.2.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am writing to express NOVA Parks’ support for the proposed grade separation of the Washington and
Old Dominion (W&OD) Trail at its crossing of Lee Highway in Arlington County as part of VDOT’s
Transform 66 – Inside the Beltway initiative. As you are aware, the W&OD Trail is a 45 mile long
regional non-motorized recreation and transportation resource that runs from Shirlington in Arlington
County to Purcellville in Loudoun County. Over the course of its route, the trail makes dozens of at
grade road crossing, each presenting various challenges and levels of danger to trail users. This
specific road crossing however has been of particular concern to NOVA Parks as trail users must
traverse five lanes of highway traffic near Lee Highway’s intersection with Fairfax Drive. The trail’s
close proximity to this busy signalized intersection creates multiple traffic movements and stacking
across the trail’s road crossing which limits trail user visibility and traffic pattern predictability. In
fact, this road crossing was ranked as one of the six most dangerous crossings by a study commissioned
by NOVA Parks in 2012.
On January 17, 2017, the NOVA Parks Board unanimously voted to authorize the Executive Director to
execute documents and dedicate easements to allow for the planning and construction of the trail
overpass pending staff review. With this, NOVA Parks staff looks forward to continuing to work with
VDOT and the local jurisdictions throughout the planning process to ensure the proposed overpass is
consistent with NOVA Parks’ policies and that impacts to the trail’s historic alignment and the park’s
natural and cultural resources are minimized and mitigated to the greatest extent possible.

Since the November 2016 release of the EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington
County, the City of Falls Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and
the State Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
to advance the development of this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT
remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the
community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future planned
changes for the regional trail network.
VDOT appreciates the willingness of the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority to
remain involved in the review and development the design for the W&OD trail
improvements and looks forward to continued collaboration as the Transform I-66:
Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project advances. VDOT is committed to
working cooperatively with the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority to develop a
project that adequately addresses the identified Purpose and Need for the
improvements.
VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not
have an adverse effect on historic properties within the project’s APE that are
considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
VDHR, the designated State Historic Preservation Office, concurred with this finding in
November 2016, conditioned on the avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle
and provided that VDHR is ensured an opportunity to review and comment on the final
plans in the vicinity of the W&OD Rail Road Historic District.
Furthermore, in accordance with 23 CFR §774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis
impact finding with respect to the Build Alternative’s involvement of the W&OD Trail,
which is protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of
1966. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, requested that the official agencies with jurisdiction
over this resource concur with the assessment that the project will not adversely affect
the activities, features, or attributes of W&OD Trail. As part of their concurrence of the
conditioned no adverse effect determination for historic properties, VDHR did not
object to this de minimis impact finding in November 2016. The NVRPA and
Arlington County provided written concurrence with this de minimis impact finding in
February 2017 and March 2017, respectively.

This correspondence contains all comments from Arlington County related to the draft Environmental
Assessment developed for the eastbound widening of I-66 from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive.

Dennis Leach

Arlington County,
Department of
Environmental
Services, Division
of Transportation
Director

We are submitting two sets of comments and one supplemental letter:
A.3.1

Miscellaneous





The Arlington County Board Resolution and accompanying Staff Report. The Resolution contains a
number of requests and comments acted upon by the County Board. The Staff Report contains
greater details related to the items in the Resolution.
Arlington County Staff Comments. The Matrix includes specific comments related to information
contained in the Environmental Assessment and supporting technical reports.
Department of Environmental Quality letter outlining approval for Arlington's TMDL Action Plan
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This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
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and MS4 Permit.

Response

Thank you for your efforts to work with us related to concerns the County has raised on this project and
draft environmental documentation. We look forward to continue working with you to ensure that
implementation of this project does not adversely impact Arlington residents.
ATTACHMENT 1: Resolution regarding the Virginia Department of Transportation's Transform66:
Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening of I-66 from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive and the
Environmental Assessment for that Project
Adopted January 28, 2017
WHEREAS, the I-66 corridor is a crucial regional multimodal corridor in Northern Virginia, including
the Metrorail Orange and Silver Lines, Arlington Boulevard, Lee Highway, and other important
facilities; and
WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Transportation's (VDOT) 2012 I-66 Multimodal Study
proposed tolling, transit, and other multimodal options for improving I-66, including the explicit
recommendation that VDOT implement a broad range of multimodal improvements prior to pursuing
widening I-66; and
WHEREAS, VDOT is implementing the 2012 study with a multi-phase construction program called
"Transform66: Inside the Beltway", consisting of dynamic tolling, conversion from HOV-2-to-HOV-3,
multimodal transit and bicycle/pedestrian improvements funded by toll revenue administered by the
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC), and eastbound widening ofl-66 between the
Dulles Connector and Fairfax Drive, previously identified for completion by 2040; and
WHEREAS, for decades Arlington has consistently opposed widening the I-66 roadway due to the
negative effects widening would have upon the community; and
A.3.2

Purpose and Need

WHEREAS the goals of the Transform66: Inside the Beltway Program are to (1) move more people, (2)
enhance transportation connectivity, (3) improve transit service, (4) reduce congestion, and (5)
increase transportation options; and
WHEREAS, Arlington recognizes the value of the Transform66 Program's multimodal components,
which are crucial to the community; and
WHEREAS, in February 2016, Governor Terry McAuliffe and members from both parties and both
chambers of the Virginia General Assembly announced a bipartisan agreement that changed the
original plans for widening and instead immediately proceed with the eastbound widening of I-66 from
the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive; and

As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the widening of I-66 eastbound from the Dulles
Connector Road to Fairfax Drive was initially identified as an individual component of
a number of planned multimodal projects recommended in the I-66 Multimodal Study
Inside the Beltway, which was prepared by the VDOT and the Virginia Department of
Rail and Public Transportation in 2012 and was supplemented in 2013.
The specific findings and recommendations of this and other previous I-66 corridor
studies formed the basis for the Transform 66: Inside the Beltway improvements
program, which is intended to address a variety of mobility improvements that benefit I66 in the near-, mid-, and long-term future as funding is identified. Included among the
identified needs of the Transform I-66 improvements program are overarching goals
such as enhance connectivity, improve transit service, increase travel options, and
reduce roadway congestion.
The needs for the widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program were evaluated in detail in the EA and the widening
improvements designed to address these distinct needs that were identified specific to
the study area. Based on the identified elements of need, the purpose of the I-66
eastbound widening is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and
reduce congestion issues, as well as address safety needs between the Dulles Connector
Road and Fairfax Drive.

WHEREAS, on November 16, 2016 the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
adopted the Constrained Long Range Plan for the Washington metropolitan area, which included the
Transform66 Program and updated the project schedule to advance the eastbound widening to 2020;
and
WHEREAS, on November 18, 2016, VDOT released the Environmental Assessment and associated
technical documentation related to the eastbound widening for a public comment period that closes on
January 30, 2017; and

A.3.3

Miscellaneous

WHEREAS, the purpose of the I-66 eastbound widening, as identified in the Environmental Assessment,
is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce congestion issues, as well as
address safety needs between the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive; and
WHEREAS, a number of unresolved issues with eastbound widening component of VDOT's Transform
66 Program, including the need to widen I-66 before assessing the impacts of the tolling and
multimodal components, the impact of additional traffic from I-66 to Arlington County's multimodal
road network, and the potential adverse environmental impacts from the installation of noise barriers,
hamper Arlington's complete understanding of the full project impacts; and
WHEREAS, the Arlington Transportation Commission reviewed the Environmental Assessment
documentation for the eastbound widening of I-66 from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive on

Revised Environmental Assessment

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Responses to the issues identified for further discussion are provided in the sections that
follow in response to the staff report that was developed to support the Arlington
County Board of Supervisor’s resolution.
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Comment
January 12, 2017, and voted 6-l-1 to recommend the Arlington County Board adopt this Resolution and
identified the following issues: that VDOT will not assess either the functionality of the toll facility and
multimodal improvements prior to widening I-66, or the induced traffic resulting from increased
capacity on I-66; that the trail network be preserved and enhanced and remain operational during
construction; and that VDOT not pursue any additional widening of I-66 until after an evaluation of the
effectiveness of the tolling, widening, and multimodal improvements;

Response

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE ARLINGTON COUNTY BOARD:
1.

Endorses the goals of (l) moving more people, (2) enhancing transportation connectivity, (3)
improving transit service, (4) reducing congestion, and (5) increasing transportation options; and
2. Endorses improvements to the regional trail network, specifically related to the Washington & Old
Dominion Trail (W&OD) crossing at Lee Highway and the Custis Trail improvements at Bon Air
Park, as well as continued coordination with VDOT on these elements of the project; and
3. Endorses the enhancements to the noise barrier system identified in the Noise Analyses Process
and proposed as part of the project, including the replacement of failing noise barriers,
improvements to existing noise barriers, and the completion of gaps between noise barriers, and
encourage VDOT to collaborate with Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA),
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and other appropriate federal, state and local agencies
in exploring opportunities to further enhance the noise barrier system to better account for the
addition of Silver Line Metro service and new generations of Metro rail cars.
4. Asserts that the initial package of multimodal improvements and tolling would have been the
optimal path to realize the stated goals of the Transfonn66: Inside the Beltway Program, and that
the immediate eastbound widening of I-66 from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive prior to an
evaluation of tolling and multimodal improvements runs in conflict with County policy goals; and
5. Opposes any further widening of I-66 Inside the Beltway beyond those currently included in the
adopted regional Constrained Long Range Plan.
6. Registers ongoing concerns regarding the aforementioned unresolved impacts of the Transform66
eastbound widening project on the County's multimodal street network and environmental
resources.
The Board expects VDOT to honor its commitment to work cooperatively and in good faith with the
County in achieving the following goals for the implementation of the eastbound widening of I-66
Inside the Beltway from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive:
A. That VDOT address the staff requests related to the analysis conducted in the draft Environmental
Assessment and the impacts to Arlington County's multimodal road network resulting from the
eastbound widening of I-66 be monitored by VDOT and mitigated in consultation with Arlington
County;
a.

b.

A.3.4

Traffic Analysis

c.

d.

That intersections identified within the I-66 Interstate Analysis Study Area, but not included in
the VISSIM analysis for the draft Environmental Assessment, be included in the VISSIM
analysis for the final Environmental Assessment;
That VDOT address that multimodal travel is not included in the VISSIM traffic model
analysis and explain the potential impacts this lack of information could have on Arlington's
multimodal road network operations, specifically in Ballston, where more trips occur by a
mode other than single occupant vehicle;
That VDOT mitigate impacts identified in the traffic analysis for the draft Environmental
Assessment, specifically in the vicinity of:
i.
Washington Boulevard from Lee Highway to North Sycamore Street
ii.
Fairfax Drive at Lee Highway
iii.
Westmoreland Street at the I-66 off-ramp
iv.
North Glebe Road and Fairfax Drive
That VDOT review the Lee Highway overpass of I-66 for pedestrian enhancements and
include the County's design proposal for an additional northbound left turn lane on the Lee
Highway overpass of I-66 and traffic signal operations related to the intersection, and also
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VDOT appreciates the willingness of Arlington County to serve as a Participating
Agency in the review and development the EA and their continued collaboration as the
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project advances. VDOT is
committed to working cooperatively with the Arlington County to develop a project that
adequately addresses the identified Purpose and Need for the improvements. In doing
so, VDOT in coordination with FHWA, has considered the comments provided by
Arlington County and the subsequent responses that follow are intended to respond to
these requests to the extent practicable.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. As part of the analysis for the Build
Alternative to evaluate its ability to address the identified Purpose and Need, a number
of traffic and transportation metrics were considered. In addition to the analysis of the
I-66 mainline, VDOT included an evaluation of local arterials and signalized
intersections to support the air quality study as well as to provide information regarding
the anticipated impact on regional traffic.
A detailed microsimulation analysis was conducted for intersections adjacent to the I-66
mainline and associated interchanges; operational analyses were performed at key
intersections identified along major arterials in proximity to I-66. At some
intersections, a direct corollary interaction with the I-66 mainline was not identified,
based on field observations and traffic count data, and therefore detailed analyses of
these intersections were not specifically included in the Traffic and Transportation
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yield to the County final disposition of the mode of operation;

Response
Technical Report.
In order to address traffic operations along the I-66 eastbound mainline, the Build
Alternative includes improvements at the Exit 69 diverge ramp at Fairfax drive and Lee
Highway/Washington Boulevard as well as the Exit 71 diverge ramp onto Fairfax
Drive/Glebe Road. However, the Build Alternative improvements do not extend to the
regional roadway network, as such improvements would not directly relate to the
identified Purpose and Need for the project. The Build Alternative would not preclude
future improvements to intersections or arterials in the regional roadway network,
including additional turn lanes on the Lee Highway overpass of I-66. VDOT staff will
continue to work with Arlington County to identify separate transportation
improvements within their jurisdiction as specific needs and project scope are defined
and funding is identified.

A.3.5

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B. That VDOT ensures a robust community process, including design charrette, will be incorporated
into the design process for the grade-separated crossing of the W &OD Trail at Lee Highway,
that negative impacts to the immediate community resulting from the structure be mitigated, and
that elements of the I-66 widening in this area recognize and maintain consistency with Arlington
County's 2011 East Falls Church Area Plan;
a. That VDOT demonstrate that all possible alternative routings of the W&OD Trail at Lee
Highway were explored and deemed not feasible nor reasonable before proceeding with the
selected alternative of a trail bridge at Lee Highway immediately south of Fairfax Drive /
Washington Boulevard;
b. That VDOT develop with staff and the community a context-sensitive design that is
appropriate in scale to the surrounding development and consistent with the urban form
anticipated in the East Falls Church Area Plan;
c. That VDOT provide to County staff for review and comment overpass design criteria and
specifications proposed to be included in any VDOT procurement of overpass design services,
as well as review and comment on the final design.
C. That VDOT ensure minimal impacts to natural resources as the project advances through design
to construction, comply with all federal, state, and County regulations and parameters during the
environmental review, design, and construction of the project, and shall mitigate any impacts in
accordance with all federal, state, and County regulations and parameters, specifically related to
the following:
a. That any necessary stream and wetland mitigation be applied locally within Arlington;

A.3.6

Section 2.2.2 of the EA describes the incorporation of a grade-separated bicycle and
pedestrian overpass of the W&OD trail at Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard as part
of the Build Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at this intersection
that contribute to operational and safety issues at Exit 69.
Since the November 2016 release of the EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington
County, the City of Falls Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and
the State Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
to advance the development of this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT
remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the
community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future planned
changes for the regional trail network.
As described in the response to comment A.1.2, all practicable efforts will be made to
avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and streams. In order to compensate for any
unavoidable impacts to wetlands and streams, any necessary compensatory mitigation
will be provided, as determined appropriate in coordination with USACE and
applicable state regulatory agencies during the project permitting process. The 2008
“Mitigation Rule”, promulgated by the USACE and EPA under 33 CFR §325 and 332,
emphasizes a watershed approach to compensatory mitigation; therefore, generally
mitigation is provided within the same watershed where unavoidable impacts to streams
and wetlands may occur.
The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas consist of Resource Management Areas
(RMAs) and Resource Protection Areas (RPAs). Title 9 of the Virginia Administrative
Code (9 VAC 10-20-150B) allows public roads to be located within RPAs subject to
certain conditions. Construction, installation, operation, and maintenance of public
roads and their appurtenant structures are exempt if:

Environmental
Considerations
b.

c.

That language related to encroachment of Resource Protection Areas, the County's
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance, and the County's revised Resource Protection Map
be incorporated into the Natural Resources Technical Report;
That Chesapeake Bay impacts outlined in the Natural Resources Technical Report should be
expressed and evaluated based on local rather than Chesapeake Baywide impacts;





The roadway is constructed in accordance with an erosion and sediment control
plan consistent with regulations promulgated pursuant to the Erosion and Sediment
Control Law (§ 10.1-560 et seq. of the Code of Virginia).
The roadway is constructed in compliance with the Stormwater Management Act (§
10.1-603.1 et seq. of the Code of Virginia) and a stormwater management plan
approved by the DEQ.
The road is designed and constructed to prevent or otherwise minimize
encroachment in the RPA and minimize water quality impacts.

The I-66 eastbound widening improvements will be compliant with the Bay Act
because it will be designed and constructed in accordance with VDOT’s annual erosion
and sediment control and stormwater management standards and specifications, which
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d.
e.

f.

g.

A.3.7

Noise/
Environmental
Considerations

Response
are approved by the DEQ. A localized analysis and evaluation of stormwater runoff
quantities will be conducted to inform the detailed design of stormwater management
and BMP facilities for the project. However, localized and Bay-wide impacts are
anticipated to be minimized through the implementation of these measures, as described
in Section 3.12.2 of the EA.

That the pond located within the Fairfax Drive Interchange, if required for storm water
mitigation, be impacted as minimally as possible;
That any new stormwater management facilities proposed with this project be adequately
maintained, specifically that erosion and sediment controls should be outlined and contain
information on inspections and enforcement actions;

That all plantings be native to Arlington and that replacement plantings be calculated per the
Arlington County Tree Replacement Guidelines;

That all existing I-66 stormwater management infrastructure is designed to be fully functional
and is adequately maintained thereafter.

D. That VDOT work collaboratively with all jurisdictions in the affected corridor as it continues to
advance the Noise Analysis Process to ensure that final design of possible noise barriers do not
unduly or negatively impact cultural or natural resources.
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The LOD established for the Build Alternative is based on the preliminary design and
anticipated construction limits for the project. The LOD has been developed to include
both temporary and permanent impacts, including potential stormwater management
facilities and construction access. Stormwater management facilities have been
preliminarily designed to retain and discharge stormwater runoff to pre-development
levels at non erosive velocities and the outfall locations will include rip rap as necessary
to prevent scouring. The stormwater management facilities will also provide water
quality control by treating impervious surfaces. The preliminary locations for
stormwater retention infrastructure may be refined as the Build Alternative design
advances. Nevertheless, VDOT remains committed to ensuring applicable stormwater
management and pollution control measures are implemented as part of the project, in
accordance with the most up-to-date federal and state regulations and with potential
consideration given to new technologies or state of the art practices that may be less
intrusive but just as effective.
Section 4.1.5 of the Natural Resources Technical Report describes VDOT specifications
and requirements for addressing stormwater management. VDOT’s practice is
generally to maintain both water quality and quantity post-development equal to or
better than pre-development, as described in the current guidance, Minimum
Requirements for the Engineering, Plan Preparation and Implementation of Post
Development Stormwater Management Plans (Instructional and Informational
Memorandum Number: IIM-LD-195.9, VDOT – Location and Design Division). One
of the mitigation measures used to achieve this goal is the implementation of a
monitoring program to measure pollutant concentrations at several outfall locations
before, during, and after construction. If pollutant levels exceed established thresholds,
actions would be taken to mitigate impacts and the affected public would be notified as
required.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.
As described in the responses above, stormwater management facilities would be
designed to the most up-to-date federal and state standards to be adequately sized and
fully functional to retain and discharge stormwater runoff to pre-development levels at
non erosive velocities. As the project design advances, an in-depth hydraulic survey
and study would evaluate the potential effects of stormwater discharges and identify
solutions for adequately addressing pollutant runoff, in accordance with VDOT
specifications and FHWA’s guidance and requirements. All stormwater management
facilities would be maintained in perpetuity.
Consistent with VDOT’s noise policy and FHWA guidance, a final design noise
analysis will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. The
Preliminary Noise Analysis report identified approximate locations of noise walls found
where preliminarily warranted, feasible and reasonable. A noise barrier is said to be
warranted if traffic noise impacts are predicted under the design-year build condition.
A proposed noise barrier was evaluated to satisfy all of the following criteria required
by VDOT noise policy and the federal noise regulation, 23 CFR §772. A barrier is said
to be feasible if the noise barrier is predicted to reduce noise levels by at least 5 decibels
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(dBA) or more at fifty percent (50%) or more of the impacted receptors and that an
engineering determination concludes that it is possible to design and safely construct
the proposed noise barrier. The barrier is said to be reasonable if the maximum square
footage of the barrier per benefited receptor, or cost effectiveness criterion, is less than
or equal to VDOT’s maximum allowable value of 1600, and achieve the design goal of
providing at least a 7 dBA noise reduction for at least one of the impacted receptors.
All noise sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis to determine
if noise barriers are warranted, feasible, and reasonable. In addition, the FHWA
highway traffic noise regulation requires VDOT to consider the preferences of the
benefited receptors in determining the reasonableness of noise abatement. A final
survey and determination will occur after the approved final design noise analysis;
however, comments will be considered throughout the entire design process. Benefitted
receptors identified through the final design noise analysis (i.e. receive a noise
reduction of at least 5 dBA) will be able to provide feedback on the construction of
noise barriers, through certified mailings. A decision as to whether or not there is a
desire for the proposed noise barrier will be made once the interest of these stakeholders
are solicited. Fifty percent (50%) or more of the respondents are required to be in favor
of the proposed noise barrier to determine whether the barrier would be considered for
construction.
All practicable efforts will be made to avoid or minimize impacts to natural resources
that may result from the Build Alternative and the noise mitigation associated with it.
Furthermore, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative
improvements would not have an adverse effect on historic properties within the
project’s area of potential effect (APE) that are protected under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The Virginia Department of Historic
Resources (VDHR), the designated State Historic Preservation Office, concurred with
this finding in November 2016, conditioned on the avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s
Coal Trestle and provided that VDHR is ensured an opportunity to review and comment
on the final plans in the vicinity of the Washington and Old Dominion (W&OD) Rail
Road Historic District. In Arlington County’s January 2017 Staff Report, the Arlington
County Department of Community Planning, Housing and Development (CPHD)
Historic Preservation staff also concluded that all known cultural and historic resources
are accounted for and that there are no perceived impacts to these resources.

ATTACHMENT 2: County Board Agenda Item Meeting of January 28, 2017
SUBJECT: The Virginia Department of Transportation's Transform I-66 Inside the Beltway:
Environmental Assessment for the Widening of I-66 from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive
COUNTY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the attached resolution outlining the County
position on the Environmental Assessment for the eastbound widening of I-66 from the Dulles
Connector to Fairfax Drive.

A.3.8

Miscellaneous

ISSUES: Staff has conducted a review of the Environmental Assessment the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) has developed for I-66 eastbound widening project and has identified four
issue areas that require further discussion:





Impacts from the widening on right-of-way (ROW) and other resources.
Traffic analysis and impacts to Arlington streets.
Impacts to the regional trail network.
Noise mitigation.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Responses to the issues identified for further discussion are provided in the sections that
follow in response to the detailed issues raised in Arlington County’s staff report.

SUMMARY: On November 18, 2016, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) released the
Environmental Assessment and technical documentation for the eastbound widening of I-66 from the
Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive. A Design Public Hearing for the project was held at WashingtonLee High School in Arlington on December 5, 2016. The public comment period for the Environmental
Assessment will close on January 30, 2017. In this report, staff has prepared a detailed analysis of the
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Environmental Assessment and recommendations for the County Board to review

Response

BACKGROUND: In November 2015, the County Board endorsed in concept VDOT’s proposal to
implement weekday, peak-period, peak-direction, dynamic tolling on I-66 inside the Beltway, but took a
position that VDOT should not pursue any widening of I-66 inside the Beltway until after a meaningful
evaluation of the effectiveness of the tolling, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) changes, and
implementation of multimodal improvements, a position also taken by the National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board (TPB) and the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC).
In February 2016, Governor Terry McAuliffe and members from both parties and both chambers of the
Virginia General Assembly announced a bipartisan agreement to immediately proceed with widening I66 eastbound from the Dulles Connector to Fairfax Drive.
The goals of the Transform 66: Inside the Beltway Improvements are to move more people, enhance
connectivity, improve transit service, reduce roadway congestion, and increase travel options. The
Transform 66 project was developed based on the 2012 I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway and
its 2013 Supplemental Report, which had similar goals and recommended the implementation of a wide
range of multimodal projects in the I-66 corridor. These multimodal projects included high-occupancy
dynamic tolling, significantly expanded bus service, TDM and bicycle/pedestrian improvements,
Metrorail improvements, and selective widening of I-66.
A.3.9

Tolling/Transit

VDOT’s 2012 Multimodal Study included that I-66 be widened to add a third lane on “select
segments.” The 2013 Supplemental Report refined that concept to recommend three continuous
through lanes in both directions between the Dulles Connector and Fairfax Drive. The currently
proposed eastbound widening is consistent with that concept, provided that the other recommendations
from the 2012 and 2013 reports are also carried out, including conversion to HOT lanes and addition
of significant new transit options. The HOT lanes are currently being implemented; new transit options
are not a part of the proposed project. A Memorandum of Agreement between the Commonwealth
Transportation Board (CTB), VDOT, and NVTC tasks NVTC with allocating toll revenues collected as
part of the I-66 HOT lanes project to transit and TDM projects benefiting the I-66 corridor inside the
Beltway.

The Build Alternative improvements considered in the EA are intended to address
immediate needs that are pronounced along eastbound I-66 in the study area, and are
consistent with the enhancements and implementation schedule outlined in the
Metropolitan Washington Regional Council of Government’s (MWCOG) Fiscally
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP). The most recent 2040 CLRP was adopted in
October 2015 but includes amendments through 2016. The CLRP also includes high
occupancy tolling as well as enhanced bus service and numerous bicycle, pedestrian,
and other multimodal improvements throughout the corridor, which are assumed to be
in place as part of the No Build Alternative in the EA.
Following the implementation of the eastbound widening and other components of the
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program, additional improvements may be
considered as the needs are identified.

In October 2015, VDOT received a Categorical Exclusion for the implementation of the toll facility on
I-66 inside the Beltway, meaning the federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that the
project would not have a significant effect on the environment. Construction began on this project in
2016 and the toll lanes are expected to open summer of 2017. Concurrently, NVTC initiated a call for
projects for $10 million made available by the Commonwealth for multimodal improvements associated
with improving mobility on I-66. Arlington received funding for five projects, most of which are
underway and anticipated to be operational by toll day one.
DISCUSSION: Based on a review of the Environmental Assessment and supporting technical
documentation, staff has identified four issue areas that are outlined below. Staff has coordinated with
VDOT on these issues over the past year and anticipates further coordination throughout the final
design and construction of VDOT’s widening project. Where appropriate, staff has identified areas that
will require additional coordination and recommendations for mitigation.

A.3.10

Property Impacts

1. Impacts from widening on ROW and other resources
VDOT anticipates that the eastbound widening will occur primarily towards the inner portion of the
roadway. However, due to the fixed location of Metrorail rail within the center of I-66, VDOT will need
to widen to the outside of the existing roadway along the easternmost portion of the project. This will
have minor implications on ROW, requiring VDOT to obtain construction easements for roadway
widening. The Build Alternative would require approximately 4.9 acres of temporary or permanent
property easements or acquisitions as a direct impact from construction. The total permanent land use
conversion would be approximately 0.16 acres and occurs predominantly on public land. This will also
impact the parallel Custis Trail corridor, described below.

March 2017

As described in Section 2.2.2 of the EA, in order to avoid and minimize impacts of the
Build Alternative, the preliminary design was developed such that the improvements
are anticipated to be accomplished largely within the existing VDOT right of way. The
eastbound widening would primarily occur to the inside of the roadway, throughout the
length of improvements with the exception of just west of Patrick Henry Drive. In this
location, the widening would transition from the median to the outside of the roadway
along the existing shoulder in order to accommodate for adequate and safe sight
distance along the mainline of eastbound I-66 and to avoid impacts to the WMATA
Metrorail. In addition to modifications along existing eastbound I-66, the Build
Alternative would include modifications to intersecting roadways, bridges, and existing
drainage systems as well as the implementation of new stormwater management
facilities and sound barriers. The widening to the outside shoulder and these ancillary
features may require minimal temporary or permanent right of way acquisition.
Temporary access easements required for the construction of the Build Alternative
would be short-term and returned to the existing land use once construction is
completed.
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Because the project will increase the impervious surface through this corridor, there may be an impact
to wetlands, streams, and other natural resources, as well as a potential increase in stormwater runoff.
Staff from the Department of Environmental Services (DES) Office of Sustainability & Environmental
Management (OSEM) reviewed the Environmental Assessment and Natural Resources Technical
Report to determine the potential impacts to natural resources.
The 0.36 acres of Palustrine Open Water (POW) located within the Fairfax Drive Interchange area
would be impacted by the Build Alternative. Staff has requested information as to how the pond will be
impacted and, if it is anticipated to have a stormwater mitigation function, how that function will be
accommodated.
Further, OSEM staff has concerns about construction methodology related to natural resources, as
well as the maintenance of stormwater management facilities. The Environmental Assessment states
that the contractor would adhere to standard erosion and sediment control measures outlined in the
Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management Law and
regulations, and VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards and Specifications. Staff recommends that
VDOT should ensure that it adequately maintains any new stormwater management facilities proposed
with this project, specifically that erosion and sediment controls should be outlined and contain
information on inspections and enforcement actions.
The County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance was adopted to protect local streams and the
Chesapeake Bay from pollution. This Ordinance requires that “any road alignment and design shall be
optimized, consistent with all applicable requirements, to prevent or otherwise minimize the
encroachment in the RPA buffer and to minimize adverse effects on water quality.” Staff requests that
this language be incorporated into the Natural Resources Technical Report and that VDOT’s design of
the widening limit adverse effects on water resources.

A.3.11

Environmental
Considerations

Response
Please see response to comment A.2.6 regarding the implementation of stormwater
management infrastructure. Additional details regarding the specific size and location
of stormwater management facilities, as well as information on monitoring programs to
measure pollutant concentrations at outfall locations before, during, and after
construction, consistent with VDOT’s IIM-LD-195.9.
Section 3.11 of the EA provides a general description of the streams and wetlands that
are present within the study area. A majority of the wetlands identified within the study
area are palustrine emergent wetlands that are incorporated into stormwater
management facilities functioning to retain highway pollutants. The presence of
streams and their existing conditions in the study area are described in Sections 3.11
and 3.12 of the EA.
Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands within the study area will likely be the result of
the modification of existing stormwater management facilities or the implementation of
new BMPs. As a result, these impacts are not anticipated to substantially alter the
primary functions of the existing wetlands present in the study area.
The
implementation of stormwater management measures will reduce or detain discharge
volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial further
degradation of streams in the project vicinity.

Please see response to comment A.2.6.

Arlington is in the process of updating its Resource Protection Area (RPA) Map. The updated map will
take effect on or after July 1, 2017, and will impact the RPA mapping within the study area. Staff
requests that VDOT incorporate changes identified in the updated map into its assessment of water
resources.

The Natural Resources Technical Report indicates that the widening will not increase bacteria loads in
water resources. The 2015 Four Mile Run Bacteria (E. coli) Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
action plan emphasizes the role of urban runoff as major contributor. Impervious surfaces are strongly
correlated with bacteria loads and staff questions the premise that the increase in impervious surface
resulting from the widening will not increase bacteria loads.
Chesapeake Bay impacts should be expressed in terms of nutrient loads resulting from a comparison of
proposed versus existing conditions within the project area, and evaluated based on local rather than
Chesapeake Bay-wide impacts. The County’s Chesapeake Bay TMDL Action Plan, approved by the
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality in September 2015, as well as the Virginia Department
of Environmental Quality Chesapeake Bay TMDL Action Plan guidance document, may be used for
reference. Staff also recommends that any stream and wetland mitigation credits that VDOT might
purchase related to the widening’s stream and wetland impacts be applied locally within Arlington.

The most common pollutants associated with highway runoff are heavy metals,
inorganic salts, and organic pollutants such as volatile suspended solids, chemical
oxygen demand, and total organic carbon. Empirical research suggests that there are a
number of factors that influence highway pollutant loads in stormwater runoff. Among
these factors are climate, highway site situations and quantity of paved surfaces, and, to
a certain degree, traffic conditions. Surrounding land use is considered to be the most
important general factor in the level of pollutant loads in highway runoff (Driscoll et al,
1990).
As referenced in the response to comment A.2.6, detailed erosion and sediment control
plans as well as stormwater management plans would be developed during advanced
stages of design and would be implemented to retain and treat pollutants prior to
discharge into surrounding waterbodies.
The I-66 eastbound widening improvements will be compliant with the Bay Act
because it will be designed and constructed in accordance with VDOT’s annual erosion
and sediment control and stormwater management standards and specifications, which
are approved by the DEQ. A localized analysis and evaluation of stormwater runoff
quantities will be conducted to inform the detailed design of stormwater management
and BMP facilities for the project. However, localized and Bay-wide impacts are
anticipated to be minimized through the implementation of these measures, as described
in Section 3.12.2 of the EA.
The 2008 “Mitigation Rule”, promulgated by the USACE and EPA under 33 CFR §325
and 332, emphasizes a watershed approach to compensatory mitigation; therefore,
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generally mitigation is provided within the same watershed where unavoidable impacts
to streams and wetlands may occur.

2. Traffic analysis and impacts to Arlington streets
Staff from the DES Transportation Engineering & Operations (TE&O) reviewed myriad documents
compromising the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, as well as the raw traffic model data
for the VISSIM model (with Synchro files), the VISUM model, and the differential plots between No
Build and Build from travel demand models. Staff identified a number of issues outlined below,
including intersections omitted from the fine-grained VISSIM analysis, limitations within the model of
understanding multimodal conditions, inconsistencies with existing conditions, increase in delay at
several intersections, and continuing coordination needed regarding traffic signals at the Lee Highway
overpass.
As illustrated in the traffic analysis map above, the VISSIM model analyzes mainline I-66 as well as
adjacent intersections. In order for the model to analyze the interrelationship of the arterial network
with the I-66 mainline and identify impacts on the arterial network, intersections must be proactively
included in this analysis. Staff requests that the following intersections be included in the VISSIM
analysis given the direct relationship to traffic movements flowing between the arterial network and I66:





A.3.12

Traffic Analysis

North Glebe Road and 11th Street North
Lee Highway and North Sycamore Street
Spout Run Parkway and Lorcom Lane
Lee Highway and North Monroe Street
Lee Highway and North Highland Street

Staff is concerned that the traffic analysis used for the Environmental Assessment does not include any
multimodal travel, which is a primary goal of the overall Transform66 project and the underlying
studies supporting it. The VISSIM traffic model has limitations in that it does not include multimodal
travel. There were no transit routes modeled and no transit stops coded in this model. The model
cannot account for on- and of-boarding of transit vehicles and the impact these actions could have on
arterial network operations. Additionally, bicycle lanes and movements were not coded in the model
network, which does not allow for the model simulation to account for bicycle conflicts that could
impact arterial network operations.

In depth discussions related to Arlington County staff comments regarding the traffic
analysis are provided in the responses that follow. In general, the data, assumptions,
and methodology used in the traffic and safety analysis follow the guidelines and
specifications included in FHWA’s Traffic Analysis Toolbox Volume III as well as
VDOT’s Traffic Operations and Safety Analysis Manual (TOSAM).

Staff reviewed the existing conditions, 2025 No-Build, 2025 Build, 2040 No-Build, and 2040 Build
outputs from all traffic model data. Staff identified several discrepancies between the outputs of the
existing conditions model data and observed network conditions, particularly at Washington Blvd and
Fairfax Drive from N Sycamore St to Lee Highway, and at N Glebe Road and Fairfax Drive. In each
instance, the traffic model simulated queuing and congestion at levels less than normally observed.
Staff requests that VDOT recalibrate the model to validate existing conditions to ensure that the outputs
of the future simulations can be trusted. Additionally, staff identified several intersections that
experience increases in delay and would request that VDOT monitor and mitigate impacts at the
following locations: Lee Highway and Washington Blvd., and at Westmoreland Street and the I-66 offramp.
VDOT has proposed to reconfigure two exit ramps associated with this project:


Washington Boulevard/Fairfax Drive/Lee Highway exit ramp (exit 69): VDOT has proposed
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constructing a two-lane exit ramp. VDOT has also proposed reducing Fairfax Drive from two
lanes to one lane as it approaches this exit ramp and Lee Highway. This change would serve to
maintain existing traffic movements at the intersection of Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway. This exit
ramp is noted to have the highest predicted crash frequency in the 2040 scenario. The potential
safety issue may be a result of the weaving movement required for users of Fairfax Drive to turn
left onto eastbound Lee Highway. Staff requests monitoring and future mitigation at this location.
 Glebe Road/Fairfax Drive exit ramp (exit 71): The eastbound widening terminates at exit 71.
VDOT has proposed reconfiguring this exit ramp to include two full lanes exiting the I-66 mainline
through onto Fairfax Drive. Based on the information provided in the traffic model, the eastbound
left-turn volumes onto North Glebe Road are forecasted to increase significantly and will require
mitigation. Staff also requests that VDOT monitor and provide mitigation for implications this
reconfiguration may have on traffic operations in Ballston, focusing on any detrimental impacts to
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit movements in this multimodal area.

Response

Staff has requested several traffic operational elements be incorporated into the design of the exit ramp
at Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway. VDOT has agreed to maintain an at-grade pedestrian
crossings at the intersection of Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway in addition to the proposed gradeseparated (bridge) crossing, described below. This will facilitate movements of pedestrians making very
localized trips. Most of the bicycle and pedestrian crossings at this intersection are anticipated to use
the Washington & Old Dominion Trail bridge out of convenience.
In 2015, the County performed a VISSIM (not Synchro) analysis on the operations of the two signals at
Lee Highway and Fairfax Drive/Washington Boulevard. Based on the County’s results, the protected
left-turn phasing improves operations. At the outset of the I-66 widening project, staff provided to
VDOT a set of plans for a lane reconfiguration on the Lee Highway overpass of I-66 and requested that
these plans, which have been vetted with the community, be incorporated into the widening project.
Arlington County operates and maintains the signals and, as such, staff requests that the County have
final disposition on the mode of operation. Based on a preliminary review of the Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report, it appears that VDOT has not included these improvements. Staff will
continue to work with VDOT to determine a solution at this location.
3. Impacts to the regional trail network
There are several key regional trails within the project study area. As noted above, the eastbound
widening will impact the regional trail network related to ROW, but also to satisfy the purpose of the
project, which is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce congestion
issues, as well as address safety needs between the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive.

A.3.13

Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Custis Trail
VDOT will have to widen I-66 to the outside of the existing roadway and beyond the existing retaining
wall/noise barrier at Bon Air Park due to federal highway design parameters. This will require VDOT
to either extend the retaining wall several feet into Bon Air Park and/or cantilever the roadway ROW
over the edge of the retaining wall. Because the Custis Trail is located next to the retaining wall, VDOT
has proposed to realign the Custis Trail at Bon Air Park. This realignment has been designed to
include safety enhancements to the trail that should improve conditions for all users.
The Custis Trail carries roughly 2,000 users a day through Bon Air Park, many during the peak
commute hours. The section of the trail that passes beneath I-66 includes several hazardous turns with
limited sight-lines. The improvement proposed by VDOT will remove one hairpin turn and increase the
sight-line for a three-way intersection of the trail, improving safety on this portion of the Custis Trail.
VDOT’s 2012 Multimodal Study established a “do no harm” guideline with regard to the Custis Trail;
it recommends that although widening I-66 may impact the trail’s current configuration, its current
level of connectivity should be maintained or improved upon. It is anticipated that the proposed project
will achieve this goal related to the Custis Trail in the vicinity of Bon Air Park. Staff will closely
monitor the potential impacts of noise barrier installation related to the configuration of the Custis
Trail north of I-66 to ensure trail connectivity be maintained or enhanced.
Staff is generally supportive of the proposed realignment of the Custis Trail in Bon Air Park. This
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Improvements beyond the scope of the Build Alternative evaluated in the EA were not
considered as they were not identified as being necessary to efficiently address the
project Purpose and Need. However, VDOT remains committed to working with
Arlington County as well as localities throughout the Commonwealth of Virginia to
assist in identifying needs and projects to improve facilities throughout the
transportation network.
As described in Section 2.2.2 of the EA and in the response to comment A.2.10, in
order to avoid and minimize impacts of the Build Alternative, the preliminary design
was developed such that the improvements are anticipated to be accomplished largely
within the existing VDOT right of way. The eastbound widening would primarily
occur to the inside of the roadway, throughout the length of improvements with the
exception of just west of Patrick Henry Drive. In this location, the widening would
transition from the median to the outside of the roadway along the existing shoulder in
order to accommodate for adequate and safe sight distance along the mainline of
eastbound I-66 and to avoid impacts to the WMATA Metrorail.
In this location, the widening of eastbound I-66 would require minor permanent
property acquisition in addition to temporary construction easements from Arlington
County at Bon Air Park and in the vicinity of the Custis Trail. As a result, the Custis
Trail would be realigned the Custis Trail in order to accommodate the widening of I-66,
and also to address sight line issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis
Trail and crossing underneath I-66 at Bon Air Park. Short-term impacts to the Custis
Trail may include temporary detours during construction; however, the trail will remain
open during construction and the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be
affected. In the Bon Air Park facility and along the Custis Trail, areas affected by
temporary construction activities would be revegetated and returned to similar existing
conditions following the completion of the project.
In accordance with 23 CFR §774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis impact
finding with respect to the Build Alternative’s involvement of the Bon Air Park, which
is protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has requested that Arlington County, the official agency
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provides a significant improvement with fairly minimal impact to park facilities. VDOT has committed
to re-landscaping the area to replace trees lost during construction. Staff from the Department of Parks
and Recreation supports the general concepts outlined for both the realignment of the Custis Trail and
landscaping proposed for Bon Air Park. Staff requests that all plantings should be native to Arlington
due to the location within the Chesapeake Bay Resources Protection Area. Additionally, staff requests
that VDOT comply with Arlington County guidelines related to replacement calculations for any trees
removed.

Washington & Old Dominion (W&OD) Trail
VDOT has included a grade-separated crossing of the W&OD Trail at Lee Highway in the design plans
for this project. This grade-separated crossing is being incorporated into the eastbound widening of I66 because it necessary for VDOT to maintain acceptable traffic operations at the intersection of
Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway due to the reconfigured exit ramp, described above. VDOT has
proposed routing the W&OD Trail over Lee Highway via a bridge. Design of the bridge is complicated
due to electrical power lines, a historic coal trestle, and developed parcels immediately adjacent to the
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority (NVRPA) ROW.
The W&OD Trail is a significant multi-use trail spanning 45 miles from Purcellville to Shirlington,
connecting numerous employment and recreational destinations, including Leesburg, Reston, and Falls
Church. Roughly 1,700 people use this portion of the W&OD Trail on weekdays and 2,000 on each
weekend day. A grade-separated crossing will increase safety and decrease delay for trail users. The
notion of a grade-separated crossing is consistent with a midterm recommendation in the Bicycle
Element of the County’s Master Transportation Plan.

A.3.14

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Generally, staff defer to NVRPA on grade and other trail structure specifications. Staff conceptually
supports the grade separation, but important details remain to be resolved regarding sharp curves in
the bridge alignment, access to adjacent properties, impact to the at-grade crossings, and treatments at
the bridge’s abutments. VDOT intends to hire a design-build contractor for the project; staff requests
that the County be included and the community be consulted on the design of the bridge as a
requirement for this procurement.
The Arlington East Falls Church Civic Association hosted VDOT at a meeting on January 4 to review
preliminary designs for the W&OD Trail bridge with nearby residents and other stakeholders. Key
concerns identified by attendees at this meeting included:





The proposed structure may complicate the implementation of the proposed west entrance to the
East Falls Church Metrorail Station and air rights development along Washington Blvd., as
envisioned in the 2011 East Falls Church Area Plan.
Building this grade-separated crossing could “lock-in” the current alignment of the W&OD Trail
and rule out other trail alignments preferred by attendees, who indicated that the current
alignment forces trail users onto neighborhood streets in the vicinity of the East Falls Church
Metrorail Station, creating conflicts with pedestrians and local traffic.
There should be more focus on improving pedestrian access and safety along Lee Highway on the
I-66 overpass and at the Fairfax Drive and Washington Blvd. intersections.

Response
with jurisdiction over this resource, concur with the assessment that the project will not
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of Bon Air Park and the portions of
the Custis Trail. Arlington County provided their concurrence in March 2017.
Please see the response to the portion of comment A.2.6 regarding landscaping. As the
design for the Build Alternative advances, the landscaping plan may be refined. This
public roadway project and ancillary improvements would be exempt from the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and the associated Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Area Designation and Management Regulations, contingent upon it being constructed in
accordance with the Erosion and Sediment Control Law and the Virginia Stormwater
Management Act, (ii) an erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater
management plan approved by VDOT, and (iii) provided that the project design prevent
or minimize encroachment into Resource Protection Areas and impacts to water quality.
Landscaping and replanting will be accomplished in accordance with these criteria.

A grade-separated overpass of the Washington & Old Dominion (W&OD) Trail, of the
W&OD Railroad Regional Park, is included as a component of the Build Alternative in
order to increase safety and facilitate improved operational movements on the diverge
ramp of I-66 and up to the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route
29) and Fairfax Drive. The new structure over Route 29, within the Arlington-East
Falls Church community, would provide a safer crossing for W&OD Trail users and
alleviate conflicts between bicycles and pedestrians and vehicular traffic. The gradeseparated structure, to be constructed within a portion of Arlington County as well as
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority (NVRPA) property, is intended to enhance
the safety of the W&OD facility and VDOT does not expect the improvements to
diminish the recreational functions or activities in this area.
In accordance with 23 CFR §774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis impact
finding with respect to the Build Alternative’s involvement of the W&OD Trail, which
is protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966.
VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, requested that Arlington County and NVRPA, the official
agencies with jurisdiction over this resource, concur with the assessment that the project
will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of W&OD Trail. As part
of their concurrence of the conditioned no adverse effect determination for historic
properties, VDHR did not object to this de minimis impact finding in November 2016.
The NVRPA and Arlington County provided written concurrence with this de minimis
impact finding in February 2017 and March 2017, respectively.
Since the November 2016 release of the EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington
County, the City of Falls Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and
the State Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
to advance the development of this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT
remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the
community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future planned
changes for the regional trail network.

Staff will continue to work closely with VDOT, NVRPA, and the Arlington East Falls Church Civic
Association on the design of this structure to minimize impacts to this community.

March 2017
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4. Noise mitigation
VDOT evaluated the existing and anticipated future noise levels of the corridor and found that both the
eastbound and westbound sides of I-66 qualify for noise mitigation as a result of the widening. A total
of 14 Common Noise Environments (CNEs) were evaluated to determine if noise barriers were feasible
or reasonable to provide noise mitigation. A total of approximately 225,000 square feet of noise
barriers were preliminarily determined to be feasible and reasonable over the extent of the corridor
between the Dulles Connector and Fairfax Drive. Through a process outlined in VDOT’s Highway
Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual, VDOT will solicit input from property owners and
renters benefitted by noise mitigation as to the desirability of the installation of noise.

Response

This corridor has a number of existing noise barriers, comprised of a variety of materials in various
conditions. Chapter 8 of the Preliminary Noise Analysis provides an overview of the feasible and
reasonable options for noise mitigation for each CNE, as well as VDOT’s preliminary proposal for
each CNE, more clearly illustrated in Figure 2 on page 38. VDOT has assessed the existing noise
barriers on both eastbound and westbound I-66. Many have been deemed structurally stable and
successful at noise attention. Thus, VDOT intends to retain and possibly improve upon most of these
existing barriers, with the exception of the following:




A.3.15

Noise

Noise Barrier C, the existing, dilapidated metal barrier at the westernmost edge of the corridor
(eastbound), was assumed to be absent in the noise analysis. A new concrete barrier is considered
feasible and reasonable as per the preliminary analysis.
Noise Barrier E, the existing concrete barrier between Lee Highway and N Sycamore Street
(eastbound), was determined to be ineffective and a new concrete wall is considered feasible and
reasonable as per the preliminary analysis.
Noise Barrier H, the existing concrete barrier in the vicinity of Bon Air Park (eastbound), will be
physically impacted by the widening of I-66 to and will be preplaced in-kind.
VDOT will replace the failing metal noise barriers on the bridge structures over Williamsburg
Boulevard, Westmoreland Street, and the Custis Trail.

