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DRAFT SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 
Under provisions of Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 
303(c)), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) may approve the use of land from 
publicly owned public 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 defined in 23 CFR 774.17, on the property.  A “use” of 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. 

 
I. PROPOSED ACTION 
 a. Description of Action:  The proposed action entails construction of improvements along 
existing I-66 to provide two express lanes and three general purpose lanes in each direction from 
US 15 to I-495, a total distance of approximately 25 miles, in Prince William and Fairfax 
Counties.  The proposed physical construction would consist of building one new express lane 
and converting the existing concurrent high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane to a second express 
lane in each direction.  Some interchanges would be modified and auxiliary lanes would be 
provided as needed at interchanges.  Infrastructure elements (park and ride lots and other transit 
amenities) to support rapid bus service in the express lanes would be included in the project to 
provide additional multimodal options in the corridor.  Direct access ramps are proposed to 
connect the express lanes to and from the general purpose lanes and/or crossroads and 
interchanges.  There are two build alternatives under consideration, Alternative 2A and 
Alternative 2B.  The difference in the typical section between Alternative 2A and 2B is the 
treatment of the median.  Alternative 2A includes a 42-foot-wide median that would be set aside 
for future fixed guideway transit service.  Alternative 2B would not provide such a wide median; 
a concrete barrier would separate opposing lanes of traffic and much or most of the existing 
median would be eliminated in some sections.  Consequently Alternative 2B would have a 
narrower cross section than 2A.  A 14-foot wide outside shoulder and a 12-foot-wide inside 
shoulder would be provided for both alternatives.  There are also differences between the two 
alternatives with respect to interchange ramp configurations, access points to enter and exit the 
express lanes, and park-and-ride lots.  In both alternatives, the express lanes would be tolled 
using automatic toll collection equipment.  Tolls would vary based on the traffic volume.  HOV 
with three or more occupants (including transit vehicles) would travel free.  Bicycle and 
pedestrian elements also would be provided in both alternatives.  Figure 1 shows the project 
location and the locations of the Section 4(f) properties that are analyzed in this document.  An 
Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared for the proposed action pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 
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Figure 1.  Study Corridor and Section 4(f) Properties
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 b. Purpose and Need:  The purpose of the proposed project is to address existing and 
future transportation problems on I-66 and improve multimodal mobility along the corridor by 
providing diverse travel choices in a cost-effective manner, and to enhance transportation safety 
and travel reliability for the public.  This purpose is based upon the purpose identified in the 
preceding Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which identified the need for 
improvements on a broad scale along the 25-mile-long I-66 roadway corridor.  There are five 
elements of need, as discussed in greater detail in the Purpose and Need section of the EA: 

• Transportation Capacity Deficiencies 

• Major Points of Congestion 

• Limited Travel Mode Choices 

• Safety Deficiencies 

• Lack of Transportation Predictability 

II. SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES 
The Build Alternatives under consideration in this project have the potential to use land 
associated with seven Section 4(f) properties to varying degrees; these properties are described 
herein.  Potential Section 4(f) properties that are located nearby or adjacent to the project, but 
which are not anticipated to be used by a Build Alternative, are not included, but are addressed 
as appropriate in the EA. 

a. Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Thoroughfare Gap is located at the border of Prince 
William County and Fauquier County, Virginia, west of Haymarket.  A narrow passage through 
the Bull Run Mountains, the Gap provided an important protected passage from Northern 
Virginia to the Shenandoah Valley during the Civil War.  It was a key point of military action, 
especially during the Battle of Thoroughfare Gap in August 1862.  The resource consists of a 
collection of sites, structures, and objects related to the battle.  The National Park Service’s 
American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP) identified a Study Area and potential NRHP- 
eligible boundaries associated with the Battle of Thoroughfare Gap.  The NRHP-eligible portion 
(approximately 3,489 acres) of the ABPP’s battlefield Study Area overlaps the I-66 project area, 
as shown in Figure 2 (the full NRHP-eligible portion of the ABPP’s battlefield Study Area is 
shown in Figure 3). A much smaller area comprising approximately 514 acres, already listed on 
the NRHP as the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield, occurs within the ABPP’s battlefield Study Area 
but lies well to the west of the I-66 project area (Figure 3).  Only a narrow segment of the 
NRHP-eligible portion of the battlefield is in the vicinity of the I-66 project area.  This narrow 
path follows VA 55 (John Marshall Highway), which was a route of troop movements associated 
with the battle, but no combat operations occurred there. Recent commercial and other 
development around the Haymarket interchange (I-66 and US Route 15) has compromised the 
historic integrity of portions of the battlefield. 

 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property:  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield is owned by 
multiple private property owners in addition to the Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF), a state-
supported organization dedicated to protecting open space across the Commonwealth.  Of the 
total 3,489 acres, about 1,137 acres are owned by the VOF and are publicly accessible within the 
Bull Run Mountains Natural Area Preserve, managed by the Bull Run Mountains Conservancy.  
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VDOT owns portions of the battlefield that overlay public roads.  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield 
is an NRHP-eligible historic district determined eligible under Criterion A. 

 
Figure 2.  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield near the I-66 Project Area 

 3)  Features and functions:  Land uses within Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield are mixed, 
consisting of residential, commercial, natural area preserve/recreational, agricultural, forest, and 
transportation.  Landscape features include the Bull Run Mountains, Thoroughfare Gap (a 
natural pass through the mountains), woods, and agricultural fields.  In the vicinity of the project, 
I-66 runs along the northern boundary of the battlefield.  Farther west, I-66 transects the 
battlefield through the gap in the mountains.  Several utility easements cut through the area. 

