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TO:
FROM:
DATE:

FHWA
John Muse
/
/

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION (CE)
Date CE level document approved by VA FHWA Division: 10/20/2015
FHWA Contact: John Simkins
Route: 66
Route Type: Interstate
Project Type: Capital Outlay
State Project Number: 0066-96A-358, P101
Federal Project Number: N/A
UPC: 107371
From: Interstate 495
To:
US Route 29
County/City: Fairfax and Arlington Counties
District / Residency: Northern Virginia
Project in STIP:
Yes
Project in Long Range Plan: Yes

No

N/A Project Outside of MPO Area

Project Description: The purpose of the project is to manage congestion along Interstate 66 (I-66)
inside the beltway. The project would manage congestion through the implementation of the Value Pricing
Pilot Program (VPPP).
Tolling under the VPPP requires authorization from FHWA through the execution of a tolling agreement.
This is a Federal action that triggers the requirement for a review under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Implementation of the VPPP would include the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of a dynamic tolling system along the I-66 corridor. Toll gantries would be located within the
operational right of way of I-66 and regulatory signage would be installed along the arterials that would
display pricing. 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 multimodal improvements that benefit the toll-paying users of the Facility.
CE Category 23 CFR 771.117:       
(d)
Description of CE Category: Additional actions which meet the criteria for a CE in the CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1508.4) and paragraph (a) of this section may be designated as CEs only after Administration
approval unless otherwise authorized under an executed agreement pursuant to paragraph (g) of this
section. The applicant shall submit documentation which demonstrates that the specific conditions or
criteria for these CEs are satisfied and that significant environmental effects will not result.
USGS Map Attached

Yes
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Logical Termini and Independent Utility:
Yes
N/A

(For Non-highway construction only, explain in
comments below)
Comments: Congestion management would be focused on the portion of Interstate 66 that is “inside the
beltway”. Therefore, signage, gantries, and supporting infrastructure would be installed along the interstate
and associated ramps and arterial roads to support congestion management between I-495 and Route 29.
Typical Section: N/A
Structures: N/A
PRESENT
YES NO

SOCIO-ECONOMIC

Minority/Low Income Populations
Disproportionate Impacts to Minority/Low Income Populations: Yes
Existing or Planned Public Recreational Facilities
Source: CEDAR
Community Services
Source: CEDAR
Consistent with Local Land Use: Yes
No
Source:
Existing or Planned Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities:
Source: CEDAR

IMPACTS
YES NO

No

Comments: Per the methodology recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, there are
minority populations identified adjacent to the interstate corridor and the adjacent roads that would include tolling
signage (Attachment A). These adjacent roads also would be subjected to changes in travel volumes and
patterns as drivers chose to avoid the interstate tolls or to access the interstate to travel under less congested
conditions. As illustrated in Attachment B, this “toll diversion” would occur along the length of the existing
interstate corridor and would not disproportionately impact minority populations. These populations already are
subjected to diversion from the interstate resulting from the peak direction (AM-eastbound; PM-westbound) High
Occupancy Vehicle with two or more passengers (HOV-2+) restriction during the morning and evening weekday
rush hours, as well as travelers that may rely on local roads to avoid the congestion on Interstate 66 overall.
As the interstate and surrounding road network are existing facilities, there are no recreational facilities or
community services that occur on these corridors. Also, the existing roads are included in local land use plans.
There are existing sidewalks along some of the adjacent roads where tolling signage would be placed, but the
signage would not impact these facilities.
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SECTION 4(f) and SECTION 6(f)

YES

NO

Use of 4(f) Property:
Acres of use:
Name of Resource:
Type of Resource:
Individually Eligible Historic Property:
Contributing Element to Historic District
Public Recreation Area:
Public Park:
Public Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuge:
Planned Public Park, Recreation Area, Wildlife or Waterfowl Refuge:
Source: CEDAR
DeMinimis:
Type of Use:
Permanent:
Temporary:
*Constructive:
*Temporary Non 4(f) Use
Section 4(f) Evaluation Attached:
Conversion of 6(f) Property:
Acres of Conversion:
Source: CEDAR
Comments: There are 14 parks/recreational lands/conservation lands within 0.25 miles of
the project area. Five of these features are Section 6(f) resources. As the proposed project
does not include the construction of any new roads or widening of existing facilities, these
features would not be impacted by the construction of the toll gantries or associated signage.
*Note that a Constructive Use and a Temporary Non 4(f) Use do not apply with a De Minimis finding.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
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N/A

COMPLETE

Source:
"No Effect" Pursuant to 1999 DHR Agreement
Phase I Architecture Conducted
Phase II Architecture Conducted
Phase I Archaeology Conducted
Phase II Archaeology Conducted

Section 106 Effect Determination:
No Effect
DHR Concurrence on Effect:
Yes
Date: 11/6/2015
MOA Attached: Yes
N/A
Execution Date:
Name of Historic Property:

/

/

Comments: The project has little to no potential to affect historic properties, either directly or
indirectly (e.g., visual effects) as almost all infrastructure improvements would be located
within the previously disturbed, existing highway right of way that is associated with an
interstate located in a heavily urbanized setting. Installation of the wayfinding signs that may
be located outside existing right of way will result in only minimal ground disturbance and the
signs themselves should have no visual effect on any historic properties that may be located
nearby in this already urbanized setting.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Surface Water (Name: Holmes Run, Four Mile Run, Spout Run, Lubber
Run)
Source: CEDAR
Federal Threatened or Endangered Species:
Terrestrial: Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)
Aquatic: None None
Plants: None None
Source: IPaC, CEDAR, Attached USFWS coordination
100 Year Floodplain:
If "Yes" then identify the regulatory floodway zone: X
Source: CEDAR
Tidal Waters/Wetlands:
Wetlands:
If yes, there are no practicable alternatives to the construction in wetlands
and the action will include all practicable measures to minimize harm to the
impacted wetlands.
Source: CEDAR
Permits Required:
Source: CEDAR
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PRESENT
YES
NO

IMPACTS
YES NO

N/A Linear ft.

N/A

Acres
Type

N/A

Acres
Type

Form EQ-104
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Comments: Wetlands and streams are located in close proximity to the study area. All
improvements would be confined to existing right of way, which has been previously impacted
and filled to support the road network. No changes would be made to existing culverts and/or
drainages. While there would be changes in traffic patterns and volumes, this change would
not be expected to measurably impact stormwater runoff. Therefore, there would be no
impact to wetlands and streams.
As the placement of signs, toll gantries, and other equipment would not result in tree clearing
or impact the underside of any bridge structure, there would be no effect to the Northern longeared bat. VDOT provided the necessary information to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
coordination on potential impacts the Northern long-eared bat (attached). To date, no
response has been received.
Portions of the study area pass through or are adjacent to the 500 year floodplain. As there
would be no physical change or expansion of the transportation facility, there would be no
impact to floodplains.

AGRICULTURAL/OPEN SPACE

Open Space Easements: NVCT Easement, Beaver Pond Conservation Land
Source: CEDAR
Agricultural/Forestal Districts
Source: CEDAR

PRESENT
YES
NO

IMPACTS
YES NO

Comments: Several conservation easements exist adjacent to the road corridors. These easements
would not be impacted by the action which would be confined to existing operational right of way.

FARMLAND

NRCS Form CPA-106 Attached:
Rating:
Alternatives Analysis Required:
If Form CPA-106 is not attached check all that are applicable:
Land already in Urban use:
Entire project in area not zoned agriculture:
NRCS responded within 45 days:
NRCS Determined no prime or unique farmland in the project area.
Source: CEDAR, NRCS response.

YES

NO

Comments: NRCS stated the project area is committed to urban uses so no acres in the
area would qualify as prime/unique/statewide or locally important farmland.
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INVASIVE SPECIES
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PRESENT
NO
UNKNOWN

Invasive Species in the project area:
VDCR indicated that the potential exists for some VDOT projects to further the establishment of invasive
species. All seeds used will be tested in accordance with the Virginia Seed Law to ensure there are not
prohibited Noxious Weed-Seeds in the seed mixes.

Comments:

AIR QUALITY
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Yes
No
This project is located in a CO
Attainment Area
Maintenance Area
CO Hotspot Analysis Required? (if “Yes”, please attach analysis)
If "No", indicate which exemption it falls under:
Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126.
Exempt project based on traffic volumes below thresholds in the current VDOT Project Level
Air Quality Studies Agreement with FHWA/EPA.
Ozone
Attainment Area
Maintenance Area
This project is located in an Ozone
Nonattainment Area
Early Action Compact Area
Only projects located in ozone nonattainment or maintenance areas must complete this box
Exempt from regional emissions requirements under 40 CFR 93.126 or 40 CFR 93.127.
Properly programmed in the
CLRP and FY
TIP.
The project is not regionally significant and/or is not of a type that would normally be included in
the regional transportation model.
This project is regionally significant; however the project was not modeled, or the scope of the
project is not consistent with what was modeled in the currently conforming CLRP and TIP.
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Yes
No
Nonattainment Area
Maintenance Area
This project is located in a PM2.5
Attainment Area (if checked, do not fill out box below)
PM2.5 Hotspot Analysis Required? (If “Yes”, Please Attach Analysis)
Check all that apply;
A. Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126, Table 2.
B. Not a project of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) thru (v).
C. Properly programmed in the
CLRP and FY
TIP.
D. This project is regionally significant; however the project was not modeled, or its scope is not
consistent with what was modeled, in the currently conforming CLRP and TIP.
If “B” is checked above, please indicate the following for highway projects;
Design Year
, Peak AADT
, Peak Diesel Truck %
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)
This project
is exempt with no meaningful potential MSAT effects
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is one with low potential MSAT effects (attach qualitative MSAT analysis)
is one with high potential MSAT effects (attach quantitative MSAT analysis)
Check all that apply;
Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126, or qualifies as a CE under 23 CFR 771.117(c).
Project with no meaningful impact on traffic volumes or vehicle mix.
If a qualitative MSAT analysis is required, please indicate the following for highway projects;
Design Year
, Peak AADT
Source:
Comments:

NOISE

YES

NO

Type I Project:
Source: VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual
Noise Analysis Attached:
Barriers Under Consideration:
Source:
Comments:
The project is not a Type I project and therefore does not require noise
analysis for the Categorical Exclusion.