VDOT has determined that certain sections of the corridor qualify for noise mitigation and the
preliminary noise analysis indicates that concrete noise barriers are feasible and reasonable. VDOT
will advance these barriers through final design to determine if the barriers are ultimately feasible and
solicit input from benefited residents to determine the construction of noise barriers at the following
locations:






Noise Barrier D, proposed between 25th Street N and Lee Highway (eastbound).
Noise Barrier E, a new segment proposed to the immediate west of the existing portion of Noise
Barrier E described above. While this barrier is currently deemed feasible, design conflicts may
occur as a result of the W&OD Trail crossing over Lee Highway.
Noise Barrier H1, proposed between North Jacksonville Street and North Harrison Street
(eastbound).
Noise Barrier N1, proposed between North Harrison Street and Patrick Henry Drive (westbound).
Noise Barrier P, a small segment proposed just east of North Sycamore Street (westbound).

A preliminary noise study was completed as to support the EA analysis. A detailed final
design noise analysis will be completed as the project advances, which will include a
reanalysis of the anticipated impacted receptors identified in each CNE and
reverification and optimization of barriers identified as feasible and reasonable. Where
noise mitigation is identified through the final design noise analysis, benefitted
receptors will be offered the opportunity to provide input on the proposed abatement
measures, consistent with VDOT’s Highway traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance
Manual.
Please be assured that all the environmental concerns, including noise impacts, will be
studied comprehensively in the final noise analysis. Every consideration will be given
to the construction of noise barriers where such measures are warranted and meet
Federal and VDOT criteria. VDOT looks forward to continuing to work with affected
localities, such as Arlington County, throughout the project development process,
including the completion of the final noise abatement analyses.

VDOT has also identified a series of small gaps in the existing noise barrier system. Where reasonable
and feasible, and where desired by benefitted residents, noise barriers will be installed. These gaps
exist primarily in the westbound direction between Patrick Henry Drive and North Ohio Street (Noise
Barrier O).
There are several locations where VDOT has determined noise barriers are neither reasonable nor
feasible. In Arlington, these locations are along westbound I-66 in the vicinity of the East Falls Church
Metrorail Station, and along eastbound I-66 from N Frederick Street to Fairfax Drive. VDOT will not
advance any noise barriers to final design for these locations.
Staff will work with VDOT to ensure messaging to the public on the noise barrier selection process is
communicated as comprehensively as possible. This includes working with VDOT to ensure broad
outreach to the communities along I-66 and use the County’s own communication channels to raise

Revised Environmental Assessment

March 2017
15

Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

A.3.16

Topic

Air Quality

A.3.17

Cultural Resources

A.3.18

Miscellaneous

Comment
awareness of VDOT’s noise mitigation process in these communities, while clearly communicating that
this is a VDOT process.
As with the I-395 noise mitigation process, staff suggests that VDOT communicate the potential tradeoffs between noise mitigation and natural resources. It is likely that natural resources, including
vegetation, mature trees, and water resources, may be impacted to provide space adequate for noise
barriers and for the installation of noise barriers. In its communications, VDOT should factor in the
relative increase in noise from current conditions and overall reduction that could be provided by noise
barriers. Staff will continue to work with VDOT to understand the impacts of the noise barriers on
natural resources as that aspect of the project proceeds through final design.
Other topic areas
Staff from DES OSEM reviewed the air quality analysis conducted for the Environmental Assessment
and accepts the conclusions of the report. The report made an assumption that overall pollutant
emissions are expected to be substantially lower than existing conditions as a result of the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) vehicle and fuel regulations. Thus, the report concludes that
the project would not result in any adverse impacts to human health and welfare. Staff cautions that
this assumption and conclusion may not be valid given possible changes in regulations at EPA due to a
new administration.
The Archeological Survey and Architectural Survey provide a detailed assessment of cultural and
historic resources in the corridor. Department of Community Planning, Housing and Development
(CPHD) Historic Preservation staff has concluded that all known cultural and historic resources are
accounted for and that there are no perceived impacts to these resources.
All of the issues outlined above, along with detailed staff comments on the entire Environmental
Assessment and technical documentation, will be submitted directly to VDOT prior to the end of the
formal public comment period on January 30, 2017.

Response

EPA’s Tier 3 motor vehicle emission standards (that include additional gasoline sulfur
reductions) were finalized in March 2014 and will be phased in between 2017 to 2025.
The anticipated pollutant reductions from these standards have been incorporated into
the modeling software (called “MOVES2014”) that is required for use in project-level
air studies, and was therefore used for this project. Additionally, VDOT is not aware of
any Federal efforts to retract the Tier 3 emission standards that would reduce the
anticipated pollutant reductions noted in the air study.
Please see response to comment A.1.2 regarding cultural resources identified along the
APE for the Build Alternative and VDHR’s concurrence with VDOT’s
recommendation that the Build Alternative would not have an adverse effect on these
resources.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact.

Purpose and Need

ATTACHMENT 3: Arlington County Staff Comment Matrix
Arlington County Department of Environmental Services, Transportation Division
The identified purpose of the project - "to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and
reduce congestion issues, as well as address safety needs between the Dulles Connector Road and
Fairfax Drive" - does not consider alternatives that were proven to be more effective at reducing
congestion identified the VDOT 2012 I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. (Arlington County
Staff Comment No. 1, Environmental Assessment, p. 1-14)

A.3.20

Traffic Analysis

Arlington County Department of Environmental Services, Office of Sustainability and
Environmental Management
Has VDOT taken into account what happens to the traffic when the road narrows after the Glebe Road
exit? The bridge will still be a bottleneck.

A.3.21

Air Quality

Air pollution issues outside the study area should be considered as a result of increased slow-moving
traffic east of Glebe Road. The Air Quality Technical Report touches on this -- basically saying that air
pollution won't be impacted. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 2, Environmental Assessment)

Design

Figure 21. shows the Limits of Disturbance (LOD). Why are the limits so big in areas such as the
interchanges at N. Westmoreland, Lee Hwy, Sycamore, Patrick Henry, Harrison, and N. Geo Mason?
Why are the LODs shown on the westbound side? (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 3,
Environmental Assessment, p. 2-17 through 2-19)

A.3.19

A.3.22

March 2017

Please see previous response to comment A.2.2 and A.2.4. The Build Alternative
improvements have been developed based on immediate needs that have been identified
within the study area. Additional components of the Transform I-66: Inside the
Beltway improvements program, as defined within the CLRP, are assumed as part of
the No Build Alternative and will be evaluated as individual projects throughout the
progression of improvements implemented under the Transform I-66 program. The
Build Alternative does not preclude future consideration of other multimodal
improvements throughout the I-66 corridor Inside the Beltway.
The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies, the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation, specific to the study area, was initially
identified. As detailed in the Purpose and Need, travel demand and congestion along I66 eastbound inside the Beltway, is most concentrated along the three lane section
between the Dulles Connector Road and lee Highway/Washington Boulevard.
The intersections selected for the air analysis were determined to exhibit the “worstcase”, based on existing and future traffic conditions within reasonable proximity to the
study area. Since peak air pollutant concentrations at each of the worst-case locations
were demonstrated to remain well below the applicable air quality standards, it is safe to
assume (and common practice) that all other locations within the project corridor will
also remain well-below the standards.
As described in Section 2.2.3 of the EA, the Limits of Disturbance (LOD) for the Build
Alternative have been developed based on preliminary engineering and design and
includes the anticipated construction limits for temporary and permanent impacts. As
shown on Figure 2-1, the LOD is expanded in some areas to accommodate for potential
stormwater management facilities and construction access. At some interchange areas,
the LOD includes the anticipated area necessary for ramp improvements in order to
address operational conditions and safety issues along the I-66 mainline.
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A.3.23

Topic

Environmental
Considerations

Comment
The LOD that includes the pond at the George Mason interchange is particularly concerning (see
Figure 2.1 Frame 8). How will this water body be impacted? If it has stormwater mitigation functions,
how will those be accommodated for? (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 4, Environmental
Assessment, p. 2-17 through 2-19)
The report states: As the project advances into the detailed stages of engineering and design, the
anticipated impacts to environmental resources may be subject to change as opportunities to avoid or
minimize impacts to resources or reduce cost are recognized. this assumes that the impacts may be less
than predicted, but careful attention needs to be paid to ensure that impacts are not greater than
anticipated. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 5, Environmental Assessment, p. 2-24)
Arlington County Department of Parks and Recreation, Park Planning and Development Division
There are parks located directly adjacent to I-66, which are captured in the document on pages 3-37
through 3-39. Some of these parks have built elements and natural lands located just a few feet from the
existing I-66 pavement. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 6, Environmental Assessment, Chapter
3)
There are multi-use trail located directly adjacent to I-66, which are captured in the document on page
3-40 through 3-43. The document acknowledges that trails, such as the Custis Trail and W&OD Trail,
would have to be realigned. However, the realignment will push the trail deeper into the park and
would result in a loss of trees and disturbance to wooded areas. (Arlington County Staff Comment No.
7, Environmental Assessment, Chapter 3)

A.3.24

A.3.25

A.3.26

Response
Please see response to comment A.2.11 regarding the implementation of stormwater
management facilities being sized and maintained to adequately function to detain
discharge volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial
further degradation of streams in the project vicinity.
Please see response to comment A.1.2 and A.2.6. All practicable efforts will be made
to avoid and minimize the anticipated impacts to properties and natural resources that
may result from the Build Alternative.

Please see response to comment A.2.13 and A.2.14 regarding realignment of the Custis
Trail and W&OD trail enhancements, which are planned as components of the Build
Alternative improvements. Any ground disturbance would be revegetated upon
construction completion and the preliminary landscape plan would be refined as the
project advances to incorporate appropriate replacement for tree loss.

Design

Arlington County Fire Department
The currently proposed design of the grade-separated crossing of the W&OD Trail at Lee Highway
conflicts with fire access provided to the Crescent apartment building. In the abandoned ROW of N
Fairfax Drive, there is a 20 foot fire access from the property line towards the north, as well as a
turnaround on the east side. This must be maintained, with 20 foot horizontal and 13 foot 6 inch
vertical free-and clear zone from Lee Highway through to the east edge of the Crescent. (Arlington
County Staff Comment No. 8, Environmental Assessment, Chapter 3)

Since the November 2016 release of the EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington
County, the City of Falls Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and
the State Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
to advance the development of this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT
remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the
community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that fire and safety requirements and criteria are
incorporated into the design for the grade-separated trail structure.

Air Quality

Arlington County Department of Environmental Services, Office of Sustainability and
Environmental Management
The report states: Although MSAT pollutant emissions are anticipated to increase between 2025 and
2040, overall pollutant emissions are expected to be substantially lower than existing conditions as a
result of EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, despite the projected growth in vehicle miles traveled
(VMT), and would not result in any adverse impacts to human health and welfare. This is a big
assumption and one that may not be valid given a new EPA administrator in 2017. (Arlington County
Staff Comment No. 9, Environmental Assessment, p. 3-30 through 3-56)

Please see response to comment A.2.16.

Section 4(F) - This is outside the purview of OSEM, but someone should review the land being taken by
the project in Bon Air Park and the W&OD Trail. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 10,
Environmental Assessment, p. 3-53)

Please see the responses to comments A.2.13 and A.2.14 regarding the involvement of
properties protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of
1966.

Environmental
Considerations

Erosion and sediment control measures that were used during the retrofit of the stormwater
management pond at the intersection of I66 and Fairfax Dr as part of the Spot Improvements were
insufficient, causing sediment discharges into Four Mile Run. Since the weir in the pond was
constructed, it has not been maintained. The orifice in the weir is clogged and therefore the pond isn’t
functioning properly.
VDOT should ensure that they adequately maintain any new stormwater management facilities
proposed with this project. VDOT contractors should use better erosion and sediment control measures
with this project than in previous projects. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 11, Environmental
Assessment, p. 3-60+)

As described in the response to comment A.2.6, stormwater management facilities
would be designed and implemented to the most up-to-date federal and state standards
to be adequately sized and fully functional to retain and discharge stormwater runoff to
pre-development levels at non erosive velocities. Consistent with VDOT’s Minimum
Requirements for the Engineering, Plan Preparation and Implementation of Post
Development Stormwater Management Plans (Instructional and Informational
Memorandum Number: IIM-LD-195., VDOT – Location and Design Division), a postconstruction stormwater management plan would be required for any land disturbing
activities.

E&S Controls are covered in a cursory manner: During construction, the contractor would adhere to
standard erosion and sediment control measures outlined in the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control
Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management Law and regulations, and VDOT’s Road and Bridge
Standards and Specifications. This project was approved by VDEQ for stormwater grandfathering

As referenced in the response to comment A.2.6, detailed erosion and sediment control
plans as well as stormwater management plans would be developed during advanced
stages of design. Stormwater management measures and erosion and sediment controls
would be clearly defined in the final design.
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under the Part C II technical criteria of 9VAC25-870- 93. Stormwater management measures, such as
detention basins, vegetative controls, and other measures, including underground BMPs, will be
implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local regulations to minimize potential water
quality impacts. These measures will reduce or detain discharge volumes and remove sediments and
other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial further degradation of water bodies in the project vicinity.
E&S controls should be specifically outlined with information on inspections and enforcement actions.
(Arlington County Staff Comment No. 12, Environmental Assessment, p. 3-66)

Response

Floodplain assessment - impacts appear nominal, and the document indicates that the appropriate
analyses will be performed during the design process. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 13,
Environmental Assessment, p. 3-67)

As referenced in Section 3.13.2 of the EA, the design for the Build Alternative will be
consistent with Federal policies and procedures for the location and hydraulic design of
highway encroachments on floodplains contained in 23 CFR §650 Subpart A.

Figure 3-2 & p. 17: Arlington is in the process of updating its RPA map https://building.arlingtonva.us/chesapeake-bay-preservation-ordinance-rpa-map-update/. The update
will impact the RPA mapping within the study area. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 15, Natural
Resources Technical Report, p. 11)

Please see response to comment A.2.6 regarding construction, installation, operation,
and maintenance of public roads in relation to Resource Protection Areas.

Four Mile Run bacteria TMDL – references to ‘grow zones’ is outdated/limited. Please refer
to/reference attached DEQ approved TMDL action plan. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 16,
Natural Resources Technical Report, p.15)

Ensure that any plantings are native to Arlington and that appropriate measures are taken during
construction to adequately cull invasive species when necessary for removal due to construction
activities. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 17, Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 20)

VDOT appreciates and acknowledges the updated information. As described in Section
3.12.2 of the EA, the Build Alternative would be constructed in adherence to standard
erosion and sediment control measures outlined in the Virginia Erosion and Sediment
Control Regulations, the Virginia Stormwater Management law and regulations, and
VDOT’s Road and Bridge Specifications.
Stormwater management measures will be implemented in accordance with Federal,
state, and local regulations to minimize potential impacts to water quality and the
project is not expected to result in any substantial degradation of water quality or any
existing Total Maximum Daily Load requirements.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.

Describes intent to purchase stream and wetland mitigation credits for the project’s stream and
wetland impacts. Arlington will advocate for mitigation projects to occur locally (within Arlington).
(Arlington County Staff Comment No. 18, Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 23 and 31)

Please see response to A.2.6 regarding compensatory mitigation for unavoidable
impacts to wetlands and streams.

Project will remove/impact existing stormwater management facility. This should be discussed in the
water quality section. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 19, Natural Resources Technical Report, p.
32)

Please see response to comment A.2.11.

Comment in the report that the project will not increase bacteria loads is likely inaccurate. Impervious
surfaces are strongly correlated with bacteria loads – Four Mile Run bacteria TMDL implementation
plan emphasizes role of urban runoff as major contributor. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 20,
Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 32)

The most common pollutants associated with highway runoff are heavy metals,
inorganic salts, and organic pollutants such as volatile suspended solids, chemical
oxygen demand, and total organic carbon. Empirical research suggests that there are a
number of factors that influence highway pollutant loads in stormwater runoff. Among
these factors are climate, highway site situations and quantity of paved surfaces, and, to
a certain degree, traffic conditions. Surrounding land use is considered to be the most
important general factor in the level of pollutant loads in highway runoff (Driscoll et al,
1990).
As referenced in the response to comment A.2.6, detailed erosion and sediment control
plans as well as stormwater management plans would be developed during advanced
stages of design and would be implemented to retain and treat pollutants prior to
discharge into surrounding waterbodies.

Impacts associated with Chesapeake Bay TMDL in fact can be quantified using the computational
methods
within
DEQ’s
Bay
TMDL
Action
plan
guidance
document
(see
http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Water/Guidance/152005.pdf) and Arlington County,
Fairfax County, and VDOT MS4 permits. See Arlington County MS4 permit info:
https://environment.arlingtonva.us/stormwater-watersheds/management/ms4-permit. See also Arlington

March 2017

Detailed computations of anticipated stormwater runoff and pollutant retention
requirements would be performed as part of the development of stormwater
management plans included with the detailed project design. In order to inform a
NEPA decision, this level of detail is typically not required unless additional impacts
associated with stormwater facilities are identified outside of the LOD evaluated. Since
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County’s DEQ approved Bay TMDL Action Plan: https://projects.arlingtonva.us/plansstudies/environment/chesapeake-bay-tmdl-actionplan/ (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 21,
Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 32)

Response
the LOD was developed to include the preliminary design based on sound engineering
judgement for stormwater management facilities, it is not expected that these limits will
be substantially altered as the design for the project advances.

Comparison of project impacts relative to impervious surfaces in entire Bay watershed is not
relevant/valid (any individual project would be small relative to this scale). Project impacts should be
expressed as a % increase relative to existing conditions – using the computational methods established
by the VA DEQ Bay TMDL Action Plan guidance document as well as VDOT’s MS4 permit. (Arlington
County Staff Comment No. 22, Natural Resources Technical Report, p.32-33)

Reference to Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance exemption for public roads: --text refers to
conditions of exemption on ‘following page.’ Not found on following page. Please clarify. (Arlington
County Staff Comment No. 23, Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 33)

Reference to Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance exemption for public roads: -- Arlington
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance requires that “Any road alignment and design shall be
optimized, consistent with all applicable requirements, to prevent or otherwise minimize the
encroachment in the RPA buffer and to minimize adverse effects on water quality.” Please incorporate
this requirement into the document. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 24, Natural Resources
Technical Report, p. 33)

A.3.27

A.3.28

Air Quality

Environmental
Considerations

Page reference was inadvertently included in the report but does not materially affect
the analyses or conclusions of the Natural Resources Technical Report. As described in
the response to comment A.2.13, this public roadway project and ancillary
improvements would be exempt from the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and the
associated Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and Management
Regulations, contingent upon it being constructed in accordance with the Erosion and
Sediment Control Law and the Virginia Stormwater Management Act, (ii) an erosion
and sediment control plan and stormwater management plan approved by VDOT, and
(iii) provided that the project design prevent or minimize encroachment into Resource
Protection Areas and impacts to water quality.
The exemption of public roads is further conditioned, under Section 150 of the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, on the optimization of the road alignment and
design, consistent with other applicable requirements, to prevent or otherwise minimize
(i) encroachment in the Resource Protection Area and (ii) adverse effects on water
quality. To the extent practicable, the preliminary design for the Build Alternative has
been developed to minimize the project footprint and potential impacts. Further
opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts will be addressed as the design advances
and as part of the water quality permitting process.

Ensure BMPs are in place for vehicle / machinery washing to capture washing discharges. In addition,
in order to prevent the introduction of new invasive species and to prevent the spread of existing
populations, best management practices would be followed, including washing machinery before it
enters the area, minimizing ground disturbance, and reseeding of disturbed areas. (Arlington County
Staff Comment No. 25, Natural Resources Technical Report, p. 36)

In accordance with Executive Order 13112 Invasive Species, VDOT has developed
provisions in their Road and Bridge Specifications to minimize the potential for the
establishment of invasive terrestrial or aquatic animal or plant species that would be
adhered to during construction of the Build Alternative.

Erosion and Sediment control on VDOT projects has been historically poor. Existing Stormwater
Management Facility has not been properly maintained and functions poorly. Can this this facility be
retrofitted as part of this project? (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 26, Natural Resources
Technical Report)

Stormwater management facilities would be developed in accordance with VDOT
specifications, as well as FHWA guidance and applicable regulations, to adequately
address pollutant runoff. All stormwater management facilities would be maintained in
perpetuity.

Arlington County Department of Environmental Services, Transportation Division
The CO analysis in Section 3 uses a "hot-spot analysis", a worst-case modeling scenario deemed
acceptable through an agreement with FHWA. None of the "hot-spots" are located within the identified
study area of the project. How does this provide any input as to air quality impacts the project will have
to people who live along the corridor? (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 27, Air Quality Technical
Report, p. 18)

The intersections selected for the air analysis were determined to exhibit the worst case
existing and future traffic conditions of any intersections within reasonable proximity to
the study area. As a result, the results of the air quality analysis at these locations could
be applied to anywhere in the study area to determine if the project would be anticipated
to exceed air quality standards applicable to the pollutant analyzed, in this case Carbon
Monoxide (CO).

Arlington County Department of Community Planning, Housing and Development, Planning
Division
Description of Arlington - East Falls Church makes no mention of the East Falls Church Area Plan
adopted by the Arlington County Board April, 2011 with policy guidance for future land use and
designated an area as the East Falls Church Neighborhood Center District on the General Land Use
Plan (GLUP). The EFC Area Plan calls for a gateway mixed use center at Lee Highway and
Washington Blvd. New public open spaces are also planned for this area. (Arlington County Staff
Comment No. 28, Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Report, p. 9)

Should the noise barrier, preliminarily identified as feasible and reasonable in the
vicinity of North Fairfax Drive and the Arlington County right of way along the north
side of I-66, be confirmed for construction through the final noise abatement design and
voting process, VDOT would minimize the extent of impacts as much as possible. As
documented in Table 3-3 of the EA, currently no open space land use conversion from
existing or planned designations are anticipated.

Please ensure that the site plans provisions intended for the abandoned County ROW on N Fairfax
Drive remain intact or preserved as much as possible. November 2050 CB Report for initial approval
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SP #391. Park is discussed in Condition
1.amazonaws.com/cbo/2005/nov/1115/48.pdf

Response
#77.

https://arlingtonva.s3.dualstack.us-east-

April 2007 CB Report for Site Plan Amendment. Changes dates for open space improvements.
https://arlingtonva.s3.dualstack.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/cbo/2007/April/4.pdf (Arlington County
Staff Comment No. 29, Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Report, Chapter 2)
Arlington County Department of Environmental Services, Transportation Engineering and
Operations
Please provide all VISSIM simulation output files (SDF files). The complete output files for the 2025
runs were not found in the VISSIM files provided. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 30, Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report, General VISSIM)
There were no transit routes modeled and no Public Transit stops coded in the VISSIM model. The
impact of on and off-boarding on traffic could significantly impact arterial operations. (Arlington
County Staff Comment No. 31, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, General VISSIM)

Bicycle lanes and conflicts are not coded in the network. The additional bicycle conflicts could impact
arterial operations. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 32, Traffic and Transportation Technical
Report, General VISSIM)

A.3.29

Traffic Analysis

The study area outlined in Figure 2.1 contains several signalized intersections that were not modeled in
VISSIM. Specifically: N Glebe Road and 11th St N, Lee Highway and N Sycamore St, Spout Run Pkwy
and Lorcom Lane, Lee Hwy and N Monroe St, Lee Hwy and N Highland St. The model area in VISSIM
should contain these signals because they are included in the VISSIM study area shown on page 2-2,
Figure 2-1. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 33, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report,
General VISSIM, p. 2-2)

The simulated queuing and congestion for Washington Blvd and Fairfax Drive from Sycamore St to Lee
Highway is much less than normally observed. Explain why it doesn't seem to match with existing field
conditions. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 34, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report,
Existing Conditions Simulation)
The simulated queuing and congestion for N Glebe Rd at Fairfax Dr in the AM peak is less than
normally observed. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 35, Traffic and Transportation Technical
Report, Existing Conditions Simulation)
In 2025 and 2040 scenarios the delay doubles at Lee Highway & Westmoreland intersection. Please
provide mitigation measures. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 36, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p.6-30 through 6-66)
Please distinguish between the Lee Highway and Fairfax Dr intersection and the Lee Highway and
Washington Blvd intersection in the arterial output tables. There is degradation shown for the 2025 AM
results, please provide mitigation. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 37, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-30)
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All VISSIM files will be provided.

Existing bus transit routes were coded as a part of vehicle composition in VISSIM. For
the majority of the network, they are running non-stop on the freeway system. In the
arterial portion of the VISSIM network, there were a few bus stops, so the impact of
transit route and stops is not statistically substantial.
At intersections (which are the most critical locations), bicycles were taken into
consideration by including them on crosswalks. Along the arterials, there are limited
segments of bicycle lane facilities within the network. Also, they are separate facilities
along those arterials. Unless bicyclists make illegal movements, there should not be any
bike-vehicle conflicts on the streets. With no special coding, VISSIM is not able to
model the conflicts of illegal movements.
The traffic analysis study area was developed based on FHWA and VDOT guidelines
for preparing interstate modification requests. The study team performed multiple field
observations to make sure that the intersections that potentially impact or impacted by I66 freeway system were fully covered in our operational analysis. Section 2.1.2.2 of the
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report lists the specific intersections that are
included in the microsimulation analysis. The green dots in Figure 2.1 were the
signalized intersection being modeled in VISSIM, as noted in the figure legend. For the
intersections mentioned in the comment, N Glebe Road and 11th St N, Lee Highway
and N Sycamore St, Spout Run Pkwy and Lorcom Lane, Lee Hwy and N Monroe St,
Lee Hwy and N Highland St, VDOT determined that these intersections have not direct
obvious interactions with the freeway system based on our field observations and traffic
data. Their upstream and/or downstream intersections have been modeled and analyzed
using VISSIM to ensure that the impacts from the freeway system were fully evaluated.
This may be due to the simulation hour being within the restricted HOV periods (AM
peak hour :7:15 to 8:15 AM and PM peak hour was 5:00 to 6:00 PM) The arterials peak
just before and just after the HOV restriction hours on I-66. The model was calibrated
to meet the applicable criteria listed in VDOT TOSAM.
This is due to the simulation hour being within the restricted HOV periods (AM peak
hour is 7:15 to 8:15 AM and PM peak hour is 5:00 to 6:00 PM) The arterials peak just
before and just after the HOV restriction hours on I-66. But for the peak when tolling is
in place, the model was calibrated to reflect conditions at each intersection during those
times.
The difference in delay between No-Build and Build is not materially substantial.
Delays in 2025 and 2040 are a future condition that occurs independently of the
proposed action and reflects future demands/operational characteristics, not an impact
from the project, so mitigation is not being provided.
Intersections designations will be clarified updated in the final report. Intersection
degradation occurs in the 2025 Build AM, but one intersection still performs at
acceptable LOS D and at the other intersection delay marginally exceeds the threshold
of LOS D. Also, in the 2025 Build PM (which is a more critical period at this location),
both intersections delay and LOS show significant improvements (Table 6.6 on Page 634). So mitigation is not being provided.
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
During AM 2025, the delay for Sycamore and 19th St N improves from 120.3 to 25.3 from the No-Build
to the Build scenario. The forecasted volumes and signal timings are consistent between two scenarios.
Please explain the discrepancy. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 38, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p.6-30)

Response
There was a coding error in the No-Build scenario model, which has been corrected in
the model and re-analyzed. The results are more comparable between No-Build and
Build scenarios. The intersection delay is 39.1 seconds (LOS D) in No-Build vs. 25.3
second (LOS C) in Build. The analysis will be updated and the revised results will be
incorporated into the final report.

During PM 2025, the delay for the Lee Hwy & Washington Blvd/Fairfax Dr. interchange decreases
significantly from the No-Build to the Build scenario. The forecasted volumes are similar and the signal
timings appear to be identical. Please explain the improved LOS. (Arlington County Staff Comment No.
39, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p .6-34)

The signal timings are different between the No-Build and the Build scenarios, in that
they were optimized. This accounts for the improvement in PM delays at this
intersection.

In 2040 AM results for Glebe Road at Fairfax Drive, the delay is significantly improved between the
No-Build and Build scenarios. Given the consistent volumes and timings, please explain this
improvement. Since the Eastbound Left-turn volumes are forecasted to increase significantly, please
address any needed mitigation. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 40, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-66)

The signal timings are different between the No-Build and the Build scenarios, in that
they were optimized. This accounts for the improvement in AM delays at this
intersection.

Fairfax Drive and I-66 Off Ramp is noted to have the highest predicted crash frequency of the ramp
terminals in the 2040 scenario. By forcing Fairfax drive traffic to make a lane change to access EB Lee
Hwy in a short distance, there is a potential safety issue due to weaving. (Arlington County Staff
Comment No. 41, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p. 7-29)

The new intersection configurations have been analyzed from both traffic operations
and safety perspectives. Currently, traffic from the off-ramp has to make one lane
change to go through the intersection. But in the proposed design, traffic from the offramp does not need make lane changes to turn left or go through. Also, traffic from
Fairfax Dr will make the same number of lane changes as of today to turn left or go
through. Therefore, the proposed design will reduce the necessary lane changes at this
approach and enhance the safety.

In July 2015, the County performed a VISSIM (not Synchro) analysis on the operation of the two
signals at Lee Hwy and Fairfax Dr/Washington Blvd. Based on the results, the protected left-turn
phasing improves operations as shown in the concept previously provided to VDOT. The operation and
maintenance of the signal is under Arlington County and as such the County should have final
disposition on the mode of operation. The left-turn lane is anticipated to be lengthened by removing
most of the “southbound” left-turn lane onto Fairfax Drive (removing the bridge median).

VDOT will continue to engage Arlington County and affected stakeholders as the final
design for the Exit 69 ramp configuration and intersection improvements are advanced.

Additionally, the County anticipates that the two signals will be a full re-build to County specs
including new mast arms, cabinets, detection, etc including ADA standards. (Arlington County Staff
Comment No. 42, PFI Widening Plans)
Arlington County Department of Community Planning, Housing and Development, Planning
Division
Arlington County would like to achieve a design that is appropriate for the urban context and the
gateway designation for this general area by both the EFC Area Plan and the wayfinding study. The
concept design shown in the EA documents does not reflect the materiality or style of the surrounding
area and may be appropriate for crossings in more natural areas than in this location. (Arlington
County Staff Comment No. 43, W&OD Trail Bridge)

A.3.30

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The large concrete support beams may block views along Lee Highway and to the east and west into
the proposed open spaces as designated in the EFC Area Plan. These elements, as well as low
clearance points below portions of the bridge, may also restrict access and limit the functionality of the
planned open spaces. Arlington County would want to ensure that the bridge structure does not
completely bifurcate the planned open spaces on each side of Lee Highway. (Arlington County Staff
Comment No. 44, W&OD Trail Bridge)
The offset alignment designed to alleviate conflicts with the overhead powerlines may impact the
feasibility of redevelopment for the parcel south of the bridge along the east side of Lee Highway, and
may require a larger building setback than envisioned by the EFC Area Plan (see site C, page 51).
(Arlington County Staff Comment No. 45, W&OD Trail Bridge)

Please see response to comment A.2.14. Since the November 2016 release of the EA,
VDOT has worked closely with Arlington County, the City of Falls Church, the
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and the State Historic Preservation Office,
the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, to advance the development of this
component of the Build Alternative. VDOT remains committed to continued
coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the community, to identify a contextsensitive design solution for the W&OD trail improvements and to ensure that these
improvements do not preclude future planned changes for the regional trail network or
surrounding area.

Arlington County would like to actively participate in future discussions with VDOT, community
stakeholders, and the City of Falls Church, on the design of the proposed bridge to achieve a design
befitting this urban, gateway location, that meets the bicycling and pedestrian needs, and is
maintainable. (Arlington County Staff Comment No. 46, W&OD Trail Bridge)
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A.4.1

Miscellaneous

Comment
The City of Falls Church appreciates VDOT efforts to improve “on and off” I-66 traffic to West Falls
Church Metro Station and reducing diversion traffic onto Rt. 7 as result of the inside the Beltway
Transform I-66 project and specifically this additional access slip ramp. Additionally, the proactive
outreach to the City is very much appreciated. The City is supportive of VDOT’s funding transfer
request to further the NEPA and scope development.

Response
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

The City of Falls Church is engaged in a planning effort looking at the future of the George Mason
High School Campus. Conceptually, the City is planning for a new multi-story high school, with as
much as 10 acres of new transit oriented commercial development on the campus. The City’s planning
effort is funded in part through a COG Transportation Land-use Connections (TLC) grant, specifically
to look at transit and multi-modal access to and through the GMHS campus. Given importance of this
City area planning we seek to be actively engaged in the VDOT design effort for this Transform I66
Inside the Beltway component for additional access point as well as the overall widening project.
With any changes to access to the West Falls Church Metro Station from I-66, the City will seek to
ensure the following:
1.
Cindy L.
Mester

City of Falls
Church, Assistant
City Manager

2.
A.4.2

Other Projects

3.
4.
5.
6.

That any proposed change does not harm transit and multi-modal access to the GMHS campus
(consistent with City’s previously submitted NEPA responses);
Any proposal does not negatively affect the safety and operations of the high and middle
schools adjacent to this project;
That the design is consistent with the recommendations coming out of the current TLC study;
There is no reduction in transit service and transit access along the Haycock and Broad Street
(Route 7) routes.
There is no reduction in access between I-66 and Route 7 (including to/from future express
lanes).
The design takes into consideration the Rt. 7 Transit Alternative Analysis which is currently
underway;

VDOT has proposed a direct access route from eastbound I-66 to the West Falls Church
Metro Station at Route 7 as a Transportation Management Plan strategy for the
Transform I-66; Inside the Beltway improvement program.
These proposed
improvements consist of constructing a new connector ramp (or slip ramp) between the
I-66 EB Exit 66 off-ramp to Route 7 and the entrance ramp from eastbound Route 7 to
the EB I-66 collector-distributor (C-D) road that is adjacent to the Metro parking
garage, auxiliary lanes at EB I-66 Exit 66, roadway guide signs, drainage, pavement
markings. These improvements would have independent utility in addressing specific
needs that are separate from those identified in the EA.
VDOT is developing the design and evaluating these improvements independently from
the eastbound widening project and any potential impacts would be addressed as part of
a separate evaluation.

The City Council requests that VDOT provide them a future project briefing, at the appropriate design
stage, in order to receive direct City input for incorporation into the design-build process.
And lastly, we would propose that while VDOT is studying access to the West Falls Church Metro
station from I-66, there may a future opportunity for direct bus access through the existing campus,
possibly in exchange for conveying the current “ring road” land back to the City (this land was
conveyed by the City to WMATA in the 1980’s.)
We look forward to working together on this additional component.
A.4.3

Barbara
Rudnick

Environmental
Protection
Agency, Region
III, Office of
Environmental
Programs, NEPA
Team Leader

A.5.1

Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous

Thanks again for the advance coordination opportunity. If you have any questions please don’t hesitate
to contact me at cmester@fallschurchva.gov .
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and reviewed the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for I-66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening, located in Fairfax and Arlington
Counties, VA. EPA has reviewed this project in conjunction with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, and the Council of Environmental
Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). The study was developed by the Virginia
Department of Transportation (VDOT) in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). The proposed project would include construction of one additional lane in the eastbound
direction for a total of 3.3 miles. The purpose and need for the proposed action is to reduce congestion,
improve traffic operations, and safety.
The EA considered two alternatives, the no action and the proposed action alternative. The build
alternative impacts 342 noise receptors, 137.5 linear feet of stream, 0.6 acres of wetlands, 12.04 acres
of wooded areas, and 0.39 acres of floodplain.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Responses to the issues identified for further discussion are provided in the sections that
follow.

While the EA briefly explains the project history and resources present and includes more detailed
technical reports, we suggest that additional discussion be provided within the EA to enable the reader
to better understand the project and potential impacts related to the following: alternatives, functions
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Name

Affiliation

No.

A.5.2

A.5.3

Topic

Alternatives

Comment
of the wetland resources and potential losses of these functions, water quality protective measures and
cumulative impacts.



We recommend a summary of alternative locations for expansion or ways to address congestion
and safety that were considered be documented in the study, with rationale for dismissal.



It is recommended that the information on aquatic resources included in the EA appendices be
summarized in the body of the document. Information included in the datasheets could be used to
explain the type and functions of the resources.



We suggest that VDOT consider a more comprehensive array of storm water management controls
including swales, filter strips and other low impact infiltration practices and also consider retrofit
enhancements of existing storm water management controls in order to bring them to current
standards.

Environmental
Considerations


The cumulative impact analysis begins with the completion of I-66. It would be helpful to provide a
description of the study area prior to the construction highway. Also, more information from the
technical report could be carried into the body of the EA to help the reader understand the
conclusions of the cumulative impact study.

Interagency collaboration has been effective for the project development. While there has been
coordination regarding threatened and endangered species with state and federal agencies, we
recommend that the next steps in coordination be included in the EA. We suggest that the project team
continue efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to the human and natural environments.

Response

Section 2.1 of the EA describes how the evaluation of a single-lane widening
alternative was the only Build Alternative evaluated in detail to address the identified
Purpose and Need. The evaluation of one build alternative in detail is consistent with
FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance For Preparing and Processing
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents.
The preliminary design for the Build Alternative was developed to avoid impacts, while
addressing the identified Purpose and Need, as much as possible. In order to limit the
extent of impacts associated with the Build Alternative, the widening would occur to
the inside of the roadway median as much as possible. As the design for the Build
Alternative is refined, further opportunities for avoidance and minimization of impacts
may be identified.
Section 3.11 of the EA provides a general description of the streams and wetlands that
are present within the study area. A majority of the wetlands identified within the study
area are palustrine emergent wetlands that are incorporated into stormwater
management facilities functioning to retain highway pollutants. The presence of
streams and their existing conditions in the study area are described in Sections 3.11
and 3.12 of the EA.
Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands within the study area will likely be the result of
the modification of existing stormwater management facilities or the implementation of
new BMPs. As a result, these impacts are not anticipated to substantially alter the
primary functions of the existing wetlands present in the study area.
The
implementation of stormwater management measures will reduce or detain discharge
volumes and remove sediments and other pollutants, thus avoiding substantial further
degradation of streams in the project vicinity.
As the design for the Build Alternative advances, a variety of stormwater management
measures, such as detention basins, vegetative controls, and other measures, including
underground BMPs, may be considered for implementation, beyond the storm water
management infrastructure identified in the preliminary design plans.
The Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report documents the past and
present actions that have occurred in the indirect effects and cumulative impacts study
areas. These impacts are considered in relative combination with the anticipated
impacts of the Build Alternative to determine overall accumulation of impacts occurring
in the cumulative impacts study areas. This overall impact is summarized in the EA,
but is supported by the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. This
technical report builds upon a detailed description of past actions dating back to 1983.
Consistent with FHWA’s initiatives to keep NEPA documents brief and readable, this
information has been retained in the technical report to reduce the size of the EA
document.
VDOT appreciates the willingness of the Environmental Protection Agency to serve in
a Cooperating Agency role in the review and development the EA for Transform I-66:
Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project advances. VDOT looks forward to
future opportunities to engage in interagency collaboration. In developing the
preliminary design for the Build Alternative, efforts have been made to reduce the
roadway footprint and minimize the impacts of the proposed widening. As the design
for the project advances, practicable avoidance and minimization measures will be
considered to further limit the anticipated impacts associated with the project.
With regard to federally listed threatened and endangered species, as described in the
response to Comment A.1.2,, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has completed the
appropriate coordination and due diligence under Section 7 of the ESA and no further
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No.

A.5.4

Dan Schwartz

Northern Virginia
Soil and Water
Conservation
District

A.6.1

Topic

Comment

Miscellaneous

We appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments. We look forward to continued involvement in
assessments done in compliance with NEPA and continued discussion of project development through
the interagency process. If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments, please feel
free to contact Barbara Okorn at (215) 814-3330.

Environmental
Considerations

Response
action or coordination is required.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

I was recently looking at the I-66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening Project and comparing it to Comparing the information provided with that included in the Hazardous Materials
the Arlington County Geology maps. In the Eastbound Widening Environmental Assessment in section Technical Memorandum as well as the information summarized in the EA (Section
3.16 (Hazardous Materials), it states that there is no Naturally Occurring Asbestos mapped in the soils 3.16.2), it does not appear that additional studies are warranted based on:
anywhere within the study area. The Arlington County Geology Map (available online:
 It appears that No Naturally Occurring Asbestos has been mapped in the soils
http://gis.arlingtonva.us/Maps/Standard_Maps/Environmental_Maps/Geology.pdf) shows two small
within the project study area.
areas of actinolite schist (CZu on the map's legend) bordering I-66 on both sides of the N. Ohio St
 The two mapped areas with bedrock that may contain asbestiform minerals
overpass. Actinolite is a type of mineral that can contain asbestos fibers. It's true that the soils map
(actinolite schist CZu) appear very small.
doesn't show any asbestos soils in this area, but as someone who has helped make the Fairfax soils

In comparison with the preliminary design plans, the two mapped areas appear
map, I can vouch that soil maps are very general and will often miss small areas of differing rock and
either outside the project limits of disturbance altogether or outside areas of
soil. I don't know if any of this actinolite schist underlies areas that will be disturbed during the
proposed construction excavations for new lanes and structures (bridges, retaining
construction, and frankly the geology map almost certainly isn't detailed enough to show the rock
walls, etc).
borders with a high level of precision, but it is possible that pockets of Actinolite Schist could be found
Furthermore,
the EA specifies that any additional hazardous material sites discovered
within the project's limits of clearing, and it's also possible that this rock could contain asbestos. Since
during
construction
of the Project would be characterized and the site remediated in
it is a very small area, perhaps some testing of the rock and soil in the vicinity could be done to see if
compliance
with
all
applicable
federal, state, and local regulations.
asbestos is or is not within the limits of clearing and grading.
The Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance (the Alliance) welcomes the opportunity to offer
comments on the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project.
The Alliance has long supported increasing I-66 capacity both inside and outside the Beltway as
essential to improving long term mobility in the corridor and the region. The construction of a third
eastbound lane to mirror the existing third westbound lane inside the Beltway is essential to achieving
that goal.
The need to add a third eastbound lane to reduce congestion and improve safety in the corridor is
obvious.
The Environmental Assessment shows that currently –

A.7.1

Nancy H.
Smith

Purpose and Need

Northern Virginia
Transportation
Alliance, Policy
Director






A.7.2

Alternatives

The two existing eastbound travel lanes are fed by up to seven travel origins and multiple pinch
points exist that create points of severe congestion, most notably the intersection of the Dulles
Connector Road and I-66 where the two-lane connector road joins with two travel lanes on I-66.
Average daily traffic volumes on I-66 between the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive
regularly far exceed the desirable capacity for road type.
Existing traffic volumes remain generally consistent throughout both the morning and afternoon
peak travel periods, exceeding the existing capacity of the roadway.
The corridor exhibits traffic volumes beyond the current road capacity consistently throughout the
average weekday, at all times of the year, including weekends.

Compared to the statewide average for interstate facilities, I-66 inside the Beltway has approximately
21% greater crash rate, predominantly rear-end crashed associated with congestion.
The Environmental Assessment also shows that conditions in 2025 and 2040 worsen, despite all other
planned multi-modal improvements in the corridor. Additionally, as shown in the 2012 Multi-modal
study of the corridor, the full benefits of the planned multi-modal improvements will not be realized
until a third eastbound travel lane is constructed.
The Alliance supports the build alternative and believes that the addition of a third eastbound lane will:



As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.

As described in Section 2.3 of the EA, the Build Alternative would effectively address
the measures evaluated against the identified elements of need. The implementation of
the Build Alternative would exceed the effectiveness of a No Build Alternative
condition in addressing these needs, most notably in the immediate future.

Reduce congestion and improve travel time throughout the day and weekend.
Benefit adjacent communities by reducing traffic diversion in the surrounding neighborhoods and
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Affiliation
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Comment
bringing new sounds walls along the corridor.
 Provide safer WO&D and Custis trail access.
 Enhance current and planned multi-modal investments in the corridor.
 Improve access to jobs by making Arlington jobs more accessible to more workers throughout the
region.
 Improve regional connectively and national security by increasing capacity on one of only two
interstates that lead into the nation’s Capital.

Response

Today, I-66 inside the Beltway is one of the region’s most congested and unreliable corridors. Planned
multi-modal improvements and peak direction AM/PM tolling will give solo drivers an important
option and eliminate HOV violators. However, without the addition of a third lane eastbound,
congestion and unreliable travel conditions will continue to exist throughout the day and weekend. The
acceleration of the construction of a third eastbound lane now solves this problem sooner rather than
later.
The Alliance very appreciates the opportunity to provide this input and applauds the Virginia
Department of Transportation for moving forward with this very important project.
VDOT has performed preliminary database reviews to determine the Project’s potential
effects on threatened and endangered (T&E) species, indicating that the following
federally listed T&E species may occur within the Project area: Myotis septentrionalis
(northern long-eared bat) and Haliaeetus leucocephalus (bald eagle).

Alison
Whitlock

U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service,
VDOT Liaison

A.8.1

Environmental
Considerations

I looked at the EA in light of the ESA review and would concur with the findings as presented.

In August 2016, the USFWS concurred with a “may affect” determination for the
northern long-eared bat, relying on the findings of the Programmatic Biological
Opinion for the Final 4(d) Rule on the northern long-eared bat for the proposed Project.
However, the Project is within a highly-developed urban area, which the USFWS
indicates is extremely unlikely to be suitable NLEB habitat.
The project is not expected to affect bald eagles because there are no bald eagle
concentration areas along the project corridor and the nearest nest is well over 660 feet
from the proposed right of way.
As a result, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has completed the appropriate coordination
and due diligence under Section 7 of the ESA and no further action or coordination is
required.

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX BOARD OF SUPERVISORS LETTER
A.9.1

Leonard
Wolfenstein

Fairfax County,
Department of
Transportation,
Planning Section
Chief

A.9.2

Miscellaneous

Noise

On January 24, 2017 the Board of Supervisors endorsed the comments below on the Environmental
Assessment and Technical Reports for the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening
Project.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Environmental Comments:
Noise:
This project is replacing a number of deteriorated metal noise walls, and the Board is supportive of
these needed replacements. The Board encourages VDOT to consider aesthetics when designing all
noise walls.

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. A detailed final
design noise analysis will be completed as part of the project. The detailed noise
analysis will also include a reanalysis of the CNE B area. Please be assured that all the
environmental concerns, including noise impacts, will be comprehensively studied in
the final noise analysis. Every consideration will be given to the construction of noise
barriers where such measures are warranted and meet Federal and VDOT criteria.

The Preliminary Noise Analysis findings show that for the I-66 Eastbound segment between Haycock
Road and Great Falls Street, implementation of a noise wall was determined to be "not feasible." In
addition, for another location on I-66 westbound, between Haycock Road and Great Falls Street, the
noise wall was determined "feasible, but not reasonable." "Not feasible" means that fewer than half of
the impacted receptors would benefit from the barrier, and, therefore, a barrier is not considered
further for implementation. "Not reasonable" refers to a limiting factor with regard to its cost
effectiveness. While we understand that there are state-established guidelines that govern the
determination of whether noise walls can be included as part of the project, we would like to make sure
that the interpretation of those guidelines is such that County residents obtain the maximum benefit
possible. With respect to the noise analysis findings, we offer detailed comments below.