RIGHT OF WAY AND RELOCATIONS

YES

NO

Residential Relocations:
If “Yes”, number:
Source: Attached drawings
Commercial Relocations:
If “Yes”, number:
Source: Attached drawings
Non-profit Relocations:
If “Yes”, number:
Source: Attached drawings
Right of Way required:
If “Yes”, acreage amount:
Source: Attached drawings

PRESENT
7

IMPACTS

YES

Septic Systems, Wells, or Public Water Supplies:
Source: CEDAR
Hazardous Materials:
Source: CEDAR

Form EQ-104
(Revised 05/07/09)
NO
YES
NO

Comments: No septic systems, wells, or public water supplies were identified within 0.25 miles of the road
corridor. Within that area, 56 DEQ petroleum release sites, 8 RCRA sites, and 30 petroleum facilities were
identified. All actions would be confined to existing operational right of way and would not impact these
facilities.

CUMULATIVE AND INDIRECT IMPACTS
Present or reasonably foreseeable future projects (highway and nonhighway) in the area:
Impact same resources as the proposed highway project (i.e. cumulative
impacts):
Indirect (Secondary) impacts:
Source: See attachment
Comments:

YES

PRESENT
NO
N/A

YES

NO

See attachment

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Substantial Controversy on Environmental Grounds:
Source: Attached comments
Public Hearing:
If “Yes”, type of hearing: Location/Design
Other Public Involvement Activities:
If “Yes”, type of Involvement: citizen information meetings (see attached)

Comments: Numerous public meetings and briefings were held during the planning of the
project. Design public hearings are scheduled to be held on January 25 2016 at WashingtonLee High School, January 26, 2016 at Stone Bridge High School, and January 27, 2016 at
the VDOT Northern Virginia District Office.
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COORDINATION

The following agencies were contacted during development of this study:
• Arlington County
• Fairfax County
o Fairfax County Economic Development Authority
o Fairfax County Fire and Rescue
o Fairfax County Health Department
o Fairfax County Park Authority
o Fairfax County Public Schools
• Faith Bible Presbyterian Church
• City of Falls Church
• Kingdom Hall Jehovah’s Witness
• Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority
• Saint Ann Catholic Church
• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
• Virginia Department of Transportation
• Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Comments received as of December 11, 2015 are attached.
This project meets the criteria for a Categorical Exclusion pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.4 and 23 CFR 771.117
and will not result in significant impacts to the human or natural environment.
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Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hoskin, Sumalee <sumalee_hoskin@fws.gov>
Friday, October 30, 2015 10:15 AM
Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Re: UPC 107371 - NLEB Coordination

Scott,
Thank you for your submission. We have all the information we need. In the future, please send your
submissions to our general mailbox, virginiafieldoffice@fws.gov
Thanks,
Sumalee
On Fri, Oct 30, 2015 at 10:03 AM, Smizik, Scott (VDOT) <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov> wrote:

Good morning Sumalee –

VDOT is preparing a Categorical Exclusion to implement a Value Pricing Pilot Program on Interstate 66 inside
the beltway. The action would consist of installing new signage along existing, maintained right of way and colocating new signs with existing signs mounted on bridges/overpasses. As there would be no impact beneath the
bridging and the action would occur in highly urbanized areas along existing interstates with no tree removal
proposed, we do not believe there would be any impact to the northern long-eared bat.

I have attached information to support this finding, but please let me know if you require additional
information. We look forward to your response.

Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk: (804) 371-4082
Cell:

(804) 306-0920

Fax:

(804) 786-7401

Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov
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Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Friday, October 30, 2015 10:03 AM
'Sumalee_hoskin@fws.gov'
Begg, Steven (VDOT)
UPC 107371 - NLEB Coordination
UPC 107371 NLEB Coordination.pdf

Good morning Sumalee –
VDOT is preparing a Categorical Exclusion to implement a Value Pricing Pilot Program on Interstate 66 inside the
beltway. The action would consist of installing new signage along existing, maintained right of way and co‐locating new
signs with existing signs mounted on bridges/overpasses. As there would be no impact beneath the bridging and the
action would occur in highly urbanized areas along existing interstates with no tree removal proposed, we do not believe
there would be any impact to the northern long‐eared bat.
I have attached information to support this finding, but please let me know if you require additional information. We
look forward to your response.

Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk: (804) 371-4082
Cell: (804) 306-0920
Fax: (804) 786-7401

Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
Range-wide Programmatic Informal Consultation for
Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat
Project Submittal Form for FHWA, FRA, and Transportation Agencies
Updated May 29, 2015
In order to use the programmatic informal consultation to fulfill Endangered Species Act consultation
requirements, transportation agencies must use this form to submit project-level information for all may
affect, not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) determinations to the appropriate U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) field office prior to project commencement. For more information, see the Standard
Operating Procedure for Site Specific Project(s) Submission in the User’s Guide.
In submitting this form, the transportation agency ensures that the proposed project(s) adhere to the
criteria of the range-wide programmatic informal BA. Upon submittal of this form, the appropriate
Service field office may review the site-specific information provided and request additional information.
If the applying transportation agency is not notified within 14 calendar days of emailing the Project
Submittal Form to the Service field office, it may proceed under the range-wide programmatic informal
consultation.
Further instructions on completing the form can be found by hovering your cursor over each text box.