For areas were noise barriers are shown not to meet the Federal and VDOT criteria,
VDOT would consider planting trees to provide a visual screening. Unfortunately, the
suggested recommendation to provide acoustical insulation by means of sound abating
windows is not applicable for residential homes. Consistent with the Federal Noise
Regulations and State Noise Policy, for residential homes, noise mitigation is provided
to areas of outdoor frequent use. The option to provide acoustical insulation to buildings
is mainly applicable to public and institutional use buildings where interior noise levels
are evaluated.

Revised Environmental Assessment
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 Four of the project's Common Noise Environments (CNEs) are at least in part located in Fairfax
County. Two (CNE R and CNE S) are located north of I-66 (where no changes to the highway are
being proposed) while two (CNE B and CNE C) are located to the south of the highway, adjacent
to the portion of the highway that would undergo the proposed widening. The existing metal
barrier protecting CNE C would be replaced, while the existing barrier protecting much of the
portion of CNE R that is located in Fairfax County would be retained (but not extended). No
barriers would be provided for CNE B (due to feasibility) or CNE S (due to cost-effectiveness).
 For CNE B, the Preliminary Noise Analysis identifies seven receptors that would be considered to
be impacted by the project (due to the magnitude of the modeled increase in noise). Only three of
those receptors, though, would be benefited by a 30-foot high noise barrier that has been modeled
for this CNE. Since fewer than half of the impacted receptors would be benefited by the barrier, the
barrier has been determined to be "not feasible," and would, therefore, not be considered further
for implementation. It is noteworthy that all four of the non-benefitted receptors (B01, B02, B06
and B29) would be located near either end of the modeled barrier; each of these receptors would,
to some extent, be directly exposed to noise from the highway (for B29, through the gap that would
remain between the B1 and CI barriers, and for the other three receptors, from noise exposures
from the northwest). Consideration should be given to extending the barrier for short distances to
the south at both ends to close these gaps (even if the extensions would occur under bridge
crossings). We recognize that this concept would be complicated by the presence of the bridge
crossings of Haycock Road and Great Falls Road and that there may be no way to provide
additional coverage for receptor B02, but if only one of these four receptors could have added
protection such that the noise reduction would be 5 dB or more, the barrier would then be
considered to be feasible. The Board would like to explore whether there is there any potential for
such a design solution to the feasibility issue.
 If the above suggestion is pursued, it would then raise a question as to whether barrier B1 would
need to be 30 feet high to satisfy the feasibility criterion, as it is clear that a 30 foot high barrier
would fail the cost-effectiveness reasonableness criterion. The Board would like to explore if there
is there any way to provide for a barrier for this CNE that would meet both the feasibility and
reasonableness criteria.

Response
regarding their desire for the proposed noise barrier. The benefitted property owners are
given 21 calendar days to respond, and in some situation a second solicitation may be
required depending on the results of the first solicitation. For the purpose of meeting the
project schedule and budget there are no provisions currently in place for a community
that changes its mind regarding their barrier voting decision.

Ultimately, the Board believes the gaps in the noise walls along I-66 in Fairfax County should be
addressed.

A.9.3

Environmental
Considerations

Stormwater Management
The EA states: "Stormwater management measures, such as detention basins, vegetative controls, and
other measures, including underground BMPs, will be implemented in accordance with Federal, state,
and local regulations to minimize potential water quality impacts. " No stormwater management
facilities are identified, and the extent to which solutions have been identified is unclear. However,
page 7 of the Natural Resources Technical Report indicates that estimated limits of disturbance for the
project were developed in consideration of stormwater management facilities. The Board would like to
know if specific strategies have been identified.

Most of the project would be pursued in the Four Mile Run watershed. The County's Public Facilities
Manual requires, for projects in this watershed, the provision of detention for the 100-year design
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The LOD established for the Build Alternative is based on the preliminary design and
anticipated construction limits for the project. The LOD has been developed to include
both temporary and permanent impacts, including potential stormwater management
facilities and construction access. Stormwater management facilities have been
preliminarily designed to retain and discharge stormwater runoff to pre-development
levels at non erosive velocities and the outfall locations will include rip rap as necessary
to prevent scouring. The stormwater management facilities will also provide water
quality control by treating impervious surfaces. The preliminary locations for
stormwater retention infrastructure may be refined as the Build Alternative design
advances.
Nevertheless, VDOT remains committed to ensuring applicable stormwater
management and pollution control measures are implemented as part of the project, in
accordance with the most up-to-date federal and state regulations and with potential
consideration given to new technologies or state of the art practices that may be less
intrusive but just as effective. As the design for the Build Alternative advances, a
variety of stormwater management measures, such as detention basins, vegetative
controls, and other measures, including underground BMPs, may be considered for
implementation, beyond the storm water management infrastructure identified in the
preliminary design plans.
As documented in Section 3.13 of the EA, The design for the Build Alternative will be
advanced consistent with federal policies and procedures for the location and hydraulic
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A.9.4

Topic

Traffic Analysis

Comment
storm. The Board believes that VDOT should follow these requirements for the I-66 project.

Response
design of highway encroachments on floodplains.

The Board encourages VDOT to respect the existing drainage divide and consider multiple
BMP's/green infrastructure ("treatment train") to provide water quality and quantity benefits, and
recommends that VDOT coordinate with Fairfax County Stormwater Planning Division with regard to
stormwater management issues.

Stormwater management measures will be implemented in accordance with Federal,
state, and local regulations to minimize potential impacts to retain and treat pollutants
prior to discharge into surrounding waterbodies

Tree Clearing and Landscaping
VDOT should incorporate tree planting and ecologically-beneficial natural landscaping concepts into
the project design, where compatible with other highway design requirements and public safety.

As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.

Transportation Comments:
As seen in the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, future forecasts demonstrate degraded
signalized intersection performance on Route 7, in the vicinity of I-66. In interim year 2025, signalized
intersections on Leesburg Pike (Route 1)1 Pimmit Drive and Leesburg Pike (Route 1)/Idylwood Road
demonstrate degraded traffic operations when comparing the "Build" condition to the "No-Build"
condition. However, by 2040, the traffic conditions on Route 7 are shown to improve as compared to
the 2025 conditions. The baseline assumptions for 2040 include overall corridor improvements such as:
changes from HOV-2+ to HOV-3+ throughout the region, I-66 westbound spot improvements; new and
enhanced "Priority Bus" services on I-66, US 29, and US 50; Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) elements from the I-66 Transit/ TDM Study; and Metrorail core capacity improvements.

Based on the VISSIM results, the operations and LOS on Route 7 and intersections
remain similar between No Build and Build Alternative scenarios. However, VDOT
would work with localities such as Fairfax County, as necessary, to identify future
needs for projects in the regional roadway network, beyond the scope of this project.

Given the numerous variables in future traffic conditions, the Board requests that intersections
identified as problematic in the future be monitored on a regular basis after the I-66 project is
constructed. Such an analysis would evaluate how traffic patterns may have changed as various
improvements in the corridor are implemented. Should localized problems be identified, the Board
believes that the toll revenues should be eligible to be used for mitigation measures at those
intersections.
A.9.5

A.9.6

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Finally, we fully support including the bridge on the W&OD regional trail over Route 29 in this
project. Doing so will be a significant improvement and will make it easier for bicycle commuters who
use this trail.

Please see the response to comment A.2.14 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail
over Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard into the Build Alternative design.

Miscellaneous

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to working with you to implement this
important transportation improvement. If you have any questions or need additional information,
please contact Tom Biesiadny, Director of Fairfax County's Department of Transportation at (703)
877-5663 or me at (703) 324-2321.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
VDOT appreciates the willingness of Fairfax County to serve as a Participating Agency
in the review and development the EA and their continued collaboration as the
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project advances.

FAIRFAX COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND COUNTY STAFF
COMMENT MATRIX

A.9.7

Traffic Analysis

TRANSPORTATION
Table 2-1. Measures used should look at person throughput, not only vehicle throughput. The primary
goal should be to carry more people through the corridor with less vehicles. (Fairfax County Staff
Comment No. 2. Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p. 2-25)
Since the concessionaire for Outside the Beltway project is optioning to allow trucks to utilize the I-66
tolling lanes, will this require that these trucks divert to I-495 North and South to avoid using I-66
inside the beltway segment? (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 3. Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 3-55)

A.9.8

Miscellaneous

Are there any recommendations/ plans/ initiatives to mitigate SOV violators during the restricted
periods? Is infra-red detection a reality to thwart the violators? What is the current estimate of
violators per restricted period (Fairfax County Staff Comment No.4, General)

Revised Environmental Assessment

This study is for the eastbound widening project, which aims to provide additional
capacity for vehicular traffic, improve traffic operations, reduce congestion, and address
safety. The measures of effectiveness identified in the Traffic Analysis Technical
Report and summarized in Table 2-1 of the EA are considered to be appropriate tools
for evaluating
The truck restriction policy for the Transform I-66: Outside the Beltway has not been
fully defined. However, as detailed in Section 3.1.1 and 6.1.2 of the Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report, trucks with more than four wheels are prohibited from
using I-66 east of the I-495 Capital Beltway. This restriction was assumed as part of all
scenarios considered in the traffic analysis and there are currently no plans to change
this rule.
Enforcement will be manual similar to the existing Express Lanes systems in the region.
However, the manual enforcement will be aided with indicator beacons at the gantry
that will differentiate the settings of the transponder between HOV and SOV. VDOT is
also introducing a hand-held transponder reader that will allow the officer to read the
last setting of the transponder when the vehicle has been pulled over to determine if the
occupancy declaration on the transponder matches the vehicle occupancy.
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A.9.9

Design

A.9.10

Traffic Analysis

Comment
Is there a consistent shoulder width planned for eastbound on I-66 throughout the project? Will buses
have the option to skirt heavy traffic by using the shoulder at speeds not above 25 mph? (Fairfax county
Staff Comment No. 5, General)
Please state the facts and or reasoning that traffic conditions on Route 7 appear to be better in the
Build condition for year 2040, then 2025? A previous Power Point presented some reasoning, such as
increase Priority Busing, TDMs and Spot Improvements, etc. This was not found in the Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report? (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 6, General)

Response

Were the traffic volumes used for the I-66 analysis compatible with the I-66 traffic volumes for the
Outside the Beltway project for all the scenarios examined? (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 7,
General)

When performing travel demand forecasting and post-processing, the projected traffic
volumes of both projects were compared to ensure the results are comparable within
reasonable ranges.

Appendix I: Regarding nodes 666602, 666603, and 666604, the PM Peak Hour LOS and Delay is
reported as the same for all scenarios (for year 2025 and 2040- Build and No-Build) Are these LOS
and Delay results correct? (Fairfax County Staff Comments No. 8, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report)

The results for these intersections are correct.
666602: 2025 NB PM - 111.3, 2025 B PM - 89.4
666603: 2025 NB PM - 257.4, 2025 B PM - 130.7
666604: 2025 NB PM - 215.2, 2025 B PM - 178.8
666602: 2040 NB PM - 111.7, 2025 B PM - 123,8
666603: 2040 NB PM - 117.5, 2025 B PM - 186.5
666604: 2040 NB PM - 160.2, 2025 B PM - 248.3

Appendix J; Please check spelling used on the Charts (Fairfax County Staff Comments No. 9, Traffic
and Transportation Technical Report)

The Traffic and Transportation Technical Report (TaTTR) will be reviewed for spelling
and grammatical errors prior to being finalized.

In the second paragraph, it is noted that “The select link runs were done on the I-66 outside the
Beltway model which has both I-66 inside the Beltway and I-66 outside the Beltway projects in the
future Build alternative.” It appears however that the Figures 4.9 through 4.12 appears to be identical
with the information presented in the I-66 ITB TTR which is only assuming tolling and without EB
widening for I-66 ITB. If the select link was performed not using the latest I-66 ITB assumption
reflecting the EB widening than please explain. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 10, Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report, p. 4-10)

Section 4.3 shows the existing year origin and destination patterns, which is identical
with the ones in the I-66 ITB TaTTR.

Please include the turning movement volumes. It appears that the appendices do not include the
volumes. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 11, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p. 4-29)

Turning movement volume (TMV) tables of adjacent intersections are included in
Appendix F. Diagrams of intersection turning movement volumes will be added in the
updated final TaTTR.

Please clarify if the I-66 westbound widening between Dulles Connector Road and Washington Blvd
from three to four lanes have been also assumed for any of the future No-Build conditions. (Fairfax
County Staff Comment No. 12, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p. 6-1)

Yes, the westbound widening between the Dulles Connector Road and Washington
Blvd has been included in all future scenarios (No Build Alternative and Build
Alternative).

In the second paragraph, it is noted that “The 2040 Build conditions will also include improvements to
westbound I-66 between the Sycamore Street off-ramp and the Washington Boulevard on-ramp.”
Please explain why the same assumption was not applied for the 2040 No-Build condition. (Fairfax
County Staff Comment No. 13, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p.6-2)

This is I-66 Spot Improvement #4 project, which is included as a part of this project in
the CLRP and VDOT's program. It will be implemented between 2025 and 2040 per
CLRP and VDOT program.

For Figures 6.1 to 6.3, please clarify the reason for significant volume increase for I-66 westbound
mainline compared to the existing condition. Would the I-66 westbound spot 3 widening be the main
reason even though HOT-3 restrictions will be incorporated? Please also note that the volumes are
demand volume and not the throughput volume. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 14, Traffic and
Transportation Technical Report, p. 6-3 to 6-5)
For Figures 6.4 to 6.7, please include the throughput volume side by side for comparison purpose with
the depicted demand volume. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 15, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-6 to 6-7)
It is noted that the following intersections will deteriorate from an acceptable LOS (A to D) to LOS E
or F in the Build scenario when compared to the No-Build scenario:



Leesburg Pike (Route 7)/Pimmite Drive
US 29/Fairfax Drive/Washington Blvd
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The bus on shoulder initiative was postponed at the onset of construction for the tolling
project. VDOT, working with MWCOG, plans to cancel the bus on shoulder initiative.
Based on the VISSIM results, the operations and LOS on Route 7 and intersections
remain similar between No Build and Build Alternative scenarios.

Traffic volumes on WB mainline in 2025 scenarios would not have significant increases
as compared to the existing conditions on most of locations. Please check the Figures
6.1 - 6.3 of 2025 vs. Figures 4.4 - 4.6 of the existing year. Only the segments west of
Westmoreland Dr on-ramp, which is primarily because the Spot #3 widening project.
For most of others locations, the increases in WB mainline volumes would be less than
100 vehicles per hour. Demand volumes will be added in all figures and text.
The purpose of Figures 6.4 - 6.7 is to compare the forecasting demand between No
Build and Build scenarios. Figures 6.15, 6.16, 6.24 and 6.25 are intended to compare
the actual throughputs and unserved demand between No Build and Build Alternative
scenarios.
The few intersections that are anticipated to experience degradation in LOS and
intersection delay could be mitigated by optimizing the signal retiming. We will rerun
the VISSIM model with optimized timing at these locations and update the results.
Under the build condition Route 7/ Pimmit Drive intersection will operate equal to or
better than the No Build Alternative condition. Improvements to the off-ramp
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Please provide a detailed reason for the deterioration and what improvement measure need to be
considered to mitigate this impact. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 16, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-30)
In the tables 6.5 and 6.7, please include the turning movement volume. It appears that the appendices
does not include the volumes. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 17, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-32)
It is noted that the following intersection will deteriorate from an acceptable LOS (A to D) to LOS E or
F in the Build scenario when compared to the No-Build scenario:


Route 123/Scotts Crossing Rd/Colshire Drive

Please provide a detailed reason for the deterioration and what improvement measure need to be
considered to mitigate this impact. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 18, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-33)

The few intersections that are anticipated to experience degradation in LOS and
intersection delay could be mitigated by optimizing the signal retiming. The VISSIM
model will be rerun with optimized timing at these locations and the results updated.
Under the build condition Route 123/ Scotts Crossing/Colshire Drive intersection will
operate equal to or better than the No Build condition.

Will change to "demand volumes" in the text and figures/tables.

For Figures 6.33 to 6.36, please include the throughput volume side by side for comparison purpose
with the depicted demand volume. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 20, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-44 to 6-45)

The purpose of Figures 6.4 - 6.7 is to compare the forecasting demand between No
Build and Build scenarios. Figures 6.15, 6.16, 6.24 and 6.25 are intended to compare
the actual throughputs and unserved demand between No Build and Build Alternative
scenarios.

Please provide a detailed reason for the deterioration and what improvement measure need to be
considered to mitigate this impact. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 21, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-66 and 6-69)

Environmental
Considerations

TMV tables will be included for arterial intersections in appendix of the updated final
TaTTR.

Please note that the volumes are demand volume and not the throughput volume. (Fairfax County Staff
Comment No. 19, Traffic and Transportation Technical Report, p. 6-41 to 6-43)

It is noted that the few intersection will deteriorate from an acceptable LOS (A to D) to LOS E or F in
the Build scenario when compared to the No-Build scenario:

A.9.11

Response
intersection are proposed at the US 29/Fairfax Drive / Washington Boulevard as part of
the Build Alternative.

On page 6-66, in 2040 AM, all intersections will have the same or better LOS.
On page 6-70, in 2040 PM, the intersections on Route7 will have further deterioration
in LOS. A Route 7 connector ramp study is underway, which is expected to reduce the
congestions at the Haycock intersection.

In Figures 6.45 and 6.53, there are several segments showing high percentage of unserved demand.
The impact of the diversion for the unserved demand volume to other parallel roadway facilities will
need to be assessed in detailed. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 22, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p. 6-55)

In Figures 6.45 and 5.53, the unserved demands are about 6% and 10%. Due to Route 7
arterial congestions, traffic is not able to enter to the freeway resulting in unserved
demand.

Several intersections listed are anticipated to experience a degradation in traffic operations. Please
provide a detailed reason for the deterioration and what improvement measure need [sic] to be
considered to mitigate this impact. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 23, Traffic and Transportation
Technical Report, p.6-72)

The few intersections that are anticipated to experience degradation in LOS and
intersection delay could be mitigated by optimizing the signal timing. The Synchro
results will be updated to address discrepancies/typographical errors in Tables 6-68 and
6-71 and Figures 6-57 and 6-58 will be revised in the final report.

ENVIRONMENTAL
Section 3-6. While the report for Environmental Justice was prepared for the EA, Title VI also requires
a separate Title VI analysis be undertaken that assesses the impact of the project on Title VI defined
populations which has different populations identified under the Environmental Justice Executive
Order. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 25, Socioeconomics and Land Use Technical Report, p. 348)

As described in Section 3.6 of the EA, FHWA’s Title VI Program encompasses the
Title VI statue of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, in addition to other nondiscrimination
statues and authorities. The Environmental Justice analysis prepared to support the EA
is consistent with the definitions, methodologies, and guidance provided in Executive
Order 12898; the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Environmental Justice
Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (1997); US Department of
Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2(a) Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (2012 revision); FHWA EJ Order
6640.23A FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations (2012); FHWA memorandum Guidance on
Environmental Justice and NEPA (2011); and the FHWA Environmental Justice
Reference Guide (2015). The strategies developed under Executive Order 12898 and
the USDOT/FHWA policies on EJ take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify
and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal transportation
projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the
greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, while ensuring EJ communities are
proactively provided meaningful opportunities for public participation in project
development and decision-making. The project will not cause disproportionately high
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Response
and adverse effects to EJ populations and Title VI populations.

Cultural Resources

Section 3.7.1 Archaeological Resources. While the report indicates that no archaeological materials or
features were observed during pedestrian and shovel testing, the proximity of the corridor to Union
Camp (Civil War Encampment) site in Falls Church may indicate the presence of subsurface
archaeological resources that would need to be documented during the excavation phase of the project.
(Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 26, Archaeological Management Summary, p. 3-51)

Based on the findings of the archaeological survey work and concurrence received from
the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), the State Historic Preservation
Office, no further archaeological work is recommended. Any unforeseen discoveries
would be coordinated with VDHR to be documented and addressed as appropriate.

Four of the project’s Common Noise Environments (CNEs) are at least in part located in Fairfax
County. Two (CNE R and CNE S) are located north of I-66 (where no changes to the highway are being
proposed) while two (CNE B and CNE C) are located to the south of the highway, adjacent to the
portion of the highway that would undergo the proposed widening. The existing metal barrier
protecting CNE C would be replaced, while the existing barrier protecting much of the portion of CNE
R that is located in Fairfax County would be retained (but not extended). No barriers would be
provided for CNE B (due to feasibility) or CNE S (due to cost-effectiveness). (Fairfax County Staff
Comment No. 27, Preliminary Noise Analysis)

A.9.13

Noise

For CNE B, the Preliminary Noise Analysis identifies seven receptors that would be considered to be
impacted by the project (due to the magnitude of the modeled increase in noise). Only three of those
receptors, though, would be benefited by a 30-foot high noise barrier that has been modeled for this
CNE. Because fewer than half of the impacted receptors would be benefited by the barrier, the barrier
has been determined to be “not feasible” and would therefore not be considered further for
implementation. It is noteworthy that all four of the non- benefitted receptors (B01, B02, B06 and B29)
would be located near either end of the modeled barrier; each of these receptors would, to some extent,
be directly exposed to noise from the highway (for B29, through the gap that would remain between the
B1 and C1 barriers, and for the other three receptors, from noise exposures from the northwest).
Consideration should be given to extending the barrier for short distances to the south at both ends in
order to close these gaps (even if the extensions would occur under bridge crossings). I recognize that
this concept would be complicated by the presence of the bridge crossings of Haycock Road and Great
Falls Road and that there may be no way to provide additional coverage for receptor B02, but if only
one of these four receptors could have added protection such that the noise reduction would be 5 dB or
more, the barrier could then be considered to be feasible. Is there any potential for such a design
solution to the feasibility issue? (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 28, Preliminary Noise Analysis)
If the above suggestion could be pursued, it would then raise a question as to whether barrier B1 would
need to be 30 feet high in order to satisfy the feasibility criterion, as it is clear that a 30 foot high
barrier would fail the cost-effectiveness reasonableness criterion. Is there any way to provide for a
barrier for this CNE that would meet both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria? (Fairfax County
Staff Comment No. 29, Preliminary Noise Analysis)
We have expressed concern in at least one previous noise study with the component of VDOT’s
Reasonableness Criteria addressing viewpoints of benefited receptors. As noted on page 19 of the
Preliminary Noise Analysis, benefited receptors would be surveyed as to whether or not they would
favor the construction of the barrier that would provide their benefit. Fifty percent or more of the
respondents must favor the noise abatement measure for it to be considered reasonable. There should
be some provision established for the eventual construction of a noise barrier if/when an affected
community that initially did not support barrier construction would support it. (Fairfax County Staff
Comment No. 30, Preliminary Noise Analysis)

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. A detailed final
design noise analysis will be completed as part of the project. The detailed noise
analysis will also include a reanalysis of the CNE B area. Please be assured that all the
environmental concerns, including noise impacts, will be studied comprehensively in
the final noise analysis. Every consideration will be given to the construction of noise
barriers where such measures are warranted and meet Federal and VDOT criteria.
For areas were noise barriers are shown not to meet the Federal and VDOT criteria,
VDOT would consider planting trees to provide a visual screening. Unfortunately, the
suggested recommendation to provide acoustical insulation by means of sound abating
windows is not applicable for residential homes. Consistent with the Federal Noise
Regulations and State Noise Policy, for residential homes, noise mitigation is provided
to areas of outdoor frequent use. The option to provide acoustical insulation to buildings
is mainly applicable to public and institutional use buildings where interior noise levels
are evaluated.
Regarding the voting process, VDOT solicits input from the benefitted property owners
regarding their desire for the proposed noise barrier. The benefitted property owners are
given 21 calendars to respond, and in some situation a second solicitation may be
required depending on the results of the first solicitation. For the purpose of meeting the
project schedule and budget there are no provisions currently in place for a community
that changes its mind regarding their barrier voting decision.

The main concern is the provision of adequate noise walls and the replacement of existing deteriorated
noise walls. The preliminary noise analysis appears to address these issues. However, a few
neighborhoods that will be impacted by highway noise fall into the category of not feasible and/ or
reasonable, but fall below the thresholds. Additional options should be examined to ameliorate at least
some of the noise issues. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 31, Preliminary Noise Analysis)
In accordance with the criteria mentioned in the Executive Summary, “…noise barriers that were not
considered feasible and reasonable may meet established criteria and be recommended for
construction…thus, any conclusions derived in this report should be considered preliminary in nature
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and subject to change.” staff recommends a reconsideration into exploring options to the preliminary
noise wall location design. One option staff is recommending is for VDOT to explore the possibility of
physically extending certain barriers that could lessen the deleterious effect, by decreasing the gap
between noise barriers. Some receptor sites, are in locations nearest approved noise wall locations and
would provide at least a partial benefit if extended. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 32, Preliminary
Noise Analysis)

Response

In locations with fewer residential units, perhaps innovative noise abatement options could be
explored, such as physically improving the impacted façade of the residential unit with sound abating
windows or siding material. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 33, Preliminary Noise Analysis)
The EA states: “Stormwater management measures, such as detention basins, vegetative controls, and
other measures, including underground BMPs, will be implemented in accordance with Federal, state,
and local regulations to minimize potential water quality impacts.” No stormwater management
facilities are identified, and the extent to which solutions have been identified is unclear. However,
page 7 of the Natural Resources Technical Report indicates that estimated limits of disturbance for the
project were developed in consideration of stormwater management facilities. Have specific strategies
been identified? Would I be correct in assuming that there would not be a potential for the future
identification of stormwater management needs to result in an expansion of the project footprint within
the Fairfax County portion of the project? If not, how would any additional impacts be assessed and
documented? (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 34, Stormwater Management)
The Stormwater Planning Division of the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services has
transmitted comments on this EA. Per those comments, coordination with DPWES-Stormwater is
recommended as stormwater management concepts in the Fairfax County portion of the project area
are developed. DPWES-Stormwater has suggested the provision of multiple BMPs/green infrastructure
elements in sequence (a “treatment train”).

A.9.14

Environmental
Considerations

Please see response to comment A.6.3 regarding stormwater management facilities
identified in the preliminary design.

SWPD has reviewed the I-66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening EA and has just a few comments
regarding the portion of the project within Fairfax County from the Haycock Rd overpass to the
Arlington County border. VDOT plans to add an extra lane to the eastbound side within the existing
ROW. The county’s portion of the project area does not cross any county streams (although the
westbound lane clips a corner of the Four Mile Run RPA). The EA provides no specifics on stormwater
management, but mentions LID and BMPs multiple times. This approach makes sense given the space
constraints on this stretch of I-66. We encourage VDOT to respect the existing drainage divide (Pimmit
Run west of Great Falls St, Four Mile Run east of Great Falls St) and consider multiple BMPs/green
infrastructure elements in sequence (“treatment train”) to provide water quality and quantity benefits.
Coordination with the Stormwater Planning Division is recommended in regard to stormwater
management issues. (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 35, Stormwater Management)
The Stormwater Planning Division of the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services has
transmitted comments on this EA. Per those comments, coordination with DPWES- Stormwater is
recommended as stormwater management concepts in the Fairfax County portion of the project area
are developed. DPWES-Stormwater has suggested the provision of multiple BMPs/green infrastructure
elements in sequence (a “treatment train”). (Fairfax County Staff Comment No. 36, Stormwater
Management)

VDOT looks forward to continuing to work with affected localities, such as Fairfax
County, throughout the project development process, including the development of
detailed stormwater management infrastructure plans.

The EA states: “There are 11.15 acres of wooded and semi-wooded areas within the existing VDOT
right of way and 0.84 acre within areas of temporary easements that may potentially be impacted by the
Build Alternative.” It is possible that some of these impacts could occur within the Fairfax County
portion of the project area. The EA does not indicate whether efforts will be pursued to replant areas
that would need to be cleared (where feasible), although the document does indicate that some extent of
revegetation effort will be pursued through its commitment to avoid using invasive plant species in such
efforts. Consideration should be given to incorporating tree planting into the project design, where
compatible with other highway design requirements and public safety. (Fairfax County Staff Comment
No. 37, Tree Clearing and Landscaping)

As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.

Consideration should also be given to incorporating ecologically-beneficial natural landscaping
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concepts into the project design, again where compatible with other needs and public safety. (Fairfax
County Staff Comment No. 38)

Response

Written Comments (B)
A grade-separated overpass of the Washington & Old Dominion (W&OD) Trail, of the
W&OD Railroad Regional Park, is included as a component of the Build Alternative in
order to increase safety and facilitate improved operational movements on the diverge
ramp of I-66 and up to the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route
29) and Fairfax Drive. The new structure over Route 29, within the Arlington-East
Falls Church community, would provide a safer crossing for W&OD Trail users and
alleviate conflicts between bicycles and pedestrians and vehicular traffic. The gradeseparated structure, to be constructed within a portion of Arlington County as well as
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority (NVRPA) property, is intended to enhance
the safety of the W&OD facility and VDOT does not expect the improvements to
diminish the recreational functions or activities in this area.

Matt Adams

B.1.1.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

In the development of the preliminary design for this component of the Build
Alternative, VDOT evaluated several options and alignments for improving the W&OD
crossing of the intersection with Route 29. These options included rerouting the trail
and constructing a tunnel beneath the existing roadway crossing. Based on the
anticipated impacts to property owners and utility conflicts, as well as the expected cost,
these options were not carried forward for further evaluation or consideration as part of
the Build Alternative analysis.

Build the W&OD Bridge

Since the November 2016 release of the EA, VDOT has worked closely with Arlington
County, the City of Falls Church, the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority, and
the State Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
to advance the development of this component of the Build Alternative. VDOT
remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders, as well as the
community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD trail
improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future planned
changes for the regional trail network.

H. Jared
Agnew

Arlington County
Resident and
Arlington County
Business Owner

B.2.1.

Lucy Aguirre

B.3.1.

Stephen
Ahearn

B.4.1

Max Ahmadi

B.5.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Howard
Albers

B.6.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Tony Alexis

B.7.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Thank you for proposing the VDOT bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee Highway as part of the
Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. The bridge would make my bicycling experiences on the
W&OD trail safer and more enjoyable. I hope that the bridge can be included in the final construction
plans.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. The location of the planned 3 story high Bridge only solves the problem for cars waiting to turn left
on the Fairfax Drive exit ramp of 66 East.
This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Kelly Alexis

Arlington-East
Falls Church
Civic Association,
President

B.8.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way
that a more thoughtful design would not.
Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled
right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the
problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
Our neighborhood is located around the last undeveloped Arlington Metro Stop and is a major transit
hub. We need a plan that finds the safest option for both bikers and residents within our community
and asks that planners look at alternate options that allow for smarter development for all of Arlington,
safer bike and pedestrian crossings, safer neighborhood streets, and connected trail alignment and
improved metro access - all of which are not addressed or achieved in the proposed bridge plan.
We can do better if we take a little more time to think this through.
I ask that you pause the plan to build this unsightly and shortsighted bridge project.
I respectfully ask VDOT and Arlington County to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead
bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems
for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit development in the area, as well as create negative
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although
we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of
way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems
we are trying to address (both present and future).
The CNE N barrier is shown to have different placements depending on the document. The noise study
shows it along the trail and the VDOT presentation material has it along the retaining wall. A suitable
noise barrier along the retaining wall would minimize the impact to the parkland around the trial and
would be preferable. There is a new retaining wall, closer to I-66, that is under construction to
accommodate the new HOT lane gantry. If this wall is used for the future noise barriers, then the
parkland could be expanded in this area to mitigate losses in other places.

William
Algoso

B.9.1

Noise

Please consider updating the Metro schedule for the noise calculations. The current schedule is from
2010 and does not include the Sliver Line. The current Metro schedule listed online has 40 trains per
hour, but the noise study only includes 28 trains per hour.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.
As described in Section 6 of the Preliminary Noise Analysis Technical Report, noise
emanating from transit vehicles on the Washington Area Metropolitan Transit Authority
(WMATA) Metrorail in the median of I-66 was accounted for in the noise modeling
conducted to support the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening
study. Transit vehicle noise was modeled using rail geometry and train data (number of
trains per day, locomotives per train, cars per train, and speeds) previously supplied to
VDOT by the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation. Based on this
information, train noise was then calculated according to the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual procedures (https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulationsand-guidance/environmental-programs/noise-and-vibration). Roadway volumes were
developed within FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) to match equivalent noise
levels of the median-running Metrorail. Incorporation and this noise source was then
applied to both the Existing (2016) and Design Year (2040) loudest hour modeling to
ascertain the noise increase resulting from the implementation of the project and the
anticipated impact.
Because of the short duration in time in which transit vehicles pass by a modeled noise
receptor, the inclusion of the rail noise equivalencies, for these brief increments within
the loudest hour evaluated, was not identified as having a substantial influence on the
predicted noise levels. As such, an increase in the frequency of rail cars is likely not
expected to substantially influence the overall noise levels for the loudest hour
evaluated.
Prior to the project advancing, a Final Design Noise Analysis will be conducted to
verify the assumptions, analyses, results of the noise study. Barriers that are identified
as being feasible and reasonable will be evaluated for optimal height and length for
providing adequate noise abatement. Furthermore, Metrorail noise will be verified and
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B.9.2

Environmental
Considerations

If any landscaping is completed long I-66, please include invasive plant removal from existing trees.
Many of these trees cannot be accessed by citizens groups and therefore are never cleared of these
harmful invasive plants.

Linda Allen

B.10.1

Amber
Allgaier

B.11.1

Peggy Ament

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.12.1

Other Projects

B.13.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Eric Arnett

B.14.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Paul Atelsek

B.15.1

Miscellaneous

Jim Avila

B.16.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Jeff Anderson

Fairfax Alliance
for Better
Bicycling, Board
of Directors

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Congestion on 66 would be eased significantly if there were more ways to get to Vienna Metro Station
from Route 50. Safe and direct bike lanes connecting route 50 to 66 through to Vienna Metro Station
would be a terrific option. While there are buses along this route, sometimes work holds workers up
and we can't make them on the return commute before they stop running. I used to take them but my
wallet got drained from paying for cab rides home from Vienna since I had missed the last bus. Plus,
such workers probably otherwise don't get much healthy exercise! Of course, more bike racks would be
needed at Vienna, but I trust that is in the plan already. Route 50 is pretty congested overall too, so this
would be killing two birds with one stone. I envision a well-made protected bicycle and pedestrian path,
perhaps cutting down the middle of 66, wide enough to allow two-way bicycle traffic and "shoulders"
for pedestrians, with the ground lit up well-enough so that even after sunset, users are safe from
obstacles and creepy people. I would also hope for lots of signs to educate people how to use the lanes
(e.g., pedestrians walk on the outside "lanes" or "shoulders", bicycles in the middle ones, staying in the
right-hand middle lane except to pass.) Finally, it would be even more wonderful if "off ramps" were
built in so riders, etc., could exit onto Route 123 too.
We are writing to express our support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project.
This would improve safety for trail users as well as reduce problems for motorists transiting the
crossing area.
The trail system in Northern Virginia, from Arlington's bridges and tunnels to Fairfax's CCT, were
planned for and invested in resulting in an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely
without a car. The numerous grade separated crossings allow users to avoid dangerous intersections
and make the trail system an important resource for all.
We urge VDOT to ensure the bridge is included in the final plans. Its construction will offer significant
safety improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians at this very congested intersection. Building such a
facility not only provides for the safe transit of it's current residents but allows Northern Virginia to
attract new ones and continue to be a desirable place to live and work.
Please build the pedestrian and bicycle grade-separated overpass of the W&OD Trail at the
intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway and Fairfax Drive. The intersection is very
stressful for cyclists and pedestrians due to right turn traffic from the I-66 eastbound ramp onto Lee
Highway. It discourages use of this linear park and endangers hundreds of people daily. The bridge
would permit removing the NTOR restriction from the offramp and facilitate traffic flow.
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am supportive of the extra eastbound lane between the Dulles connector and Glebe. It always slows
down there and I don't understand why.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
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accounted for in the Final Design Noise Abatement Report based on current train
schedules, speeds, and number of train-cars.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The needs for the widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program were evaluated in detail in the EA and the widening
improvements designed to address these distinct needs were identified specific to the
study area. Based on the identified elements of need, the purpose of the I-66 eastbound
widening is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs between the Dulles Connector Road
and Fairfax Drive.
The Build Alternative would not preclude other future
improvements to the regional roadway network; however these projects would need to
be developed and scoped independently to address specific needs.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Lauren Bader

B.17.1

Charlie
Bailey

B.18.1

Dale Baker

B.19.1

Keith
Baldwin

B.20.1

Kenneth
Bandy

B.21.1

Jill Barker

B.22.1

Avital Barnea

B.23.1

Todd Barrett

B.24.1

B.25.1.

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Miscellaneous

Steve Barto

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I ride the W&OD frequently. As a trail user, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of
Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent
option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which
allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
VDOT does not have the backbone to do the right thing. It has been well known for two decades that
an additional lane could be added WITHIN THE EXISTING FOOTPRINT of I-66 eastbound. The
Arlington Chamber of Commerce has frequently exhibited the engineering study showing this. A 50%
increase in volume is ignored due to the popular vendetta local residents hold for the highway ever
being built. Their heads and yours remain in the sand.

B.25.2.

Purpose and Need

B.25.3.

Miscellaneous

Toll Lanes are the perfect solution offered by Tax and Spend holders of a vendetta happy to impose
penalties of time and money on those using the highway. It is an inconvenient truth.

B.26.1

Dick Bauder

B.27.1

Jennifer and
Sean Bauer

B.28.1

Jose Beitia

B.29.1

David Bender

B.30.1

B.31.1.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Environmental
Considerations

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge

Opposition to an additional lane includes suggestion that you'd have to widen the tunnel in Rosslyn,
and that is unreasonable. This is irrelevant to the chokepoint in Falls Church. Opposition also says "if
you add a lane it will invite more traffic." This is absurd, as the number of lanes feeding into it today is
more than a dozen, and the feared development of Fairfax (fear of Arlingtonians) has already occurred.

Laura Batty

Bernard H.
Berne

Comment

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Please consider the following comments on the above Environmental Assessment. These comments
involve the following two areas of concern: 1. Protection of Trees 2. Protection of Historic Resources
1. Protection of Trees. Section 3.14 (Wildlife and Habitat) states on page 3.69: "Within the I-66 right of
way, trees and shrubs are scarce due to the extent of the paved areas and the Metrorail corridor in the
I-66 median. There are occasional tree plantings, however, within the median between the I-66 and

Revised Environmental Assessment

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies, the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation, specific to the study area, was initially
identified. As detailed in the Purpose and Need, travel demand and congestion along I66 eastbound inside the Beltway, is most concentrated along the three lane section
between the Dulles Connector Road and lee Highway/Washington Boulevard.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
As documented in Section 3.14 of the EA, the I-66 corridor within the project limits is
primarily urban in nature with dense residential and commercial development along
both sides of the road. Within the I-66 right of way, trees and shrubs are scarce due to
the extent of the paved areas and the Metrorail corridor in the I-66 median. Impacts to
landscaping features, such as trees and shrubs, would be minimal, especially outside of
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B.31.2.

Topic

Cultural Resources

Comment
Metrorail rights of way. For example, cedar trees line the median of I-66 eastbound where the roadway
parallels Bon Air Park and." This is an incomplete and misleading description of the natural areas
within the affected portion of the I-66 right-of way. The description it does not mention the trees and
wildlife habitat in the area between the eastbound traffic lanes and the sound wall on the south side of
the highway. 3.14.2 (Build Alternative) states on page 3-70: The Build Alternative would result in
removal of wildlife habitat, including wooded areas. The potential permanent conversion of wooded
areas within the proposed right of way for the Build Alternative is 0.06 acre, as shown in Figure 36. ..... Habitat loss would generally occur within small isolated habitat patches or along edges of
habitats that are already considerably fragmented. No potential corridors for wildlife movement would
be substantially disrupted because impacts would take place along the existing I-66 roadway." Section
3.14.2 does not adequately describe the adverse impacts of the Build Alternative. The Build alternative
would remove a number of trees and shrubs that are now thriving within the project's "Limits of
Disturbance", part of which are on a highway berm between the eastbound traffic lanes and the sound
wall on the south side of the highway right-of-way. This removal is highly undesirable. It is important
to recognize that the official name for the portion of I-66 in Virginia that is inside of the Capital
Beltway is the "Custis Memorial Parkway". The Environmental Assessment does not identify this
official name for the portion of I-66 that the project would impact. This is a serious defect in the
Assessment. Parkways, by definition, resemble parks. They feature trees, shrubs and other natural
elements that enhance their attractiveness. Other examples near the project area are the George
Washington Memorial Parkway and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway. These parkways still
resemble parks many years after their construction. The removal of trees and shrubs from the berm and
from the area near the Metrorail tracks will destroy the attractiveness of eastbound I-66 in the project
area. Few people enjoy traveling on a wide swath of paved highway bordered by railroad tracks on one
side and by a sound wall on the other side. Although the Environmental Assessment does not discuss
this matter, the matter is not a trivial concern. It is better to preserve a parkway than to destroy it in a
futile effort to mitigate traffic congestion. As is well documented, widening a highway reduces traffic
congestion for only a short time. Additional traffic generated by new development and changing traffic
patterns (often accelerated by the highway's widening) soon restores the traffic congestion that the
widening reduced. Meanwhile, the parkway's pleasing appearance is lost forever. It cannot be restored
or replaced. I therefore support the "No Build" alternative. However, if this undesirable project goes
forward, every effort must be made to preserve the berm and its trees and shrubs, as well as all
vegetation near the Metrorail tracks. This vegetation does more than support wildlife. It also
contributes to the parkway's appearance. As stated above, the Environmental Assessment does not
adequately address this adverse impact.
2. Protection of Historic Resources. Section 3.7.2 (Architectural Resources) of the Environmental
Assessment states on page 3-51: "The Benjamin Elliotâ?Ts [sic] Coal Trestle (053-0276-0006) was
designated as an Arlington County Historic District but was not previously documented with VDHR.
Although VDHR agreed with VDOTâ?Ts [sic] recommendation that the Coal Trestle is not individually
eligible for listing to the NRHP due to its loss of integrity, it is recommended as a contributing resource
to the W&OD Railroad Historic District (053- 0276) due to its location and association with the rail
line." Benjamin Elliot's Coal Trestle is on property that the Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority
owns. The Trestle is approximately 50 yards west of Lee Highway (U.S. Route 29), a short distance
south of the W&OD Trail's pavement. Section 3.7.4 (Build Alternative) states on page 3-52: "Within the
W&OD Railroad Historic District, in the vicinity of the Benjamin Elliottâ?Ts [sic] Coal Trestle (0530276-0006), VDOT has refined the Build Alternative to completely avoid the resource. VDOT
concludes that the project would have no adverse effect on the Benjamin Elliottâ?Ts [sic] Coal Trestle,
conditioned upon the commitment to avoid the resource and ensure the VDHR has an opportunity to
review and comment on the final plans in this area." It is important to recognize that Section 3.34
(Build Alternative) (W&OD Trail) states on page 3-42: "In order to facilitate improved operational
movements and increase safety, a grade-separated overpass of the W&OD Trail is included as part of
the Build Alternative to alleviate pedestrian and traffic conflicts at the intersection of Washington
Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive." It is important that VDOT assure that the
design and planning of the W&OD Trail overpass will assure that construction of the overpass will
"completely avoid" Benjamin Elliot's Coal Trestle, as VDOT has committed to do in Section 3-34.
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the VDOT right of way. Anticipated permanent impacts to wooded areas comprise only
0.11% of the 54 total acres of the Build Alternative LOD. Within the anticipated LOD
for the Build Alternative, where temporary construction impacts to wooded areas might
occur, revegetation would be conducted according to VDOT’s Road and Bridge
Standards. As a result of these minor impacts and proposed mitigation to replant areas
that have been disturbed during construction, these impacts are not considered to be
significant.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.

As described in Section 3.7.4 of the EA, the improvements associated with the W&OD
grade-separated trail crossing of Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard that are
associated with the Build Alternative would be developed so that they do not adversely
affect the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle resource.
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Bernheisel

No.

Topic

B.32.1

Traffic Analysis

Comment
In the 2015 VDOT report, Preliminary Unofficial Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume Estimates By
Section of Route, VDOT reported 7,300 vehicle annual average daily traffic (AADT) on the section of
Shreve Road where I live. In the section ending at Route 7, the AADT is reported at 9,300. I think the
difference is primarily due to cut-thru traffic coming on to Shreve from Virginia Avenue, Fairwood
Lane and Buckelew Drive. Transform Interstate 66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening, Traffic
and Transportation Technical Report, predicts a 12% increase in the PM Peak Hour traffic volumes on
Shreve Road in the 2025 Build scenario and a 1.5% decrease in the AM Peak Hour traffic volumes. I
do not find this decrease credible given that the VDOT model is predicting increases at the three Route
7 interchanges (Pimmit Drive, Idlywood Road and Shreve Road) under all scenarios. Also, the tolling
on I-66 is certain to increase the amount of cut-thru traffic on Shreve Road and similar streets. Shreve
Road is a narrow two lane street with no shoulders and poor visibility in some areas. The intersection
of Fairwood Lane and Shreve is particularly poor visually and structurally. There are over 100 homes
that front or back-up to Shreve Road, not counting those that are separated from Shreve by the W&OD
Trail. Also, Shrevewood School fronts on Shreve, with children walking to school. Further, there are a
number of school bus stops along Shreve Road. Between Lee Highway and Route 7, there is only one
crosswalk on Shreve; that is at the W&OD Trail crossing at Buckelew Drive. In 2015 there were three
serious accidents on Shreve Road; two single cars hitting the guard rails and a two car collision at
Kirkland Street. The posted speed limit is 35 mph; violated by a good number of vehicles. In addition,
even though there is a prohibition against through truck traffic, I see truck traffic that is clearly not
local. Shreve Road needs some improvements to mitigate the impacts of the I-66 projects.

Response

VDOT will closely monitor the field conditions after the project opens. Future projects
to address issues identified in the regional roadway network, outside of the scope of this
project, may be developed.

I suggest the following: 1. Lower the speed limit to 25 or 30 mph. The current limit does not comply
with the conditions or the limit on similar streets such as; Haycock Road from the I-66 crossing to
Great Falls Street, posted at 25 mph and carrying more traffic. 2. Install several speed humps coupled
with crosswalks. 3. Construct a traffic circle at the intersection of Fairwood Lane and Shreve Road.
This could be similar to the circle installed at the intersection of Park and Locust Streets in Vienna. The
neighborhoods along Shreve Road are impacted by traffic on I-66 including noise, pollution and
stormwater runoff. These impacts will increase with the increase in traffic on I-66. The cut-thru traffic
impacts of the I-66 projects can be mitigated by the above suggestions. I request that they be
implemented.
Melanie
Bernstein
Kate
Beysselance
Mark
Billinghurst
Daniel Bird

B.33.1
B.34.1
B.35.1
Potomac Pedalers;
Reston Bike Club

B.36.1

Jessica Bissey

B.37.1

Nina
Blagrove

B.38.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.39.1.

Tolling

B.39.2.