1. Date: October 26, 2015
2. Lead Agency: Federal Highway Administration
This refers to the Federal governmental lead action agency initiating consultation; select FHWA or FRA as
appropriate

3. Requesting Agency: Virginia Department of Transportation
a. Name: Scott Smizik
b. Title: Location Studies Project Manager
c. Phone: 804-371-4082
d. Email: scott.smizik@vdot.virginia.gov
4. Consultation Code 1: 05E2VA00-2016-SLI-0120
5. Project Name(s): 66 ITB CE
6. Project Description:

Install signage on existing bridges and right of way to implement Value Pricing Pilot Program.
1

Available through IPaC System Official Species List: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/

1

7. Other species from Official Species List:
No effect – project(s) are inside the range, but no suitable habitat – see additional
information attached
May Affect – see additional information provided for those species (either
attached or forthcoming)
8. For Ibat/NLEB, if Applicable, Explain Your No Effect Determination

✔ No effect – project(s) are outside the species’ range (form complete)
No effect – project(s) are inside the range, but no suitable summer habitat
(form complete)
No effect from maintenance, alteration, or demolition of bridge(s)/structure(s) –
results of inspection surveys indicate no signs of bats. (form complete)
Otherwise, please continue below.

9. Affected Resource/Habitat Type
Trees
Bridge
Other Non-Tree Roosting Structure (e.g., building)
Other (please explain):
10. For Tree Removal Projects:
a. Please verify that no documented roosts or foraging habitat will be impacted and
that project is within 100 feet of existing road surface:
b. Please verify that all tree removal will occur during the inactive season 2:
c. Timing of clearing:
d. Amount of clearing:

2

Coordinate with local Service field office for appropriate dates.

2

11. For Bridge/Structure Work Projects:
a. Proposed work:
b. Timing of work:
c. Evidence of bat activity on bridge/structure:
d. If applicable, verify that superstructure work will not bother roosting bats in any
way:
e. If applicable, verify that bridge/structure work will occur only in the winter
months:
12. Please confirm that:
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•

Proposed project(s) adhere to the criteria of the range-wide programmatic
informal BA (see Section 2.0).

•

All applicable AMMs will be implemented, including 3:

•

Tree Removal AMM 1:

•

Tree Removal AMM 2:

•

Tree Removal AMM 3:

•

Tree Removal AMM 4:

•

Bridge AMM 1:

•

Bridge AMM 2:

•

Bridge AMM 3:

•

Bridge AMM 4:

•

Structure AMM 1:

•

Structure AMM 2:

•

Structure AMM 3:

See AMMs Fact Sheet (Appendix B) for more information on the following AMMs.

3

•

Structure AMM 4:

•

Lighting AMM 1:

•

Lighting AMM 2:

•

Dust Control AMM 1:

•

Water Control AMM 1 (erosion control):

•

Water Control AMM 2 (sediment control):

•

Water Control AMM 3 (roadside drainage):

•

Water Control AMM 4 (revegetation):

•

Water Control AMM 5 (equipment service/maintenance):

•

Water Control AMM 6 (spill plan):

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 1:

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 2:

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 3:

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 4:

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 5:

•

Wetland/Stream Protection AMM 6:
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Species Conclusions Table
Project Name: I-66 ITB CE
Date: October 8, 2015
Species / Resource Name
Northern long-eared Bat
(Myotis septentrionalis)

Conclusion
Species present

ESA Section 7 / Eagle Act Determination
No effect

critical habitat

no critical habitat present

No effect

bald eagles

unlikely to disturb nesting bald
eagles
does not intersect with an
eagle concentration area

No Eagle Act permit required

Notes / Documentation
USFWS has classified Arlington County as a
dense urban area. As such, no effect is
anticipated. As the physical impact of the action
is confined to installing new signage along
existing Right of Way, it is anticipated there
would be no effect in Fairfax County or Falls
Church.

No nests within 660' and not within a
concentration area

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 SHORT LANE
GLOUCESTER, VA 23061
PHONE: (804)693-6694 FAX: (804)693-9032
URL: www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2016-SLI-0120
Event Code: 05E2VA00-2016-E-00139
Project Name: 66 ITB CE

October 08, 2015

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment

2

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Project name: 66 ITB CE

Official Species List
Provided by:
Virginia Ecological Services Field Office
6669 SHORT LANE
GLOUCESTER, VA 23061
(804) 693-6694
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/

Consultation Code: 05E2VA00-2016-SLI-0120
Event Code: 05E2VA00-2016-E-00139
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION
Project Name: 66 ITB CE
Project Description: 66 ITB CE
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 10/08/2015 12:06 PM
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Project name: 66 ITB CE

Project Location Map:

Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-77.19200134277344 38.8985146573459, 77.1731185913086 38.894773840440934, -77.16161727905273 38.88689075977245, 77.135009765625 38.876868631634224, -77.12316513061523 38.878472267131286, 77.1181869506836 38.88368383257159, -77.11475372314453 38.88689075977245, 77.10342407226562 38.88942947447528, -77.09810256958006 38.89143365883688, 77.09741592407227 38.895441857911635, -77.09089279174805 38.89757947159315, 77.09157943725586 38.89958342598271, -77.0965576171875 38.89757947159315, 77.10205078124999 38.895441857911635, -77.10290908813477 38.89196809844948, 77.10891723632812 38.89009754221236, -77.11801528930664 38.888093320151775, 77.12110519409178 38.88408470638818, -77.12642669677734 38.88074402213866, 77.1320915222168 38.88047676061329, -77.14136123657227 38.88208031468691, 77.1540641784668 38.88635628195838, -77.16264724731445 38.89036476754788, 77.1676254272461 38.895441857911635, -77.17706680297852 38.89944983078282, 77.18530654907227 38.90172091499795, -77.19200134277344 38.8985146573459)))
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Project name: 66 ITB CE

Endangered Species Act Species List
There are a total of 1 threatened or endangered species on your species list. Species on this list should be considered in
an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species. Critical habitats listed under the
Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area. See the Critical habitats within your
project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project. Please contact the designated FWS
office if you have questions.

Mammals

Status

Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis

Threatened

Has Critical Habitat

septentrionalis)
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Condition(s)

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Project name: 66 ITB CE

Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.
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Attachment A
Census Block Groups

STATEFP

COUNTYFP

TRACTCE

NAMELSAD

51
013
101000
Block Group 4
51
013
100700
Block Group 2
51
013
100700
Block Group 4
51
013
101100
Block Group 5
51
013
101100
Block Group 3
51
013
100700
Block Group 3
51
013
101100
Block Group 2
51
013
101500
Block Group 4
51
013
100500
Block Group 1
51
013
101402
Block Group 1
51
013
101200
Block Group 3
51
013
100600
Block Group 2
51
013
100900
Block Group 3
51
059
470900
Block Group 5
51
059
471304
Block Group 1
51
013
101401
Block Group 1
51
013
101300
Block Group 1
51
013
101100
Block Group 4
51
013
100100
Block Group 1
51
013
101601
Block Group 1
51
013
101500
Block Group 1
51
013
100600
Block Group 3
51
059
471000
Block Group 1
51
013
100600
Block Group 1
51
013
101000
Block Group 3
51
013
101500
Block Group 6
51
013
100900
Block Group 4
51
059
461602 Block Group 3
EJ evaluator factor equals 1.1 x greater than lowest
2013 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines
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% Minority Population
8.6
9.7
10.2
11.3
11.5
11.8
12.6
12.8
13.3
13.7
14.8
14.8
14.9
15.1
15.7
15.9
15.9
16.9
17.9
18.8
18.9
19.8
23
23
26
26.6
29.2
56.9
9.46

Median Household Income ($)
142,181
197,266
180,833
159,896
138,438
174,196
170,077
160,313
143,750
130,873
177,768
154,931
83,125
116,625
179,103
110,417
157,781
128,438
172,928
162,917
88,203
100,972
143,438
170,375
53,856
72,054
67,228
110,227
23,550

The minority population of the environmental justice (EJ) study area exceds 50 percent in one census tract (461602-3). The
percentage of minority popluation, however, is above the EJ evaluator factor in all tracts but 101000-4. Therefore, EJ
populations would be impacted in all but one of the census tracts identified above. Because all but one of the tracts are EJ
populations and all tracts occur along an existing road facility, there would not be a disproprtionate impact to EJ populations
from anticiapted diversion of vehicles from Interstate 66 during tolling periods. Current congestion on the interstate already
results in traffic diverting through these areas. Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order
6640.23, no further EJ analysis is required.

Based on data, all Census Tracts exceed the 2013 Health and Human Services Guidelines ($23,550). 2015 guidelines state that
a family of four is considered at poverty level if the median household income is $24,550 or below. As listed above all Census
Tracts exceed that number therefore no-low income population is considered to be present.
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from anticiapted diversion of vehicles from Interstate 66 during tolling periods. Current congestion on the interstate already
results in traffic diverting through these areas. Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of E.O. 12898 and FHWA Order
6640.23, no further EJ analysis is required.
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a family of four is considered at poverty level if the median household income is $24,550 or below. As listed above all Census
Tracts exceed that number therefore no-low income population is considered to be present.
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Indirect Effects
This attachment has been prepared to further document the potential indirect and cumulative effects
associated with the proposed project. The format and methodology are used by VDOT and FHWA on
larger NEPA studies. For the purposes of this Categorical Exclusion (CE), some of the sections have been
condensed.
Methodology
This attachment presents an analysis of the potential indirect impacts related to the proposed action. For
the purposes of this attachment and the associated CE, the methodology followed for analyzing indirect
effects are prescribed in the Transportation Research Board’s (TRB) National Cooperative Highway
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed
Transportation Projects.
In NCHRP Report 466, TRB states that indirect effects can occur in three broad categories:
1) Encroachment-Alteration Impacts – Alteration of the behavior and functioning of the affected
environment caused by project encroachment (physical, biological, socioeconomics) on the
environment;
2) Induced Growth Impacts – Project-influenced development effects (land use); and,
3) Impacts Related to Induced Growth – Effects related to project-influenced development effects
(impacts of the change of land use on the human and natural environment).
It should be noted that induced growth is not anticipated because the proposed action occurs on an
existing transportation facility, in a highly urbanized environment, and does not result in any new
interchanges. Important characteristics for induced growth are described in North Carolina Department of
Transportation’s (NCDOT) Guidance for Assessing Indirect and Cumulative Impacts of Transportation
Projects in North Carolina, Vol. II: Practitioners Handbook. These characteristics include existing land
use conditions in the project area, increased accessibility that may result from new transportation
improvements, local political and economic conditions, and the availability of other infrastructure and the
rate of urbanization in the region. The NCDOT guidance illustrates the different stages of development
and how a highway improvement project may influence development. Because the ICE study area is in an
advanced land use progression, it is more likely that the proposed transportation improvements could
result in infill development than urban/suburban sprawl. As a result, the improvements are not expected to
be a catalyst for induced growth, but rather accelerate existing or planned growth. Any growth that does
occur is expected to occur along the existing corridor in existing or previously developed areas where the
environment already has been impacted. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the term “indirect
effects” refers to encroachment-alteration impacts.

The stepwise process TRB recommends in NCHRP Report 466 for assessing indirect effects has been
used as the structure for the analysis, and considers the following steps:
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
Step 4
Step 5
Step 6
Step 7

Scoping
Identify Study Area Direction and Goals
Inventory Notable Features in the Study Area
Identify Impact-Causing Activities
Identify Indirect Effects for Analysis
Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Analysis Results
Assess Consequences and Develop Mitigation

To complete these steps, the required analyses rely on planning judgment. The NCHRP 25-25 program,
Task 22, Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects on Transportation Projects, documents means of
applying planning judgment to indirect and cumulative effects analyses (TRB, 2007). The direction
provided in the TRB document is the basis for the indirect effects analyses presented in this technical
report.
Step 1 - Scoping
To inform the CE, scoping letters were sent out to agencies and jurisdictions with purview over the study
area. These agencies are listed on the CE form and responses are attached.
In addition to these letters, VDOT hosted numerous public hearings and briefings, as well as three design
public hearings to inform the public of the proposed action and solicit input on the project. Input from the
initial meetings and outreach has informed the analysis in this attachment as well as other elements of the
CE.
Step 2 – Identify Study Area Direction and Goals
The second step in the indirect effects analysis focuses on assembling information regarding general
trends and goals within the various resource ICE study areas. Before these trends and goals could be
identified, specific resource studies areas were developed based on the information obtained during the
first step of the process.
In considering indirect effects, the following study areas were considered:
•
•
•

Socioeconomic and Land Use: Includes much of the metro area that could have travel patterns
influenced by the proposed action
Natural Resources: Includes area within and immediately adjacent to existing right of way
Cultural Resources: Includes area within and immediately adjacent to existing right of way.
(Independent of the Section 106 analysis documented on the CE.)

Scoping efforts identified well documented population growth in the region coupled with increasing
traffic volumes. Congestion management and improved transportation options along the length of
Interstate 66 have been discussed, studied, and documented for many years. Proposed improvements to
the portion of the interstate outside the beltway were documented in a Tier I Environmental Impact
Statement that was published in 2013. The recommendations made in this Tier I document are currently

being refined through a Tier II study. Plans for congestion management and travel reliability
improvements inside the beltway have culminated in the proposed action.
Step 3 – Inventory Notable Features in the Study Area
As documented in the CE, the developed nature of the road corridor limits the presence of notable natural
or cultural resources. Within the socioeconomic study area, there are numerous residences, businesses,
and community and recreational facilities.
Step 4 - Identify Impact-Causing Activities
The installation of tolling signage, gantries, and supporting equipment would occur within existing right
of way and not have any measurable impact. Implementing the tolling would result in a change in traffic
patterns on Interstate 66 and the surrounding road system. Traffic analysis is documented in xxxx.
Step 5 – Identify Indirect Effects for Analysis
Given the lack of notable features and related impact causing activities, indirect effects to natural and
cultural resources are not to be advanced for analysis (outside of the Section 106 process documented on
the CE). Indirect effects to socioeconomic and land use resources are analyzed in the following sections.
Though not specifically identified, this analysis includes indirect effects to environmental justice
communities.
Step 6 – Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Analysis Results
As documented in xxxxx, the proposed tolling structure would result in a change in traffic patterns on
Interstate 66 and the surrounding road network. During tolling periods, it is anticipated that traffic would
divert off of the interstate and onto local roads to avoid paying a toll. This type of diversion already is
occurring at some level, as drivers avoid the congestion on the interstate and opt for the local road
network. It is possible that some of the drivers who currently avoid the interstate may opt to pay the toll in
exchange for a more reliable trip.
The diversion of vehicles from the interstate onto local roads during toll periods could lead to an increase
in congestion and a decrease in travel reliability on local roads during the peak periods. Changes in
traffic patterns on local roads could have beneficial impacts to businesses, such as fast food restaurants
that rely on “drive-by” customers. Changes in travel patterns also could have adverse effects during
tolling periods to properties, such as residencies or recreational facilities that derive value from their ease
of access and lack of traffic congestion. This could result in some property owners leaving the area while
attracting others to the region. In cases where traffic diverts onto the interstate to pay for a more reliable
trip, these impacts would be reversed. These impacts also would be realized only during the hours when
tolling is in effect.
VDOT plans to use fees collected through tolling to fund transit improvements. These improvements
would have a beneficial indirect effect on socioeconomic resources by providing additional travel options,
improving travel reliability, and making travel more affordable for local workers.