Miscellaneous

B.40.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Louis Blount

Jesse Boeding

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am a cyclist. I ride for transportation and fitness. I'm a dues paying member of both the Potomac
Pedalers; Reston Bike Club. I strongly support the proposed overpass of the W&OD trail over I-66.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
The tolls are unreasonable for the common persons. They are exorbitant. You are creating another tax
for Virginians. You are at the mercy of this company, as you do not put a cap on their charges.
Yesterday at 6:30pm I was leaving I-66 West to go over the flyover ramp to 495 East. There are EZ
Pass Toll lanes that merge that I could have taken. But there were the cost. To go 2 miles to Gallows
Road was $12.45; to go 4 miles to Braddock Road, $15.00; and to go to the end to hit I395, about 5 1/2
miles was $19.45.
And the Secretary of Transportation for VA said tolls might be .60 (cent) per mile. He needs to leave
Richmond and look at those signs. In the morning for get from Braddock Road to Wespark is normally
$12.00 or more. That's about 6 miles.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and
distinct needs identified through the corridor. Since tolling would be dynamically
priced and adjusted based on traffic conditions, travelers on I-66 would have a choice to
utilize the facility depending on the nature of their trip and tolling conditions. This
project is not discriminatory and would not have a disproportionately high and adverse
effect on Environmental Justice or Title VI populations.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name

Tyler Boos

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

B.41.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.42.1

Tolling

As I-66 freeway converts to a toll road, an Easy Pass will be needed. Will there be toll booths for
visitors or occasional travelers? Will those without an Easy Pass be instructed to use alternate local
roads or fined?

B.42.2

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am in support of the proposed Pedestrian/bicyclists bridge over Lee Highway (Rte 29) at I-66. I live
near that intersection and anticipate increases in traffic as I-66 converts to a Toll Road. The proposed
bridge would connect with the W&OD and provide a safer route for commuters, walkers and bicyclists
to access the East Falls Church Metro.

J. Bowman

B.42.3

Other Projects

Some hopeful rumors have circulated that soon there will be a west entrance to this metro
station.....this bridge would further facilitate commuters to safely reach the Metro station.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The implementation of tolling is an independent component of the overall Transform I66: Inside the Beltway improvement program that was evaluated to address specific
needs, separately from the widening component of the program. However, the tolling
will be administered through an overhead gantry system that will require use of an
EZPass transponder.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
VDOT has proposed a direct access route from eastbound I-66 to the West Falls Church
Metro Station at Route 7 as a Transportation Management Plan strategy for the
Transform I-66; Inside the Beltway improvement program.
These proposed
improvements consist of constructing a new connector ramp (or slip ramp) between the
I-66 EB Exit 66 off-ramp to Route 7 and the entrance ramp from eastbound Route 7 to
the EB I-66 collector-distributor (C-D) road that is adjacent to the Metro parking
garage, auxiliary lanes at EB I-66 Exit 66, roadway guide signs, drainage, pavement
markings. These improvements would have independent utility in addressing specific
needs that are separate from those identified in the EA.
VDOT is developing the design and evaluating these improvements independently from
the eastbound widening project and any potential impacts would be addressed as part of
a separate evaluation.

Juanita and
Tom Bowman

A. Bowman

B.43.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.43.2

Miscellaneous

B.45.1

Miscellaneous

My husband and I spoke with you at the Falls Church/ Mary Ellen Henderson middle school VDOT
Transform66 public information presentation. I appreciate that you answered our questions about the
proposed changes at the I-66 exit 69 ('Lee Highway (Rte 29) /Washington Blvd .)
There are numerous concerns about safety for pedestrians and bicyclists at the Lee Highway street
crossing. Tom and I are in agreement with the VDOT proposed plans to include a bike / pedestrian
W&OD Trail Bridge over Lee Highway/Rte 29 at I-66.
Your presentation and materials reflected that VDOT has researched this proposed bridge area located
in Arlington County.
As a resident who lives near this intersection, I foresee increased local traffic as I-66 freeway converts
to a Toll Road. Walkers and bicyclists will want safe & direct access to the East Falls Church Metro
which the W&OD trail provides. Tom and I support the proposed Pedestrian /Bike Trail bridge over
Lee Highway at I-66.
The Transform66 internet updates are appreciated. Are there any current information updates about
the bridge plans?

I am looking for a specific project. Please direct me to the page.
I am looking in The Regionally Significant Bicycle & Pedestrian Project section for Project #30.
I would like to review the plans and data for the proposed bridge over Rte 29 at Lee Highway/ I-66.
It is located in City of Falls Church and Arlington connecting the W&OD bike trail.
Is this information on the internet? Or must I go to the local library?
And, please be specific where I will find this information.

March 2017

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Information and updates on the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement
program can be accessed, when available, here: http://inside.transform66.org/
Although it is not included as part of the widening project evaluated in the EA, for
reference, information regarding the Cross County Trail, which is included as Project
#30 in the National Capital Transportation Planning Board’s Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan for the National Capital Region, can be accessed here:
http://www1.mwcog.org/bikepedplan/detail.asp?ab=1&PK_iCOGProjectID=Cross%20
County%20Trail&rpage=1&pagesize=
Design plans for the widening and ancillary improvements, such as the W&OD bridge
crossing at the intersection of Fairfax Drive and Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard,
that are included as part of the Build Alternative evaluated in the EA can be found on
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Name

Emily
Boydstun

Pierre Boyer

James
Bradford
Edith
Brashares

Sonya
Breehey

Valerie
Brennan

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment

B.46.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am writing to formally support the construction of the Lee-Hwy overpass as part of the Transform 66
Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening project. The bridge will dramatically enhance the safety of the
pedestrian crossing this busy intersection. Right now, crossing with children is difficult; and crossing
when there is no day-light is plain dangerous, even when equipped with lights. With the increase of bike
commuters, and metro riders generated by the silver line, enhancing the safety of the paths leading to
metro is a must. Thank you for your consideration. Feel free to contact me should you need any
additional information, or evidence of the danger that crossing this intersection provides.

B.47.1

B.48.1
B.49.1

B.50.1

B.51.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Response
the project website here:
http://inside.transform66.org/meetings/december_2016_design_public_hearing_materia
ls.asp
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I fully support including a W&OD bridge crossing over Rt. 29 at Washington Blvd. as part of your
plans for transforming I-66 Inside the Beltway. This is a widely used trail both for commuting and
recreation. When I'm biking through that intersection, it is very stressful trying to ensure I am visible to
traffic turning right onto the Lee Highway. I've had too many near misses. As a motorist who is well
aware of the trail being there, it is still difficult and frightening to maneuver through the congested
intersection and keep an eye out for trail users, especially in low light situations. Separating bicyclists
and pedestrians from the congested intersection will significantly improve their safety and help improve
the flow of traffic in the area. Thank you for addressing this issue!
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not.
The design, in short, is hideous. It is a design perhaps appropriate for a bridge over I-66 but definitely
not for a residential area. The bridge would directly abut two large residential developments (one on
each side of Lee Highway) and be visible from residential neighborhoods (also one on each side) of
single family homes or duplexes. It seems to be a similar design to one further west on the trail, across
Broad Street. The difference though is that that is not a residential area.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled
right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the
problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
As a resident of the street (Van Buren St.) where the trail intersects with the residential neighborhood, I
strongly prefer a plan that removes the dangerous bicycle traffic from our (otherwise quiet) street.
There are near misses with cars (at the 19th St. intersection, one house from ours) and with children in
the street every day.
Dana Bres

B.52.1

Joan Britt

B.53.1

Richard
Brooks

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
The preliminary findings of the Eastbound Widening Environmental Assessment: Preliminary Noise
Analysis dated Nov. 2016 concluded that there will be no change to the existing sound barrier in CNE
F (barrier on the south side of I-66 from the entrance ramp at Sycamore to N. Ohio Street).

B.54.1

Noise

I request VDOT adjust their noise model (or the input data) based on the items discussed below and
consider installing higher sound barriers than the current low ones in CNE F. (See attached pictures.)
Based on the presentation by VDOT representatives, Amanda Baxter, John Underland, and Nick

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 is an important Federal legislation that mandates
FHWA to develop noise standards for mitigating noise impacts specifically related to
highway projects. However, as described in Section 6 of the Preliminary Noise
Analysis Technical Report, in addition to evaluating the additional noise introduced by
the Build Alternative widening improvements, noise emanating from transit vehicles on
the Washington Area Metropolitan Transit Authority (WMATA) Metrorail in the
median of I-66 was accounted for in the noise modeling conducted to support the
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
Nickson to the Madison Manor Citizens Association on Tuesday, January 24, 2017 and a review of the
preliminary noise analysis dated November 2016, I have concerns with the conclusion that the noise
barriers do not need to be changed.
For my family the most objectionable noise from I-66 comes from subway trains. FHWA noise
requirements and noise model use average noise over 1 hour. Thus, the objectionable, loud noise of the
subway trains passing repetitively for 5-8 seconds is not adequately considered when averaged over an
hour.
For the reasons listed below, it appears to me that the findings of the Preliminary Noise Analysis do not
adequately predict the noise level that citizens will experience in 2040.
Noise Concerns
1. The FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM 2.5) does not model rail transit noise. The method VDOT
uses for incorporating rail transit noise into the model is to add automobiles on narrow roadways.
This may not adequately represent rail transit noise, particularly peak noise at higher frequencies.
2. The rails for metro are elevated above the I-66 roadway by about 4 ft in area CNE F (see attached
pictures). It does not appear that the VDOT noise model takes into account the elevated rails and,
thus, does not account for the additional noise from elevated tracks.
Note: The subway train is visible above the sound barriers from Quintana cul de sac all along
12th Road North to N Ohio Street. (See attached pictures.)
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
Matthew
Brown
Laura

B.55.1
B.56.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old

When the Silver Line to Dulles is completed, there will be more trains running on the Orange Line
through area CNE F. The Civic Association was told that this increase in transit cars and, thus,
the increase in noise cannot be considered. There should be some way to project the increase in
rail traffic and include that in the 2040 noise projection.
One Madison Manor resident stated that the new subway cars will have a 5-6 dB increase in noise
level. Again, we were told that this cannot be included in the model. VDOT should be able to
determine if the new subway cars will be noisier than the current cars. If so, VDOT should be able
to include the increased noise in the 2040 noise projection.
VDOT does not acknowledge that noise levels are higher in winter than in summer because the
VDOT representatives stated that foliage does not effectively attenuate noise. Several residents
observed that noise from the metro trains is significantly greater in the winter than in the summer.
My wife and I have also personally observed this. We do not have sound measurements to verify
the difference in noise level, but it is real. The noise measurements at receptor sites R12 and R14 in
CNE F were taken on June 22, 2016, which is in the summer when the noise level is lower. VDOT
should further research if the noise in CNE F is actually louder in the winter and if verified should
accommodate the increase noise in the winter.
The noise monitoring equipment at sites R12 and R14 are located on tripods about 5 ft. off the
ground in areas that are below the tops of the current sound walls. Thus, they did not accurately
measure the noise at the Madison Manor houses located at a higher elevation which is above both
the current noise barriers and the metro rail cars.
While there are some model points outside the 500 ft. line, I could not determine if the elevation of
these houses is included in the model. Thus, it appears that noise levels for houses at a higher
elevation particularly outside the 500 foot line in CNE F may not be correctly modeled.
The 2040 projected noise level at the modeled 2 p.m. worst hour is used for determining the need
for new noise barriers. Since noise is averaged for an hour, the projected noise does not
adequately represent the objectionable, loud noise of the subway trains passing repetitively for 5-8
secs. Additionally, there are more subway trains during rush hour which are not considered in the
model.
The noise barrier in CNE F has an average height of 7.53 feet. As shown in the pictures the noise
barrier is low, particularly in front of Madison Manor Park.

Response
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening study. Transit vehicle noise
was modeled using rail geometry and train data (number of trains per day, locomotives
per train, cars per train, and speeds) previously supplied to VDOT by the Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transportation. Based on this information, train noise
was then calculated according to the Federal Transit Administration’s guidance manual
procedures
(https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-guidance/environmentalprograms/noise-and-vibration). Roadway volumes were developed within FHWA’s
Traffic Noise Model (TNM) to match equivalent noise levels of the median-running
Metrorail. Incorporation and this noise source was then applied to both the Existing
(2016) and Design Year (2040) loudest hour modeling to ascertain the noise increase
resulting from the implementation of the project and the anticipated impact.
Because of the short duration in time in which transit vehicles pass by a modeled noise
receptor, the inclusion of the rail noise equivalencies, for these brief increments within
the loudest hour evaluated, was not identified as having a substantial influence on the
predicted noise levels. As such, an increase in the frequency of rail cars is likely not
expected to substantially influence the overall noise levels for the loudest hour
evaluated.
Prior to the project advancing, a Final Design Noise Analysis will be conducted to
verify the assumptions, analyses, results of the noise study. Barriers that are identified
as being feasible and reasonable will be evaluated for optimal height and length for
providing adequate noise abatement. Furthermore, Metrorail noise will be verified and
accounted for in the Final Design Noise Abatement Report based on current train
schedules, speeds, and number of train-cars.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
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Browning

Affiliation

No.

Greg Brozak

B.57.1

Timothy
Brulle

B.58.1

Robert Brusso

B.59.1

Topic
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

William
Buckson

B.60.1

Miscellaneous

Richard
BullingtonMcGuire

B.61.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I have commuted to work in Rosslyn for the last 12 years....first from Louisa and now from Culpeper. I
have used the VRE , Metro and car pooling....however, the concept of limiting my travel on an
interstate that was paid for by my tax dollars is unconstitutional. Its all about controlling the citizenry.
People should disobey the law and just make it a parking lot....just to piss off the system....they cant
catch everyone. The state police should be left alone to do real law enforcement work. I know they hate
to be assigned HOV duty. They look like and probably feel like idiots standing on the road side trying to
count the number of passengers in vehicles. I also think its every red blooded Americans' duty to fight
against this insanity and populate the HOV lanes with as many single riders as possible. Since I will
retire in May 2016, I do not plan on using I-66 any longer......I will happily miss the continuing snafu of
gov regulations on I-66.
Please consider building a pedestrian and cyclist friendly bridge on the W&OD trail where it crosses
Lee Highway next to I-66. This would enhance safety both for non-motorists and motorists at an
intersection that is notoriously difficult to cross safely.
I am writing to urge you to support building a bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee Highway without
delay, with the requirement that VDOT continue to work with Arlington on the design of the bridge. I
generally support the staff recommendations for the Board's response to the Transform 66
environmental assessment, including the project at the Custis Trail in Bon Air Park. Separately,
Arlington should continue to work with the East Falls Church neighborhood to address the de facto
routing of the trail through their neighborhood streets.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Why a bridge is needed
As you know, I bike with my family and am interested in making bicycling a safe and comfortable
transportation option for as many as possible. The current design of the W&OD crossing Lee at grade
means that I'm more likely to take the car when heading West, especially with my kids. A trail that does
not involve any at-grade crossings will make it more likely that we'll leave the car and bike, especially
as my kids become older and are riding their own bikes more.

Billian
Burgess

B.62.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Why a delay is not warranted
I understand that the East Falls Church neighborhood has concerns and is asking for a delay in the
project. Having spoken with neighborhood representatives, reviewed past studies, and reviewed County
Staff's recommendation, I do not agree that a delay is warranted.
Stay Involved in Design
The neighborhood's primary concern seems to be the design of the bridge, and I also share concerns
about some of the preliminary renderings. I strongly endorse the staff recommendation to condition
endorsement on continue VDOT engagement with Arlington on the bridge's design.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The neighborhood also has concerns with the de facto routing of the W&OD trail traffic along the
neighborhood streets (particularly Van Buren Street). I share this concern, but I do not think building
the bridge will impact the problem area. Instead, I support Arlington working with the neighborhood to
address the issue through the current project in Benjamin Banneker Park and through a long term
project.
EFC Proposals Are Inferior to a Bridge
The neighborhood requests delay to study two alternative proposals. However, both proposals are
clearly inferior to the bridge
First EFC proposal (A trail alignment that proceeds from the west along Four Mile Run behind the
Fire House, under Lee Highway (using existing box culvert) and behind the West Lee condominium and
live work units where it returns immediately to Westmoreland Street, whence as a bike lane or side path
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Comment
it follows Westmoreland to 19th Street to Van Buren Street to reconnect this the existing trail in
Benjamin Banneker Park.): Falls Church has studied the feasibility of running the W&OD trail through
Isaac Crossman Park and found that the environmental impact would be too great. The EFC
alternative would instead route the trail along the roads, but a trail-along-the-road option would not be
as safe and comfortable as an entirely separated trail. Moreover, this option would have more people
ride through the neighborhood and would preclude future solutions that eliminate any routing of the
W&OD on neighborhood streets. Finally, it is my understanding that the existing culvert floods in
heavy rains, which would render any trail through there unreliable. There is no need to delay to study
this option.

Response

Second EFC Proposal (Taking the W&OD across Fairfax Drive at the same intersection, going under
the Lee Highway overpass, and following the I-66 right of way across Sycamore St, across or under the
eastbound I-66 onramp and reconnecting with the W&OD trail at the landmark known as Brandymore
Castle). This option is not worth delaying to study because it keeps an at-grade crossing of a major
road (across Fairfax Dr instead of Lee). It would not improve the safety and comfort of the trail to
anywhere near the same level that a bridge would. Additionally, because the trail would need to
immediately drop below Lee Hwy, the trail would need to have sharp turns, steep inclines and likely
both, which would not be safe and comfortable. Additionally, the second part of this routing (crossing
Sycamore) is not necessary to the route, and would likely not be funded by VDOT. Thus, this design
would likely not solve the riding-through-the-neighborhood situation because it would only get users
across Lee Hwy.
Work Together to Fix the W&OD in East Falls Church
Separate from this project, we can work together to solve the issue of people riding through the
neighborhood of East Falls Church.
Near Term Opportunity: Benjamin Banneker Park
In the near term, there is a project being designed for Benjamin Banneker Park that includes rebuilding
the W&OD and Four Mile Trails through that park. As part of that project, the County could realign
the trails to cross over the Four Mile Run stream where the trail passes under Sycamore Street. This
would allow the path of the trail to straighten, eliminating a dangerous blind curve. The trail could
then proceed directly to the corner of 18th and Tuckahoe Street. (See purple line in attached picture).
Cyclists would then have the option of riding west on 18th to Van Buren or north on Tuckahoe (which
the County could make more attractive with safety improvements to the intersection of 19th St &
Tuckahoe and to the W&OD trail north of 19th Rd). This change would not completely solve the issue,
but would make likely disperse the bicycle traffic on more of the neighborhood streets. It would have
the added benefit of allowing the County to remove a significant stretch of paved trail in the park. (See
orange hash marks in attached).
Long Term Solution: Bridge over Sycamore
In the long term, the W&OD should cross Sycamore street and the 66 on-ramp from Sycamore street
via a new bridge (as the neighborhood requests in their 2nd alternative above, see yellow line in the
attached). This would make the entire stretch of trail free of any on road riding or at grade crossings,
making it safer and more comfortable. This project is not currently planned for, but should be built in
to future CIPs and the update to the Bike Element of the MTP.

Marc Bursk

B.63.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.64.1

Miscellaneous

B.64.2

Traffic Analysis

Patrick C.

I am happy to discuss any of these ideas further. Thank you for your time and your service.
Please consider building a pedestrian and cyclist friendly bridge on the W&OD trail where it crosses
Lee Highway next to I-66. This would enhance safety both for non-motorists and motorists at an
intersection that is notoriously difficult to cross safely.
No one seems to know how this project ever got started, as every local politician says they were against
it.
However, if thus indeed must go forward, one rule must remain a certainty: No trucks on 66 inside the
Beltway. Ever. Do not let this rule change!

March 2017

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
As detailed in Section 3.1.1 and 6.1.2 of the Traffic and Transportation Technical
Report, trucks with more than four wheels are prohibited from using I-66 east of the I495 Capital Beltway. This restriction was assumed as part of all scenarios considered in
the traffic analysis, as there are currently no plans to change this rule.
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Response to Comments Received
Name
Edgar
Cadyilla

Affiliation

No.

Topic

B.65.1

Miscellaneous

Kerri
Callahan

B.66.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Joshua
Cameron

B.67.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.68.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

As a bicyclist using trails all over the DC area, I really hope that you build this bridge! Do not let a
small group of local NIMBYs prevent you from building a critical piece of a much larger bicycling
transportation network. Please, please, please build this bridge now while you're planning to transform
I-66. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation
and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to
avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region. As part of the Transform
66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the W&OD trail bridge over Lee
Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain within the project scope.
Specifically,

B.68.2

Project Schedule

Tony Camilli

Comment
Any progress forward will be helpful.. better now than later. I do hope Metro reliability can be
improved though, but otherwise the plan looks good. Let's go! :)
Included in the proposed build for the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening
Environmental Assessment is a grade-separated pedestrian and bicycle overpass of the W&OD Trail at
the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway in Falls Church. The bridge would offer
significant safety improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians at this intersection. Safety should be the
number one priority- as such I would like to show my support in favor of the grade-separated
pedestrian and bicycle overpass being built.





Response
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park. Short-term impacts to the Custis Trail may include temporary
detours during construction; however, the trail will remain open during construction and
the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected. In the Bon Air Park
facility and along the Custis Trail, areas affected by temporary construction activities
would be revegetated and returned to similar existing conditions following the
completion of the project.

Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.

B.68.3

Design

Steven R.
Capps

B.69.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Mark Carey

B.70.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Lydia Carlyle

B.71.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please consider this: it is a major intersection for cyclist, and many auto driver do not yield when the
walk light is on.
I work in DC, and cycle to Reston
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately reconsider the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway
near I-66. This VDOT project seems ill-conceived to me, and it is my impression that better
alternatives have not been considered enough. We need a plan that considers more than the VDOT
controlled right of way. Please pause this project so all the needs of the neighborhood and the
surrounding areas can be fully considered both for the present and for the future.

Elisabeth
Casey

B.72.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Alfred
Castillon

B.73.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Response to Comments Received
Name
Jim and
Cathleen
Cavanaugh
Su Chang

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment

Response

B.74.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.75.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Cloe Chin

B.76.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Polly Choate

B.77.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.78.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.78.2

Design

Grace Clegg

Julie Clouse

B.79.1

Carol Cohen

B.80.1

Sharon Cohen

B.81.1

Randy Cole

B.82.1

B.83.1.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Miscellaneous

Cynthia
Connolly
B.83.2.

B.83.3.
Collier Cook

B.84.1

Jerry Cowden

B.85.1

Design

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old

I would like to comment on the plans for the pedestrian/bike bridge over the intersection of the W&OD
Trail bridge and Lee Highway. This would be a tremendous improvement to the trail, which serves as
not only a much-used recreational asset, but an important transportation link for cyclists who use it to
cross NoVA in bike for work and errands. This intersection is confusing, long, and dangerous in its
existing form. Traffic from the interstate are prompted to turn onto Lee at the same time as walk sign
lights for trail users. I have witnessed numerous near-collisions as a result of vehicles failing to yield to
pedestrians or cyclists (many of whom were distracted and did not look before turning) A bridge that
will allow trail users to bypass this intersection is a much needed improvement I wholely endorse.
One caveat to consider however is whether the bridge will be treated for ice in the winter. With its
higher elevation it will be prone to freezing before the trail itself, presenting a hazard. The commuters
that rely on the W&OD are typically year-round cyclists and will be attempting to use the bridge in
freezing conditions. I hope that plans will be in place to address this.\
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Our children and grandchildren will thank you for making a better, safer trail network.
Build the W&OD Bridge
As a trail user and commuter by bicycle, not automobile, I see enormous value in the bridges and
tunnels and roads of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s
trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated
crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in
the region.
I reviewed your proposal along the I -66 corridor. I am happy to have this opportunity to let you know
my opinion and experience as a 6 day a week commuter by bike.
When adding in a new lane to exit 71/Glebe Road/Fairfax Drive, please update signs indicating two
streetlights ahead. I have nearly missed TWICE this year collisions with cars coming off the off ramp
to Fairfax Drive where they are unaware of the light and run the red light at Wakefield and Fairfax
drive. It is a very dangerous intersection as drivers are looking ahead to Glebe and ignore the first
light at Wakefield. Please address this simple issue with more signage/pavement marking to make the
cross walk more clear.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As an Arlington resident and cyclist who uses the W&OD Trail I am very much in favor of constructing
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The decking material for the W&OD bridge structure would be determined during the
development of the final design. VDOT would be responsible for maintenance of this
bridge in perpetuity.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual signage plan
has been developed; however, specific signage, symbols, signal indications, and spacing
for signs would be determined in the project’s final design, consistent with FHWA’s
latest Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic
Dominion Trail

David Cranor

B.86.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Joan
Crawford

B.87.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Elizabeth A.
Crescioli

B.88.1

B.89.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Purpose and Need

Sara Daleski

B.89.2

Tolling

Comment
a bridge for the W&OD Trail over Lee Highway. Here are my reasons why:
 the increasing car volume coming off I-66 creates more conflicts with crossing trail users. A bridge
dramatically reduces this conflict and allows more signal timing for clearing cars off of I-66
 crash statistics show 8 bike / ped crashes at the intersection in the 2011-2015 time period
 the bridge is in the Arlington Transportation Master Plan and NVRPA plan
 there are 500-2000 bicycles or pedestrians crossing per day (according to an automated counter to
the west)
 future bicycle projections are 1300-2500 / day according to the Environmental Assessment
 despite the slight climb that crossing the bridge would entail, it would be more convenient than atgrade crossing for bicyclists. An at-grade crossing should be maintained for local trips
 it could be built at the beginning of the I-66 widening project
 the W&OD and Custis trails are key elements of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in Arlington,
encouraging both low-carbon/low-congestion transportation and healthy recreation for people of
all ages and income levels
 the Lee Highway crossing is the second most frightening road crossing on either trail (after the
Rosslyn / Lynn Street crossing)
 the crossing will become less conducive to non-motorized users as I-66 is widened and local
population and road traffic increases
 a well-designed bridge will enhance the local area and build better links between the
neighborhoods on both sides of Lee Highway
 a bridge will reduce pedestrian/bicycle conflicts with cars, improving the flow of road traffic
Thank you for consideration of my comments.
I support building the bike and pedestrian bridge over the Lee Highway. Building the bridge will
benefit both pedestrians/cyclists and motorists by reducing conflicts and speed the trip for motorists
who won't have to wait for pedestrians/cyclists. Building this bridge as part of the I-66 construction is
the most efficient and least disruptive because extensive construction will already be taking place.
Thanks for considering my comments.

Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66.
This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit
development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way
that a more thoughtful design would not.
Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled
right of way.
Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we
are trying to address (both present and future).
Is this supposed to encourage more people to take public transportation or to reduce congestion on 66
or make money for the state? There aren't any new VRE trains, and because of the clogging in the
tunnel with the silver line, Metro isn't any better (and it will never, ever be safe - it is a buffet of trapped
victims for thieves and thugs, and Metro doesn't care, or, more importantly, vulnerable people now
BELIEVE that metro does not care). If it is about congestion, can you figure out how to enforce HOV
as it is now?
When I CAN get a carpool together half of the cars I see don't even have two people in them, and the
police don't pull hardly any of them over. That ticket doesn't scare them at all. I can't afford the tolls,
no matter how cheap they are. My husband got laid off, I'm a veteran, Virginia sure hasn't created any
jobs for people like us, and after that guy got stabbed on Metro on the fourth of July/ I got pushed to the
ground by kids duking it out at Gallery place/ standing room only on the VRE - I am DONE with public
transportation. Because I can't afford to pay for "predictable" times I will have to get up as early as it
takes to get out of paying for this, and I don't think I am the only one. You should plan on earlier and
earlier rush hour times. The congestion pricing will expand and expand and expand - and you've
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes was included as one of
several components included in the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement
program to provide additional travel choices and move more people through the
corridor, which may be limited from utilizing the facility during peak travel periods due
to current restrictions. The tolling project was evaluated independently under a separate
environmental review from the widening improvements to address separate and distinct
needs identified through the corridor. The tolling project was incorporated into the
traffic analysis conducted for the EA, as it was assumed to be in place as part of the No
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

B.89.3

Topic

Alternatives

Comment
already gone from five hours a day to eight. I don't think this will reduce congestion for anyone, it will
only earn money with the tolls. I expect all of 395 will turn into a parking lot, and then a toll like 66,
after this.

There WERE other things you could do, too: enforce the current HOV, enhance VRE, and ensure the
safety of Metro passengers. Just my two cents.

Response
Build Alternative.
Net toll revenues generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling
operation and tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling
operations of the facility, would be used to fund other multimodal improvements that
benefit the I-66 corridor inside the Beltway.
The Build Alternative improvements considered in the EA are intended to address
immediate needs that are pronounced along eastbound I-66 in the study area, and are
consistent with the enhancements and implementation schedule outlined in the
Metropolitan Washington Regional Council of Government’s (MWCOG) Fiscally
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP). The most recent 2040 CLRP was adopted in
October 2015 but includes amendments through 2016. The CLRP also includes high
occupancy tolling as well as enhanced bus service and numerous bicycle, pedestrian,
and other multimodal improvements throughout the corridor, which are assumed to be
in place as part of the No Build Alternative in the EA.
A detailed discussion of the rationale for studying one build alternative has been
included in Chapter 2.0 of the Revised EA. The evaluation of one build alternative in
detail is consistent with FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance For
Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents.

Adele Dari

B.90.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Following the implementation of the eastbound widening and other components of the
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway program, additional improvements may be
considered as the needs are identified.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
I strongly urge that before raising HOV from 2 to 3, the Hybrid exemption be removed to see how the
traffic changes. I see SO many single passenger hybrid cars on 66 today – my estimate is 40%! The
hybrid exemption should be removed as soon as possible. Then and only then, an assessment should be
made regarding the HOV standard. (By the way, I drive a Prius Hybrid!)
I currently am in a 3 person carpool, but frequently only 2 of us actually make the commute. The point
is, that it is very hard to organize and implement a consistent 3-person carpool.

Mark Davila

B.91.1

Tolling

If you require a 3 person carpool then you eliminate the incentive for 2-person carpools and many will
disband. And then 66 will simply become a wonderful new benefit for rich people who will speed into
the city on a sparsely filled road. 66 at rush-hour will be populated by rich people in their gas guzzling
sedans, SUVs and sport cars.
Finally, a 2-person carpool, reduces the number cars by 50%. That’s a huge improvement for traffic
and pollution/global warming. Pushing a 2-person carpool into a 3-person carpool is a 66%
improvement. Going from 50% to 66% shows a dramatic diminishing return: it’s not as impactful for
traffic and pollution, not to mention the fact that it’s dramatically harder to orchestrate a 3-person
carpool!

Although included as a component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and distinct
needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the Beltway was the
subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under construction.
Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.

PLEASE do not turn 66 into a rich people’s express road.
Paul Davis

B.92.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.93.1

Miscellaneous

B.93.2

Noise

Christopher
Day

Build the W&OD Bridge
I write today to prove comments on the VDOT "Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway Eastbound
Widening Environmental Assessment" (dated November 2016). As detailed below, the Environmental
Assessment contains at least 3 fatal legal infirmities that place it out of compliance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and associated Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations. Therefore, it should be rejected.
A) The Noise Analysis in the EA in Wholly Inadequate for the Madison Manor Neighborhood and
Surrounding Communities
The FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM 2.5) does not directly address rail transit noise. The method
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
The responses to the remainder of the comment that follows support the validity of the
evaluation conducted as part of the EA, consistent with the requirements of NEPA and
applicable federal and state regulations.
Please see the response to comment B.54.1 in regards to the appropriate incorporation
of Metrorail noise as part of the Preliminary Noise Analysis.
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
VDOT uses for incorporating rail transit noise into the model is to add automobiles on narrow
roadways. According to the EA Draft Noise Assessment: "To integrate the noise computations of the
highway and the rail line together, the rail line was modeled in TNM using automobiles (to best match
the noise source) on narrow roadways aligned with the locations of the rail lines." Draft EA Noise
Assessment at 7. This, however, does not adequately represent rail transit noise, particularly peak
noise at higher frequencies. The rails for metro are elevated above the I-66 roadway by about 4 ft in
area CNE F. It does not appear that the VDOT noise model takes into account the elevated rails and,
thus, does not account for the additional noise from elevated tracks.

Response

Furthermore, when the Silver Line to Dulles is completed, there will be more trains running on the
Orange Line through area CNE F. The Madison Manor Civic Association was told that this increase in
transit cars and, thus, the increase in noise cannot be considered. However, both this Metro expansion
and the number of cars carried on the new third lane of I-66 are clearly foreseeable. There is
absolutely no justification to ignore increase in rail traffic, combined with vehicle traffic, and include
that in the 2040 noise projection.
The EA Draft Noise Assessment also suffers from numerous technical infirmities. The noise monitoring
equipment at sites R12 and R14 are located on tripods about 5 ft. off the ground in areas that are below
the tops of the current sound walls. Thus, they did not accurately measure the noise at the Madison
Manor houses located at a higher elevation which is above both the current noise barriers and the
metro rail cars.
The 2040 projected noise level at the modeled 2 p.m. "worst hour" is used by the EA and the EA Draft
Noise Assessment is also wholly insufficient for determining the need for new noise barriers. Since
noise is averaged for an hour, the projected noise does not adequately represent the objectionable, loud
noise of the subway trains passing repetitively for 5-8 secs. Additionally, there are more subway trains
during rush hour (6 to 9 am and 4 to 7 pm) that are expressly left out of the model (along with the
increased traffic flow during those hours) to cover up the actual times with the worst noise problems
(i.e., the true rush hour periods).
Any objective noise study would factor in all of the various noise factors at peak periods (increased
traffic, increased Metro noise, etc) and create decibel levels in Madison Manor that necessitate new or
extended noise barriers. The draft EA, however, ignores all of that data to reach a faulty "no impact"
assessment for the Madison Manor neighborhood.
B) The EA Does Not Adequately Detail New Runoff into Streams, Wetlands, and Other Navigable
Waterways

B.93.3

B.93.4

Environmental
Considerations

Tolling

With regard to wetlands, the EA states that 0.66 acres will be affected. However, on page 3-61, the EA
states that "approximately 0.66 acre of wetlands are found in the study area, as shown in Error!
Reference [s]ource not found. [sic] with describes the wetland acres by type. It appears that this
sentence is referring to Table 3-16, but it is impossible to definitively know where the study area is and
if wetlands in Madison Manor will be negatively affected.

The table reference error in Section 3.11 of the EA has been corrected in the Revised
EA. Delineated wetlands within the study area are illustrated in Figure 3-5. Water
Resources. There are no wetlands that have been identified within the Madison Manor
neighborhood; however potential impacts to the length of stream, running within and
alongside the I-66 right of way in this area, may be incurred as part of the construction
of the Build Alternative. Opportunities to avoid and minimize these potential impacts
may be identified as the proposed limits of grading for the Build Alternative are refined
during detailed project design and permitting phases. Mitigation for unavoidable
impacts would be provided.

Furthermore, the "boilerplate" language on pages 3-67 and 3-68 concludes that the additional lane on
I-66 through Madison Manor could not contribute to flooding because they comply with VDOT
stormwater requirements. There is, however, absolutely no analysis of current flooding that occurs
around the W&OD Trail area and Four Mile Run because of degraded VDOT stormwater facilities. If
these facilities are not fixed (or at least factored into the EA), it follows that the addition of more
stormwater from a new lane of traffic will only exacerbate current flooding issues. The EA does not
address this at all, and is materially deficient in that area.

Stormwater management facilities would be designed to the most up-to-date federal and
state standards to be adequately sized and fully functional to retain and discharge
stormwater runoff to pre-development levels at non erosive velocities. As the project
design advances, an in-depth hydraulic survey and study would evaluate the potential
effects of stormwater discharges and identify solutions for adequately addressing
pollutant runoff, in accordance with VDOT specifications and FHWA’s guidance and
requirements. All stormwater management facilities would be maintained in perpetuity.

C) The EA Does Not Address the Environmental, Human, or Cultural Impact of Cut-Through Traffic
That Will Result from Widening and Tolling I-66

The Build Alternative improvements evaluated in the EA are intended to address
specific needs that are identified in Chapter 1.0 along the I-66 eastbound mainline. In
order to understand the potential indirect effects of the Build Alternative, a detailed
analysis was performed for the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report that
considered traffic effects on arterial roadways and intersections adjacent to the I-66

The EA only looks at improving traffic flows in the actual I-66 corridor. See EA at 1-1 through 1-14.
The EA does not analyze the impact of "bail out" traffic that will result when toll pricing reaches a
point where I-66 travelers decide to exit at the Westmoreland or Lee Highway exit to avoid the final toll
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
gantries. This traffic will have a material impact on streets around the Madison Manor neighborhood,
including Washington Boulevard, Lee Highway, Sycamore Street, and Ohio Street through increased
pollution, decreased pedestrian safety, or wear and tear on local roads.
The failure of the EA to contain a provision that looks at current local road traffic flow, and models for
toll road bail out is another material failure that must be address before the overall project moves
forward.
Thank you in advance for reviewing these comments. Should you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me using the information below.

Response
mainline. This analysis revealed that, compared to existing conditions and the No Build
scenario, the majority of arterials and intersections in the adjacent roadway network
remained the same or demonstrated improvements in operation with the implementation
of the Build Alternative. These changes were due to the additional capacity associated
with the widening project and the provision for single occupancy drivers to utilize I-66
as part of the programmed tolling project.
The Build Alternative would not preclude future improvements to intersections or
arterials in the regional roadway network that may indirectly or cumulatively result
from the Build Alternative or other improvements that benefit the I-66 corridor. VDOT
staff will continue to work with localities and stakeholders to identify separate
transportation improvements within their jurisdiction as specific needs and project
scope are defined and funding is identified.

Ryan Delaney

B.94.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Molly
DeMaretTahu

B.95.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I support the proposed W&OD bridge over Lee Hwy. Let's help keep cyclists safe and promote a
greener Arlington!

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Matt DeZee

B.96.1

George
Dharma
Maya
Dhavale

B.97.1
B.98.1

Barry Dicicco

B.99.1

Tim Donovan

B.100.1

Jim Dooley

B.101.1

Nailya
Dovletova

B.102.1

Nancy Duley

B.103.1

Thomas
Dunbar

B.104.1
B.105.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I strongly support the bike overpass on lee highway and route 66
It is very important to me as a citizen and voter
this issue is at the top of my list
please support this!
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I strongly support the bike/ped bridge over Lee Hghwy/Rt 29 on the W&OD trail.

Design

Furthermore, the eastbound widening of I-66 should incorporate a grade-separated, direct
W&OD/Custis Trail connection over Sycamore St, to improve pedestrian and bike access to and from
the East Falls Church Metro. Such a trail connection is recommended in Arlington's April 2011 East
Falls
Church
Area
Plan
[https://arlingtonva.s3.dualstack.us-east-1.amazonaws.com/wpcontent/uploads/sites/31/2014/03/E-Falls-Church1.pdf] on pages 42 and 43. This is the only way to
deal with heavy bike traffic and conflict on Benjamin Banneker Park. When I-66 was originally
designed and built roughly 35 years ago, VDOT cut corners on the building the adjacent W&OD/Custis
Trail by diverting it to use the existing Four Mile Run Trail from Brandymore Castle to N Van Buren
St. VDOT should now fix that mistake by building a new segment of the W&OD/Custis Trail
immediately adjacent to I-66, from the Brandymore Castle area to the west side of the Metro station
around 19th Rd N. All existing trails in that area should remain because they provide additional
connections. Thank you.

Henry Dunbar
B.105.2

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail
(W&OD).

The improvements to the W&OD bicycle/pedestrian crossing are intended to address
operational issues identified along the I-66 mainline and associated diverge ramp at
Fairfax Drive onto Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway. Additional changes to the
regional trail network, beyond the scope of what is included as part of the Build
Alternative, would not directly relate to the identified Purpose and Need for the project.
However, these improvements are not intended to preclude any additional changes to
the regional trail network in the future.
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Response to Comments Received
Name
Deborah
Durant

Affiliation

B.106.1

Rob Dvorak
Aaron Eckard
Brook
Edinger
Debra
Edmond

No.

B.107.1
Reston Bike Club

B.108.1
B.109.1
B.110.1

Ted Edwards

B.111.1

Stacy Ehrlich

B.112.1

Maggie
Espino
Cynthia
Eulate-Norris
Bob Evans

B.113.1
B.114.1
B.115.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Miscellaneous
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am in full support of this project as cycling in the NOVA region is a way of commuting, and life. This
project will vastly improve safety and I fully support any Representative or Senator that is in favor of
this imitative.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am sharing with you the same comments I left with the Arlington County Board. Please review and
consider my comments.

B.116.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

1) I support construction of the W&OD bridge for safe cycling. I am an Arlington resident (since
2009). I use (and love!) Arlington's bicycle network every week. I urge the County Board to always
consider safe, low-stress cycling in every infrastructure project here. The Washington, DC area has
bloated motor-vehicle traffic but a constantly improving bike network -- investing in good bike
infrastructure encourages fewer motor vehicles on the road.

Zachary
Everett

B.116.2

Mark
Everline

B.117.1

Chris Evert

B.118.1

Sabrina Faber

B.119.1

Mindy
Facenda

B.120.1

Michael Fay

B.121.1

Traffic Analysis

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/

2) I do not support eastbound lane expansion. Investing millions into expanding 66 by one lane will not
help
ease
traffic.
This
is
due
to
Induced
Traffic/Induced
Demand:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Induced_demand - 66 will be as crowded as it ever was, as more may
decide to drive more regularly. PLEASE consider this phenomenon as you plan this work. This will sink
millions of Arlington tax dollars and you really will not see a benefit to the community.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Thank you for the opportunity to comment/ask questions: 1. How will this project effect the running
paths (W&OD and Custis Trail) which runs along side 66?

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

As documented in Section 2.3 of the EA, the Build Alternative would effectively
address the primary need elements identified for the project: increase capacity, improve
traffic operations, reduce congestion, and address safety. The traffic analysis,
conducted to support the evaluation of the Build Alternative’s effectiveness in
addressing these needs, included consideration of future travel demand forecasts based
on the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments/Transportation Planning
Board’s travel demand model Version 2.3, Build 58, which has been developed based
on FHWA’s Travel Model Improvement Program (TMIP) peer review process. The
model was validated to ensure that highway and transit assignment results were
comparable to observed traffic counts, travel times, and transit ridership by time of day.
Furthermore, the travel demand model outputs were post-processed, based on the
guidelines prescribed in the National Cooperative Highway Research Program
(NCHRP) report 765, for estimating existing, No Build Alternative, and Build
Alternative design year peak hour volumes.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Comment

Response
(W&OD) Trail. Short-term impacts to the W&OD Trail could potentially include
temporary detours during construction; however, the overall function and continuity of
the facility is not anticipated to be permanently affected and any ground disturbance
would be revegetated upon construction completion.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park. Short-term impacts to the Custis Trail may include temporary
detours during construction; however, the trail will remain open during construction and
the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected. In the Bon Air Park
facility and along the Custis Trail, areas affected by temporary construction activities
would be revegetated and returned to similar existing conditions following the
completion of the project.

B.121.2

B.121.3

Emily Feder

East Falls Church
Neighborhood

Environmental
Considerations

Design

B.122.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.123.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Rosemary
Filou
B.123.2

Alternatives

I use these paths a lot and wonder if this project will have a negative impact. 2. How will this project
effect the parks that border 66?

In accordance with 23 CFR §774.17, FHWA intends to make a de minimis impact
finding with respect to the Build Alternative’s involvement of the W&OD trail and Bon
Air Park, which are protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act of 1966. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has requested that the official
agencies with jurisdiction over these resources, concur with the assessment that the
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of these park
resources. As part of their concurrence of the conditioned no adverse effect
determination for historic properties, VDHR did not object to this de minimis impact
finding in November 2016. NVRPA provided their concurrence in February 2017.
Arlington County provided their concurrence in March 2017.

3. Will new means of crossing 66 on foot or bicycle be incorporated into this project ? (to correct the
dissection of communities by the original construction of 66)

As described in the response to comment B.105.2, the Build Alternative improvements,
including the trail modifications are intended to effectively support the identified
Purpose and Need. No new trail features are proposed as part of the Build Alternative,
with the exception of the trail modifications necessary to implement the eastbound
widening and address the primary elements of need. However, these improvements are
not intended to preclude any additional changes to the regional trail network in the
future.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks, and the City of Falls
Church to pause immediately the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way.
Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we
are trying to address both now and in the future.
Please immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Hwy near I-66. If
not paused, this project will create problems for pedestrian and cyclist development in the area and
negatively impact the surrounding neighborhood. Please take the time to prepare a thoughtful design
that the neighborhood can support.
I have been so disappointed in the way the entire I-66 process has been handled, and this is another
example. VDOT determined to do these projects in a certain way, held community meetings as window
dressing, and then continued on a fast track to do the projects as it wished without accounting for
community concerns. Most notably, the investment is not in mass transit as it must be but rather in
continuing to build bigger roads. Please see development around New York City over the past 60 years
as an example. This area is not the first to tackle these issues. The only way forward is transit.

March 2017

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
As described in the response to comment B.89.3, the Build Alternative improvements
considered in the EA are intended to address immediate needs that are pronounced
along eastbound I-66 in the study area, and are consistent with the enhancements and
implementation schedule outlined in the Metropolitan Washington Regional Council of
Government’s (MWCOG) Fiscally Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP). The most
recent 2040 CLRP was adopted in October 2015 but includes amendments through
2016. The CLRP also includes high occupancy tolling as well as enhanced bus service
and numerous bicycle, pedestrian, and other multimodal improvements throughout the
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Sean Finegan

B.124.1

Alexandra
Fisher

B.125.1

K.S. Fisher

B.126.1

Daniel Fisk

B.127.1

Mercedes
Fitchett

B.128.1

Amy Flatten

B.129.1

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Stiven Foster

B.130.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Ellen Fox

B.131.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Robin Frei

B.132.1

David French

B.133.1

Chris French

Matthew
French

B.134.1

B.135.1

Dennis Frew

B.136.1

Robert W.

B.137.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Miscellaneous

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Miscellaneous

Comment

Response
corridor, which are assumed to be in place as part of the No Build Alternative in the
EA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As part of project to Transform 66 Inside the Beltway, and the Eastbound Widening effort please
include a bridge for the W & OD trail to cross over Lee Highway. For more than a decade I have used
the W & OD and Custis trails to commute year-round from my home in Falls Church to D.C.. A bridge
at this busy intersection will improve the safety for cyclists and pedestrians.
I respectfully request that you temporarily halt the construction of the proposed overhead bridge
project over Lee Highway. I was involved in the development of the East Falls Church Area Plan,
which was developed with extensive neighborhood input. The proposed overhead bridge was developed
without careful consideration of the many issues discussed so thoughtfully during the development of
the East Falls Church Area Plan including pressing safety issues, quality of life issues, and impact of
future plans in the same area. The proposed bridge project is in many ways at odds and detrimental to
the aims of the East Falls Church area plan. Please halt future progress on the bridge proposal to
allow for the development of a more prudent and thoughtful plan.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. This would improve safety for trail
users as well as reduce problems for motorists transiting the crossing area. I urge VDOT to insure that
the bridge is included in the final plans. Its construction will offer significant safety improvements for
bicyclists and pedestrians at this very congested intersection.

I am not in favor of getting rid of the exemption for vehicles with authorized clean special fuel license
plates inside the beltway. This is the only commuter type that is going to have to pay more for their
commute, and no one can say how much it will cost the commuter. This is absolutely unfair. It reneges
on the promise to clean fuel vehicle owners after we have already payed typically $3,000 more than a
standard car, and then taxes us even further.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Last night, after driving on many roads and highways in Fairfax County, I called VDOT and raised the
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Although included as part of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management, or exceptions for clean fuel vehicles, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual signage plan
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Response to Comments Received
Name
Fritz

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
roof with them about the LACK OF VISIBLE LINES on ALL road surfaces. Honestly, on I-66 and I-495
you could not, literally, see ANY lines in the rain. People were “wandering” all over the road trying to
figure out where the lanes were. I saw numerous near collisions because no one could figure out the
lanes.

Response
has been developed; however, specific signing, signals, and pavement markings would
be determined in the project’s final design and installed during construction to be
consistent with FHWA’s latest Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices as well as
VDOT’s Road and Bridge Standards.

Something has gone horribly wrong with whomever is in charge of lane marking. What kind of paint
are they using? What has happened to the reflective lane markers? Above ALL other road
considerations, showing drivers where the lanes are is the TOP MOST task.
PLEASE get someone to address this.
Rick
Fulgencio
Elizabeth
Fulham
Todd Furse

B.138.1
B.139.1
B.140.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to urge you to support building a bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee Highway without
delay, with the requirement that VDOT continue to work with Arlington on the design of the bridge. I
generally support the staff recommendations for the Board's response to the Transform 66
environmental assessment, including the project at the Custis Trail in Bon Air Park. Separately,
Arlington should continue to work with the East Falls Church neighborhood to address the de facto
routing of the trail through their neighborhood streets.
Why a bridge is needed
I bike with my family and am interested in making bicycling a safe and comfortable transportation
option for as many as possible. The current design of the W&OD crossing Lee at grade means that I'm
more likely to take the car when heading East, especially with my kids. A trail that does not involve any
at-grade crossings will make it more likely that we'll leave the car and bike, especially as my kids
become older and are riding their own bikes more.
Why a delay is not warranted
I understand that the East Falls Church neighborhood has concerns and is asking for a delay in the
project. Having spoken with neighborhood representatives, reviewed past studies, and reviewed County
Staff's recommendation, I do not agree that a delay is warranted.

Shawn
Gallagher

B.141.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Stay Involved in Design
The neighborhood's primary concern seems to be the design of the bridge, and I also share concerns
about some of the preliminary renderings. I strongly endorse the staff recommendation to condition
endorsement on continue VDOT engagement with Arlington on the bridge's design.
The neighborhood also has concerns with the de facto routing of the W&OD trail traffic and car traffic
along the neighborhood streets (particularly Van Buren Street). I share this concern, but I do not think
building the bridge will impact the problem area. Instead, I support Arlington working with the
neighborhood to address the issue through the current project in Benjamin Banneker Park and through
a long term project.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
(W&OD) Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.

EFC Proposals Are Inferior to a Bridge
The neighborhood requests delay to study two alternative proposals.
However, both proposals are clearly inferior to the bridge
First EFC proposal (A trail alignment that proceeds from the west along Four Mile Run behind the
Fire House, under Lee Highway (using existing box culvert) and behind the West Lee condominium and
live work units where it returns immediately to Westmoreland Street, whence as a bike lane or side path
it follows Westmoreland to 19th Street to Van Buren Street to reconnect this the existing trail in
Benjamin Banneker Park.): Falls Church has studied the feasibility of running the W&OD trail through
Isaac Crossman Park and found that the environmental impact would be too great. The EFC
alternative would instead route the trail along the roads, but a trail-along-the-road option would not be
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
as safe and comfortable as an entirely separated trail. Moreover, this option would have more people
ride through the neighborhood and would preclude future solutions that eliminate any routing of the
W&OD on neighborhood streets. Finally, it is my understanding that the existing culvert floods in
heavy rains, which would render any trail through there unreliable. There is no need to delay to study
this option.

Response

Second EFC Proposal (Taking the W&OD across Fairfax Drive at the same intersection, going under
the Lee Highway overpass, and following the I-66 right of way across Sycamore St, across or under the
eastbound I-66 onramp and reconnecting with the W&OD trail at the landmark known as Brandymore
Castle). This option is not worth delaying to study because it keeps an at-grade crossing of a major
road (across Fairfax Dr instead of Lee). It would not improve the safety and comfort of the trail to
anywhere near the same level that a bridge would.
Additionally, because the trail would need to immediately drop below Lee Hwy, the trail would need to
have sharp turns, steep inclines and likely both, which would not be safe nor comfortable. Additionally,
the second part of this routing (crossing Sycamore) is not necessary to the route, and would likely not
be funded by VDOT. Thus, this design would likely not solve the riding-through-the-neighborhood
situation because it would only get users across Lee Hwy.
Work Together to Fix the W&OD in East Falls Church Separate from this project, we can work
together to solve the issue of people riding through the neighborhood of East Falls Church.
Near Term Opportunity: Benjamin Banneker Park In the near term, there is a project being designed
for Benjamin Banneker Park that includes rebuilding the W&OD and Four Mile Trails through that
park. As part of that project, the County could realign the trails to cross over the Four Mile Run stream
where the trail passes under Sycamore Street. This would allow the path of the trail to straighten,
eliminating a dangerous blind curve. The trail could then proceed directly to the corner of 18th and
Tuckahoe Street.
Cyclists would then have the option of riding west on 18th to Van Buren or north on Tuckahoe (which
the County could make more attractive with safety improvements to the intersection of 19th St &
Tuckahoe and to the W&OD trail north of 19th Rd). This change would not completely solve the issue,
but would make likely disperse the bicycle traffic on more of the neighborhood streets. It would have
the added benefit of allowing the County to remove a significant stretch of paved trail in the park.
Long Term Solution: Bridge over Sycamore In the long term, the W&OD should cross Sycamore street
and the 66 on-ramp from Sycamore street via a new bridge (as the neighborhood requests in their 2nd
alternative above). This would make the entire stretch of trail free of any on road riding or at grade
crossings, making it safer and more comfortable. This project is not currently planned for, but should
be built in to future CIPs and the update to the Bike Element of the MTP.
Thank you for taking the time to collect public comments and feedback from our communities in
Arlington. I am a resident of Arlington, living in Westover Village, just a half block north of I-66 on
Jefferson St.

Ben and Lisa
Garcia

B.142.1

Noise

I have serious concerns about what I have been observing during the initial installation of the sound
barriers being installed just south of Fairfax Dr near the intersection of Jefferson St and Fairfax. The
sound barrier on both the south and north sides of 66 is being installed at the highway level rather than
at the top of the hill. It appears those barriers on the south side will provide little relief as there is
already a wall in this place installed on the top of the hill that rises 20-30 feet over the highway level.
On the north side, it appears the wall is also being installed at the highway level, but it does not appear
to be tall enough at these early stages of construction to actually impede the line-of-sight to the
neighborhood, particularly given that the wall is being constructed at the bottom of the hill rather than
at the top of the hill as it is near Harrison St.
Please advise how tall this sound barrier will be such that we can be assured this sound barrier is
providing more mitigation that already exists via the fact that I-66 has been cut out at a lower level
than the neighborhood. As I see in the VDOT manual, it appears these walls should be constructed at
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In general, noise barriers are most effective when placed as close to the noise source or
as close to the noise receiver as possible. The relationship of roadway, barrier, and
receiver elevations can also influence the effectiveness of noise barriers, and in certain
situations can render a noise barrier ineffective. However, the horizontal placement of
noise barriers depends on several factors such as the terrain in the area, and the
availability of right of way. For example, engineering conflicts, right of way limits, or
environmental features are among the constraints that can influence the horizontal
placement of noise barriers in relation to the roadway or the noise receptor.
Nevertheless, VDOT ensures that all noise barriers recommended for construction meet
or exceed the federal noise guidance of providing adequate noise reductions at the
affected properties.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
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Comment
the top of hills rather than the bottom as shown in Figures 9 and 10 in this VDOT at this resource:

Response
effective noise abatement.

http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/noisewalls/Did_you_know.pdf
Why is this clear guidance from this manual not being followed and is there time to adjust to the plans
to correct this mistake. From reviewing the VDOT resources, it's obvious that replacing the chain link
fence along the Custis Trail with a wooden fence would do more to mitigate the sound than installing a
dedicated sound barrier where installation has started if the height is not such that it eliminates the line
of sight to the homes.
Generally I have found that while I-66 provides a substantial amount of white noise at my home, I have
not been overly concerned with the sound to date while I do know those who live between me and the
highway are more concerned. I do appreciate VDOTs consideration of installing sound barriers in the
areas that lack it, particularly as the widening projects are getting underway to increase the number of
lanes in this stretch of I-66 which we is certain to increase this noise. We appreciate your efforts to
devote resources to mitigate the sound here.

David
Gardiner

As a regular user of the W&OD bike trail, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of
Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent
option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which
allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region. I once
suffered a serious injury when a car struck me when I was crossing an intersection on my bike.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.

B.143.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.143.2

Project Schedule

B.143.3

Design

B.144.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.145.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I'm writing in support of the proposed bicycle facilities, including the W&OD bridge. It's important to
provide commuters with alternatives. Thank you



Greg Garrett
Jeff Gauger
James
Gaughan
Nathan
George
Karen
Gerstbrein

Fairfax Alliance
for Better
Bicycling

B.146.1
B.147.1
B.148.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Brett Gibson

B.149.1

Gina Gil

B.150.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Kelly Gil

B.151.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Please approve moving forward with the W&OD bridge over Lee Highway. I am an Arlington County
resident and cyclist. The complexity of this intersection and the high volume of pedestrian & bike
traffic justify a better solution for the safety of those who use the W& OD trail.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Franz
Gimmler

B.152.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Frank Giresi

B.153.1

Carlos Goldie

B.154.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
It is at long last time for Arlington County to promote and protect its own Area Plan for East Falls
Church and for VDOT to respect that community plan and make Transforming I-66 a plan for the East
Falls Church community as well as the Bicycle Community and the I-66 Interstate Roadway – in short
to honor the State’s commitment to (and Federal requirement for) Context Sensitive Solutions.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address, both present and
future – both transportation and community.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Miriam
Goldstein

B.155.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am writing in strong support of the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near
I-66. As a bicyclist, a walker, and a resident of the Arlington-East Falls Church neighborhood, I will
appreciate and benefit from the important safety and transit improvements that will come with
completion of this project. Thank you for weighing and accommodating the interests of all road users in
the area: drivers, riders, and walkers/runners.

Javier Gomez

B.156.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Molly Good

Ben
Goodkind
Carol
Goodloe
Leslie
Goransson
Mary Gordon

B.157.1

B.158.1
B.159.1
B.160.1
B.161.1

Matthew
Gorman

B.162.1

Dan Graifer

B.163.1

Chris Leigh
Graves

B.164.1

Teresa Green

B.165.1

Walter R.
Green

B.166.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Other Projects
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
How does the new tolling affect travelers going from and to the airport? If they are traveling alone
would they be able to use the HOV setting on the ezpass? On the transform66 web page current airport
rules are expressed but the too be airport rules are not discussed. Can you please update the page to
define the new airport rules from and to Dulles?
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I'm writing to express my strong support for a pedestrian/bicycle bridge at the Washington
Boulevard/Lee Highway intersection at Falls Church. This intersection is often confusing, and
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Dulles toll users will have to pay the toll to get to the Dulles Toll Road and Dulles
Airport Access Road.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Daniel Grey

B.167.1

Jason Gross

B.168.1

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
dangerous, especially with eastbound vehicle traffic that turns right onto Lee Highway. Despite
"turning vehicles must yield" signs, vehicles often turn regardless of the light or pedestrian/bicycles
present. And with the current timing of the lights, pedestrians and bicyclists often start crossing before
the "walk" sign illuminates, as traffic is stopped on Lee Highway for a while before the walk light
illuminates. A bridge over Lee Highway at this point would provide safety benefits and improve traffic
flow for everyone.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I am writing in support of a WOD bridge over Lee Highway. I am an avid bicyclist and bike on this
part of the WOD frequently. The bridge will make the intersection not only safer for cyclists, but also
for cars and pedestrians.

Coral
Gundlach

B.169.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Sue Gunter

B.170.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Paul
Guttridge

B.171.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Michelle
Hairston

B.172.1

William Hall

B.173.1

Jon Hamblin

B.174.1

Evan Handy

Blair
Hanuschak

B.175.1

B.176.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Miscellaneous

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I heard recently about the proposed bridge that would carry the W&OD Trail over the intersection with
Lee Highway. I fully support the bridge!
I have a weekly appointment in Dunn Loring and I like taking my bike on the W&OD trail to get there,
but I get discouraged by that dangerous Lee Highway crossing. Cars turning off of Fairfax Drive onto
Lee Highway often get impatient with or don't see the bikers and pedestrians in the crosswalk.
Building the W&OD bridge over Lee Highway will greatly improve safety, making everyone--both
users and parents or guardians of users--feel better about the trail.

Please maintain the CFV exemption. It is essential that the people who were asked to support the
environment by paying for more expensive vehicles, should be allowed to continue to receive this
benefit, in exchange for the pollution reduction that this brings to the area. Eliminating this program is
a step backward for our region.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Although included as a component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management, or exceptions for clean fuel vehicles, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
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Nicole Harkin

B.177.1

Peter Harnik

B.178.1

Katie Harris

B.179.1

Kristen
Harstad

B.180.1

Topic

Comment

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Dear person who can fix the bridge over Lee Highway for biking, Can you please make it safer?
(I bike with 2 little boys...)
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Response
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

I am hoping you can give me some information about this project:
Ruthie
Harvey

B.181.1

Joshua Hatch

B.182.1

Timon Hazell

B.183.1

Ed
Hazelwood

B.184.1

Emily Helmes

B.185.1

Garrett
Hennigan

B.186.1

Project Schedule

108424 (I-66 eastbound-only widening inside the beltway, between the Dulles Connector Road (exit 67)
and Fairfax Drive/Glebe Road (exit 71))
Can you tell me what the status of this project is in relation to the ROW phase? I am also looking for
the name and email address of the project manager. I did not see it posted on the project website.

B.187.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Purpose and Need

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Funds allocated to this project are wasted and will only encourage more people to drive. Look at
examples of countries that made it harder and more expensive for commuters to travel by automobile
and focused resources on mass transportation. This is the only way to move people. There will never
be enough roads to accommodate automobile traffic. Widen 66, nowhere to go at the river. oh, just
build more bridges. oh, no where to park! Roads are not the answer use resources to make public
transportation reliable and affordable.

Money spent on roads could be used to subsidize public transportation. Encourage telecommuting and
ride sharing.
B.187.2

Transit

Plus, using one lane for a Hot Lane will decrease the capacity of 66 but it will help those that can
afford it a quicker ride for a while, but who cares about the lowly minimum wage worker and how they
will be to work.

B.187.3

Miscellaneous

Also, 66 was initially constructed with the understanding/agreement that it would not be widened.

Chet Hepburn

Following the completion of the environmental review process and approval from
FHWA to advance the Build Alternative, the project is currently anticipated to be
advanced to right of way acquisition and construction beginning in 2018.

As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.
The revenue generated from the tolling of I-66 Inside the Beltway (separate project
under UPC 107371) will be used for multimodal improvements in the I-66 Corridor.
Additionally, the tolling strategy is designed as a "throughput maximization" strategy.
That is, the tolls will be set to allow the most person throughput (in terms of free HOVs
and transit vehicles in addition to toll paying non-HOV vehicles) as opposed to
maximum revenue which would be designed to maximize revenues, regardless of
throughput. An ideal situation would be that everyone uses carpools and transit so there
is no toll revenue generated, but the maximum number of people are moving on I-66
with the fewest vehicles.
Section 1.2 of the EA describes the history of I-66, which was approved by FHWA for
construction from the Capital Beltway (I-495) to Rosslyn, Virginia, in 1977. As part of
the decision to proceed with the interstate construction, the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Transportation, William T. Coleman, outlined a number of stipulations
associated with the project including the acquisition of right of way to be reserved for
Metrorail improvements, exclusion of heavy duty trucks, and prohibition of additional
highway lanes beyond the four proposed at the time.
Congress modified the “Coleman Decision” via the FY 2000 Appropriations Act for the
FHWA. Section 357 of the act stated, “(a)Notwithstanding the January 4, 1977
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Name

Leo Hession

Affiliation

No.

B.188.1

Jose Himinez

B.189.1

Brendan Hoar

B.190.1

Scott
Hoffman

B.191.1

Kent Holland

B.192.1

Rick Holt

B.193.1

Valene
Hopkins
Jason
Horowitz

B.194.1
B.195.1

Ty Hughes

B.196.1

Patti Hurst

B.197.1

Sarah
Husband
Allen Irwin

B.198.1
B.199.1

Topic

Comment

Response
decision of the Secretary of Transportation that approved construction of Interstate
Highway 66 between the Capital Beltway and Rosslyn, Virginia, the Commonwealth of
Virginia, in accordance with existing Federal and State law, shall hereafter have
authority for operation, maintenance, and construction of Interstate Route 66 between
Rosslyn, except as noted in paragraph (b). (b)The conditions in the January 4, 1997
decision, that excludes heavy duty trucks and permit use by vehicles bound to or from
Washington Dulles International Airport in the peak direction during peak hours, shall
remain in effect.”

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

As a daily bicycle commuter along this corridor, I very much support enhanced bicycling facilities (and
especially the proposed bicycle bridge over Washington Street/Lee Highway) as an integral element of
the proposed I-66 widening. The W&OD and Custis Trails are used by hundreds (or more) of bike
commuters, people walking to Metro and/or work, and recreational users every day.

Miscellaneous

This is…simply another tax. None of you use these roads. You will never achieve mass transit with the
flexibility people need to do their jobs. Witness the catastrophe that the Metro has been and will
continue to be. Note the fact that you are losing money on the hot lanes on 95/395. People will end up
using 50 and 29 and they will end up setting in gridlock.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Environmental
Considerations

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

I am in favor of using tolls to regulate traffic on 66, but deeply opposed to any construction of an
eastbound lane that interferes with the bike path. I use it daily to commute to and from work. It is a
vital transportation route and a valuable asset to our community.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
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Following a February 2016 bipartisan agreement amongst members of the Virginia
Governor and General Assembly to improve conditions on I-66 inside the Capital
Beltway, VDOT and FHWA initiated the EA to evaluate to potential impacts associated
with widening a four-mile stretch from the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive,
largely within the available highway ROW. The needs identified through the EA study
support the Build Alternative improvements evaluated and support further consideration
from FHWA on improvements that benefit this corridor.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
(W&OD) Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Tolling of I-66 Inside the Beltway is being implemented as part of a separate project
under UPC 107371. The additional capacity improvements that benefit I-66 eastbound
will result in some modifications to adjacent trail facilities, including the Custis Trail in
the vicinity of Bon Air Park as well as the W&OD trail over Lee Highway/Washington
Boulevard (Route 29). In order to implement the Build Alternative and associated trail
modifications, temporary detours may be required during construction; however, the
overall function of the trail facilities are not anticipated to be affected.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

Timothy
Jacobs
Sharon
Jankiewicz
Kevin
Jarzomski

No.
B.200.1
B.201.1
B.202.1

Topic
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Patricia
Jenkins

B.203.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I would like to request that VDOT moves forward with an overpass over Lee Hwy at Washington Blvd
in Arlington. This is a difficult intersection for walkers, runners, and bikes on the trail. I'm concerned
about safety as a runner here and support it as a a taxpayer in Virginia.

Lauren
Jenkins

B.204.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Ladislav
Jerabek

B.205.1

Tolling

Hello! I like the improvements planned for I-66 inside beltway except the HOV-3+ change, which is
scheduled to take place in 2020. I would like to know, if this change is already finalized or we can vote
against it. I would prefer to keep I-66 HOV-2+ only.

Dawn Jessen

Mark
Johnstone

Reston Bike Club

B.206.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.207.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Michael
Jolley

B.208.1

Megan Jones

B.209.1

Brandon
Jones

B.210.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-66 will not solve the cyclist
and pedestrian issues facing this area. Its construction would be a short sighted solution to a tiny slice
of the complicated transit issues at this intersection and in the surrounding neighborhoods. Further, Its
construction in its current form would inhibit future transit solutions.
Please hit the reset button on this project and take time to consider its design and how it may be used to
enhance the entirety of the transit solutions in this area.
As a resident in an adjacent neighborhood, I've seen the traffic -- foot, car and bicycle -- increase
dramatically over the last ten years. The area surrounding the kiss and ride portion of the metro has
turned into a free for all. Cyclists speed down Tuckahoe Street through its intersection with 18th street
without a pause at stop signs. Cars drop people off to ride the metro all along 18th street to avoid the
kiss and ride parking lot. School buses drop kids off just a block away.
It is dangerous. Arlington County knows it. WMATA knows it. And VDOT knows it. This bridge and its
design does nothing to address these types of issues and it could make future efforts to do so more
complicated or impossible.
I commuted by bicycle from my home in Reston, VA to the Pentagon for four years using the W&OD
Trail and can attest that construction of a bicycle overpass of the W&OD at the intersection of
Washington/Lee Blvd at Falls Church would significantly improve safety for bicyclist and pedestrians
at this intersection.

B.211.1

Miscellaneous

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

I am most interested in the area around Falls Church where Washington Street crosses 66 -- and the
East Falls Church metro area.
Can you send me any links to documents, electronic copies and other project info, preliminary designs,
environmental technical studies, project schedule, and right of way information?

Jofi Joseph

B.212.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The change from HOV2+ to HOV3+ is a planning policy decision. It has been
scheduled for 2020 based on long term planning and air quality. However, this change
is being implemented separately from the widening improvements evaluated as part of
the Build Alternative for this EA. Therefore, lane restrictions and management were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA. Instead, the schedule for high
occupancy vehicle restrictions is included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as
part of the No Build Alternative condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound
widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge

I am writing to request a copy of the Environmental Assessment or "EA" for the Transform 66 Inside
the Beltway Eastbound Widening Project.
Karen Jones

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The EA (http://inside.transform66.org/learn_more/documents.asp) and preliminary
public hearing design plans
(http://inside.transform66.org/meetings/december_2016_design_public_hearing_materi
als.asp) can be reviewed on the project website at the links provided.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Susan Jung

B.213.1

David Juras

B.214.1

Stephanie
Kao

B.215.1

Josh
Kaplowitz

B.216.1

Harriet
Kavrukov

B.217.1

Kevin Kayes

B.218.1

Natalie Kean

B.219.1

Katie Kelly

B.220.1

Andrew
Kelmers

B.221.1

Jason Kiker

B.222.1

Elizabeth
Kiker

Leslie
Kindling

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.223.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.224.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.224.2

Project Schedule

B.224.3

Design

B.225.1

Washington & Old

Comment
Please support the bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee Highway. This would make it much safer for
me to ride my bicycle and make me bike more often.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am an Arlington resident and regular bike commuter on the W&OD and Custis Trails, and I am
concerned about the conceptual drawings for the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee
Highway near I-66 (http://inside.transform66.org/documents/meetings/dec2016designpublichearing/i66_inside_eb_widening_dph_conceptual_ped-bike_bridge_wod_trail_december_2016.pdf).
The
proposed design will create problems for future pedestrian and cyclist transit development in the area,
as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way that a more thoughtful
design would not. For instance, we should consider re-routing the W&OD trail so that it forms a
continuous path from Arlington to Falls Church rather than meandering through neighborhood streets.
Although we need a trail crossing, it should integrate into a broader plan for the East Falls Church
area and the bike trail network generally, and it should consider factors beyond simply the VDOT
controlled right of way.

Saundra King

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. This would improve safety for trail
users as well as reduce problems for motorists transiting the crossing area. I urge VDOT to insure that
the bridge is included in the final plans. Its construction will offer significant safety improvements for
bicyclists and pedestrians at this very congested intersection. Thank you for your consideration and
attention to this matter.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I have lived in Arlington for 10 years, and biked most of it. The bridge over Lee Highway is a key, vital
part of our infrastructure that needs to be built. Now that my own children are 8, 7, and 5, they often
want to bike with me --- but intersections like this make it almost impossible for me to bring them along
and feel safe. Please help make this safe for all bike riders and walkers.
As a trail user, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful
planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting
around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid
dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.


Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls

March 2017

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Jerome King

Affiliation

No.

B.226.1

B.227.1

Topic
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Noise

Tatum King

B.227.2
Jason Kinikin

B.228.1

Ron Kinskey

B.229.1

Barbara
Klestzick

B.230.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.230.2

Project Schedule

B.230.3

Design

Lucas Koach

B.231.1

JoAnn
Kokindo

B.232.1

Dan Kole

B.233.1

Paul Kolodzy

Environmental
Considerations
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.234.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Traffic Analysis/
Design

Comment
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create future problems for integrated future pedestrian and
cyclist transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding
neighborhoods. Although a trail crossing is needed, a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT
controlled right of way will be more economically and socially supportable. Create a hold on this
project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to
address (both present and future).
As a frequent user of the W&OD trail and the intersection at Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway and
Fairfax Drive I highly recommend safety improvements to this pedestrian and cyclist crossing. It
current presents a continuing conflict between drivers and those who walk and bike. This should be a
high priority.

Please note that I do not support the 66 Eastbound Widening Project. As the project is now
proceeding, I urge VA DOT to heighten and widen the sound wall barriers throughout the entire
Madison Manor, Arlington, neighborhood alongside I66 to protect against increased road noise
pollution.

I also urge VA DOT to protect the bike path and Madison Manor park that abuts I66.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I see significant value in the bridges of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have
made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car.
Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions displace
traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.
Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive input
from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that also meets
NVRPA bridge standards.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing in support of the grade-separated ped and bike overpass of the W&OD at Lee Highway in
Falls Church. I have regularly commuted on that route and the bridge provides a safer transportation
option for both peds and bikes.
These comments are in regards to the current plan is presented at the Mary Ellen Henderson Middle
School on December 8, 2016. The plan as presented indicates that Exit 69 will be modified from a
single exit lane to two exit lanes to enter Fairfax Drive. It also includes reducing the two lane + one
additional parking lane to a single lane plus one additional parking lane. There were also discussions
with regards to the potential of a light at the intersection of Westmoreland St. and Fairfax Drive in
order to address additional traffic load coming off of I 66 eastbound. I am a resident of Falls Church
and drive east on Fairfax Drive every morning in order to enter I 66 eastbound at Sycamore Street as
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Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
A preliminary noise analysis was conducted, consistent with FHWA and VDOT
policies and guidance, for the No Build and Build Alternatives to determine where
noise abatement might be warranted and to consider whether or not warranted sound
barriers would be reasonable and feasible. In the vicinity of the Madison Manor
neighborhood, Common Noise Environment (CNE) F, the existing barrier was
determined to provide adequate attenuation for increases in sound levels associated with
the Build Alternative. The final barrier location(s) and dimension(s) will be determined
during the final design noise analysis.
Based on the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, no impacts or use of the
Madison Manor Park is currently expected to occur.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The proposed two-lane ramp configuration will eliminate the existing yield. The offramp traffic does not need to make any lane change to make the through movement at
the intersection. However, under the existing conditions, vehicles are forced to make
one lane change in order to continue through. In addition, in the proposed configuration,
off-ramp traffic turning right at US-29 will only need to weave against one-lane traffic
coming from Fairfax Drive, as compared to two lanes of traffic under the existing
conditions. The proposed ramp configuration provides an improved and safer traffic
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Tal Kopan

B.235.1

Kate Koppy

B.236.1

Robert Kraig

B.237.1

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
well multiple times during the week during the early evening. Therefore, I have a fair amount of
experience as to the traffic loading and traffic patterns on this stretch of highway during peak hours.
Due to the manner in which the I66 extension/Rt 267 Dulles tollroad was designed for entrance is
going westbound, I also use Fairfax Drive to turn north on Lee Highway (Rt 29) to immediately turn
left onto Washington Boulevard so as to use the entrance lanes to I66 westbound. The first point to be
made is that the yield signs associated with the traffic using the exit to enter Fairfax Drive. In general
(and this can be much greater than 75% of the drivers/automobiles) do not obey the yield signs and
tend to cross over multiple lanes of traffic at full speed. Drivers on Fairfax Drive have to contend with
exiting traffic not allowing Fairfax Drive traffic to get to the leftmost lane. If this becomes any worse
(and by your recommendations it will become much worse) it will force traffic from Falls Church to use
the local roads on the north side of I66 to navigate to the I66 westbound entrance off of Washington
Boulevard. I would presume that this is not a desired behavior. The second point to be made is that
traffic tends to back up more on Fairfax Drive than it does on the Exit 69 ramp. This is in direct
contrast to what the staff were attempting to use as a rationale for expanding the offramp. It did not
stand up with regards to the results of your analysis, as well as did not stand up for live traffic feeds off
of Google maps during the December 8 meeting. The third point is the rationale that drivers using Exit
69 need to get to the rightmost lane of Fairfax Drive in order to go right toward the Falls Church town
center. This is precisely the reason that traffic plan needs to be revisited with the use of Exit 68 as the
primary exit to get to Falls Church’ s town center. Traffic could either use a left turn onto Fairfax
Drive and use I29/Lee Highway/N Washington St via a right turn or could use a right turn onto Fairfax
Drive and use Great Falls as a means to get toward Falls Church city center. The fourth point (a reiteration of some of the material in the first point) is the data that is used to justify a second exit lane
actually shows a degradation in service. Data indicates that modifying the control systems for the lights
on both sides the bridge for Lee Highway/I29 (as indicated by the staff) produces a significant
reduction in queuing lengths and times. Adding the additional exit lane with the new control systems
actually increases the queuing. This was the case for both the 2025 and the 2040 time frames. So the
primary question is why are the designers including a second lane when it produces no advantage? In
addition, I did not see analysis on the queue links on Fairfax Drive and the impact of the second exit
lane with the single lane from Fairfax Drive. Given the points above, it behooves the planners to revisit
the design for Exit 68 and Exit 69. Given my background as an engineer, I have been taught not to
provide/illuminate problems without suggestion of corrections. Here are a few options that should be
investigated: 1. Maintains the number of exit lanes for Exit 69 to one and the number of lanes from
Fairfax Drive to two. 2. Change the signage for the Exit 68 to include downtown Falls Church?• in
order to clearly delineate that this is the exit to get to Falls Church. 3. Change the signage for Exit 69
to include Arlington and East Falls Church?• to clearly delineate that this is to get to the East Falls
Church Metro stop and points East/North of Falls Church. 4. Most of your problem associated with
Exit 69 tends to be with those cars attempting to go right onto Route 29. Given that you are trying to
change this behavior to use Exit 68, the use of lane demarcation or rumble strips?• to dissuade
changing lanes from Lane 3 (counting from the right with the right turn lane being Lane 1 and the left
turn lane being Lane 4) to Lane 2 or Lane 1. Those could be eventually removed once the traffic follows
the signage to use Exit 68. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. I believe your own data
indicates the lack of technical support for an additional lane for Exit 69. Additionally, I believe you
have not investigated the potential deleterious effects (potentially severe) to travel on Fairfax Drive.
Therefore the logical conclusion is not to implement a lane reduction on Fairfax Drive and lane
addition for Exit 69.

Response
operational configuration on the eastbound Fairfax Drive approach without
compromising arterial and intersection level of service.
The two-lane off-ramp configuration at Exit 69 performs better than the one-lane offramp configuration. In both 2025 and 2040 scenarios, queues from the two-lane
configuration options do not spillback to the eastbound I-66 mainline, whereas the onelane configuration options spillback to the mainline, resulting in congested conditions.
Based on the traffic survey, 12-13% of off-ramp traffic made the right run the Fairfax
Dr and US-29 intersection. The majority of off-ramp traffic made right turns and
through movements at this intersection.
The intersection of Fairfax Drive at Lee Highway will operate at a failing LOS F under
the one lane ramp options in both 2025 and 2040 scenarios. Under the two-lane ramp
options, the intersection operations improve to LOS D or better. As a result, this option
was determined to be preferred as part of the Build Alternative. The detailed analysis
method and results are documented in Appendix G of the TaTTR.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As an Arlington resident who both drives and bicycles through the I-66 project area, I believe that a
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway would make travel safer and easier for all road and trail users.
Well-designed grade-separated highway crossings, which allow trail users to avoid lengthy waits and
dangerous intersections, offer many northern Virginians a practical commute option that doesn't
require a car. Build the W&OD Bridge
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name
Robert
Kunkle
Elizabeth
Kwasnik

Affiliation

No.
B.238.1
B.239.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Phillip Lam

B.240.1

David
Landeck

B.241.1

Anne Larsen

B.242.1

Luis Laso

B.243.1

Jon Lawler

B.244.1

Rebecca
Lawerence

B.245.1

Milorad Lazic

B.246.1

Brigid Leavy

B.247.1

Linda
Leheney

B.248.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

My husband and I strongly support a pedestrian/bike bridge at the intersection of Lee Hwy and I66.
These has become a very popular but now dangerous intersection and this situation must be addressed
during the inside beltway project. Thank you for taking our comment.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Chris Leigh

B.249.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Frank Lenski

B.250.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I support a bike bridge for W&OD Trail at the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway in
Falls Church and other bike recommendations in the report to improve this alternative transportation
option. It would provide the safest route for bikers and pedestrians.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Mike LePore

B.251.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Michael
Lesperance

B.252.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Aric Letzring

B.253.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Henry B.
Lewin

B.254.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening: OVERPASS on Lee Highway/W&OD Trail. As
someone who drives through the intersection and uses the pedestrian/bike pathway I strongly support
the construction of the overpass. I am a resident of the area and this project would both increase the
safely of bikers and pedestrians, and improve traffic flow through this busy intersection. Thank you for
your consideration of this resident's input.
I am writing to express my support for the pedestrian/bicycle overpass project over Washington Blvd. I
am an avid bicyclist and frequently cross that intersection on my rides to DC and Arlington (after
getting a smoothie at Robeks in Falls Church). It is already very congested and a pedestrian/bicycle
bridge would go a long way to make crossing that intersection even safer. I am excited about the plans
to improve the bicycling and pedestrian infrastructure in and around Falls Church and I think this is
something well worth the investment.
I live at the above Arlington address and have been a resident of Arlington County for 30 years. I have
lived at my current address for 18 years. Anyone familiar with the Tuckahoe and the Benjamin
Banneker Park are fully aware of the problems of cut through traffic and bicyclist traversing through
our neighborhood. Of particular concern are the huge number of people riding bicycles in and out of
the park and failing to observe the stop sign at the top of the hill. It is already an extremely dangerous
situation from many bikers and the additional traffic that will be created in our neighborhood as a
result of the new tolls that will go into effect on our section of 66 will only serve to increase cut through
traffic in our neighborhood and put bicyclist at an even higher risk of accident and injury.
The VDOT proposed overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near 66 will have the potential to
alleviate some of these problems however, under the present planning I am of the opinion it will not
alleviate the neighborhoods problems nor make traveling for the bicyclist in the area any safer.

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

As described in the response to comment B.1.1, the proposed W&OD
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard (Route 29) is
included as a component of the Build Alternative in order to increase safety and
facilitate improved operational movements on the diverge ramp of I-66 and up to the
intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive.
Additional needs for improvements to the regional trail network in the vicinity of I-66
would not be addressed as part of the scope of this project; however, these would not be
precluded as part of other projects in the area. VDOT would continue to work with the
applicable localities on possible projects for trail improvements that may be warranted
in the future.
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Name
Katherine
Lewis

Affiliation

No.
B.255.1

Erik Lewis

B.256.1

Richard
Lewis

B.257.1

Adam Lind

B.258.1

Roxanne
Lindholm

B.259.1

Laura Linville

B.260.1

Mark Little

B.261.1

Dauquon
Littleton

Lauren
Lobrano
Matthew
Loping

B.262.1

B.263.1
B.264.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Tolling

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.265.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.265.2

Design

Elizabeth
Lower-Basch

B.266.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Elizabeth
MacGregor

B.267.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Jason Loss

Comment
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

It's really disappointing to hear that there will soon be no other option than to pay a toll to use the
highway. It's one thing to have a choice like the express lanes but it's another entirely to force every
single person to pay a toll. It's cost prohibitive for anyone but the upper class. I am also discontent with
the use of the funds. If I'm paying a toll to use the roads I've already paid taxes to build and maintain, I
at least want the proceeds to go to improving the roads I'm paying for not towards other forms of
transit like buses and metro. I clearly am choosing to drive because I prefer it to the other lackluster
options so why in the world would I want to pay a toll to use the same road when it doesn't even go
towards something I'll be using? I'm extremely disappointed and will consider moving outside of the
area as this project transitions.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As a frequent rider and sometimes commuter on the W&OD Trail I support the idea of putting a bridge
over US 29. This will make for a much safer intersection and allow for a much safer and more
enjoyable ride.
I have two suggestions.The first is that you please use recycled plastic or other similar materials
instead of wood when you construct this bridge. I believe that it will be better in terms of sustainability
but also will give a longer lifespan for the bridge. I have noticed, for example, that a wooden bridge
that crosses Four Mile Run in Falls Church has several spots where the wood has rotted almost all the
way through. A plastic bridge will last longer, fell better on the bike, and will be safer. Second, I am a
little confused from the renderings about where the bridge starts. It appears that (east of 29) bridge will
run past some of the buildings behind the sound wall and power station. I am concerned about
accessing it because when I ride on the W&OD I take it all the way to Van Buren St. and ride on that
road until it reaches 19th and then I access the little side path onto the trail. I tend to bypass the main
course of the trail since it has several hairpin turns that I do not like navigating.
Please approve moving forward with the W&OD bridge over Lee Highway
As a cyclist, this will make riding much safer. For drivers, it will be less annoying.
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. This would improve safety for trail
users as well as reduce problems for motorists transiting the crossing area. I urge VDOT to insure that
the bridge is included in the final plans. Its construction will offer significant safety improvements for
bicyclists and pedestrians at this very congested intersection.

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The revenue generated from the tolling of I-66 Inside the Beltway (separate project
under UPC 107371) will be used for multimodal improvements that benefit the I-66
Corridor. As described in the response to comment B.89.2, the implementation of
dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was evaluated separately
under an independent environmental review from the eastbound widening
improvements to address separate and distinct needs identified through the corridor.
However, the EA included the implementation of the tolling project in the supporting
traffic analysis, as it was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative. The schedule for
high occupancy vehicle restrictions is included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was
assumed as part of the No Build Alternative condition evaluated in the EA for the
eastbound widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement
program.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The decking material for the W&OD bridge structure as well as the specific end points
and configuration would be determined during the development of the final design.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

I am a resident of Vienna, VA and I commute to Washington, DC daily by bicycle. I pass through this
intersection twice each day. I have seen many "near misses” as motorists exiting I-66 turn right
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
without checking the crosswalk. It is a dangerous and intimidating intersection for cyclists and
pedestrians.

Response

I believe a bridge would have the added benefit of improving traffic flow for motorists.

Elizabeth
MacGregor

Catherine
Macheret
Jason
Maddux

B.268.1

B.269.1
B.270.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

One final note: I have been a bicycle commuter in this corridor for over nine years. In recent years, I
have seen a huge increase in the number of bicycle commuters in the area. I believe that trend will
only continue. NOW is the time to address what is now a major issue and will soon be a crisis.
RE: Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening: YES! Please build the grade separated
pedestrian and bicycle overpass on the W&OD Trail at the Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway
intersection in Arlington/Falls Church. I traverse this on my commute, twice a day. It is a difficult
intersection and very congested, always with the worry of a motor vehicle exiting I-66 turning right
without checking for pedestrians or bicyclists. Thank you for your consideration and add my voice to
those in support of the overpass.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

John
Mahoney

B.271.1

Noise

I want to bring to your attention a problem in Madison Manor which is a result of the metro line as
related to the I-66 Inside the Beltway project. We received a briefing at our association meeting last
evening from Amanda Baxter, Project Manager for VDOT on the results of the noise study. Most in
attendance were very disappointed that currently there is no plan to change to the existing sound wall
as a result of the VDOT study. The sound study is inadequate for the decision being made. Much of the
discussion at our meeting focused on the inadequacy of this study and the additional noise created by
the Metro. The study only included traffic noise, not Metro noise. The benchmark used in the study was
65 decibels. The metro trains decibel level can routinely run from 67.5 for old trains up to 71.4 for new
trains, according to measurements taken by a resident who is impacted by the noise. Meeting attendees
were very upset at the results and recommendation. Ms. Baxter agreed that the study didn't include one
of the main sources of noise, the Metro, and the study design was inadequate for determining the
impact of the Metro. The VDOT engineers should determine the true noise impact of traffic and the
Metro, and try to build a remedy into the current project. We in Madison Manor are asking for your
support to include a remedy to the excessive noise caused by the Metro in addition to the additional
traffic. We have had the addition of one West bound lane, plus a new Metro Silver line with
significantly more noise. Now VDOT is planning another lane without any relief from the noise. If the
problem isn't fixed in this project we will be exposed to noise pollution and an unhealthy environment
as long as we live here.

Chris
Maimone

B.272.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Noise

I own a home in Westover that I am currently renting while my family is serving outside the U.S. with
the State Department. My property is located at 5833 11th St N. A friend told me that the proposed
sound wall will end a few houses before my property. Is this correct? If so, I am very concerned
because I-66 is already very loud in front of my house (and the metro too) and expanding I-66 will
definitely impact my property. I cannot attend the meeting on January 11 because I am outside the U.S.
Can you please suggest how I can obtain more information about the proposed sound wall and the
process to determine where it will be built?

Christine
Mandojana

B.273.1

Grant
Mandsager

B.274.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Kate Marshall

B.275.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

I am writing to support the proposed bridge on the W&OD trail over Lee Highway as described in the
Environmental Assessment. As an Arlington resident I use the W&OD as a transportation link to Falls
Church and points beyond, as well as for recreation. The current grade crossing is dangerous and is an
impediment for this important community transportation option. For example, I hope to someday soon
bike with my kids to the Falls Church farmer's market, but am unlikely to do so with the current
crossing given the volume of traffic and driver conduct at that intersection.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.54.1 regarding the incorporation of Metrorail
sound in the calculations for the loudest hour evaluations included in the Preliminary
Noise Analysis Report.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
A preliminary noise analysis was conducted, consistent with FHWA and VDOT
policies and guidance, for the No Build and Build Alternatives to determine where
noise abatement might be warranted and to consider whether or not warranted sound
barriers would be reasonable and feasible. In the vicinity of the referenced property,
Common Noise Environment (CNE) O, the existing barrier was determined to provide
adequate attenuation for increases in sound levels associated with the Build Alternative.
The final barrier location(s) and dimension(s) will be determined during the final design
noise analysis.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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No.
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Susan Martin

B.276.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Steven
Masters

B.277.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.278.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am writing to ask that you move forward on installing a pedestrian/biking bridge for the W&OD trail
where it crosses Lee Highway. I currently will not take my family to eat at the Arlington restaurants on
the east side of Lee Highway as it requires my crossing there. I've seen too many close calls!
I strongly feel that a bridge at this location is necessary for safe transportation. Thank you for your
consideration of this matter.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.279.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.279.2

Air Quality

My chief concern regarding widening or increasing capacity of I66 inside the beltway is as a
recreational user of the parallel pedestrian/bike trail. My principal concern is that even now the air
quality on the trail is poor on most days due to automobile exhaust. This causes problems for myself
and other trail users, especially those engaged in aerobic activities. While widening the road may
increase traffic flow and reduce idling, I don't think idling is a problem. A more common problem is
slow traffic, but this doesn't increase exhaust pollution any more than an equivalent amount of high
speed traffic. It does however, reduce noise which high speed traffic produces more of. While I am
appreciative of the availability of a well maintained trail, I cannot endorse any proposals that will
make it less usable due to health concerns. The only way I can see fit to endorse increased traffic
allowances is to keep the current trail air quality the same. This may require moving the trail further
from the road or adding a partition high enough to prevent exhaust pollution from spreading from the
road.

As summarized in Section 3.9 of the EA and detailed in the Air Quality Technical
Report, despite the projected growth in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which is
representative of increased capacity and throughput, overall pollutant emissions are not
anticipated to result in any adverse air quality impacts to human health and welfare.

B.280.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.281.1

Miscellaneous

This project is a waste of tax payers money and time.

B.281.2

Tolling

If the Virginia State Police had been enforcing the HOV-2 restrictions that have been in place for
years, this project would not be necessary.

Nancy Matton

Michael
Matyas

Michael
McCabe

Affiliation

Charles
McCoy

Alison
McDonald

B.282.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than the VDOT controlled right of way. More detailed comments can be found in the
letter submitted on behalf of the Arlington-East Falls Church Civic Association.
Please pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the
problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
Hello. I live very close to the proposed pedestrian bridge over Lee Highway along rt 66 in
Arlington/Falls Church. I am very in favor of this proposed bridge. That intersection is very dangerous
to cross as both a runner and as a biker. The drawings looks great and I hope it gets built sooner rather
than later. My family would greatly benefit from this addition to pedestrian safety.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-
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Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
The Purpose and Need for the project is defined in Chapter 1.0 of the EA.
Although included as a component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management were not considered as part of the alternatives
analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made as part of a separate study. The
schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is included in the MWCOG’s CLRP
and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative condition evaluated in the EA for
the eastbound widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Comment
66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Response

The Arlington - East Falls Church Civic Association and citizens petition VDOT, Arlington County,
Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls Church to immediately pause the proposed
VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will
create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit development in the area, as well as
create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way that a more thoughtful design
would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT
controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully
consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
1. Improved Safety Measures & Improved Bicycle and Pedestrian Network in the Vicinity- The present
state of the W&OD trail is dangerous. Cyclists face serious hazards as they make their way to the
W&OD trail navigating through busy neighborhood blocks already inundated with cut through traffic
(cars and pedestrians) from Metro users, a high volume of motor vehicles cutting through the
neighborhood to reach I-66, school buses trying to load and unload and neighborhood residents simply
trying to come and go from their homes.
2. Need for Missing Segment of W&OD Trail- As serious cyclists commute on the trail, they are
essentially dumped out for a five block span into a neighborhood that intersects considerable traffic,
both vehicular and metro commuter pedestrians. Any plan to provide an overhead bridge should
restore the missing segment of the trail as the missing segment causes friction and dangerous near
misses regularly.
3. Neighborhood Development - Arlington- East Falls Church Area Plan - The proposed bridge would
place a major and permanent obstacle in the middle of a neighborhood space that is central to smart
future neighborhood development (including a West Entrance to the EFC Metro and possible overhead
I-66 development). Properly planned, this development will unify the two halves of a neighborhood
bisected by I-66. This is the heart of the vision expressed throughout the East Falls Church Area Plan.
4. Impediment to Future West Entrance to EFC Metro - Arlington has the opportunity to create a true
multimodal improvement by creating a West Entrance to the East Falls Church Metro. The VDOT
proposed bridge would stand in the way of this opportunity to serve Arlington and Falls Church
residents looking to use Metro and help get more cars off the road. The bridge’s Eastern abutment will
present a nearly insurmountable challenge to the design of a Western entrance to the East Falls Church
Metro.
5. Visual Impact to the Area - This bridge, at nearly a fifth of a mile in length and approaching three
stories in height presents a massive visual and functional barrier to the sights and activity of East Falls
Church area, particularly the pedestrian oriented design of the highway at this location.
What is the vision for EFC in Arlington? - For the past two years we have endured the VDOT Spot 2
project near this location (which is still not complete) and are now faced with this proposed impending
overhead structure as part of the I-66 Tolling/Widening Project. We do not need more structures along
with the additional billboard signs to advertise dynamic tolling. This area should be planned for as the
inviting Western entrance to Arlington County, not a "truck stop" feel where cars race through to
access I-66. How does this bridge impact the discussion around a true connective solution for our
community? Why is there no conversation about the crumbling sidewalk on the narrow bridge that is
unsafe to walk on to cross over I-66 to get children safely to and from Tuckahoe Elementary School?
How does this impact the large scale renovation of the near by Benjamin Banneker Park that has trail
improvements as part of its project plan?
Sample of Alternate Suggestions Include:

Revised Environmental Assessment
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1. A trail alignment that proceeds from the west along Four Mile Run behind the Fire House, under Lee
Highway (using existing box culvert) and behind the West Lee condominium and live work units where
it returns immediately to Westmoreland Street, whence as a bike lane or side path it follows
Westmoreland to 19th Street to Van Buren Street to reconnect this the existing trail in Benjamin
Banneker Park.