Step 7 - Assess Consequences and Develop Mitigation
The analysis included in Step 6 identified indirect effects associated with the proposed project. Planning
judgment allows for an identification of potential indirect effects; however, the consequences of these
impacts cannot be fully assessed at the NEPA planning level.
It is clear that traffic patterns would be altered as a result of the proposed action. This impact could be
mitigated in two ways. First, through the use of dynamic pricing, the toll rates can be set to make the
facility attractive to drivers to reduce the amount diversion and/or attract drivers that currently drive on
local roads to avoid congestion during peak periods. As noted above, VDOT plans to use fees collected
through tolling to fund transit improvements. These transit improvements could reduce the number of
vehicles on the interstate and/or local roads, reducing the impacts discussed above.

Cumulative Effects
To document cumulative effects, 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:
1. What is the geographic area affected by the study?
2. What are the resources affected by the study?
3. What are the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that have impacted these
resources?
4. What were those impacts?
5. What is the overall impact on these various resources from the accumulation of the actions?
The following sections document these steps.
What is the geographic area affected by the study?
The geographic area considered for cumulative effects is the same as the study areas described above for
the indirect effects analysis. The timeframe considered for cumulative effects dates back to the
construction of Interstate 66. The interstate was approved in 1977 and construction was completed in
1982.
What are the resources affected by the study?
During the indirect effects analysis, an inventory of notable features was performed. These resources were
reviewed for potential cumulative effects. For the purposes of this analysis, the environmental baseline
includes the current condition of these resources. A review of historic aerials indicates that, by the time
the interstate was constructed, the area was already highly developed. Therefore, while the region has a
history of environmental impacts associated with development, the interstate facility was constructed in
an environment that had already been impacted. Since the construction of the interstate, the communities
surrounding the transportation facility have increased in size and density.

Past Actions
Many of the past actions that have contributed to the baseline for this analysis occurred as part of the
residential, commercial, and industrial development that occurred prior to the construction of the
interstate. These actions date back to initial European settlement of the area, resulting in deforestation and
manipulation of wetlands, streams, and wildlife habitat. As the area was transformed into the capital of
our nation, these impacts intensified. Over time, as urban/suburban sprawl extended from the capital,
these impacts spread throughout the study area. This change resulted in in the fragmentation or loss of
wildlife habitat and species, impacts to wetlands and streams, and increased levels of air and water
pollution.
The increasing sprawl also led to rapid population growth in the region. This growth resulted in
residential and commercial developments further away from the major employment centers which were
still located in the District of Columbia. This led to an increase in vehicle miles traveled and a greater
demand for improvement transportation facilities. The completion of Interstate 66 in 1982 represented
one of the greatest improvements to the regional transportation network to accommodate continued
growth and sprawl. Over the last 20 years, growth in the region has continued, placing greater demand on
the interstate. The growing congestion on the interstate has resulted in traffic diversion described above,
as well as impacted quality of life, employment trends, and real estate values.
Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
The table below lists the projects listed in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments’
(MWCOG) Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan. Projects in these planning documents are
treated as reasonably foreseeable actions because future construction funds have been set aside for them
in the planning process.
Project Name
DC Streetcar

Description
Implement streetcar services at
multiple locations
South Capitol Street Bridge Convert South Capitol Street to a
Reconstruction
6-lane urban boulevard and
reconstruct
the
Frederick
Douglass Memorial Bridge
Purple Line
Construct a 16 mile light rail
corridor from Bethesda to New
Carrolton Metro Stations
I-66 Express Lanes
Revise I-66 operations from
HOV 2+ to HOT and HOV 3+
during peak hours and provide
frequent express bus service
I-66 Express Lanes – outside the Widen I-66 to 5 lanes (3 general
Beltway
purpose and 2 HOT), and provide
frequent express bus service
US Route 1 Bus Rapid Transit
Provide dedicated bus lane from
Huntington Metro station to the
Woodbridge VRE station

Year Complete
2014, 2015, 2016, and 2020

2015

2020

2017

2022

2030

Project Name
Description
Fairfax County Parkway HOV Widen existing roadway to 6
(VA-286)
lanes and restrict traffic in new
lanes to HOV during peak travel
times
Metro Silver Line – Phase 2 Extend Metro’s Silver Line from
(Dulles
Corridor
Metrorail Wiehle-Reston
East
Metro
Project)
station to Dulles Airport
Corridor Cities Transitway
Construct bus rapid transit line
from Shady Grove Metro station
to the COMSAT facility, south of
Clarksburg
270/US Route 15 Corridor HOV Widen highway between Shady
Grove Metro station and Biggs
Ford Road, add HOV lanes