Response

2. Taking the W&OD across Fairfax Drive at the same intersection, going under the Lee Highway
overpass, and following the I-66 right of way across Sycamore St, across or under the eastbound I-66
onramp and reconnecting with the W&OD trail at the landmark known as Brandymore Castle.
We ask that you take a step back from this bridge and evaluate with the many groups involved to look at
sound and BETTER solutions than this band-aid bridge that does not position ARLINGTON for
success. Please note, the neighborhood only learned about this bridge in October. I would ask that
VDOT provide you with data specific to Arlington residents on their thoughts about the inside the
beltway project for your review when after their public comment period on January 30th.
Evan
McDonnell
Henry
McEntee
Susan
McFadden
Tim
McGonigle

B.283.1
B.284.1
B.285.1
B.286.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66.

Michael J.
McKenney

B.287.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit
development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way
that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please consider the many constructive options outlined in the [Arlington-East Falls Church Civic
Association letter].
Instead of inefficient and costly tollbooths, a gantry is an overhead structure that
supports equipment, including cameras and sensors, to administer an automated toll
collection system while allowing traffic to maintain a free flow pace.

Moria
McLaughlin

B.288.1

Tolling

What is a gantry and thanks for making I66 an even worse driving experience!!

Although included as a component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management were not considered as part of the alternatives
analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made as part of a separate study. The
schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is included in the MWCOG’s CLRP
and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative condition evaluated in the EA for
the eastbound widening component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program.
The purpose of the improvements evaluated in the EA is to increase capacity in order to
enhance traffic operations and reduce congestion issues, as well as address safety needs

March 2017

Revised Environmental Assessment
68

Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Helen
McMahon

B.289.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Sharyn
Meister

B.290.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
between the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I am one of the eight accidents referred to in the above letter. On May 10, 2013, I was crossing with the
light at this intersection when I was hit by a driver in a van who turned right from the straight only
lane, one of four lanes that exits from I-66. Even though I had the right of way I was still run down in
the intersection. It changed my life forever. I suffered a tibial plateau fracture of my right leg that
required five surgeries, the last of which was a total knee replacement. I have an estimated 31% - 40%
permanent impairment of my right leg depending upon which orthopedic surgeon you talk to.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge (012717)

Rosemary
Melnick

B.291.1

Lisa Mendis

B.292.1

Canaan
Merchant

B.293.1

John and Dori
Mitchell

Ed Molnar

B.294.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am asking that VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks, and the City of Falls
Church to rethink the proposal to add a bridge crossing over Lee Highway near 66. As a homeowner
in this immediate neighbor and a Realtor that serves this community, I believe that VDOT's proposal
will cause a negative impact on the surrounding neighborhoods. Thank you for reconsidering this
proposal.
I support the bike bridge over Lee Highway near East Falls church. This is the only alternative.
Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Beyond the footprint of the grade-separated bicycle/pedestrian crossing, property
impacts are not expected and indirect effects to socioeconomic resources are not
anticipated to be substantial. VDOT is committed to continuing to coordination with
localities and the public to identify a suitable context-sensitive design solution for this
component of the Build Alternative.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Any work on I-66 must also address improvements to Metro including improved safety, operations,
oversight and alternative transportation options such as busses, van pools and telecommuting.

As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA, the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds resulting from the Build Alternative are expected to benefit vehicular traffic
operations as well as existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline. Future improvements to Metrorail service and the implementation of other
programmed multimodal projects throughout the corridor would not be precluded with
the implementation of the eastbound widening.

B.296.1

Transit

Dragan
Momcilovic

B.297.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Ricky
Monterosa

B.298.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Mary Ann
and William
Montgomery

B.299.1

As a frequent user of the W&OD trail and frequently cross the Washington Blvd./Route 29 intersection,
I would like to encourage you to further the plans to build a bicyclist/pedestrian bridge at that point.
Addition of such a bridge tomorrow would greatly increase the safety of everyone sharing the
intersection today.
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Robert L.
Moore

Ryan
Moreland

Affiliation

No.

Topic

B.300.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.301.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.301.2

Project Schedule

Comment
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I support construction of the grade-separated crossing of the W&OD Trail over Lee Highway (US 29)
as proposed in conjunction with the I-66 Inside the Beltway project. This structure is badly needed now
and should not be delayed by any further examination of alternatives.
As a trail user, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful
planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting
around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid
dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.


B.301.3

Design

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

Thank you for your consideration.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.

I have reviewed and concur with the 17 January letter to you from the East Falls Church Neighborhood
Association.

Colleen
Morgan

B.302.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not.Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

We can do better.
Tolling was not evaluated as part of the Build Alternative for this EA, as it was assumed
as part of the programmed improvements included in the No Build Alternative.
However, emergency responders will not be required to pay a toll, but a transponder
will be required for traditional users of the tolled facility.

B.303.1

Tolling

Will emergency vehicles be required to pay a toll on the New I-66 HOT lanes? Do we need EZPASS
transponders on our vehicles?

Paul Morris

B.304.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I completely support the initiative to build a bicycle overpass of the W&OD Trail at the intersection of
Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway in Falls Church. I chose to commute by bicycle instead of driving
to work, and this crossing is extremely dangerous for both pedestrians and cyclists and I have seen
numerous near misses. Thank you for considering this important safety improvement.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

David
Morrison

B.305.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT and Arlington County to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead
bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems
for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit development in the area, as well as create negative
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although
we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of
way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems
we are trying to address, both present and future.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Ben Morlock

Diane
Morrison

Marc
Moscatello
Jessica Mott

B.306.1

B.307.1
B.308.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

Gretchen
Mowery

No.
B.309.1

Topic
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
VDOT's I-66 eastbound widening project is a once-in-half-a-lifetime opportunity to built a continuous,
high-quality shared-use path adjacent to eastbound I-66. VDOT should have done this 40 years ago,
when I-66 was first designed and built, but VDOT failed in several ways in the East Falls Church area.
The current I-66 widening project is a rare opportunity to fix the trail-building mistakes that VDOT
made 40 years ago.
When VDOT designed I-66 and its adjacent trail nearly 40 years ago, it cut corners on the trail badly
from the Brandymore Castle hill east of N. Sycamore St all the way west to Lee Hwy. Since Arlington's
existing Four Mile Run Trail had a grade-separated underpass of N. Sycamore St, VDOT merely
detoured its I-66 Trail onto the Four Mile Run Trail, to carry it across Sycamore St, and then built an
unpleasant isolated and narrow I-66 Trail segment next to a noise wall from the East Falls Church
Metro to Lee Hwy.

Allen
Muchnick

B.310.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The current at-grade W&OD crossing at Lee Hwy has long been identified as an unsafe and unpleasant
obstacle for trail users, and the alternative alignments proposed by the East Falls Church Civic
Association are NOT better. The proposed W&OD Trail Bridge over Lee Hwy is the only acceptable
alternative, and VDOT should design and build this bridge immediately as part of the I-66 widening
project.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This component of the Build Alternative is being included to produce safety benefits at
the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and the I-66 off
ramp, but is also anticipated to result in improved operations on the I-66 mainline.
Additional regional trail improvements would need to be evaluated as part of an
individual project to meet separate and distinct needs.

At the same time, VDOT's eastbound I-66 widening project should also correct all the other longstanding deficiencies of the I-66 Trail from the Brandymore Castle Hill in East Falls Church Park to
the East Falls Church Metro station, by building a direct and high-quality trail overpass adjacent to
eastbound I-66 over both N. Sycamore St and the I-66 entrance ramp from N. Sycamore St. This
missing connection was identified years ago in the East Falls Church Area Plan. VDOT should fund,
design, and build this connection now as part of the I-66 widening project.
This I-66 widening project is a rare opportunity to fix long-standing deficiencies in a key regional
bikeway and walkway that also provides significant foot and bicycling access to Metrorail's Orange
and Silver Lines. These vital improvements should no longer be badly compromised and delayed..
Thank you for considering my comments.
Markus
Mueller
Cameron
Muir
Justin Mullen

Reston Bike Club

B.311.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.312.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The proposed bridge in Fall Church would make for MUCH safer cycling and increase bike related
commuting and thus further reduce motor vehicle traffic/congestion. Thanks for your efforts to improve
66 overall, and the cycling safety of the Northern Virginia residents!!!

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.313.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.314.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Stephen Nash

This is in connection with the proposed bike overpass over Lee Highway, just south of I-66 near
Washington Blvd. I was not able to attend the recent meeting about it. I am in favor of the overpass.
There is a lot of vehicle traffic here, and it is an active bike route, so there is the danger of accidents.
The danger is greater for the cyclists. I hope that this project can go forward.
Although this wasn't a subject of the hearing, it would be great if improvements could also be made
going north from here on Lee Highway (the bridge over I-66 and the intersection at Washington Blvd.)
It is dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists. This is partly because the sidewalks on the bridge are
narrow, as well as unprotected from the roadway. But also it is dangerous to use the crosswalks at Lee
Highway and Washington Blvd. because the drivers frequently don't pay attention to pedestrians,
particularly when turning right from southbound Lee Highway onto Washington Blvd. Thank you.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The Build Alternative would not preclude future improvements to intersections or
arterials in the regional roadway network, including additional turn lanes on the Lee
Highway overpass of I-66. VDOT staff will continue to work with Arlington County to
identify separate transportation improvements within their jurisdiction as specific needs
and project scope are defined and funding is identified.

B.314.2

Other Projects

Pete Neal

B.315.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Thomas
Nelson

B.316.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am writing to express my support for the construction of a W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway in
Arlington, VA, and request that it is retained it as a part of the I-66 widening project. The W&OD trail
is essential to get around Arlington County and the connected communities effectively by foot or by

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name

Charles
Nelson

Affiliation

No.

Topic

B.317.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Lane H.
Nemirow

B.318.1

Marc Nester

B.319.1

David
Neumann
Paul
Neureiter
Chris
Neureiter
Minh Nguyen
Thomas
Nimmo
Catharine
Norman

Brian Norris

B.320.1
B.321.1
B.322.1
B.323.1
B.324.1
B.325.1

Noise

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.326.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.326.2

Project Schedule

Comment
bike. The construction of this bridge would make the Lee Highway crossing safer, easier, and faster for
all parties involved. As the region grows and the intersection becomes more heavily trafficked, a trail
bridge will become more and more essential.
Thank you for your consideration.
The proposed pedestrian/bicycle overpass of Lee Highway adjacent to Washington Boulevard and I-66
is a much needed solution to the serious safety problem at this intersection. As a former president of the
Fenwick Court Homeowners Association, I have been involved in addressing community concerns with
this problem because we have many members who walk, run and bike regularly on this nearby path.
For some, it is their primary way of commuting to work. The proposed overpass represents the best way
to de-conflict auto and pedestrian traffic. Concerns about aesthetics and potential increased volume of
bike traffic are secondary. The primary issue is safety. This dangerous problem will only get worse
given the likely increases in population density and auto traffic. The sooner this problem is addressed,
the better the chances of avoiding another serious incident.
I am writing on behalf of my family and me. Since 2013, we have owned a single-family house with
property that is contiguous to Virginia’s northern easement that runs with I-66. The address is 1219
North Abingdon Street, Arlington (RPC 07047004) in Arlington’s Waycroft-Woodlawn Civic
Association. This property shares a contiguous boundary with the northern I-66 right-of-way that lies
immediately outside the highway’s noise walls and outside the Nelly Custis bike trail. My rear yard
boundary is approximately 50 feet from the current I-66 westbound travel lanes.
Based on our experience, we believe it is critical that VDOT the Inside the Beltway project fully comply
with Virginia’s State Noise Abatement Policy (SNAP) because of the substantial effect this project will
have on the acoustical environment and because this project will ultimately increase through-traffic or
auxiliary lanes. Preliminarily, we urge VDOT to undertake a detailed noise analysis and include noise
abatement measures during the design and implementation project phases.
Specifically, we request that VDOT undertake a noise analysis around the Washington Boulevard
overpass over I-66. It is unlikely that the current level of traffic noise that presently emanates from this
overpass complies FHWA regulations as implemented by VA’s SNAP. Based reasonably likely
possibility that this project will result in increased I-66 traffic volumes, we urge VDOT to specifically
conduct a noise analysis around the Washington Boulevard overpass and implement noise abatement
measures, as required by SNAP.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Consistent with Section 6.2.1 of the VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis
Guidance Manual, the Preliminary Noise Analysis for the Transform I-66: Inside the
Beltway, eastbound widening focuses solely on Common Noise Environments (CNEs)
that include noise sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the
improvements considered for evaluation.
Furthermore, federal regulations for
analyzing abatement of highway traffic noise and construction noise require that the
entire project area, defined in the environmental document, be considered for noise
impacts (23 CFR §772.5(8)). Following the existing VDOT noise policy and federal
regulation, impacts to noise beyond the Washington Boulevard overpass of I-66 and the
property referenced in this comment were not evaluated, as they are well outside of the
project area and the 500-foot boundary from the Build Alternative improvements
evaluated.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
My wife commutes by bicycle 5 days a week in the East Falls Church area and I see enormous value in
the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have made
Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those
grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails
among the best in the region.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.


B.326.3

Design

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

Thank you for your consideration.
Yvonne
Norton

B.327.1

Raul Oberoi

B.328.1

Pat Obriant

B.329.1

Kristen
O’Callaghan

B.330.1

Rob
Ochsendorf

B.331.1

Marc
Oliphant

B.332.1

Kristin Olson

B.333.1

Michael Orr

B.334.1

Julie M.
Palais

B.335.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Noise

Please can you provide an update on the noise study that was scheduled to be conducted. As you will
recall, from previous correspondence, I am specifically very concerned about noise levels from the
project to people who live next to exit 69 N Sycamore/East Falls Church Metro as the existing sound
barrier ends at my property and noise levels are already too high. You had previously indicated that a
noise study was to be performed but to my knowledge no one has come to my property to conduct such
an assessment. An update would be much appreciated.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to urge you to support building a bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee Highway without
delay, with the requirement that VDOT continue to work with Arlington on the design of the bridge. I
generally support the staff recommendations for the Board's response to the Transform 66
environmental assessment, including the project at the Custis Trail in Bon Air Park. Separately,
Arlington should continue to work with the East Falls Church neighborhood to address the de facto
routing of the trail through their neighborhood streets.
I commonly ride with my children east from Falls Church into Arlington. At-grade crossings of major
roads are a major deterrent and cause significant safety concerns. A bridge would greatly alleviate
these concerns and make it more likely for myself and others to choose biking over driving in order to
get around Northern Virginia.
As we continue to widen our major roads in this region, we have to invest in pedestrian infrastructure
and provide folks an alternative means of transportation. The cycle of widening roads and inducing
driver demand is not sustainable for our increasingly urban and densely developed communities.
Please build the pedestrian bridge!

Response
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
In support of the EA, a Preliminary Noise Analysis Report was prepared to identify
predicted noise impacts resulting from the implementation of the Build Alternative as
well as preliminarily reasonable and feasible abatement measures (i.e. new or expanded
noise barriers). The results of the preliminary analysis will be verified a part of the
Final Noise Abatement Analysis Report, to be developed concurrently with the final
design.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
(W&OD) Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Fully support the proposed improved above grade crossing for the W+OD trail above the Washington
Street / Fairfax Drive crossing. This is a major bottleneck for bike commuters and a significant safety
hazard for trail riders.
I am an Arlington resident and live adjacent to the W&OD trail in the East Falls Church-Banneker
Park neighborhood. I am concerned about the proposed plan to construct an overhead bridge to
connect the W&OD trail across Lee Highway in Arlington and I am asking VDOT, Arlington County,
Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls Church to reconsider the current plan. I would
like to recommend that all parties involved conduct a citizen meeting to discuss concerns about the
current plan. It is unclear whether or not members of the community were consulted about this project
and I am aware that there are some important concerns that have been voiced in the community that
will be most impacted.
Although I support a trail crossing for safety reasons, we need a plan that considers more than solely
the VDOT controlled right of way. Please put this project on hold so that the neighborhood and the
surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
For example we need improved safety for both bicyclists, commuters, pedestrians and dog walkers in
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This component of the Build Alternative is being included to produce safety benefits at
the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and the I-66 off
ramp, but is also anticipated to result in improved operations on the I-66 mainline.
Additional regional trail improvements would need to be evaluated as part of an
individual project to meet separate and distinct needs. Additional opportunities for
public involvement in the development of the grade-separated pedestrian overpass will
be provided as the design advances.
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Affiliation

No.

Karen Palino

B.336.1

Brad Palmer

B.337.1

Bob Panfil

B.338.1

Brett Parker

B.339.1

Jeffery Parker

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.340.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.340.2

Project Schedule

Comment
this area. We also need a plan that is consistent with the long range planning for both the East Falls
Church area and the access to Metro. As you well know there is a missing segment of the W&OD trail
in this area near the corner of Tuckahoe and North 18th Street and at the intersection of North
Underwood St. and North 18th St. near the children’s playground which creates two dangerous
intersections for those walking and driving in the area. Given the proximity of the trail to the park and
a neighborhood with a lot of children, it is only a matter of time before someone gets hurt. There are a
number of related issues here and the current plan does not factor in the bigger picture. Finally, the
current plan as presented is an eyesore and does nothing to improve the viewshed in the neighborhood.
Please reconsider this project as currently planned and let’s get everyone’s ideas on the table for
consideration.
I am very supportive of this proposal. I regularly use this part of the W&OD trail on a bicycle. Its a
section that is concerning even though you are on the trail and at a controlled intersection. The cyclists
are competing with cars that are trying to make a right hand turn onto Lee Highway or a right hand
turn onto Washington Blvd. When you approach the intersection its hard for the cars to see the cyclists
and for the cyclists to see the cars. Improving the intersection would improve it for both cars and
cyclists/pedestrians. Cars would not have to yield to the cyclists/pedestrians and cyclists/pedestrians
would be able to move quickly and safely though the intersection. Again I am very much in support of
this proposal.

B.340.3

Design

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As a trail user, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful
planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting
around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid
dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.
Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

Thank you for your consideration.
I am writing to have my comments included in the public hearing record for the project: Transform 66
Inside the Beltway Eastbound Widening.

Justin Parsons

B.341.1

Purpose and Need

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge



Response

I live at 6218 12th Road North, in the Madison Manor neighborhood. I live across from Madison
Manor park, so I would be 100% impacted by the eastbound I-66 widening. I have 2 sons - 5 and 8, so I
am naturally concerned about 3 things: (a) the additional noise; (b) the additional pollution; (c) any
impact to the trails that sit directly next to I-66.
I went to the VDOT presentation last summer at McKinley Elementary, but was unable to attend the
latest presentation in December.
My initial impression was the inability of VDOT to explain how adding a third east bound lane would
reduce traffic on I-66 in the mornings. I fully understand the implementation of the hot lanes...but as a
neighbor brought up, there is no empirical evidence to show that creating more lanes reduces traffic
jams. I am a lawyer by trade, but have studied urban planning and I know adding additional lanes will
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.
The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average
throughput of approximately 1020 vehicles per hour greater than the No Build on the I66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative
would provide an average of approximately 949 vehicles per hour greater than the No
Build conditions. Table 2-2 in the EA illustrates how the additional capacity of the
Build Alternative would better accommodate this increased throughput and reduce
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not alleviate our traffic issues on I-66. It seems what will be accomplished is that the bottle neck will
just move further east a few miles.
So, @Jay@Katie@Christian@Libby@John, I need to be convinced that widening I-66 eastbound will
actually reduce traffic and not just move the bottleneck in the mornings a few miles east, so that cars
are idling in front Madison Manor.
I am all about whats logical. Hot lanes ok, but nothing shows adding an additional lane will help the
eastbound I-66 morning commute.

B.341.2
Anne
Pastorkovich

B.342.1

Joshua Payne

B.343.1

Dawn Perlas

B.344.1

Lauren
Peterson

B.345.1

Alex Peterson

B.346.1

Loan Phelps

B.347.1

Adam Piceno

B.348.1

John Pickett

B.349.1

Andrew Pike

B.350.1

Environmental
Considerations
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

In addition to the above, I also want my children to be able to enjoy the trails, and have this project not
impact our local park or surrounding areas.

Tolling

Can you send me the plans for the I66 EZ Pass improvement project?

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. I am a daily cycle commuter from
Falls Church to DC and I urge VDOT to insure that the bridge is included in the final plans. Its
construction will offer significant safety improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians at this very
congested intersection.

Response
traffic density (congestion), particularly in the 2025 interim year and between the
Dulles Connector Road and North Sycamore Street in 2040, where the primary
congestion issues have been identified. The Build Alternative is also expected to
reduce the yearly crashes occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted
conditions.
The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation was initially identified.
Based on the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, no impacts or use of the
Madison Manor Park is currently expected to occur.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address independent and
distinct needs identified through the corridor. Additional information and design plans
for the tolling component of the Transform I-66 program of improvements can be found
here:
http://inside.transform66.org/meetings/january_2016_design_public_hearing
_materials.asp.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Melissa
Pittard

B.351.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Dear VDOT and Arlington County Board Members, I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County,
Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls Church to immediately pause the proposed
VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I-66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will
create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit development in the area, as well as
create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way that a more thoughtful design
would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT
controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully
consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and future).

Dan Plafcan

B.352.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Bridget
Pollack

B.353.1

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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B.354.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Erin Potter

B.355.1

Mark Potts

B.356.1

Edward
Prados

B.357.1

Jeff Price

B.358.1

Dennis Price

B.359.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I want to enter a vote of enthusiastic support for the bike and pedestrian bridge across Lee Highway, as
proposed by the project team. I live in Arlington, and quite often run errands and visit friends in East
Falls Church (beyond) by using the W&OD Trail, both walking and biking. The Lee Highway Crossing
is dangerous, especially at night and during high traffic times. The light timing isn't clear, and often
results in near misses between folks walking and biking, even during the crosswalk phase! Because of
the immediate safety concern that it addresses, I would like to see this bridge built earlier in the
construction phasing. I also appreciate the trail realignment near BonAir park, as it makes the trail
turn under 66 less dangerous as well. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
(W&OD) Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

As a pedestrian and a bike rider that crosses there often I would like to see a way over, around and or
under, what’s more I drive through there often and would like to see a visual pleasing solution. it’s a
terrible crossing area on either end of the 66 bridge for bike and walker.
Angela
Putney

Antoinette
Quagliata

B.360.1

B.361.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.

Purpose and Need

Please address why the EA for the east-bound road widening did not look at impacts east of the smaller
study area. This area to the east is part of the larger study corridor and will be impacted by the
additional lane putting in. Segmenting the project in this way does not accurately disclose the potential
impacts of the project along the entire corridor.

March 2017

The study area for the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project
has logical termini and independent utility. The study area termini were selected based
upon the identified needs of the study, which are best illustrated in Figure 1-2 and
Figure 1-4 in the EA where travel demand and congestion densities are the highest
through the corridor. The needs for improvements to address specific congestion and
operational related issues along this section of I-66 are supported by the traffic analysis
developed for this study as well as previous studies conducted along the corridor,
including the I-66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway report. The implementation of
the Build Alternative evaluated in the EA would address these identified needs
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Response
irrespective of any other improvements to the regional roadway network, including the
other projects listed in the comment.
The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. The Build Alternative is also expected to reduce the yearly crashes
occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted conditions.

B.361.2

Noise

The study shows noise impacts along the smaller study area and proposes noise barriers. The analysis
should continue the noise study along the entire corridor to look at potential impacts to receptors
through to Rosslyn. There are a number of locations eastbound along 66 that do not have noise
barriers, are currently impacted by noise and will see increased impacts from this project.

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Virginia
“Gigi”
Quileste

B.362.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Patricia Rader

B.363.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.364.1

Purpose and Need

I am opposed to the widening of I66 inside the beltway. There is no advantage to this.

B.364.2

Traffic Analysis/
Air Quality

All it does is put the point of narrowing a little further down the road and increases the amount of cars
that will be idling and contributing emissions that us local community members must breathe!

B.364.3

Tolling

Also, it is ridiculous to impose a fee to travel this road, especially for people who live right next to it
inside the beltway.

B.365.1

Miscellaneous



Renata
Raeder

Astrid Rapp

I just received notice from a local bulletin board and have the following questions:
Will any lanes be open on 66East on Jan 18 from 9-10pm?

Revised Environmental Assessment

The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation was initially identified.
Consistent with Section 6.2.1 of the VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis
Guidance Manual, the Preliminary Noise Analysis for the Transform I-66: Inside the
Beltway, eastbound widening focuses solely on Common Noise Environments (CNEs)
that include noise sensitive receptors within approximately 500 feet of the
improvements considered for evaluation.
Furthermore, federal regulations for
analyzing abatement of highway traffic noise and construction noise require that the
entire project area, defined in the environmental document, be considered for noise
impacts (23 CFR §772.5(8)). Following the existing VDOT noise policy and federal
regulation, impacts to noise beyond the Washington Boulevard overpass of I-66 was not
evaluated, as it is well outside of the project area and the 500-foot boundary from the
Build Alternative improvements evaluated.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The ability of the Build Alternative to effectively address the identified Purpose and
Need is described in Section 2.3 of the EA.
The primary point of existing and anticipated future congestion and capacity needs were
identified within the study area, most notably between the Dulles Connector Road
merge and North Sycamore Street.
As summarized in Section 3.9 of the EA and detailed in the Air Quality Technical
Report, overall pollutant emissions are not anticipated to result in any adverse air
quality impacts to human health and welfare.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and
distinct needs identified through the corridor.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Construction phasing and scheduling will be identified as the project advances to
detailed design and implementation.
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B.365.2

Tolling





B.365.3

Traffic Analysis

 Did you check change in expected traffic on Washington Blvd and GW Parkway?
Your attention to these is much appreciated.

Sean Regan

B.366.1

Kathleen
Reilly

B.367.1

B.368.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

Lucy Reyno

B.368.2

Project Schedule

Design

What is a Gantry?
Will EZPass be used to pay the tolls?
Do tolls apply from Glebe Road to 267 and vice versa?

Build the W&OD Bridge
I am against widening I-66 and have advocated against the project. However, I understand that the
project is moving forward and I wanted to provide additional input as a bike commuter. I see
enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington and Fairfax Counties' trail network and want a
bike bridge at Lee Highway included in the expansion. Careful planning and investment have made our
bike lanes and trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those
grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails
among the best in the region.

B.369.1

Miscellaneous

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion
(W&OD) Trail.

As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope.

In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.

Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

Thank you for your consideration.

Robert
Richardson

The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and
distinct needs identified through the corridor. Additional information and design plans
for the tolling component of the Transform I-66 program of improvements can be found
here:
http://inside.transform66.org/meetings/january_2016_design_public_hearing
_materials.asp.
The improvements evaluated for the I-66 study corridor focus on addressing specific
individual needs identified in the study area. However, the traffic analysis did extend
beyond the scope of the Build Alternative improvements to evaluate key parallel local
arterial roadways and intersections. The results of these analyses are documented in the
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report.
Although these improvements would not preclude future improvements on the regional
roadway network, there are no plans for widening other facilities that were assumed as
part of the No Build Alternative for this study.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge


B.368.3

Response
Instead of inefficient and costly tollbooths, a gantry is an overhead structure that
supports equipment, including cameras and sensors, to administer an automated toll
collection system while allowing traffic to maintain a free flow pace.

Hello, I live in VA and I have Special Clean Fuel plates. I actively use the HOV lanes to and from work
each day. I'm hearing conflicting information on when Special Clean Fuel plates will no longer be
allowed (sunsetted) on I-66? In the video link from your website, which is on Youtube.com, it says that
Special Clean Fuel plates will sunset in 2020. But I'm also hearing/reading that they will no longer be
allowed starting January 1st, 2017. Can you clarify please?

March 2017

As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Although included as a component of the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management, or exceptions for clean fuel vehicles, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
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William
Rivera

No.

B.370.1

Topic

Comment

Response
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
However, by 2017, the temporary exemption for clean fuel vehicles on the HOV lanes
along I-66 will end due to federal rules. While this temporary exemption is in effect,
VDOT is required to monitor and report on the performance of the HOV lanes to the
Federal Highway Administration. When an HOV lane becomes “degraded” under
federal standards – as they are along portions of the I-66 corridor – VDOT must
develop and implement an action plan to improve performance including limiting and
then discontinuing the use of HOV lanes by clean fuel vehicles. As part of VDOT’s
plan, legislation was enacted in 2011 prohibiting the issuance of new clean fuel vehicle
plates. The next step of this action plan is to eliminate the clean fuel vehicle exemption
on the HOV lanes entirely.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Woodson
Rogers

B.371.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

As a very frequent trail user, going to and from McLean to Arlington, Alexandria and Wash DC, I see
enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and
investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely
without a car which I do often. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid
dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.
Build the W&OD Bridge

Gay Rogers

B.372.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to you on behalf of the Gresham Place Home Owners’ Association,and neighbors, to
provide the following comments on the subject project. Our community is just inside the eastern
boundary of the City of Falls Church and thus one of the neighborhoods closest to I-66. Several
members of my association have attended your public meetings and have also reviewed the very
thorough documents that are available on-line.

Steven A.
Rogers, DVM

President,
Gresham Place
Homeowners
Association

B.373.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Our primary concern is the improvement of both the safety at, and traffic flow through the intersection
of, US Route 29 (Lee Highway) and I-66 (at mile marker 69). To that end we applaud your proposal to
erect a pedestrian/bicycle bridge along the W&OD trail at this intersection. We believe that building
such a bridge as well as a better sequencing of traffic lights along Rte. 29 addresses our concerns. The
bridge would provide another safety enhancement by making it easier for emergency vehicles from the
nearby fire house to navigate this high-traffic intersection.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

In addition, an easier crossing at this busy intersection will provide safer access to the East Falls
Church Metro Station for residents west of Lee Highway. Similarly, it would provide safe access to
those traveling west on W&OD trail.
We strongly encourage you to ensure that the final design of the bridge takes into consideration the
potential for development around the East Falls Church Station that may include a possible western
entrance to that station at some future date.
Thank you for the opportunity to learn about this important transportation project and to provide
comments on it.

Erica
Rokenbrod

Laryssa
Romanenko

B.374.1

B.375.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Carol
Romberg

Affiliation

No.
B.376.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

B.377.1

Project Schedule

Lots of material and justifications for I-66 widening, but confused about immediate impact for
homeowners along I-66 inside the beltway. WHEN WILL WORK BEGIN ON NOISE WALL AND
LANDSCAPING? Assume such work will take place before road or lane expansion, now scheduled for
mid-2017.

B.377.2

Property Impacts

I know work will take place , perhaps quite soon, and that it will be disruptive. How can I obtain more
specific information.

Fernado
Rondon

Leighton P.
Roper, Jr.

B.378.1

Miscellaneous

Julie
Rosenberg

B.379.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Brad P.
Rosenberg

Comment

B.380.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Concept of shifting to toll-based controls on I-66 using E-Z Pass transponder makes a lot of sense.
Revenue for VDOT rather than more arcane signage also makes sense. The plan is not likely to change
total volume of traffic in the short run but, perhaps, will allow all of it to flow more smoothly.
Ultimately, road construction will likely have to be revived unless working and commuting patterns
evolve to generate less need.
Please consider putting a bridge at the intersection at the W&OD trail and Lee Highway. This is a
tremendously dangerous intersection.
I'm a resident of Arlington, a daily bike commuter and trail user.
I am writing regarding the proposed bicycle and pedestrian bridge over Lee Highway in the East Falls
Church neighborhood of Arlington. As a resident of the neighborhood, I support greater bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity across Lee Highway. However, the current proposed location of the bridge--at
the intersection of Lee Highway and Fairfax Drive where the W&OD Trail currently crosses Lee
Highway--exacerbates several bicycle-related problems in the neighborhood and impedes the ability of
the neighborhood to increase connections across Interstate 66.
There is currently a gap in the W&OD Trail as it runs through the Falls Church Park neighborhood.
Specifically, after running behind the electrical substation, the trail ends at the intersection of 19th
Road North and Tuckahoe Street. Bicyclists have to use Tuckahoe Street for two blocks before they can
"re-connect" with the trail at Benjamin Banneker Park. This gap is a bike trail equivalent of a gap in a
freeway: It drops a large number of bicyclists into a residential neighborhood, thus creating safety
problems.
The intersection at Tuckahoe Street and 19th Street North contains numerous
car/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts, as it is also the location of the exit from the Metro Kiss-and-Ride lot.
Alternatively, many bicyclists use a spur of the trail at North Vanderpool Street to close the missing
gap. By using North Vanderpool Street, 19th Road North, and Van Buren Street, bicyclists utilize a
more direct route, but that route creates additional neighborhood conflicts. Among other things,
bicyclists fail to yield to traffic when exiting the spur trail at the intersection of North Vanderpool
Street and 19th Road North and they fail to stop at the four way stop-sign at the intersection of Van
Buren Street and 19th Street North. This has created an unsafe situation for the neighborhood,
notwithstanding enhanced safety enforcement efforts by the county.

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Following the completion of the environmental review process and approval from
FHWA to advance the Build Alternative, the project is currently anticipated to be
advanced to construction beginning in 2018. In the meantime, a Final Design Noise
Abatement Report will be prepared to verify the feasibility and reasonableness of
barriers identified for noise attenuation, as well as their specific dimensions.
As documented in Chapter 3.0 of the EA, impacts associated with the implementation
of the Build Alternative are anticipated to be primarily limited to the existing public
right of way. Construction of the project will involve approximately 0.13 acres of
permanent right of way acquisition or permanent easement. Temporary easements are
anticipated for 4.7 acres.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
The Purpose and Need for the project is defined in Chapter 1.0 of the EA.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Building a bridge over Lee Highway exacerbates these problems in two ways. First, the bridge is a
permanent structure, essentially "locking-in" the gap in the trail for the 50-year lifespan of the bridge.
Instead, VDOT should consider moving the bridge south so that it crosses Lee Highway at the border
between Arlington and Falls Church. A trail could easily be constructed behind the Fire Station and
behind the WestLee condominiums, and then connect to the Four Mile Run Trail through or adjacent to
Isaac Crossman Park. This would provide a more direct route for through bicyclists, eliminate all
gaps in the trail network, and minimize neighborhood impacts. In its current proposed location, the
bridge would also make a western entrance to the Metro more difficult to design and build and would
impede north-south access in the neighborhood. The alternative location discussed in this paragraph
would present none of these problems.
If a bridge is constructed at the current location, the neighborhood would be negatively impacted as
bicyclists riding down the bridge would gain additional speed as they used the trail spur at North
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Vanderpool Street. We are already having difficulty getting bicyclists to slow down or stop where the
spur ends; having bicyclists speed down a ramp into that intersection would only make matters worse.
This is a substantial safety issues; among other things, this location serves as an elementary school bus
stop. Accordingly, and to the extent a bridge is built at this location, steps should be taken to
discourage bicyclists from using the Vanderpool cut-off (such as, for example, through the use of
enhanced signage or improvements to the trail network in Benjamin Banneker Park to create a more
direct route), or through the use of dismount gates or other devices at the end of the Vanderpool spur to
force bicyclists to slow down or stop.

Response

Finally, to the extent a bridge is built, it should include adequate safety features (such as lighting) as
well as appropriate aesthetic features. Most of the architecture in the neighborhood is modern;
accordingly, a bridge that blends-in to the neighborhood by using modern design features (such as
being painted silver/steel colored to match the silver/steel colors in surrounding buildings) would be
better than the current proposal reflected in the artist rendering (which appears to be a rust-colored
brown trestle). Other community amenities, such as changeable LED lighting on the exterior for
aesthetic purposes, benches, and other features should also be considered. Finally, I understand that
the City of Falls Church has requested a "Welcome to Falls Church" sign on the bridge. This request
should be rejected for two reasons. First, the entire bridge is located in Arlington County, which
extends for at least two blocks south of the bridge. Second, a sign would add to the bulk of the bridge;
instead, the visual bulk of the bridge should be minimized to the maximum extent possible.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Timothy
Rosner

B.381.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
As the preliminary designs show, the potential barrier B1 between I-66 and both Mt Daniel School and
High Point Pool is described as "unfeasible," which is a term that describes how many impacted
parties would be benefitted by the wall if it were built.

David Ross

B.382.1

Noise

The VDOT team reached its conclusion using a specific standard methodology, which in this case does
not adequately account for the number of children and families affected by the highway and train noise
every day of the year in that area. Approximately 650 Mt Daniel students use the school playground
every school day, and High Point Pool has 400 member families who use the pool and surrounding
areas all summer. Neighborhood children use all of the outdoor spaces on both properties year-round
on evenings and weekends. Both properties lie within 500 feet of the construction project area, and
both properties have direct line-of-sight views of the cars and metro trains traveling the I-66 corridor.
The area is on a natural hill, one of the highest terrain features within a few miles in any direction.
Given the neighborhood's relative height and line-of-sight relationship with the I-66 roadway and
railway, the noise impacts are significant in the area.
I see a few areas of concern with the preliminary plan and noise analysis, and I hope you and your staff
will take these ideas on for further action with VDOT, USDOT, Va House of Delegates, Congress, etc.
I've outlined my ideas below:
1.

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. Based on the
results of the preliminary noise analysis, increases in noise of the Build Alternative,
after abatement, compared to sound levels of the No Build Alternative would not
exceed 3 dBA and therefore would be considered barely perceptible, consistent with the
definitions found in FHWA’s Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement
Guidance. As a result, these sound level increases would not be significant. Consistent
with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis will be
conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the preliminary noise
analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise sensitive sites will be
re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage that the final location
and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined.

The standard methodology used by VDOT could be applied slightly differently, in a combination of
ways that should justify the B1 noise barrier wall.
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A. I suspect the preliminary noise impact model is inaccurate for the B1 barrier area. The accuracy of
the computer model used to estimate the noise impacts of traffic and the potential benefits of
barrier walls depends on accurate inputs relating to the actual noise environment. The
preliminary study was validated in the B1 noise barrier environment using two sampling sites, one
close to Haycock Road, and one close to Great Falls Ave, both in relatively low-lying areas. No
sampling validation was conducted near the crest of the hill, on the Mt Daniel School property or
on the properties of homes on Highland Ave, with direct lines of sight to the I-66 road bed. I
suspect that sensors placed in those areas would result in changes to the noise impact model,
extending the "66 dbA contour line" further south, which would result in more impacted properties
and "receptors" being benefitted by the noise wall, which would likely make it "feasible" and
"reasonable" to construct the wall under the standard methodology used by VDOT.
B. The preliminary model may have undercounted the true number of impacted and benefitted noise
receptor sites, even as presently modeled. The standard noise methodology used by VDOT places
a "grid" of hypothetical noise receptors across outdoor recreation areas, in order to better capture
the number of impacted and benefitted areas behind a wall. The preliminary analysis did not place
as many receptors as could be placed on the Mt Daniel School and High Point Pool grounds. All
outdoor areas of both properties are in full use throughout the year, and should be considered in
their entirety in the final noise analysis. High Point pool families have outdoor volleyball courts,
walking trails, picnic areas, tetherball, etc, across the entire lot. The pool parking areas serve as a
play area, a dog park, ball field, sledding hill, and cross-country ski area for the neighborhood in
the off-season. Similarly, then entire treed areas of Mt Daniel School include formal, marked, and
labeled "nature walk" areas that are in active use by the school and the neighborhood. To account
for the noise impacts in the area properly, a uniform grid applying every possible "receptor"
should be applied to the entire pool and school grounds behind noise barrier B1.
C. The noise model for the B1 noise barrier may reach a "yes" result if the wall were placed in a
different part of the existing I-66 right of way. As presently modeled, the hypothetical B1 barrier
lies to the immediate south of a large retaining wall on I-66, on the northern side of the right of
way. Alternatively, the southern edge of the right of way along the High Point Pool property line is
a natural crest in the terrain. If the hypothetical barrier were placed there, the noise model may
lead to a "feasible" result.
D. The present model assumes a 30-foot high wall, which is cost-prohibitive as modeled, while a
lower wall may provide sufficient benefit and meet the cost requirements within the VDOT
methodology.

Response
Noise monitoring is not a process to determine design year noise impacts or barrier
locations. Instead, noise monitoring provides a level of consistency between what is
present in real-world situations and how that is represented in the computer noise
model. In addition, per the VDOT Noise Guidance Manual, short-term noise monitoring
does not need to occur at every location to validate the computer noise model.
The 66 decibel line is generated based on projected traffic information (design year
2040), proposed design features, and the prevailing topography in the area. Based on
the findings in the preliminary noise report, in the vicinity of the area in question
(identified as Common Noise Environment (CNE) B) there is a retaining wall along
eastbound I-66, which may be reducing noise levels in this CNE. The mainline I-66 is
also at a lower elevation (“cut”) than the adjacent and surrounding land uses in this
CNE. These factors combined may be the reason why the 66 decibel line is where it is
shown.

The grid system is used for calculating noise barrier reasonableness for Category C
areas (recreational areas). This methodology has been applied consistently for all
recreational areas and is consistent with the Noise Guidance Manual. The spacing on
the grid is not arbitrary; it is based on historical values of the average noise barrier
square footage that have been constructed in the State. If there are any recreational
areas that were missed in the preliminary noise report, all areas will be appropriately
accounted for in the final noise study.

The location of the Barrier B1 in the preliminary noise study was shown to be best
location meeting the required noise reductions. The barrier was evaluated at the
maximum height of 30 feet for the purposes of meeting the minimum required noise
reductions at the impacted sites. Results from the preliminary noise study indicate that
at the maximum height, the barrier was not able to provide the minimum required noise
reductions at the majority impacted properties. Because of this, a shorter barrier was
not considered since it would not have been tall enough to provide the minimum
required noise reductions. However, as indicated previously, a final noise study will be
completed as part of this project. It is at this stage that the final barrier locations and
parameters will be determined.

As described above. I suspect that a southward shift in the 66dbA contour line and a thorough
application of the receptor grid methodology across all outdoor areas of the pool and the school would
make the B1 barrier wall feasible and reasonable under the VDOT methodology. If not those factors
alone, slight adjustments to the wall's location and height may make the necessary difference.
1.

Further, I recommend that any and all possible additional consideration be given to the ways that
the existing VDOT methodology cannot capture the actual impact on all future Mt Daniel students
and High Point Pool families. If the roadway is built and the wall is not, entire generations will
grow up in the area, assaulted by the increasing noise of cars, trucks, and trains every day.

The peak noise impacts to the B1 barrier area under the project's "build" condition are predicted to be
72dbA, which is equivalent to a constantly running vacuum cleaner or kitchen blender. Children at
play should not be exposed to noise pressure to that degree.
Many thanks for your time and consideration.
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We've shared some conversations about the Transform I-66 Eastbound widening project over the past
year, and about the western edge of the project near Mt. Daniel School and High Point Pool in
particular.
I'm writing today because the noise impact study recently posted online by VDOT contains clear errors
in calculations, plus some likely errors in assumptions, and those errors have resulted in the incorrect
planning conclusion for noise barrier B1, protecting CNE B.

First, paragraph 8.3.1 is inconsistent with the feasibility worksheet later in the report, in that it
declares that 4 of 7 sites (two houses, a pool, and a school) will be protected, but it says that less than
50% of the seven impacted sites would be protected. That is a miscalculation, or a misprint, or both.
The report as released is incorrect, and requires reconsideration and revision.
Second, there are impacted and protected homes within CNE B that were not identified. There are five
homes on Woodland Drive between the pool and the school, not three. Two additional homes lie
between site B17 and B18. Also there are five homes on Woodland drive to the east of the school, not
three, as indicated. All those unmarked homes are impacted and would be protected by barrier B1, but
were not part of the calculations.
Third, the number of sites considered on Highland Avenue is far lower than it should be. Many homes
along both sides of the street were not identified as sites for consideration in the study. For example,
fifteen homes lie on the north side of Highland Ave and have line of sight exposure to the interstate, but
the report only identified eight.
Fourth, I respectfully suggest that the engineering assumptions relating to the placement of the 66DbA
contour line within CNE B on Figure 2-1 are incorrect, and that they resulted in a significant
undercount of impacted and protected sites on the south side of I-66. Mt. Daniel School playground,
High Point Pool, and Highland Avenue homes lie *higher* in elevation than the two monitoring sites
on figure 2-1, and those higher sites have direct, clear lines of sight to the cars moving on I-66, which
the monitoring sites do not, yet the 66dBA contour line somehow moves *closer* to I-66 between the
two receptors, and it therefore excludes many clearly impacted sites in the CNE B study area. I
respectfully request that the VDOT team consider topography, line-of-sight considerations, and actual
present impacts to the pool, school, and Highland Ave homes, and re-draw the 66dBA contour line
further south. When you move the 66 dBA contour line to reflect the impacted sites on Highland Ave,
High Point Pool, and Mt. Daniel School playground, the number of impacted and protected sites would
be much greater, and I expect the B1 barrier wall would be found warranted, feasible, and reasonable.
Finally, it does not appear in the report that the 2040 noise model properly accounts for the reality that
the traffic passing under Haycock Road will be moving *much* faster when the new lane is added,
because the lanes will no longer merge in the common noise area, and the cars will no longer be
coasting, decelerating, or idling as they do now. Under the conditions monitored at present, cars are
not accelerating in CNE B at all, but under the build condition, they will be. As vehicle speed
increases, noise pressure on the neighborhood increases. The near certainty of faster traffic and
greater noise pressure would likely push the 66dBA contour line even further south, impacting more
sites.
With proper consideration of the actually impacted and protected sites behind it, noise barrier B1 is
warranted, feasible, and reasonable.
The projected 2040 noise levels for this CNE hit 72 dBA in some places, which is roughly equivalent to
a constantly running blender or vacuum cleaner. This is VDOT's last, best, clearest chance to let entire
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Response
Consistent with the Federal Highway Administration and Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) policies for evaluating transportation noise impacts, the
preliminary noise analysis conducted for the Transform Interstate 66: Inside the
Beltway, Eastbound Widening project, is based on representative factors that are
intended to predict the anticipated worst (loudest) hour for common noise environments
(CNE) located along the proposed facility.
As noted in VDOT’s Preliminary Noise Analysis report, receptor sites for each CNE are
selected to represent worst case noise levels, and to identify potentially reasonable and
feasible noise mitigation options. In some cases, the number of receptors included for
modeling is not necessarily representative of all the individual structures or units
contained within a CNE. Instead, these receptors are selected to represent the various
land use categories within the CNE and to provide an understanding of the anticipated
loudest hour conditions.
CNE B contains 41 modeling-only sites (B01-B41) which are representative of 75
residences, one school, one pool and a playground and are factored into the predictive
noise modeling and analysis. Among these receptor sites, five residences on Woodland
Drive are represented by B17 (2 homes), B18 (2 homes), and B19 (1 home). Along
Highland Avenue, a total of fifteen residential receptors include B01 (1 home), B06 (2
homes), B09 (2 homes), B11 (2 homes), B15 (2 homes), B20 (2 homes), B21 (2
homes), and B22 (2 homes). The total receptor sites and site representation for each
CNE is tabulated in Appendix H sound levels table.
Of the receptor modeling sites in CNE B, the total number of impacted sites predicted
under the 2040 design year build conditions is 10 (five receptors representing eight
residences, one pool (one unit) and one playground (one unit). The impacted residential
receptors are represented by sites B01, B02, B06, B17 and B29. NOTE that B01
represents one home, B02 represents two homes, B06 represents two homes, B17
represents two homes, and B29 represents one home. The impacted sites at the pool
and playground are represented by B46 and B50, respectively. These results are
tabulated in Appendix H sound levels table.
In order to evaluate the potential reasonableness and feasibleness of mitigation for the
predicted noise impacts in CNE B, a sound barrier was considered. With the sound
barrier in place, three of the impacted receptors (B17, B46, and B50) were predicted to
be benefited. NOTE-B17 represents two residential homes, B46 represents one pool
unit, and B50 represents one play ground unit-making the total benefited impacted sites
four. Since the percentage of benefitted impacted sites would be less than 50% (4/10),
the barrier is not considered to be feasible. Under the current VDOT noise policy, for a
barrier to be considered feasible, at least 50% of the impacted sites need to be
benefitted. These results are tabulated Appendix I insertion loss table.
The 66 decibel line is generated based on projected traffic information (design year
2040), proposed design features, and the prevailing topography in the area. In the
vicinity of CNE B, there is a retaining wall along eastbound I-66, which may be
reducing noise levels in this CNE. I-66 is also at a lower elevation (“cut”) than the
adjacent and surrounding land uses in this CNE. The retaining wall and the fact that I66 is in “cut” through this stretch of CNE B (in some cases up to 15 feet below the
grade of adjacent residences) are the main reasons that the noise modeling predictions
differ from those within CNE C to the east. CNE C represents more of an “at-grade”
scenario. The 66-contour for CNE C is the “without barrier” case, as the existing noise
barriers were not included in the 2040 design year due to their dilapidated condition.
The speeds that were modeled throughout the corridor were either the posted or the
operational speeds, whichever of the two was shown to be higher. This is consistent
with the current VDOT noise policy. For this portion of I-66, the speeds were modeled
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generations of families and children not play all day, every day, in a toxic noise pressure environment.
Children at school play outside. Is it fair to them to force them to play in an unprotected noise area?
Would anyone of right mind let their kids play next to a vacuum every day for half an hour? If there's a
chance to avoid such an outcome, should we take it?

Response
at a constant rate of 59 mph, which represents the worst case scenario. The posted
speeds for this part of the corridor are noted as 55 mph.

Please have a second look at the report, and please, please, please consider building barrier wall B1.
Thank you again for your time and consideration over the past year.
As part of the Transform 66 project to widen I-66 through Arlington, the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) has proposed a bridge to carry the W&OD Trail over Lee Highway in East
Falls Church. This bridge would be a critical safety improvement for thousands of daily trail users,
improve the trail experience, and even help reduce car traffic delay through the busy intersection of
Lee Highway, Fairfax Drive and the I-66 exit.
Michael L.
Roy

Diane Royal
Evelio
Rubiella
David
Ruckman

B.383.1

B.384.1
B.385.1
B.386.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

A group of residents in East Falls Church is pushing VDOT and County officials to delay construction
of the bridge in order to reconsider the bridge design, or to reroute a large section of the trail.
Don’t do it. Build the bridge.
I have bike commuted to work on the W&OD from falls Church or Dunn Loring for almost 23 years. I
that time, bike commuting and recreational cycling have both increased. I have seen the benefits of
placing bridges (or tunnels, as in Reston) on the W&OD in various locations during that time. They
make cycling safer, removing the chance of bike-car collisions. They make people more likely to bike.
The improve traffic flow. This is a real no-brainer.
Build the W&OD Bridge
From 2011 - 2015 there were 8 reported bicycle and pedestrian crashes at this intersection. The
proposed bridge eliminates this risk.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am strongly in favor of the construction of the W&OD bridge/overpass over Lee-Hwy at the
intersection near the EconoLogde, included in the proposed build scenario for the I-66 Inside the
Beltway Widening Project. The bridge will offer significant safety improvements for bicyclists and
pedestrians at this very congested intersection.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Sarah Rusk

B.387.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Samantha
Russell

B.388.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I cycle to work every day along the W&OD and Curtis trails within the EIS study area, and at weekends
I run and walk there. I have had numerous near misses with traffic passing through the W&OD
crossing at Lee Hwy, most commonly involving cars approaching from the west turning right on red
without yielding. The crossing is also often blocked by cars. Much of this could be prevented with
enforcement of existing laws, but since that doesn't happen, I think the installation of an above-grade
crossing as described would be highly beneficial, significantly reduce the numbers of reported and
unreported accidents, and encourage greater use of that part of the trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

B.389.1

Sarah Ruth

B.389.2

Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

The adjustments to the Custis trail near the I66 underpass would remove a point of frequent friction
between trail users approaching from either direction. Not discussed in the EIS is that the Custis trail
under I66 can be extremely hazardous in winter, because there is a sharp curve just under the overpass
on the north side that ices regularly but does not thaw because it is shaded. During the day, more
runoff collects on it and refreezes. As this is this is on a fairly steep gradient, it becomes quite
dangerous and I have fallen there several times. The proposed work would not address this issue.
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In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
Arlington County’s Department of Parks and Recreation treats and clears multi-use
County trails during inclement weather. The portion of the Custis Trail included within
Bon Air Park is among the primary routes targeted for addressing hazards such as ice
and snow. These issues would need to be addressed separately from the proposed
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Gwen Samans

B.390.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Ron
Sanseverino

B.391.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
project.

I support the proposed W & OD bridge over Lee Highway because our hikers, cyclists, joggers and
runners should not have to cross major streets to enjoy the trail. It's much safer for everyone, more
convenient for motorists and more pleasant for the trail users to make this bridge. So, why not do it?
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66.
This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist transit
development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in a way
that a more thoughtful design would not.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that considers more than solely the VDOT controlled
right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood and the surrounding areas can fully consider the
problems we are trying to address (both present and future).
Guy Savage
Emily
Schaefer
Hillary
Schaeffler
Kenneth
Schantz
March
Schenkman

B.392.1
B.393.1
B.394.1
B.395.1
B.396.1

Dan Schifsky

B.397.1

Niel Schlussel

B.398.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I'm completely in support of the WABA's language below. Additionally, I have to more that as someone
who uses that section of trail frequently, it is a very stressful section. Failure to include a bridge could
dissuade future commuters otherwise interested in using the trails, undermining efforts to encourage
bike commuters within the county.

Dan
Schoettinger

B.399.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.400.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Rosemary and
Dick
Schwartzbard

B.401.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

E. Schweik

B.402.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

As a daily trail user, I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network.
Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and
getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid
dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Zachary
Schrag

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
My husband and I are long-time cyclists and we have found that crossing Lee Highway is on of the
most dangerous intersections on the W&OD trail. We strongly endorse construction of an overpass at
that intersection to alleviate the difficulties and dangers of attempting an on-ground crossing.
Thank you for your consideration.
As both a driver and a long-time cyclist, and frequent user of the W&OD trail (I have ridden end-toend in one go), I write to you in favor of the proposed trail bridge over Lee Highway near the I-66
interchange.
I have many times seen drivers turning right from Fairfax Drive onto South/Westbound Lee Highway in
conflict with pedestrians and cyclists trying to cross Lee Highway in the crosswalk. The light turns
green and the drivers just go (many, I'm sure, have just exited I-66 Eastbound and so are in highway
mode). Additionally, traffic sometimes backs up at that light, making drivers impatient to make the turn
lest they miss the light.
There have been 8 auto-pedestrian or -cyclist collisions at that intersection since 2011.

Revised Environmental Assessment

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name

Affiliation

No.
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Eric
Schweikert

B.403.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Annie
Schweikert

B.404.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Brian Shenk

B.405.1

Allan
Shnerson

B.406.1

Tomas Silva

B.407.1
B.408.1
B.408.2

Tolling/
Miscellaneous

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Project Schedule

Comment
A bridge at this location would reduce pedestrian-driver conflict, would save cyclists and pedestrians
the sometimes-long wait for a green light, and would also allow for different stop-light timing for cars
if that is desired.
So, a W&OD bridge is friendlier for everyone.
I strongly support the creation of an overpass for the W&OD trail where it crosses Lee Highway, as
noted on page 3-42 in the Eastbound Widening Environmental Assessment document.
I support the construction of a grade-separated crossing of the W&OD Trail at the intersection of
Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway and Fairfax Drive. As someone who uses the trail often, as both a
pedestrian/jogger and cyclist, I find this intersection is one of the more dangerous ones on the trail drivers coming off the I-66 East ramp rarely look for trail users when making right turns, and I've
witnessed several near-misses even when the pedestrian walk light is in our favor. An elevated-grade
crossing would allow traffic both on the road and the trail to flow more smoothly and easily at this
heavy-traffic intersection. Thank you,
It seems like this violates the equal protection clause of the Constitution. I pay the same taxes as a
citizen of Christiansburg for example, however when I drive on the highway I will be expected to pay a
fee for the privilege whereas a citizen of Christiansburg does not. It also grants special government
granted privileges on one group of citizens over another. Those that drive motorcycles and "green
cars" do not have to pay fee. Not to mention if you actually live in Arlington you are denied access to
the highway unless you pay a fee even though they aren't commuters but rather residents. For someone
that starts working at four am, carpooling is not EVEN an option as there isn't many people that begin
work at this time. I don't see how you can forcibly charge a fee from a citizen who is already paying
taxes for a service. I am being double charged and if you were a private organization the complaints to
the BBB would be piling up. But since there is no competition to the government highway system, I
guess the consumer can be extorted with no recourse.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
As an Arlington County resident and daily trail user, I am fully supportive of the W&OD Trail bridge
over Lee Highway in VDOT’s Transform 66 project. Please:
 prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions displace
traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.

Benjamin
Simon

Gary Singer



Insist that the firm selected to design and build the trail bridge draw on extensive input from the
community to develop a context-sensitive design that also meets trail bridge standards.

B.408.3

Design

B.409.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Aldo Sirotic

B.410.1

Noise

I’d like to respectfully request that VDOT and the Arlington County Board revisit the noise study
associated with changes to I66 in the Madison Manor neighborhood. It is essential to take the sound
level of metro trains into account as they are far louder than automobile traffic. The noise level even
before the project is uncomfortably high for residents like myself who are closest to I66.
Thanks for your consideration.

Mark Skubis

B.411.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

As a trail user (both recreationally and for commuting), I see enormous value in the bridges and
tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an
excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated
crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in
the region. As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure
that the W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail

Beth Skubis

B.412.1
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Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and
distinct needs identified through the corridor. Tolling would be dynamically priced and
adjusted based on traffic conditions, and travelers on I-66 would have a choice to utilize
the facility depending on the nature of their trip and tolling conditions. Roadway users
would not be forced to utilize managed-lane facilities.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.54.1 regarding the incorporation of Metrorail
sound in the calculations for the loudest hour evaluations included in the Preliminary
Noise Analysis Report. Furthermore, Metrorail noise will be verified and accounted for
in the Final Design Noise Abatement Report based on current train schedules, speeds,
and number of train-cars.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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B.412.2

Project Schedule

Comment
remain within the project scope. Specifically,
 Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions
displace traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.


B.412.3

Elizabeth
Snyder

B.413.1

Design

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive
input from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that
also meets NVRPA bridge standards.

As a trail user, I cycle commute to and from work every day and ride everywhere on my bicycle in
Arlington, Falls Church and Fairfax. I see enormous value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s
trail network. Careful planning and investment have made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for
recreation and getting around safely without a car. Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail
users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our trails among the best in the region.

Response
Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Richard
Soeckart

B.414.1

Scott Spaine

B.415.1

Louis Spector

Mavis
Stanfield
Amanda
Starbuck

Tim Stevens

B.416.1

B.417.1
B.418.1

B.419.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Tolling

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Although included as a component of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

As longtime residents of North Arlington (1974), we have seen I-66 from its inception to today. Two
aspects that we would like to see changed from the Regional Plan are: Provide a senior citizen (age
65+) HOV-2 exception, when HOV-3 goes into effect in 2020. Arlington's Senior Citizens with only two
people in the household have earned the right to utilize I-66. Change management of the tolling
function to a government department. The private company currently managing the function on I-95
has repeatedly shown its inability to manage the tolling function in a fair and responsible manner. A
private corporation has financial goals that are contrary to the best interests of the citizens of this
county and state. Whereas, government employees could efficiently and fairly carry out this function.
Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Although not evaluated in the EA, tolling operations would be administered by VDOT,
so no private concessionaire will be involved in determining the toll rates. All revenue
from the toll facilities will be put back into improving travel conditions in the I-66
corridor. Additionally, the tolling strategy is designed as a "throughput maximization"
strategy. That is, the tolls will be set to allow the most person throughput (in terms of
free HOVs and transit vehicles in addition to toll paying non-HOV vehicles) as opposed
to maximum revenue which would be designed to maximize revenues, regardless of
throughput.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Regarding plans for I-66 inside the beltway, I want to express support for the W&OD overpass over
Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway, for use by pedestrians and bicyclists. This type of facility will
significantly and positively enhance the experience of pedestrians and bicyclists, and encourage people
to decrease use of cars for basic transportation needs. There is much more that can be done to enable
easier biking and walking along the I-66 corridor, but this proposed overpass represents very good
progress.
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name
Wesley Stien

Affiliation

No.
B.420.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project.

Susan
Stillman

B.421.1

Peter Stokely

B.422.1

Meg Sullivan

B.423.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I often use this route and find that it is a very dangerous intersection. A bridge would improve safety
for trail users as well as reduce problems for motorists transiting the crossing area. I urge VDOT to
insure that the bridge is included in the final plans. Its construction will offer significant safety
improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians at this very congested intersection.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I live less than a quarter mile from that intersection and have lived nearly 60 years within 3 miles of
this area. I know it well and heard at a recent civic assn/neighborhood meeting of some proposed
alternatives.
As a pedestrian, cyclist and motorist, I strongly urge that you do NOT PAUSE progress toward
completing this bridge.

Karen
Sullivan

B.424.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The proposed alternatives would all be much more costly and some are downright insane for cyclists to
navigate. Like many cyclists, I would prefer not to bike through neighborhood streets, but there is no
practical and reasonably priced alternative. Cyclists are allowed on streets and yes, they like
motorists, sometimes disobey traffic signs and laws, but that is a different matter. There have been
multiple accidents at the intersection for which the bridge is proposed.
In concern for everyone's safety, I strongly urge that the bridge be built as soon as possible!
As a pedestrian, cyclist and motorist, I strongly urge the building of a pedestrian/cyclist bridge over
Lee Highway at Fairfax Drive by I-66. There have been multiple accidents at that intersection over the
years and it is a heavily traveled and very busy crossroads. With "right turn on red", cyclists and
pedestrians often find that it feels unsafe to be using the crosswalk even with the flashing walk light. At
the Arlington/East F.C. Civic Assoc. meeting on Jan. 4th, there were multiple comments about aesthetic
concerns, even with one person commenting that the Exxon station was more attractive than the
proposed bridge. Clearly, beauty is in the eye of the beholder and, in my view, with the sea of traffic,
this particular area of Lee Hwy is never attractive. In any case, I believe that people's safety and their
lives are far more important than beauty. Again, I strongly support the building of the proposed bridge
as soon as reasonably possible.
This I-66 inside the Beltway plan was designed with the goal of avoiding past Los Angeles commuting
disasters of another new lane immediately congested.
Voters want smart changes with frequent I-66 users paying tolls.
I am pleased Arlington residents can comment tonight on this important environmental assessment for
widening I-66 eastbound.

John
Sutherland

B.425.1

Cultural Resources

The Virginia Department of Transportation must be commended for thirty foot noise barriers and an
above grade pedestrian crossing at East Falls Church. Additionally, these bike trail improvements
were needed.
However, I-66 is now too close to a key national heritage site – Brandymore Castle.
As a part of this environment assessment, could VDOT include amenities to enhance and further
preserve Brandymore Castle as a heritage site?
As surveyors, both George Washington and Benjamin Banneker used Brandymore Castle. Both men
were physically present atop Brandymore Castle. Brandymore Castle is a key historical site within
Arlington, not to mention one of America’s earliest landmarks.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

In the vicinity of the Brandymore Castle site, in the vicinity of Madison Manor Park,
the widening is expected to occur to the inside shoulder and no impacts outside of the
existing VDOT right of way is expected in this location. Furthermore, VDOT, on
behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not have an
adverse effect on historic properties within the project’s area of potential effects (APE)
that are considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
The Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), the designated State Historic
Preservation Office, concurred with this finding in November 2016, conditioned on the
avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle and provided that VDHR is ensured an
opportunity to review and comment on the final plans in the vicinity of the Washington
and Old Dominion (W&OD) Rail Road Historic District. In Arlington County’s
January 2017 Staff Report, the Arlington County Department of Community Planning,
Housing and Development (CPHD) Historic Preservation staff also concluded that all
known cultural and historic resources are accounted for and that there are no perceived
impacts to these resources.

Brandymore Castle: http://wikimapia.org/7459010/Brandymore-Castle
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Name

Affiliation
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Topic

Comment
Arlington County officially uses this narrative -- “Arlington, Va., is a world-class residential, business
and tourist location that was originally part of the "10 miles square" parcel of land surveyed in 1791 to
be the Nation's Capital.”

Response

It’s a clever tagline, equating Arlington as a world-class part the Nation’s Capital. Preserving this
heritage is important for Arlington’s people and political leadership.
Going forward, under no circumstance can the right-of-way be expanded for another, immediatelycongested, eastbound, I-66 car-lane destroying any aspect of “Brandymore Castle” which will remain
a key part of Virginia’s heritage.

B.425.2

Tolling

Additionally, according to data in figures 1-6 and 2-5 in this study, congestion on I-66 could be
eliminated immediately, permanently, and with almost no additional disruption, by introducing reverse
commute tolling.
Reverse tolling would allow access by almost all autos at all times and provide more transportation
revenue paid for by actual I-66 users.

B.425.3

Robert
Swennes

James
Swigert
Bill
Szymanski

B.426.1

B.427.1
B.428.1

Kara Taylor

B.429.1

Bradley
Teague

B.430.1

Alternatives

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Miscellaneous

Could The Virginia Department of Transportation consider as part of this environmental assessment
imposing reverse commute tolling on eastbound I-66 now rather than later?

I am writing in support of the proposed Lee Highway overpass for the W&OD multipurpose trail near
the Arlington/Falls Church border at Lee Highway. I attended the briefing on this overpass design
provided to the Arlington-East Falls Church Civic Association earlier this month. While some
members of that community seemed to have some design concerns regarding the proposed trail, most or
all of them thought that it would be a valuable addition to the neighborhood and a positive addition to
the bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure within both jurisdictions.
I have no problem with some minor tweaking of the design so long as it does not delay the construction
of this project. I was an active cyclist in Arlington when the overhead bike/ped bridge was constructed
and opened over Route 7 in Falls Church more than two decades ago to enhance user movement along
the W&OD trail. That bridge has proven to be a resounding success, and there is every reason to
anticipate the same success with the proposed bridge over Lee Highway (US Hwy. 29). This is an
excellent project for funding with the future revenues generated by the upcoming tolls on I-66 within
the Beltway.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I welcome this plan to add a 3rd eastbound lane ending at Glebe Road.
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Although included as a component of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, The
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Even with the implementation of lane restrictions, travel demand is demonstrated to
remain high along the eastbound corridor. The additional lane included as part of the
Build Alternative would address the capacity issues identified in the Purpose and Need
by allowing for greater throughput of vehicles, and with the included ramp
improvements, would reduce operational issues associated with queuing vehicles
existing I-66 from the mainline. These issues would not be addressed by the
implementation of reverse commute tolling and, as a result, this option was not
evaluated in the EA.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
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Todd
Thompson

B.431.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Gabriel
Thoumi

B.432.1

Bill Threlkeld

B.433.1

Mary Tippett

B.434.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Caroline
Tipton

B.435.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Katherine
Tobin
Alissa
Tombaugh
Mary
Tondreau
Robert
Trencheny

Affiliation

B.436.1
B.437.1
B.438.1
B.439.1

Patrick Triano

B.440.1

Ron
Trueworthy

B.441.1

Cheryl Turner

B.442.1

Peter Upton

B.443.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Noise

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Tolling

Comment
I would like to voice my support for inclusion of a grade-separated pedestrian and bicycle overpass of
the W&OD Trail at the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway in Falls Church as part of
the 66 widening project. I have been bicycle commuting from Vienna VA into Arlington for the last 14
years and I pass through this intersection on daily basis. I have had several close calls over the years at
this intersection with cars running red lights or failing to yield to bikes crossing the intersection when
making a right turn on red. The safety challenges for cyclists become even more challenging during the
winter months when daylight hours are reduced and commuting home in the dark is necessary. I think
that maintaining separation between cars and cyclists as well as pedestrians at this intersection will be
very beneficial in terms of safety.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Please do not build the huge bridge in my neighborhood. The amount of bikes coming through my
neighborhood are unsafe and this bridge does not solve the many issues that a better solution could
deliver.
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future). Thank you for your action on this matter
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I was wondering whether planners were still soliciting or considering feedback on the effectiveness of
current walls in relation to new metro cars and heavier traffic? I live on N Larrimore in the Dominion
Hills neighborhood. Our houses may not even be considered affected by WMATA and 66, yet
conversation on my deck (and neighbors’) must stop till a train passes.
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Whatever you do, there should be no new tolls or restrictions when and where there are none now.
Non-HOV drivers should maintain free access rights to all of 66 during the same hours we enjoy now.
It is not an "improvement" if it places new restrictions and fees on drivers where there were none
before.
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.54.1 regarding the incorporation of Metrorail
sound in the calculations for the loudest hour evaluations included in the Preliminary
Noise Analysis Report. Furthermore, Metrorail noise will be verified and accounted for
in the Final Design Noise Abatement Report based on current train schedules, speeds,
and number of train-cars.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The restricted period is being extended from 6:30 - 9:00 AM and 4:00 - 6:30 PM. This
is programmed to be shifted to 5:30 -9:30 AM and 3:00-7:00 PM to allow for tolling
vehicles in addition to HOV vehicles. This was adopted based on the tolling study
previously evaluated separately from the EA for the eastbound widening.
Although included as a component of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Dwight Van
Winkle

B.444.1

Tim Vandish

B.445.1

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment

Response
Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).
This is not a solution I can support when it does not address the safety of bike, vehicle or pedestrian
traffic in our neighborhood. Nor does it take into account the future planning of the surrounding area
(right of way above metro, etc).
I’m concerned about plans to build a pedestrian bridge over Lee Highway at the intersection of I66 in
the EFC area of Arlington.
I’ve recently discovered that the trajectory of this bridge is to loom next to the Crescent Apartment
complex, engulfing the carefully planned greenspace in front of my house, and end in front of my
property, which currently overlooks a bucolic setting of bike trail and greenspace. I spoke with
surveyors marking the front of my property line just this week who reiterated the plans for the bridge.
Surely there are alternatives to destroying my property value and that of the Crescent and taking away
a neighborhood jewel after it was so carefully planned and constructed.

Dianne
Vandivier

B.446.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

My house, an historic, turn-of-the-century Victorian, was moved down Fairfax Drive (now the
greenspace), ironically, to the current location from a site where the Crescent is now. Having
purchased the home in 2001, I’ve watched the demolition of a light industrial space make way for the
Crescent. The green space to the side of the Crescent, in front of my house, was carefully planned out
with my input as well as many neighborhood constituents in concert with Arlington representatives. It’s
used as a playground, mostly for the Crescent community, but also holds wide appeal for the
neighborhood. In fact, our annual neighborhood Halloween party takes place there, among other
activities. With so little green space in Arlington, that area is a haven for neighbors, cyclists, trail
walkers, and others who regularly use the space.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

I know that neighborhood friends such as John Wilson, have personally appealed to you, Mr. Fisette, as
well as Mike Nardolilli, former AEFCCA president and current representative to the NVRPA. You are
well aware of the painstaking process the neighbors and Arlington County undertook to create and
landscape this greenspace just a few years ago. John mentioned to me that "VDOT has been informed,
and the County Board, that Site Plan 391 Conditions 77a,b and c (for the Crescent building approved
in 2007) specify the park as a community benefit (worth up to $500,000).” Also, they have been
informed that the “fire marshall stipulated that access to the fire hydrant at this end of the park must be
accessible by fire truck, hence the ‘grasscrete' that underlies most of the park.” Without this access, my
house as well as those nearby and the Crescent itself, will be in jeopardy in case of fire.
My property value (as well as that of the Crescent) would be adversely impacted, if not destroyed, by
such a construction. I suggest that you ask VDOT to relocate the bike trail to the other side of the sound
wall when they widen 66 and go UNDER, not over, Lee Highway. This is one of many alternatives to
destroying a carefully planned out greenspace and entire apartment complex, not to mention my home

Revised Environmental Assessment

March 2017
91

Response to Comments Received
Name

Christy
Vigfusson

Affiliation

No.

B.447.1

Topic

Noise

Comment
for the past 15 years.
I have a number of questions and concerns about the inside the beltway widening project for I-66. My
concerns are around direct impacts to my family and my home due to noise, air, visual, and other
pollution. I ask that you please consider my questions and requests in the next steps of your design
process. I called Michelle Holland Dec. 9 around 10 am to get more information about my questions
and the maps posted at the Dec. hearing. She was having trouble pulling up the map files on her
computer at the time, so she said that she would have one of the designers call me back before the end
of the day. As time is passing quickly on the time to comment, I am concerned that I will not receive a
call back and answers to my questions before the comment period closes. So, I am writing without all of
the information that I would like. I live on the north side of I-66 between exits 69 and 71, in many of the
map 5 of 6 renderings. I am concerned about a number of issues. My address is 5533 Fairfax Drive. My
house sits within sight of the custis trail and I-66. When referencing the Preliminary Noise Analysis, my
home is in CNE-N. First and foremost, I am very concerned about the long-term sound impact to me
and my family while in our home and when we are enjoying our yard. The widening will mean more
vehicular traffic, as indicated in the "benefits" of this project. By doing so, there will be an increase in
sound pollution for me and my family both inside our home and when outside. Even at the â?oNo
Buildâ?• [sic] options, we are in a bad situation when it comes to noise pollution. Just because the
different options donâ?Tt [sic] make a bad thing too much worse, it really should be that if we are
doing an infrastructure project that has the potential to improve a neighborhoodâ?Ts [sic] situation,
we should determine if it is worth it. In this case, I think that it would prove beneficial to the
neighborhood to add additional noise abatement measures to cut the sound from a current nuisance to
potentially hazardous level to a more modest and healthy level. I noticed that there is a green/black
dotted line indicating a proposed sound barrier. I'd like to know more about this sound barrier. How
high will it be? I would like it to be high enough to deter noise pollution impacting me and my family
when inside or outside our home. When inside my home, the sound barrier should have a significant
decrease on sound pollution not only on the lower level of my home, but also on the upper level of my
home. I worry that with a new sound barrier on the south side of 66, that will additionally have an
impact of increasing the sound reflection from the traffic to the north side of 66, impacting me and my
family. Please make sure that the north side sound barrier near Jefferson St. N and N Fairfax Drive is
effective, tall enough, and visually pleasing, so as to mitigate the noise coming from the traffic on I-66.
Ideally, the project would use sound reducing pavement, along with earthen barriers to mitigate the
sound impacts. I would also like to see the tallest option of barriers installed by my home, to help
mitigate the sound increase due to this project. In the Preliminary Noise Analysis, it states that the
Design Year (2040) Build sound levels are predicted to range from 36-79 dB(A). This is quite
concerning. WebMD.com states that the sound inside a car is typically around 70 dB(A), a vacuum
cleaner is 75 dB(A), and heavy traffic is just above this level. Can you imagine having the sound of a
vacuum cleaner running outside your front door all of the time? This is not OK. This project should
take proactive steps to decrease the sound more than the suggested 7 dB(A). Please determine what will
be the best options for decreasing sound impacts to my home and my family. I am additionally
concerned with the day that the sound test was done and the time of day. It was done in R-23 on June
22, 2016 between 12:00 pm and 1:00 pm. This is probably one of the times of year of least traffic. This
was the last day of school for most Arlington Public School high school students and many of the area
preschools were closed. This is a time when many families travel out of town, so there is decreased
traffic and travel on I-66. I would think that the average sound impacts are greater than the tested
levels. Additionally, the proposed barrier N1 will be an average height of 14 feet. I do not think that
this is tall enough to address the increased sound pollution at the second level of my home. I noticed
that the sound tests were done in R-23 at slightly below the average level of the first floor of the homes
on my street. This indicates that the sound pollution would be much higher if taken at the second level
of our homes. I suggest that you consider measures to not only address the sound pollution at ground
level, but also all levels of living by residents in the impacted areas. Please consider increasing the
height of the wall in this â?oNâ?•[sic] section to an average of 30 feet instead of 14 feet. Iâ?Td [sic]
like to also bring to your attention that at site receptor N81, there is a yellow dot with an X on one of
the maps, indicating that it is â?o [sic] impacted but improved.â [sic]?• However, later in the
document it states that the current existing worst case scenario is 67 dB(A) and it will be the same in a
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Response

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. However,
consistent with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis
will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined.
With regards to the use of sound reducing pavement as a means to abate highway noise,
VDOT is not authorized by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to use “quiet
pavement” at this time as a form of noise mitigation. The long-term effectiveness of
quite pavement in Virginia is yet to be determined. Upon completion of the Quiet
Pavement Pilot Program and approval from FHWA, the use of “quiet pavement” will be
given additional consideration. Given the corridor constraints, other potential noise
mitigation options such as an earthen berm would likely not be feasible or reasonable as
it would result in additional right of way requirements and impacts.
Regarding the noise monitoring/measurement at the residence referenced in this
comment, noise monitoring is not a process to determine design-year noise impacts or
barrier locations. The purpose of noise monitoring is to validate the noise models, and
to provide a level of consistency between what is present in real-world situations and
how that is represented in the computer noise model. Furthermore, the time of day at
which noise monitoring is conducted is not indicative of the loudest hour evaluated in
the noise analysis. Again, the monitoring is intended to validate the predictive model to
determine potential noise impacts during the identified loudest hour of the day. Lastly,
noise monitoring does not need to occur in every Common Noise Environment (CNE).
The noise monitoring locations are chosen to fit the needs of the study, generally occur
at a height of 5 feet from the ground, and represent locations where the noise model was
validated for the project corridor.
As part of the final design noise analysis, additional noise monitoring will be conducted
to confirm the model validation.
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

B.447.2

Air Quality

B.447.3

Noise

Comment
no build or in the 2040 projections. The abated scenario for 2040 is 57 dB(A). I ask that you do what
you can to decrease this figure more rather than aim to keep it the same or just at a decrease of 10
dB(A). It isnâ?Tt [sic] right that we donâ?Tt [sic] address noise pollution when we have the chance.
Especially when my home will be the target of additional air pollution and other contaminants as a
result of increased traffic. Also, as a correction, there is a table on existing barrier feasibility that
states that at site N81 that the existing wall would abate sound by 5 dB(A). That cannot be the case, as
there is currently no wall at this location. There is only a chain linked fence.
I have additional concerns with the air and sediment pollution resulting from the increased traffic
along I-66. I have two young children, ages 3 and 5, and their health is of the utmost importance to me.
I ask that you do whatever you can to mitigate air and sediment pollution to me and my family in our
home on the north side of I-66.

I don't know if the sound barrier should help or not, but if not, please do what you can, as there are
numerous families with young children that will be directly impacted by the increased traffic. Ideally,
Iâ?Td [sic] like to see an earthen barrier with coniferous or other aesthetically pleasing trees that
would mitigate the environmental impacts to me and my family, along with our neighbors. I request that
construction noise be kept to a minimum and that no construction take place where it will impact my
home between 10 pm and 6 am.

Response

As summarized in Section 3.9 of the EA and detailed in the Air Quality Technical
Report, overall pollutant emissions are not anticipated to result in any adverse air
quality impacts to human health and welfare.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction and visual screening may be
considered where appropriate.
Given the corridor constraints, an earthen berm for noise mitigation would likely not be
feasible or reasonable as it would result in additional right of way requirements and
impacts.
Construction noise impacts are anticipated to be temporary in nature and will be
addressed consistent with VDOT’s Road and Bridge Specifications, Section
107.16(b.3).

B.447.4

B.447.5

B.447.6

Property Impacts

Tolling

Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

I noticed on at least one of the maps, the landscaping map 5 of 6 that there is a proposed temporary
construction easement that runs from the west to right in front of my home. Iâ?Tm [sic] concerned that
this easement seems to conflict with the use of the Custis Trail, but will also mean that the wooded area
across the street from my home will be torn up by construction equipment. I would like to request that
you consider moving the boundary of this temporary construction easement further west, to minimize
impact to me and my family and that of my neighbors. I also ask that you do whatever you can to
minimize impacts to trail users during construction. My husband uses this trail for commuting to/from
work, and I know that there are hundreds or thousands of others that also do something similar.

On the issue of the HOV person threshold, I strongly urge you to consider keeping an HOV-2 option
rather than moving to an HOV-3+. I have major concerns with traffic increasing along the
neighborhood streets when riders donâ?Tt [sic] have enough passengers to qualify for HOV status.
This will exponentially compound traffic congestion and all of the negative health, environmental, and
road maintenance issues that result. I am rather disappointed that VDOT is taking an approach of
rewarding long distance commuters over local area residents. I suggest that you find a way to put the
revenues from tolls back into the local pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure in Arlington, as well as
into the Arlington public schools. Iâ?Td [sic] like to see some of the revenue used to help support the
cost of Capital Bikeshare by the western parts of Arlington County. Specifically, I think it would be
useful to support an additional bikeshare location at the corner of N. Jefferson St and N. Fairfax Drive
in Arlington, VA.

With regard to the repositioning of the western edge of the Custis trail on the south side of I-66, I think
that the proposed realignment will improve safety for cyclists and pedestrians by avoiding a hard 90
degree turn that currently exists. I do hope that construction to the trail and I-66 allow for continued
use of the trail even during times of construction. Please consider establishing an alternate option in
the same vicinity for those of us that use the trail daily for walking or cycling and commuting to
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As the design advances, opportunities to avoid or minimize impacts may be identified.
In the vicinity of the property referenced, the preliminary design LOD for the Build
Alternative includes portions of the north side of I-66 in order to accommodate for
sound barriers identified as preliminarily feasible and reasonable through the
preliminary design noise analysis. The exact extent, location, and parameters of these
barriers will be confirmed as part of the final design noise analysis and impacts in this
area may be reduced.
In order to understand the potential indirect effects of the Build Alternative, a detailed
analysis was performed for the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report that
considered traffic effects on arterial roadways and intersections adjacent to the I-66
mainline. This analysis revealed that, compared to existing conditions and the No Build
scenario, the majority of arterials and intersections in the adjacent roadway network
remained the same or demonstrated improvements in operation with the implementation
of the Build Alternative. These changes were due to the additional capacity associated
with the widening project and the provision for single occupancy drivers to utilize I-66
as part of the programmed tolling project.
Although included as a component of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, the implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I66 inside the Beltway was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to
address separate and distinct needs identified through the corridor. Net toll revenues
generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling operation and
tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling operations of
the facility, would be used to fund other multimodal improvements that benefit the I-66
corridor inside the Beltway.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I-
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Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

B.447.7

Jim Villars

B.448.1

Jason Voight

B.449.1

John
VymetalTaylor

B.450.1

Eric Wagner

David
Wagoner

Topic

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.451.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.452.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.452.2

Project Schedule

B.452.3

Design

Suzanne
Walck

B.453.1

Scott Walker

B.454.1

Tim Walker

B.455.1

Bill Walters

B.456.1

Steven R.
Ward

B.457.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Comment
school/work.

Response
66 at Bon Air Park. Short-term impacts to the Custis Trail may include temporary
detours during construction; however, the trail will remain open during construction and
the overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected. VDOT is
responsible for maintenance on the existing portion of the trail would be addressed
separately from the proposed project.

I like the idea of having a bypass for cyclists and pedestrians at Lee Hwy. Iâ?Tm [sic] not sure that the
proposed solution is the right one, but having some sort of bypass is definitely the way to go. Iâ?Td
[sic] also like to see trail improvements going over I-66 near the Glebe Rd. exit for safety. Currently, it
is not a safe area for women and children to walk after dark. Thank you for your time and attention to
my concerns.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
I applaud the proposal for a grade separated crossing at the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee
Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive. As a frequent user of the W&OD Trail, this is one of the
sections that causes the most potential for conflict between pedestrians and cyclists using the W&OD
and motorists. Considering the nationwide trend of increasing pedestrian fatalities (in Alexandria
alone, there have been 4 such fatalities in 2016, more than double that of any year since at least 2010),
it is of critical importance to provide a safe and convenient crossing opportunity for the numerous
users of the W&OD Trail. From my own experience as a cyclist and runner on the W&OD, this grade
separated crossing would remove a major cause of concern and anxiety at this dangerous intersection
(as identified by the NVRPA). Thank you for your consideration
As a daily trail user and a NoVA resident who has virtually stopped using my car, I see enormous
value in the bridges and tunnels of Arlington’s trail network. Careful planning and investment have
made Arlington’s trails an excellent option for recreation and getting around safely without a car.
Those grade separated crossings, which allow trail users to avoid dangerous intersections, make our
trails among the best in the region.
As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the
W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain
within the project scope. Specifically,
Please prioritize completion of the W&OD trail bridge before I-66 construction disruptions displace
traffic to local streets and increase chances of crashes at the Lee Highway intersection.
Please ensure that the firm that is selected to design and build the trail bridge draws on extensive input
from the local community and County staff to develop a context-sensitive bridge design that also meets
NVRPA bridge standards.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
I am writing to express my support for the VDOT proposed bridge for the W&OD trail over Lee
Highway as part of the Widening I-66 Inside the Beltway project. This would improve safety for trail
users as well as reducing problems for motorists transiting the crossing area. I urge VDOT to insure

March 2017

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.
As noted in the response to comment B.1.1, VDOT has been in coordination with a
number of localities and stakeholders, including the Northern Virginia Regional Park
Authority, regarding the design of the W&OD grade-separated trail crossing.
Continued coordination, review, and oversight opportunities would be offered to these
entities as the project design advances. VDOT also will provide future opportunities for
public input, prior to the design being finalized.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Response to Comments Received
Name
Jeff
Warrington
Norman
Waters

Affiliation

No.
B.458.1
B.459.1

Chris Watson

B.460.1

Tyler Wean

B.461.1

Jen Weiss

B.462.1

Jennifer
Weiss

B.463.1

Rob Welker

B.464.1

Alex Weller

B.465.1

Arthur West

B.466.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Other Projects/
Environmental
Considerations

Comment
that the bridge is included in the final plans and is constructed.
I’m strongly in favor of building an overpass for cyclists & pedestrians at Washington Boulevard/Lee
Highway in Falls Church as part of the widening of route 66.
Build the W&OD Bridge
I would completely support this effort to make it safe for all how use this either for recreation or
commuting (bicycle). I personally use this trail weekly if not more! Thank you
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Please consider this as a formal public comment on the NEPA environmental review for the 395
express lanes portion of what appears to be a number of interconnected but improperly segmented
projects. This comment should be considered to apply to the entire segmented project including
Transform 66 inside and outside the Beltway and the I-095 Expressways Southern Extension, which
appear to have been improperly segmented for the purposes of evading comprehensive environmental
review in the form of programmatic and site specific Environmental Impact Statements under NEPA.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to consider the potential
environmental impacts of “major federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.” An agency may prepare an environmental assessment (EA) to determine whether a
proposal will cause significant environmental impacts. If the agency determines no such impacts will
result, it can issue a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). On the other hand, if the agency
concludes that a more extensive analysis of the potential impacts is warranted, then it will prepare a
more detailed environmental impact statement (EIS). In developing an EA or EIS, NEPA prohibits an
agency from unduly “segmenting,” or splitting apart, a single project into multiple projects and which
could thereby reduce the scope of potential impacts considered in the environmental review (arguably
minimizing the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action). Further, NEPA also requires
agencies to analyze the cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project as well as related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects. The various projects which make up the unified
whole of the greater project are being constructed with a great degree of physical and temporal unity,
and the various portions I-95 Express Lanes (Northern), Transform 66 inside and outside the Beltway
and the I-95 Expressways Southern Extension are all clearly interconnected, yet improperly segmented,
parts of a greater whole as evidenced by the description of the entire unified project at...
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/northernvirginia/395_express.asp
The improper segmentation of this project violates 40 CFR 1508.7, which provides...
"Cumulative impact" is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. In
the absence of comprehensive environmental review prior to the commitment of resources to
improperly segmented components of a larger plan, irreversible commitments of resources have been
made improperly, and project momentum has been allowed to grow to the extent that the central intent
of NEPA, that proposed actions be evaluated before project momentum has grown to the point that the
environmental approval is just a rubber stamp to a snowballing multi-Billion dollar project that is for
all intensive purposes already approved and scheduled to be built on the assumption that no full
environmental review will be required. The Central intent of NEPA is to require agencies to assess the
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Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Each of the identified projects is part of the regional transportation network; however,
each project has logical termini and independent utility as defined in 23 CFR
§771.111(f) and FHWA guidance documentation entitled, “The Development of
Logical Project Termini.” None of the projects identified in the comment are dependent
on one another, nor do they restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements in the area. Additionally, each represents a
reasonable expenditure of funds even if the other projects were not constructed.
The Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project has logical
termini and independent utility. The study area termini were selected based upon the
identified needs of the study, which are best illustrated in Figure 1-2 and Figure 1-4 in
the EA where travel demand and congestion densities are the highest through the
corridor. The needs for improvements to address specific congestion and operational
related issues along this section of I-66 are supported by the traffic analysis developed
for this study as well as previous studies conducted along the corridor, including the I66 Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway report. The implementation of the Build
Alternative evaluated in the EA would address these identified needs irrespective of any
other improvements to the regional roadway network, including the other projects listed
in the comment.
Since each project has logical termini and independent utility, each project have been
evaluated in its own National Environmental Policy Act document with the concomitant
environmental reviews and coordination with stakeholders, including local, state, and
federal government agencies and the public.
An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared for a project that will have a
significant effect on the environment. An EA, on the other hand, is prepared when the
significance of the environmental impacts is not known. Based on the scope of the I
Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway, Eastbound Widening project and the preliminary
environmental information, VDOT in consultation with FHWA determined that an EA
was the appropriate level of documentation. In making the determination to prepare an
EA, it is acknowledged that at any point in the development of the EA, an EIS would be
initiated if information arises that identifies a significant impact. The determination that
an EIS is necessary could occur regardless of VDOT’s project schedules.
VDOT and FHWA conducted a thorough review of the probable direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the proposed improvements. Cumulative impacts are addressed in
Section 3.17.2 of EA and in the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical
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Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment
effects that may flow from their decisions at a time when they retain a maximum range of options.

Response
Report.

Thomas v. Peterson, 753 F.2d 754, 760 (9 Cir. 1985) Environmental Defense Fund v. Andrus 596 F.2d
848, 852-53, (9th Cir. 1979), CFR 1501.2, 1501.1 Toward this end, the Courts have attempted to define
a “point of commitment” at which the filing of an Environmental Impact Statement or other
environmental determination is required. See Sierra Club v. Peterson, 717 F.2d 1409, at 1414, (D.C.
Cir. 1983). In the case of the improperly segmented I-95 Express Lanes project it is apparent that the
proposed schedule includes a Design-Build Contract Award and final NEPA decision at virtually the
same time, with construction starting almost immediately following the final NEPA decision. See Key
Milestones, at page 14, available online at
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/NorthernVirginia/Elected_Officials_and_Media_Briefin
g_3-31-16.pdf This demonstrates that there is no time in the schedule for any determination other than
a FONSI, as there is simply not enough time for an EIS to be conducted in accord with the schedule
already set for construction. As such the December 2016 NEPA decision will be a post hoc justification
for agency action that has been previously approved and finalized except for the formality of a rubber
stamped approval by the agency. This in no way complies with either the letter or intent of NEPA. The
large nature of these “Megaprojects” and the potential for significant impacts to air quality, noise,
development, and the fees paid by commuters demonstrates that all of the related projects should be the
subject of an integrated project specific Environmental Impact Statements with a study of a full range
of potential alternatives. In addition, the scope of these projects indicates that a programatic EIS is
appropriate with a full consideration of alternatives, including an economic analysis of the long term
economic impacts on the public of obtaining financing under a P3 structure, and ceding tolling
authority to a private entity for decades, and consideration of the alternative of using public financing
instead.

Kelley
Westenhoff

B.467.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Keith
Wheeler

B.468.1

Miscellaneous

Yvette White

B.469.1

Ben White

B.470.1

Wendie
White
Dustin
Whitlow

B.471.1
B.472.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

The potential for future adverse impacts from the contract resulting from the public private partnership
should also be comprehensively evaluated.
Please take steps to conduct a full and fair environmental impact statement as required under NEPA
for this entire series of improperly segmented projects.
I would like to voice my support for the design and execution of a bicycle and pedestrian bridge where
the W&OD Trail crosses US-29 at I-66. With the expansion of I-66, there is an opportunity to make this
intersection much safer for the many, many bicycle and pedestrian commuters who use it. With the
intersection so close to the East Falls Church station, this area gets hundreds of people going through
it each day on foot or a bike, and they deserve protection from the car, truck, and bus traffic.
How will the single rider Hybrid vehicles (with LEGAL Clean Fuel plates) be affected?
What about Hybrid vehicles?

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.369.1 regarding lane management on I-66.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Heidi Wicker

B.473.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I respectfully ask VDOT, Arlington County, Northern Virginia Regional Parks and the City of Falls
Church to immediately pause the proposed VDOT overhead bridge crossing over Lee Highway near I66. This VDOT project, if not paused, will create problems for holistic future pedestrian and cyclist
transit development in the area, as well as create negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood in
a way that a more thoughtful design would not. Although we need a trail crossing, we need a plan that
considers more than solely the VDOT controlled right of way. Pause this project so the neighborhood
and the surrounding areas can fully consider the problems we are trying to address (both present and
future).

Allan
Williams

B.474.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge
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Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Laura
Williams

B.475.1

Tolling

I think extending the restricted times from a 2.5 hour window to a 4 hour window is too extreme. This
seems to be more of a way to squeeze more money out of the taxpayers, then it is about making the
commute easier.