Year Complete
2035

2035

2020

2030

In addition to these projects, Arlington County, Fairfax County, and the City of Falls Church have
independent transportation, stormwater, and facilities projects underway. These projects are documented
in the individual localities’ planning documents.
What were those impacts?
Cumulative impacts consist of the impacts of the proposed action and the impacts of the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions. The table below illustrates the resources that could potentially be
impacted by these actions. These potential impacts are taken into consideration in the following
discussions of cumulative impacts to different resources.
Project Name
DC Streetcar

Description
Implement streetcar services at
multiple locations
South Capitol Street Bridge Convert South Capitol Street to a
Reconstruction
6-lane urban boulevard and
reconstruct
the
Frederick
Douglass Memorial Bridge
Purple Line
Construct a 16 mile light rail
corridor from Bethesda to New
Carrolton Metro Stations
I-66 Express Lanes
Revise I-66 operations from
HOV 2+ to HOT and HOV 3+
during peak hours and provide
frequent express bus service
I-66 Express Lanes – outside the Widen I-66 to 5 lanes (3 general
Beltway
purpose and 2 HOT), and provide
frequent express bus service
US Route 1 Bus Rapid Transit
Provide dedicated bus lane from
Huntington Metro station to the
Woodbridge VRE station

Anticipated Impacts
Socioeconomic and land use
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use

Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use

Project Name
Description
Fairfax County Parkway HOV Widen existing roadway to 6
(VA-286)
lanes and restrict traffic in new
lanes to HOV during peak travel
times
Metro Silver Line – Phase 2 Extend Metro’s Silver Line from
(Dulles
Corridor
Metrorail Wiehle-Reston
East
Metro
Project)
station to Dulles Airport
Corridor Cities Transitway
Construct bus rapid transit line
from Shady Grove Metro station
to the COMSAT facility, south of
Clarksburg
270/US Route 15 Corridor HOV Widen highway between Shady
Grove Metro station and Biggs
Ford Road, add HOV lanes

Anticipated Impacts
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources
Socioeconomic and land use,
natural
resources,
cultural
resources

Socioeconomics and Land Use
Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have and would continue to impact
socioeconomic and land use resources in the socioeconomic ICE study area. These actions have led to
rapid residential, institutional, and commercial development. This growth and development has led to the
land uses, population dynamics, and income levels that exist within the socioeconomic ICE study area
today. The actions listed in above have facilitated this growth and/or improved the quality of life within
the socioeconomic ICE study area.
Management would be conducted through a dynamic tolling system that would seek to maintain desirable
highway speeds on the interstate during peak hours. Impacts to traffic as a result of tolling are discussed
in xxxx. This management would reduce travel time and improve reliability with the study area during
peak travel hours. In some cases, it could result in toll rates that were too high for some drivers to afford
or choose to pay. This could result in some drivers diverting from the highway to local roads in order to
avoid the toll. This could result in greater vehicle volumes on local roads. As discussed earlier in this
document, increased volumes could have positive impacts to businesses that rely on “drive by” customers,
while it could have adverse impacts on other properties and travelers along these roads. These impacts
would be limited to peak hours, but could result in some property owners opting to leave the other while
attracting others. The proposed alternative also could attract some drivers from local roads to the
interstate. These drivers would be willing to pay the toll for the improved use of the interstate system.
These impacts would be short-term, only resulting in the impacts described above during tolling periods.
As such, the proposed action would contribute minor adverse and beneficial increments to beneficial
cumulative effects to socioeconomics and land use.
Natural Resources
Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have and would continue to impact natural
resources in the ICE study area. These actions have led to the filling and/or manipulation of wetlands and
streams and the elimination and fragmentation of wildlife habitat. Some of the actions listed above have
contributed additional impacts to natural resources. In other cases, transportation improvements and other

projects are carried out in areas where no natural resources exist and where air and noise levels are
already so impacted that any small change is immeasurable.
The direct impacts of the proposed alternative would be confined to existing operational right of way and
would have no impact to natural resources. The change in traffic patterns during tolling periods could
result in some minimal changes to air and noise levels. Impacts to air are documented on the CE. These
impacts would be limited in time and intensity. As such, the proposed action would contribute negligible
adverse increments to adverse cumulative effects to natural resources.
Cultural Resources
Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions have and would continue to impact cultural
resources in the ICE study area. While the development described above have impacted cultural
resources, many of the surrounding communities are of an age where they may be considered historic
structures. In some neighborhoods, the historic setting and appearance of these structures has been
retained. In other areas, however, the continued growth and development of the region threatens the
integrity and context of the historic structures.
The project has little to no potential to affect historic properties, either directly or indirectly (e.g., visual
effects) as almost all infrastructure improvements would be located within the previously disturbed,
existing highway right of way that is associated with an interstate located in a heavily urbanized setting.
Installation of the wayfinding signs that may be located outside existing right of way will result in only
minimal ground disturbance and the signs themselves should have no visual effect on any historic
properties that may be located nearby in this already urbanized setting. As such, the proposed action
would contribute negligible adverse increments to adverse and beneficial cumulative effects to cultural
resources.
What is the overall impact on these various resources from the accumulation of the actions?
Given the extreme level of impacts that occurred prior to the construction of the interstate, the overall
impact from the accumulation of actions listed above would be minor. On a local level, these impacts may
be recognizable. On a regional level, however, they would not result in appreciable alterations to the
existing environment.