Lisa Wilson

B.476.1

John Wilson

Affiliation

Board Member,
Arlington-East
Falls Church
Civic Association

B.477.1

Justin Wilt

B.478.1

A. Wittenberg

B.479.1

Build the W&OD Bridge

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

While the proposed bridge does address an important issue,it will aggravate other problems associated
with the W and OD and the neighborhood that it vanishes into at this point. The right of way along I 66
provides an excellent opportunity to take the trail across Fairfax drive at the traffic light, under Lee
Highway above ground then along the right of way until it can be reunited with the W and OD at
Brandymore Castle. We should postpone any action until that can be achieved. Furthermore, the
possible use of the air rights over I 66 remains a real option for future local development, in
association with a west entrance to the metro. It would be best to hold off on any new infrastructure
projects at this intersection until we have a larger plan in place. Moving ahead with this bridge is not
consistent with the overall vision expressed by our community in the East Falls Church Area Plan. The
offer from VDOT is appreciated but we are not ready for such a major piece of infrastructure here at
this time.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
Build the W&OD Bridge

Tom Wyland

B.480.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Johnathan
Zuckerman

B.481.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

Build the W&OD Bridge

Other Projects

Are there any plans to add capacity to Washington Blvd. or Lee Hwy in Arlington? It seems there will
be a lot of people that would use those roads to avoid the 66 tolls. I know I would. The area tolls are
rather steep if your not commuting. also, how will adding the tolling affect the users going to Dulles.
the only way to get on the access road to Dulles form Arlington is on 66 or getting to the Beltway, way
out of our jurisdiction. 66 was the most direct, fastest and most fuel efficient route. Essentially, adding
all the HOT lanes helps the wealthy avoid congestion but would seem to add time and fuel use, larger
carbon footprints, to the people who can least afford it. Is there some program that helps those that
can't pay tollls all around the DC metro area?

Art

John

B.482.1

Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

I am a trail user and I support a bridge at this location. Making trails a safe and convenient option for
residents should take priority at this location.
I also support these points tactical points: As part of the Transform 66 Inside the Beltway
Environmental Assessment, please ensure that the W&OD trail bridge over Lee Highway and the Bon
Air Park improvements to the Custis Trail remain within the project scope. Specifically,
Build the W&OD Bridge

Alison

Response
Although included as part of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, the
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
The improvements evaluated for the I-66 study corridor was focused on addressing
specific individual needs identified in this area. Although these improvements would
not preclude future improvements on the regional roadway network, there are no plans
for widening other facilities that were assumed as part of the No Build Alternative for
this study.
Dulles toll users will have to pay the toll to get to the Dulles Toll Road and Dulles
Airport Access Road.

B.483.1

Project Schedule

Has a construction start date been set yet? Also, how long is construction expected to take?

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing for implementing
the project would be determined as part of the development for final design.

B.484.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

We are in favor of finding the safest option for both bikers and residents within our community and ask
that the planners look at alternate options that allow for smarter development for all of Arlington, safer
bike and pedestrian crossings, safer neighborhood streets, and connected trail alignment and improved
metro access - all of which are not addressed or achieved in the proposed bridge plan.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
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Name

Affiliation

No.
B.485.1

Topic
Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

B.486.1

Miscellaneous

B.487.1

Miscellaneous

B.488.1

Alternatives

Comment

Response
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

Build the W&OD Bridge
This boondoggle in the middle of Inauguration Week is the height of folly! And what is "reliable" about
"variable" tolls that could go as high as $17 a pop, if recent experience on the Beltway toll lanes during
bad weather is any guide?
It is clear to this observer that the "transform66" program is designed to make life miserable for
Northern Virginia commuters -- especially those on limited or fixed incomes -- who don't care to
subject themselves to the life-threatening incompetence of Metro. The whole thing gives a new meaning
to "highway robbery." I hope Donald Trump hears about "transform66" and squashes it like a stink
bug!
During Inauguration week???!!! Characteristically intelligent timing for this continuation of a historic
anti-democratic boondoggle. This further supports the longtime rumor that VDOT recruits exclusively
from the lowest quartile of VMI graduates.

Here the best way to deal with inside the Beltway of 66. Make the top lanes go straight to and from DC.
Double Decker Road

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
Due to the existing design constraints and confined right of way along the Study Area
evaluated in the EA, an elevated aerial structure would likely result in exorbitant cost
and environmental impacts and therefore was not considered as a reasonable alternative
to address the Purpose and Need. Section 2.1 of the EA describes how the evaluation
of a single-lane widening alternative was the only Build Alternative evaluated in detail
to address the identified Purpose and Need. The evaluation of one build alternative in
detail is consistent with FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance For
Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents.

Verbal Comments (C)
The fact that Arlington residents have an opportunity to comment tonight on the environmental
assessment for widening I-66 eastbound is a step in the right direction. When VDOT widened the same
stretch of I-66 westbound in 2010 there was no environmental assessment public hearing because there
was no EA.
Another surprise is VDOT's plans for new and/or improved noise barriers, improvements along
adjacent bike trails, and an above-grade pedestrian crossing in East Falls Church, these things that
VDOT did not consider or minimize for the westbound widening spot improvement project.

Audrey
Clement

Arlington
Coalition for
Sensible
Transportation

The difference was not a change in road conditions which remain big materially the same, but a change
in administrations to one that is significantly more sensitive to the wishes of Arlington residents. That
said, I have problems with his EA. While it makes a convincing case that I-66 is overcapacity between
the Dulles Toll Road and Exit 71 in Ballston all of the metrics presented show the congestion on
eastbound I-66 is significantly greater during the p.m. period when tolls are not in effect than in the
a.m. period when they are.
C.1.1

Purpose and Need/
Tolling

Both Figure 1.6 and Figure 2.5 in the EA depict a.m. and p.m. peak period road conditions at different
time points under the build and no-build options; show acceptable speeds during the a.m. and not
during the p.m. until 2040 when congestion disappears in the both the a.m. and p.m. due to reverse
commute tolling lanes.
According to the report this peak period volume reduction is expected to result from the implementation
of tolling on I-66 in the morning and in the afternoon. It is evident that were VDOT to impose reverse
commute tolling on the eastbound I-66 now rather than later, congestion on eastbound I-66 inside the
Beltway would drop dramatically.
So why wasn't this low-cost solution presented as an alternative in the EA which it should have been? I
realize that's not politically popular but that I think is within actually the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act.

The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address
separate and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.
Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
Even with the implementation of lane restrictions, travel demand is demonstrated to
remain high along the eastbound corridor. The additional lane included as part of the
Build Alternative would address the capacity issues identified in the Purpose and Need
by allowing for greater throughput of vehicles, and with the included ramp
improvements, would reduce operational issues associated with queuing vehicles
existing I-66 from the mainline. These issues would not be addressed by the
implementation of reverse commute tolling and, as a result, this option was not
evaluated in the EA.

Yet Northern Virginia legislators led by Delegate Jim Lemunyon put the gun to Governor McAuliffe's
head earlier this year forcing him to justify yet another road-widening project that is not supported by
the data. One thing I would ask Arlington County to do about it is to ask for a supplemental
environmental assessment after the tolling has been in effect for six months to a year.
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C.2.1

Marybeth
Connolly

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

C.2.3

C.2.4

Comment
I would like to first of all welcome you to the City of Falls Church on behalf of myself and the other
council members. We were pleased to have you visit our meeting last week with the preview of this and
we asked you a lot of questions. What I have today is a summary of the questions that we asked you
before. We did not see the bridge renderings so we're pleased to see that tonight. One of our requests
has to do with the fact that Falls Church would like to be involved with the design of that bridge. We
would like the words "Falls Church" and "Arlington" to be on that bridge somewhere.
I'm going to read some of these formal comments to make sure I cover them all. "We recognize the need
for comprehensive transportation solutions. We know they are very complicated and we can see that
you've put a lot of work into this. Transportation supports the quality of life, expanding populations and
growing economies. We want to make sure that any changes to the 66 corridor look at the whole
corridor in our communities. We recognize that the highway at I-66 interstate interchanges is a
gateway between Falls Church and Arlington, and also a connection point to our East Falls Church
Metrorail hub. And Falls Church and Arlington have long identified in our planning documents the
need for a multimodal connectivity, especially pedestrian accessibility in that area. WMATA previously
did a study of the feasibility of our western entrance to East Falls Church Metro. That project is now in
Arlington's CIP as the state's (inaudible) office explore the potential for developing the air rights over
I-66. So what we would like is to make sure that the design of that intersection and the overpass on the
bridge take a comprehensive look at the needs of the area, specifically to include a second entrance to
the East Falls Church Metro at some point and pedestrian accessibility and safety. And urban features
that highlight the area as the gateway to two communities at a connection point to all of those
transportation facilities that I mentioned before.

Response

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
VDOT is committed to working with localities and the public to develop the design for
this component of the Build Alternative and will ensure that these improvements do not
preclude future or programmed projects in the surrounding regional trail network.

Noise

We are also concerned about the environmental impacts and noise so please take a look at upgrading
the walls. And we want to make sure that those sound walls are updated and replaced and added to as
needed as the project goes along.

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. However,
consistent with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis
will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined
to provide optimal attenuation for sound level increases associated with the proposed
project.

Traffic Analysis

And we're also concerned that the predicted traffic and intersection impacts could be different than
what you're predicting because that always changes. We would like to request adaptive management
strategies and that VDOT will commit to studying with intersections after one year to insure that what
you're predicting is actually happening and make any adaptations so that we can continue to serve the
community. The multimodal study served as a catalyst for this effort and it identified that the
multimodal approach was the long-term solution to transportation problems in the corridor. We
appreciate the commitment to additional multimodal funding. And we would like to work to develop
mode share goals for the corridor and support those goals with sustainable transportation investments.
This kind of planning would be consistent with statewide plan and the comprehensive plan.

VDOT will closely monitor the field conditions after the project opens. Future projects
to address issues identified in the regional roadway network, outside of the scope of this
project, may be developed..

Other Projects

And our last request relates to Route 7 truck restrictions. Heavy truck traffic is becoming less and less
compatible with the main street side of the development in the City of Falls Church. More people and
jobs are choosing to locate in walkable urban areas like we have in Falls Church. Because of freight
traffic patterns an especially truck restrictions along Route 7 and Route 50 we ask for a little more
compatibility with removing truck restrictions on Route 50 or adding them to Route 7.

Falls Church City
Council, Vice
Mayor
C.2.2

Charlie
Denny

Topic

C.3.1

Miscellaneous

C.3.2

Washington & Old

I think one of the first political things I went to was fighting the construction I-66 when I was a kid. I
watched it being constructed when I went to school. So it's something I didn't think I would be spending
my whole life fighting this. But we just need to look around our region and not very far to see that
adding lanes doesn't improve traffic. You turn on the radio -- 270 is backed up from the Beltway to
some area in Frederick. It's like that every day and there are like 12 lanes out there. So I'm not going to
rehash that. But I would like to echo the comments of the two previous speakers, particularly Peter
Harnik.
The proposed trail improvements, the bridge is a wonderful idea. That's something that has been talked

Revised Environmental Assessment

As detailed in Sections 3.1.1 and 6.1.2 of the Traffic and Transportation Technical
Report, trucks with more than four wheels are prohibited from using I-66 east of the I495 Capital Beltway. This restriction was assumed as part of all No Build Alternative
and Build Alternative scenarios considered in the traffic analysis and there are currently
no plans to change this rule.
Vehicle restrictions on other roadways in the surrounding highway network would be
considered separately, outside of the EA study.

This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated

March 2017
99

Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

C.3.3

C.3.4

C.3.5

C.4.1

Peter Harnik

Topic
Dominion Trail

Comment
about for a long time.

Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

The improvements at Bon Air Park will improve the comfort of users there; it's a blind turn in that area
you go under at I-66. That's great.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Other Projects

But I think some of the other things Peter talked about, trying to smooth out some of those hills. I was
formerly the bike coordinator for Arlington and a lot of people I hear say, I don't use the Custis Trail
because of those hills. It wouldn't be that hard to smooth out the area, particularly between Quincy
Street and Washington Boulevard to eliminate some of those things. And I think looking at trying to get
more people off of the road and to provide an even better biking trail is an even better way to do that. I
also echo Peter's comments -- how do we really improve transit options in the corridor.

Traffic Analysis

Transit

Arlington
Coalition for
Sensible
Transportation

C.4.2

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Other Projects

I'm not so familiar with the study but it always seems like that's a little bit lacking in what goes on.
Adding lanes does not improve traffic in my experience as a transportation planner looking around the
country and right here in our region.

I have two major points. As always happens in these meetings the interests of the Arlington community
are a little bit different from the interests of VDOT and you've made good presentation on the
technicalities of the road widening. But from our perspective the road itself is the environmental
problem. The single greatest part of that problem is that we want more transit connected with the road.
Unfortunately the credibility of the Commonwealth on this and the Northern Virginia jurisdictions is so
low because year after year, decade after decade, there's always the promise that if we just fix this road
a little bit then we'll have better transit along it and better utilization of the road and that keeps not
happening. I didn't really see that in your presentation about how you're going to really get the bus use
up to a bus every minute going down the road at a high speed, even if it means cars going at a more
congested speed so that the bus transportation becomes extremely desirable while the non-bus
transportation can continue at a yellow or a red pace, whatever it takes to help a better utilization of
the roadway. And I think that's the key environmental impact that I didn't hear any conversation on.
The other issue on my mind relates to the bike trail. Since this whole project doesn't do Arlington very
much good for the majority of us, actually the bike trail itself probably serves more Arlingtonians than
the road. I would like to see some of the money spent on improving the W&OD Trail and the Custis
Trail, removing some of the steepest hills, getting rid of the steepest hills -- even though that may
somewhat of an expensive proposition -- so that the ridership and the walkership along the trail
becomes even more substantial compared to what it already is. So I very much appreciate seeing about
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Response
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.
In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
As described in the response to comment B.1.1, the proposed W&OD
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard (Route 29) is
included as a component of the Build Alternative in order to increase safety and
facilitate improved operational movements on the diverge ramp of I-66 and up to the
intersection of Washington Boulevard/Lee Highway (Route 29) and Fairfax Drive.
Additional needs for improvements to the regional trail network in the vicinity of I-66
would not be addressed as part of the scope of this project; however, these would not be
precluded as part of other projects in the area. VDOT would continue to work with the
applicable localities on possible projects for trail improvements that may be warranted
in the future.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.
The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average
throughput of approximately 1020 vehicles per hour greater than the No Build on the I66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative
would provide an average of approximately 949 vehicles per hour greater than the No
Build conditions. Table 2-2 in the EA illustrates how the additional capacity of the
Build Alternative would better accommodate this increased throughput and reduce
traffic density (congestion), particularly in the 2025 interim year and between the
Dulles Connector Road and North Sycamore Street in 2040, where the primary
congestion issues have been identified. The Build Alternative is also expected to
reduce the yearly crashes occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted
conditions.
As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA, the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds resulting from the Build Alternative are expected to benefit vehicular traffic
operations as well as existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline. Future improvements to Metrorail service and the implementation of other
programmed multimodal projects throughout the corridor would not be precluded with
the implementation of the eastbound widening.
Furthermore although not part in the EA, tolling operations would also be administered
by VDOT. The tolls will be set to allow the most person throughput (in terms of free
HOVs and transit vehicles in addition to toll paying non-HOV vehicles).

Please see response to comment C.3.4 regarding other trail improvements outside the
scope of this study.
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the bridge over Lee Highway, that's wonderful. I think we could also have a bridge over Sycamore
Street instead of that crazy roundabout situation at Sycamore, a cantilevered bridge over Sycamore
Street. And then take out as many of the hills as possible, including even outside of the construction
area as you get closer to Rosslyn. There are some very difficult hills that preclude a lot of people from
bicycling.

Response

Section 1.2 of the EA describes the history of I-66, which was approved by FHWA for
construction from the Capital Beltway (I-495) to Rosslyn, Virginia, in 1977. As part of
the decision to proceed with the interstate construction, the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Transportation, William T. Coleman, outlined a number of stipulations
associated with the project including the acquisition of right of way to be reserved for
Metrorail improvements, exclusion of heavy duty trucks, and prohibition of additional
highway lanes beyond the four proposed at the time.

Lawrence
McDonald

World Resources
Institute, VicePresident of
Communications

C.5.1

Purpose and Need

We still maintain that widening 66 is counterproductive and unnecessary. However, we recognize that
this is a vital compromise that was needed to preserve the overall I-66 multimodal project which is
essential for sustainable mobility in the region.

C.6.2

Tolling

While tolling of I-66 in the reverse commute direction was taken off the table at least for the
foreseeable future due to community opposition, the environmental assessment should study and report
on the impacts and effectiveness of tolling in the reverse commute direction, both with and without the
proposed eastbound widening. While the traffic studies suggest little or no eastbound congestion
without the tolling in 2025 in the evening that may not happen in real life. Increased tolling would
provide more revenue for the multimodal improvements that are vital to provide alternative travel
modes for future congestion.

C.6.3

Washington & Old

Regarding the W&OD Trail bridge over Lee Highway I certainly support that project but we urge that

C.6.1

Allen
Muchnick

Arlington
Coalition for
Sensible
Transportation

Miscellaneous/
Property Impacts

I'm speaking in my personal capacity tonight but drawing on some of our research. I am also a resident
of the Madison Manor neighborhood which is adjacent to the widening area. I've got two broad
comments. The first concerns the project overall and the second concerns the impact on my own
neighborhood.
I'm new to this debate in the local sense. My understanding is there is a legal agreement that 66 would
not be widened inside the Beltway. I don't understand why that has been set aside and I don't
understand why Arlington is not suing for compensation for the impacted communities and I would like
to hear that addressed.

Revised Environmental Assessment

Congress modified the “Coleman Decision” via the FY 2000 Appropriations Act for the
FHWA. Section 357 of the act stated, “(a)Notwithstanding the January 4, 1977
decision of the Secretary of Transportation that approved construction of Interstate
Highway 66 between the Capital Beltway and Rosslyn, Virginia, the Commonwealth of
Virginia, in accordance with existing Federal and State law, shall hereafter have
authority for operation, maintenance, and construction of Interstate Route 66 between
Rosslyn, except as noted in paragraph (b). (b)The conditions in the January 4, 1997
decision, that excludes heavy duty trucks and permit use by vehicles bound to or from
Washington Dulles International Airport in the peak direction during peak hours, shall
remain in effect.”
Following a February 2016 bipartisan agreement amongst members of the Virginia
Governor and General Assembly to improve conditions on I-66 inside the Capital
Beltway, VDOT and FHWA initiated the EA to evaluate to potential impacts associated
with widening a four-mile stretch from the Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive,
largely within the available highway ROW. The needs identified through the EA study
support the Build Alternative improvements evaluated and support further consideration
from FHWA on improvements that benefit this corridor.
Regarding potential property acquisition, the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway,
eastbound widening project has been developed to minimize property impacts and has
been designed largely within the existing public right of way. The acquisition of
property would be conducted in accordance with all applicable Federal laws,
regulations and requirements, including but not limited to 23 CFR §710, the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (49 CFR §49,
as amended). All property owners affected by Federally-assisted projects will be treated
fairly, consistently, and equitably so that they do not experience disproportionate effects
as a result of projects that are designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. VDOT
would provide relocation resources to all businesses and entities potentially affected by
the Build Alternative improvements without discrimination.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive.
Even with the implementation of lane restrictions, travel demand is demonstrated to
remain high along the eastbound corridor. The additional lane included as part of the
Build Alternative would address the capacity issues identified in the Purpose and Need
by allowing for greater throughput of vehicles and, with the included ramp
improvements, would reduce operational issues associated with queuing vehicles
existing I-66 from the mainline. These issues would not be addressed by the
implementation of reverse commute tolling and, as a result, this option was not
evaluated in the EA.
Please see response to comment C.3.4 regarding other trail improvements outside the
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C.7.1
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Other Projects

Comment
the curves on the bridge approach be minimized to improve sight distances. One critical feature that is
missing from this project is a trail bridge over Sycamore Street to connect to East Falls Church Metro,
a direct trail connection. This would include pedestrian and bicycle access to East Falls Church Metro
from the communities to the east. This trail is in fact specified in the Arlington/East Falls Church area
plan that was adopted in April 2011 on pages 42 and 43 of the recommended pedestrian and bicycle
network. When I-66 was built under the 1977 Coleman Agreement, which called for building a trail
adjacent to I-66, VDOT engineers in their wisdom decided to reduce the cost of the project by having
the trail routed onto the existing Four Mile Run trail and not cross Sycamore Street on a grade
separated structure. So I strongly recommend that a grade separated structure be placed into the
project.

Response
scope of this study.

Noise

My name is Tom Netegi(ph) and live on Primrose Drive in Westmoreland Park, a pretty good distance
from 66 and the Silver Line. But since they put in the new power substations in Great Falls and the 66
overpass the noise in my front yard has increased quite a bit. There is no wall there now and I don't
know why they didn't put one there with the power substation there. It looks like it's going to remain
blank and it's under the category of feasible but not a reasonable, which I don't quite understand. I may
be a little late to the party here. My one request then is that that would be looked at again in terms of
the Westmoreland Park community. I'm fairly deep into that community but like I said, the noise levels
from the Silver Line and really from 66 -- I hear a lot of trains but I hear more cars than ever. I've been
there for 26 years and it's really getting bad and it can adversely effect our property values and our
quality of life. So I would ask that you look into that.

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. Based on the
results of the preliminary noise analysis, increases in noise of the Build Alternative,
after abatement, compared to sound levels of the No Build Alternative would not
exceed 3 dBA and therefore would be considered barely perceptible, consistent with the
definitions found in FHWA’s Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement
Guidance. As a result, these sound level increases are not expected to be significant.
However, consistent with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise
analysis will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined.
Furthermore, Metrorail noise will be verified and accounted for in the Final Design
Noise Abatement Report based on current train schedules, speeds, and number of traincars.

A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. However,
consistent with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis
will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined
to provide optimal attenuation for sound level increases associated with the proposed
project.

Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing and schedule for
implementing the project would be determined as part of the development for final
design.

David Ross

C.8.1

Noise

My comments are focused on the preliminary designs involving the western edge of the project very
close to the West Falls Church Metro, High Point Pool and Mount Daniel Elementary School. As the
preliminary mode study shows that sound wall is not feasible. I would ask that a closer look at some of
the engineering assumptions, the sampling methodology of the topography in that area might be to a
different outcome. I think it's very close to being a feasible sound wall. I think given what's behind that
wall it's particularly worth it for a closer look. I don't know if it's a combination of a political solution
or an engineering solution that might get us over the edge. But there are 600 students at Mount Daniel
School and 400 families at High Point Pool. Between those two in there are over 100 children every
day within 500 feet of I-66 listening to those cars and trains. Those are very young, very delicate ears.
Think of that school; they have to listen to that when they go outside. I don't know if that's the right
approach. I understand the policies are what they are. But if there is any way to get over the edge I
would ask that there be a review of getting sound walls in that area.

Joel Walsh

C.9.1

Miscellaneous

My one and only comment is if you could do night construction throughout the entirety of the project I
would appreciate that
Comment Sheets (D)

As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.
Christopher
Day

D.1.1

Purpose and Need/
Other Projects

This project is so focused almost exclusively on widening and not on truly improving traffic flow in the
corridor, as no funds for 8-car train, orange/silver lines, express busses, improvements to W&OD trail.
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The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average
throughput of approximately 1020 vehicles per hour greater than the No Build on the I66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative
would provide an average of approximately 949 vehicles per hour greater than the No
Build conditions. Table 2-2 in the EA illustrates how the additional capacity of the
Build Alternative would better accommodate this increased throughput and reduce
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traffic density (congestion), particularly in the 2025 interim year and between the
Dulles Connector Road and North Sycamore Street in 2040, where the primary
congestion issues have been identified. The Build Alternative is also expected to
reduce the yearly crashes occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted
conditions.
The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation was initially identified.

D.1.2

D.2.1

Tolling

Miscellaneous

Tolling/traffic improvements for transit option should be considered prior to considering any widening.

I support all trail improvements and no additional lanes.

Traffic Analysis

Charlie
Denney

I don't feel an additional lane will lead to improved traffic flow and that the proposed lane will lead to
more air and noise pollution.

D.2.2
Air Quality

Noise

Revised Environmental Assessment

The CLRP also includes high occupancy tolling as well as enhanced bus service and
numerous bicycle, pedestrian, and other multimodal improvements throughout the
corridor, which are assumed to be in place as part of the No Build Alternative in the
EA.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes was included as one of
several components included in the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement
program to provide additional travel choices and move more people through the
corridor, which may be limited from utilizing the facility during peak travel periods due
to current restrictions. The tolling project was evaluated independently under a separate
environmental review from the widening improvements to address separate and distinct
needs identified through the corridor. The tolling project was incorporated into the
traffic analysis conducted for the EA, as it was assumed to be in place as part of the No
Build Alternative.
Net toll revenues generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling
operation and tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling
operations of the facility, would be used to fund other multimodal improvements that
benefit the I-66 corridor inside the Beltway.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average
throughput of approximately 1020 vehicles per hour greater than the No Build on the I66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative
would provide an average of approximately 949 vehicles per hour greater than the No
Build conditions. Table 2-2 in the EA illustrates how the additional capacity of the
Build Alternative would better accommodate this increased throughput and reduce
traffic density (congestion), particularly in the 2025 interim year and between the
Dulles Connector Road and North Sycamore Street in 2040, where the primary
congestion issues have been identified. The Build Alternative is also expected to
reduce the yearly crashes occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted
conditions.
As summarized in Section 3.9 of the EA and detailed in the Air Quality Technical
Report, overall pollutant emissions are not anticipated to result in any adverse air
quality impacts to human health and welfare.
A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. Based on the
results of the preliminary noise analysis, increases in noise of the Build Alternative,
after abatement, compared to sound levels of the No Build Alternative would not
exceed 3 dBA and therefore would be considered barely perceptible, consistent with the
definitions found in FHWA’s Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement
Guidance. As a result, these sound level increases would not be significant. Consistent
with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis will be
conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the preliminary noise

March 2017
103

Response to Comments Received
Name

Affiliation

No.

Topic

Comment

Response
analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise sensitive sites will be
re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage that the final location
and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

D.2.3

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

It is critical for the safety of pedestrians and bicycles that the proposed W&O bridge over Lee Highway
be constructed. Also, the Bon Air Park trail improvements will improve safety and comfort for all trail
users.

D.3.1

Environmental
Considerations

These are not "improvements." This is just a "widening." The EA should assess the environmental
impact of reducing single-occupant-vehicle congestion on I-66 - sprawl, air pollution, waste of
resources. The EA is much too limited in its scope.

In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
The Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report documents the past and
present actions that have occurred in the indirect effects and cumulative impacts study
areas. These impacts are considered in relative combination with the anticipated
impacts of the Build Alternative to determine overall accumulation of impacts occurring
in the cumulative impacts study areas. This overall impact is summarized in the EA,
but is supported by the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report. This
technical report builds upon a detailed description of past actions dating back to 1983.
Consistent with FHWA’s initiatives to keep NEPA documents brief and readable, this
information has been retained in the technical report to reduce the size of the EA
document.
As documented in the Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report and
summarized in the EA, induced growth or infill development associated with the Build
Alternative improvements are anticipated to be minimal, as the corridor has been
previously developed. As a result, “sprawl” or induced growth indirect effects to
socioeconomic, natural, and historic resources would not be substantial.

Peter Harnik

D.3.2

Transit

It needs to fully explore mass transit - people rather than cars.

D.4.1

Noise

Please add higher noise barriers to the highest level. The Proposed improvements are adding lot more
traffic and not addressing the Noise Barriers or 4 Mile Run excess run off.

D.4.2

Environmental
Considerations

4 Mile Run already floods my backyard and basement adding 33% more pavement will only Increase
the amount of flooding. VDOT HAS to raise the sound barriers.

D.5.1

Tolling

I live in Arlington, I support congestion tolls both directions, 24/7. Don't scrutinize the toll revenue!

Randy Hayes

John Huntley

March 2017

As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA, the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds resulting from the Build Alternative are expected to benefit vehicular traffic
operations as well as existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline. Future improvements to Metrorail service and the implementation of other
programmed multimodal projects throughout the corridor would not be precluded with
the implementation of the eastbound widening.
Furthermore although not part in the EA, tolling operations would also be administered
by VDOT. The tolls will be set to allow the most person throughput (in terms of free
HOVs and transit vehicles in addition to toll paying non-HOV vehicles).
A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. However,
consistent with VDOT/FHWA noise policy and guidance, a final design noise analysis
will be conducted during the detailed design phase of the project. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be determined
to provide optimal attenuation for sound level increases associated with the proposed
project.
As documented in Section 3.13 of the EA, the design for the Build Alternative will be
advanced consistent with federal policies and procedures for the location and hydraulic
design of highway encroachments on floodplains. Stormwater management facilities
will be adequately sized to attenuate for any additional runoff associated with the Build
Alternative improvements.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes was included as one of
several components included in the Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement
program to provide additional travel choices and move more people through the
corridor, which may be limited from utilizing the facility during peak travel periods due
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to current restrictions. The tolling project and schedule for implementation was
evaluated independently under a separate environmental review from the widening
improvements to address separate and distinct needs identified through the corridor.
The tolling project was incorporated into the traffic analysis conducted for the EA, as it
was assumed to be in place as part of the No Build Alternative.
Net toll revenues generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling
operation and tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling
operations of the facility, would be used to fund other multimodal improvements that
benefit the I-66 corridor inside the Beltway.
For areas were noise barriers are shown not to meet the Federal and VDOT criteria,
VDOT would consider planting trees to provide a visual screening.

D.6.1

Noise

The completed westbound lane needs to have trees & shrubs planted to help with noise & pollution.
Sound walls must be raised and trees & shrubs planted to help mitigate the noise & pollution of
immediate traffic and future traffic on residents.
What are the tolls going to be?

Gregory Kris

As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.
The implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway
was evaluated separately from the widening improvements to address separate and
distinct needs identified through the corridor. However, tolling would be dynamically
priced and adjusted based on traffic conditions, travelers on I-66 would have a choice to
utilize the facility depending on the nature of their trip and tolling conditions.
Please see the response to comment B.1.1 regarding the inclusion of a grade-separated
bicycle and pedestrian bridge proposed to carry the Washington & Old Dominion Trail.

D.6.2

Tolling

What are the tolls going to be?

D.7.1

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail/
Bon Air Park and
Custis Trail

The proposed improvements to the W&OD Trail at Lee Highway are great and to the Custis Trail at
Bon Air Park are a plus. Why not also connect the loose ends at the East Falls Church Metro? Connect
to spot where the trail just ends west of the Metro to the W&OD east of Sycamore Street. Justify it as
improvement to the Sycamore St on-ramp to I-66 eastbound.

D.7.2

Noise

More could and should be done with green noise abatement, i.e., planting trees where Dominion Power
has overtrimmed.

D.8.1

Noise

1) Concerned about noise-currently near I-66 from 4 blocks away

D.8.2

Cultural Resources

2) I am just reviewing environmental impact study, westover is under study by county staff regarding
historic preservation so how can VDOT be so sure there is “no adverse impact”

Rod Mackler

A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.

Lerit Mooicer

Revised Environmental Assessment

In the vicinity of Bon Air Park and the Custis Trail, the widening of eastbound I-66
would require minor permanent property acquisition in addition to temporary
construction easements from Arlington County. As a result, the Custis Trail would be
realigned in order to accommodate the widening of I-66, and also to address sight line
issues for bicyclists and pedestrians utilizing the Custis Trail and crossing underneath I66 at Bon Air Park.
Please see response to comment D.6.1 regarding noise attenuation and plantings for
visual screening.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.
In the vicinity of the Westover neighborhood, any impacts associated with sound
barriers to the north of I-66 are anticipated to be fully located within the existing public
right of way and any new sound barrier construction is not anticipated to adversely
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Lomanaco
Paolo

Affiliation

No.

D.9.1

D.10.1

Topic

Miscellaneous

Purpose and Need/
Miscellaneous

Comment

Response
affect significant character-defining features of any historic properties.
VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not
have an adverse effect on historic properties within the project’s APE that are protected
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. VDHR, the
designated State Historic Preservation Office, concurred with this finding in November
2016, conditioned on the avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle and provided
that VDHR is ensured an opportunity to review and comment on the final plans in the
vicinity of the W&OD Rail Road Historic District. In Arlington County’s January 2017
Staff Report, the Arlington County CPHD Historic Preservation staff also concluded
that all known cultural and historic resources are accounted for and that there are no
perceived impacts to these resources.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.
As described in Chapter 1.0 of the EA, the primary purpose of the improvements
evaluated is to increase capacity in order to improve traffic operations and reduce
congestion issues, as well as address safety needs along I-66 eastbound between the
Dulles Connector Road and Fairfax Drive. The needs for improvements that benefit
eastbound I-66 within the study area are detailed in Section 1.4.

It's about time (10 years too late)

I am opposed to a $125M project that will encourage more driving and is likely to be rendered obsolete
in short order-if you build it, they will come-see, e.g. L.A. freeways 6-8 lanes each way, bumper to
bumper.

F. Philips

R. Rayly

D.10.2

Transit

Put the $ into mass transit and projects intended (and likely) to move large #s of people efficiently,
quickly and with minimal environmental impacts.

D.11.1

Design

1. I would prefer 12' wide lanes throughout if possible, not 11' in any location, although I understand
the sight line issue. 2. I support better aesthetics for the bridge across Lee Highway.
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The Build Alternative evaluated would address existing and forecasted travel demand
on I-66 eastbound that is most notably pronounced in the existing and 2025 interim year
peak travel periods. In 2025, the Build Alternative is anticipated to provide an average
throughput of approximately 1020 vehicles per hour greater than the No Build on the I66 eastbound mainline in the study area. By the 2040 design year, the Build Alternative
would provide an average of approximately 949 vehicles per hour greater than the No
Build conditions. Table 2-2 in the EA illustrates how the additional capacity of the
Build Alternative would better accommodate this increased throughput and reduce
traffic density (congestion), particularly in the 2025 interim year and between the
Dulles Connector Road and North Sycamore Street in 2040, where the primary
congestion issues have been identified. The Build Alternative is also expected to
reduce the yearly crashes occurring in the study area by 20% over the future forecasted
conditions.
The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation was initially identified.
As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA, the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds resulting from the Build Alternative are expected to benefit vehicular traffic
operations as well as existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline. Future improvements to Metrorail service and the implementation of other
programmed multimodal projects throughout the corridor would not be precluded with
the implementation of the eastbound widening.
Furthermore although not part in the EA, tolling operations would also be administered
by VDOT. The tolls will be set to allow the most person throughput (in terms of free
HOVs and transit vehicles in addition to toll paying non-HOV vehicles). Net toll
revenues generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling
operation and tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling
operations of the facility, would be used to fund other multimodal improvements that
benefit the I-66 corridor inside the Beltway.
In the vicinity of the Patrick Henry Drive overpass of I-66 and Bon Air Park, the
implementation of 11-foot lanes would utilized in order to accommodate the widening,
while minimizing impacts in this constrained portion of the corridor. Elsewhere, the
additional lane width would be 12 feet.
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D.11.2

Traffic Analysis

3. I strongly support an assessment after one year of operations, of impacts on local traffic and
adjustment of tolling as needed. I hope impact on Rt 7 traffic (red dots) is minimal.

D.11.3

Noise/
Environmental
Considerations

I also hope you can have good noise barriers and that you can minimize impacts on the bats.
Helpful, clear. A good presentation. Thanks! Great posters!

Response
VDOT will closely monitor the field conditions after the project opens. Future projects
to address issues identified in the regional roadway network, outside of the scope of this
project, may be developed.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.
VDOT has performed preliminary database reviews to determine the Project’s potential
effects on threatened and endangered (T&E) species or federally protected species,
indicating that the following federally protected species may occur within the Project
area: Myotis septentrionalis (northern long-eared bat).
In August 2016, the USFWS concurred with a “may affect” determination for the
northern long-eared bat, relying on the findings of the Programmatic Biological
Opinion for the Final 4(d) Rule on the northern long-eared bat for the proposed Project.
However, the Project is within a highly-developed urban area, which the USFWS
indicates is extremely unlikely to be suitable NLEB habitat.
As a result, VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has completed the appropriate coordination
and due diligence under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and no further
action or coordination is required.
This comment or portion of the comment is included for the record; however, no
response is required since the comment is not substantive from the standpoint of NEPA.

John
Roseboom

D.12.1

Miscellaneous

Love the trail underpass and W&OD grade separation.
improvements selected by NVTC.

Love the ART [Arlington Transit] 55

D.13.1

Traffic Analysis

I would like to be sure that existing I-66 traffic and surrounding alternative routes are not adversely
impacted during construction.

D.13.2

Environmental
Considerations

I am concerned about continued usage of bike path and surrounding areas during construction.

D.13.3

Tolling

I am impressed with the amount of emails staff has done and analysis of all impacts. Technically, I am
concerned about potential for "reverse tolling" and continued problems.

James
Scarborough

Revised Environmental Assessment

With regard to the trail modifications and improvements in Bon Air Park and at the
W&OD crossing of Lee Highway/Washington Boulevard, please refer to the comment
D.7.1.
As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA, the reduced congestion and improved travel
speeds resulting from the Build Alternative are expected to benefit vehicular traffic
operations as well as existing and planned transit services utilizing the I-66 eastbound
mainline. Future improvements to other programmed multimodal projects throughout
the corridor would not be precluded with the implementation of the eastbound
widening.
The Build Alternative improvements evaluated in the EA are intended to address
specific needs that are identified in Chapter 1.0 along the I-66 eastbound mainline. In
order to understand the potential indirect effects of the Build Alternative, a detailed
analysis was performed for the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report that
considered traffic effects on arterial roadways and intersections adjacent to the I-66
mainline. This analysis revealed that, compared to existing conditions and the No Build
scenario, the majority of arterials and intersections in the adjacent roadway network
remained the same or demonstrated improvements in operation with the implementation
and construction of the Build Alternative. These changes were due to the additional
capacity associated with the widening project and the provision for single occupancy
drivers to utilize I-66 as part of the programmed tolling project.
Short-term impacts to the W&OD and Custis Trail may include temporary detours
during construction; however, trail usage will be maintained during construction and the
overall function of the facility is not anticipated to be affected.
As described in Section 2.3 of the EA, the Build Alternative would effectively address
the measures evaluated against the identified elements of need. The implementation of
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No.
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Comment

Response
the Build Alternative would exceed the effectiveness of a No Build Alternative
condition in addressing these needs, most notably in the immediate future.
Although included as a component of the overall Transform I-66: Inside the Beltway
improvement program, as described in the response to comment B.89.2, The
implementation of dynamically-priced managed lanes for I-66 inside the Beltway was
evaluated separately from the eastbound widening improvements to address separate
and distinct needs identified through the corridor. The tolling of I-66 inside the
Beltway was the subject of a separate NEPA review, and that project is currently under
construction.

D.14.1

Traffic Analysis

VDOT is going to force more and more traffic onto surface streets over time as it maintains a 45mph
speed limit on 66. This will have a significant impact on Arlington.

D.14.2

Project Schedule

I live right next to where “spot improvement” 2 occurred. My family and my neighbors were miserable
for months with all the night construction. Please ensure you do as much as possible during the day to
minimize noise.

D.15.1

Other Projects

Extend bike trail crossing N. Sycamore and eastbound on ramp entrance. Coordinate with Arlington,
WMATA, & City of Falls Church for extra (western) entrance to East Falls Church Metro Station,
possible air rights & Metro-to-City-of-Falls_church entry.

D.15.2

Design

The intersection associated with Exit 68 after a right turn at the end of the ramp, i.e. Fairfax and
Westmoreland is already very backed up. Please consider this intersection in your design (e.g. a light
that might only operate fully for PM rush).

Catherine
Suliman

D.16.1

Noise

The maps depicting noise barriers on westbound I-66 improvements are not consistent. Some depict
improvements; others show no change with existing gaps- please correct all maps to show
improvements.

Susan Castillo

D.17.1

Traffic Analysis

Concerns about Shreve Rd. impacts for cut through drivers. Impacts from development of Mosaic
access, I-66 and tolling will likely increase traffic and raise safety concerns for school and pedestrians.
Please consider traffic calming evaluation for Shreve Rd.

John

D.18.1

Tolling

Could VDOT consider as part of this environmental assessment imposing reverse commuter tolls?

Pete Schirmer

Stuart Trock
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Lane restrictions and management, and scheduling for implementation, were not
considered as part of the alternatives analysis for the EA, as these decisions were made
as part of a separate study. The schedule for high occupancy vehicle restrictions is
included in the MWCOG’s CLRP and was assumed as part of the No Build Alternative
condition evaluated in the EA for the eastbound widening component of the Transform
I-66: Inside the Beltway improvement program.
The Build Alternative improvements evaluated in the EA are intended to address
specific needs that are identified in Chapter 1.0 along the I-66 eastbound mainline. In
order to understand the potential indirect effects of the Build Alternative, a detailed
analysis was performed for the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report that
considered traffic effects on arterial roadways and intersections adjacent to the I-66
mainline. This analysis revealed that, compared to existing conditions and the No Build
scenario, the majority of arterials and intersections in the adjacent roadway network
remained the same or demonstrated improvements in operation with the implementation
and construction of the Build Alternative. As a result, significant impacts to the arterial
roadway network are not expected due to the additional capacity associated with the
widening project and the provision for single occupancy drivers to utilize I-66 as part of
the programmed tolling project.
Should the Build Alternative advance, the construction sequencing and schedule for
implementing the project would be determined as part of the development for final
design.
The Build Alternative evaluated in the EA does not include additional trail
improvements beyond those necessary to incorporate the widening of I-66 eastbound
inside the Beltway and to address operational issues on the mainline of the interstate.
However, VDOT remains committed to continued coordination with these stakeholders,
as well as the community, to identify a context-sensitive design solution for the W&OD
trail improvements and to ensure that these improvements do not preclude future
planned changes for the regional trail network.
The Build Alternative improvements would not extend to the intersection of North
Westmoreland Street and Fairfax Drive, as the operational needs of I-66 eastbound were
not identified to be directly related to this intersection. VDOT will closely monitor the
field conditions after the project opens. Future projects to address issues identified in
the regional roadway network, outside of the scope of this project, may be developed.
A preliminary noise study was completed as part of the NEPA process. While the
preliminary noise analysis identified approximate locations of noise walls, all noise
sensitive sites will be re-evaluated during the final noise analysis. It is during this stage
that the final location and parameters for the proposed noise barriers will be verified
and determined.
Please see the response to comment D.14.1 regarding the minimal potential for “cut
through” traffic on arterial facilities adjacent to the I-66 corridor. VDOT will closely
monitor the field conditions after the project opens. Future projects to address issues
identified in the regional roadway network, outside of the scope of this project, may be
developed.
Even with the implementation of lane restrictions, travel demand is demonstrated to
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Sutherland
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D.18.2

Noise

Taller barriers, please! Noise reduction is key.

D.19.1

Environmental
Considerations

Please plant more trees between I-66 and wall @ EFC area - all have been taken down by dominion.

D.19.2

Noise

I am thrilled about the higher wall @ EFC by the bike trail as it directly affects my house. I do hope
the wall is as ascetically pleasing as possible as it will be my view from every window.

Dianne
Vandivier

D.20.1

Noise

Response
remain high along the eastbound corridor. The additional lane included as part of the
Build Alternative would address the capacity issues identified in the Purpose and Need
by allowing for greater throughput of vehicles, and with the included ramp
improvements, would reduce operational issues associated with queuing vehicles
existing I-66 from the mainline. These issues would not be addressed by the
implementation of reverse commute tolling and, as a result, this option was not
evaluated in the EA.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.
As part of the preliminary design for the Build Alternative, a conceptual landscaping
plan was developed. These landscaping plans will be refined as the design advances;
but VDOT remains committed to ensuring that temporary impacts are replanted at least
to pre-existing conditions following construction.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement. The aesthetic treatment of noise barriers would be verified
during final design, consistent with VDOT’s Structure and Bridge Manual.

Noise mitigation and tree plantings are a priority. The noise walls must be built before any new
construction as the noise pollution from the road is already terrible with the I-66 westbound widening
and silver line addition.
The replacement and improvement of the green metal noise walls is an urgent requirement for the
westbound/Fairfax Dr. community. These walls must be higher and thicker and must be built before
any lane widening construction begins.
Online (E)

E.1.1

Traffic Analysis

So, I know I was bad to stop paying attention as much after the hearings I went to, but I'm concerned
about a few things related to the widening that I've still not seen answers to.
1. Where do the people go when they get to the bridge to DC? While yes, there are 3 lanes in the
morning, it's not going to allow people to get across the bridge any faster.

E.1.2

Environmental
Considerations

2. What is going to happen to 4 mile run or Brandymore Castle? 66 is right up next it already. There is
a lot of wildlife in that area.

Miss Kale

Revised Environmental Assessment

The focus for study and development of improvements for consideration within this
portion of the I-66 corridor has been informed by previous studies, including the I-66
Multimodal Study Inside the Beltway. Based on these studies, the need for further study
and development of the EA evaluation, specific to the study area, was initially
identified. As detailed in the Purpose and Need, travel demand and congestion along I66 eastbound inside the Beltway, is most concentrated along the three lane section
between the Dulles Connector Road and lee Highway/Washington Boulevard.
In the vicinity of the Brandymore Castle site, in the vicinity of Madison Manor Park,
the widening is expected to occur to the inside shoulder and no impacts outside of the
existing VDOT right of way is expected in this location. Furthermore, VDOT, on
behalf of FHWA, finds that the Build Alternative improvements would not have an
adverse effect on historic properties within the project’s area of potential effects (APE)
that are considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
The Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR), the designated State Historic
Preservation Office, concurred with this finding in November 2016, conditioned on the
avoidance of the Benjamin Elliott’s Coal Trestle and provided that VDHR is ensured an
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E.1.3

Dianne
Vandivier

E.2.1

Topic

Comment

Response
opportunity to review and comment on the final plans in the vicinity of the Washington
and Old Dominion (W&OD) Rail Road Historic District. In Arlington County’s
January 2017 Staff Report, the Arlington County Department of Community Planning,
Housing and Development (CPHD) Historic Preservation staff also concluded that all
known cultural and historic resources are accounted for and that there are no perceived
impacts to these resources.

Noise

3. Are there plans for any noise studies? Considering how close my home is to 66 already I'm
wondering how much louder it will probably get.

Washington & Old
Dominion Trail

A better alternative to the Lee Highway pedestrian overpass that would destroy the greenspace in front
of my house, substituting a monstrous bridge ending at my front door and destroying the ambiance of
the entire Crescent Apartment complex, would be to construct an UNDERPASS that would come out on
the other side of the wall. There are many alternatives to the $5 million bridge under consideration that
wouldn't render multiple properties uninhabitable and ultimately unsellable.
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As detailed in the Natural Resources Technical Report and summarized in the EA,
habitat loss would generally occur within small isolated habitat patches or along edges
of habitats that are already considerably fragmented.
A Preliminary Design Noise Analysis Report was prepared to support the EA that
identified a number of feasible and reasonable noise barriers to provide abatement for
increased noise anticipated to result from the eastbound widening. The height, length,
and location for these barriers was generally identified; however these parameters can
be dependent upon a number of constraints including right of way limits, existing
structural elements, constructability, and environmental resources. As the design
advances, a final design noise analysis will be conducted to verify the findings and
determine the optimal parameters and location for barrier placement in order to provide
effective noise abatement.
In the development of the preliminary design for this component of the Build
Alternative, VDOT evaluated several options and alignments for improving the W&OD
crossing of the intersection with Route 29. These options included rerouting the trail
and constructing a tunnel beneath the existing roadway crossing. Based on the
anticipated impacts to property owners and utility conflicts, as well as the expected cost,
these options were not carried forward for further evaluation or consideration as part of
the Build Alternative analysis. The preliminary design for the W&OD bridge crossing
is not anticipated to directly impact property owners in the adjacent Crescent Apartment
complex or result in the inability of future economic development to occur in the
vicinity of these improvements.
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