 4)  Access:  Public access is not available to lands within the battlefield that are privately 
owned and the private owners access their lands via various private drives.  However, the public 
can access portions of the battlefield within the Bull Run Mountains Natural Area Preserve, 
which is out of the project area. 

 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  The Thoroughfare Gap 
Battlefield is one of several Civil War battlefields located in the vicinity of the project area 
including the First and Second Battles of Manassas, Chantilly, Buckland Mills, and Manassas 
Operations Battlefields.  Lands in the battlefield are on private property and not accessible to the 
public, except in the VOF-owned portion as noted above.  Only portions of the battlefields 
associated with the First and Second Battles of Manassas have been set aside as publicly 
accessible park land (Manassas National Battlefield Park). 



Interstate 66 Corridor Tier 2 Draft Environmental Assessment 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

pg. 5 

 
Figure 3.  Entire Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield 

 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  Properties within Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield are 
privately owned, with the exception of highway and road rights of way.  Other than utility 
easements, there are no known clauses affecting ownership of the properties comprising the 
battlefield. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield has no known unusual 
characteristics other than those qualities that qualify it for eligibility for the NRHP.  A large 
portion of the battlefield (not in the vicinity of the project) is owned by the Virginia Outdoors 
Foundation and maintained as a natural area preserve to protect open space and provide 
recreational opportunities. 

b. Buckland Mills Battlefield 
1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Buckland Mills Battlefield straddles portions of US 15 

and US 29, near the Prince William and Fauquier county line.  Buckland Mills Battlefield was 
the site of an engagement on October 19, 1863.  The area still retains some of its rural character; 
however, the area between Buckland and New Baltimore (well south of the project area) has 
been subject to piecemeal development.  US 29, formerly the route of the Warrenton Turnpike, is 
now a busy development corridor.  The National Park Service’s ABPP in its July 2009 update for 
the Commonwealth of Virginia of the 1993 Civil War Sites Advisory Commission Report on the 
Nation’s Civil War Battlefields identified a battlefield Study Area and, within that Study Area, 
potential NRHP-eligible boundaries encompassing approximately 6,527 acres associated with the 
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Battle of Buckland Mills.  A portion of this NRHP-eligible area occurs in the I-66 project area, 
as shown in Figure 4 (a larger portion of the battlefield can be seen in Figure 1). 

 
Figure 4.  Buckland Mills Battlefield 

 
 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property: 
Buckland Mills Battlefield is owned by multiple private property owners.  In addition, VDOT 
owns portions of the battlefield that follow the historic roadways (now major highways) used as 
lines of approach and retreat during the battle.  Buckland Mills Battlefield is an NRHP-eligible 
historic district determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A. 
 
 3)  Features and functions: 
Land uses within Buckland Mills Battlefield are mixed, consisting of residential, commercial, 
agricultural, forest, and transportation.  Features include Warrenton Turnpike (now US 29), 
Broad Run, bridges and fords to cross streams, Buckland Mills, and landscape features.  It is 
transected by US 29 and US 15, and I-66 runs through the northern portion.  Several utility 
easements cut through the area. 
 
 4)  Access:  Because most of the land within the battlefield is privately owned, public access 
is limited to the rights of way along the major highways and roads that cross through the 
battlefield including US 29, US 15, VA 55, and I-66.  No battlefield features are visible from I-
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66 but in areas where the natural features have been preserved, landscape features may be 
visible.  The private owners access their land via various private drives. 
 
 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  The Buckland Mills 
Battlefield is one of several Civil War battlefields located in the vicinity of the project area 
including the First and Second Battles of Manassas, Chantilly, Thoroughfare Gap, and Manassas 
Operations Battlefields.  Other than portions of the battlefields in public rights of way for roads, 
most are on private property and not accessible to the public.  Only portions of the battlefields 
associated with the First and Second Battles of Manassas have been set aside as publicly 
accessible park land (Manassas National Battlefield Park). 

 6)  Clauses affecting ownership: Properties within Buckland Mills Battlefield are privately 
owned, with the exception of highway and road rights of way.  Other than utility easements, 
there are no known clauses affecting ownership of the properties comprising the battlefield. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  Buckland Mills Battlefield has no known unusual 
characteristics other than those qualities that qualify it for eligibility for the NRHP. 
 
 c. Manassas Battlefield Historic District 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  The Manassas Battlefield Historic District (Figure 5) in 
Prince William and Fairfax Counties contains approximately 11,451 acres of landscape 
historically significant for its association with two major engagements of the Civil War:  First 
Manassas (July 1861) and Second Manassas (August 1862).  The Manassas Battlefield Historic 
District encompasses Manassas National Battlefield Park and lands outside of the Park where 
military actions associated with the two battles occurred (e.g., troop movements and 
encampments).  The current NRHP boundaries of the district as nominated by the National Park 
Service in 2005 encompass approximately 6,470 acres and include most of the Core Areas of 
First Manassas and Second Manassas. 1   

However, the National Park Service’s ABPP in its July 2009 update for the Commonwealth of 
Virginia of the 1993 Civil War Sites Advisory Commission Report on the Nation’s Civil War 
Battlefields identified battlefield Study Areas and potential NRHP-eligible boundaries associated 
with First Manassas and Second Manassas that extend beyond the boundary of the nominated 
historic district.  The greater areas within the battlefield Study Areas account for lines of 
approach and withdrawal and other ancillary activities.  For purposes of the application of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act to the undertaking, areas within ABPP’s 
Manassas I and Manassas II battlefield potential National Register boundaries, with a few minor 
reductions where development has compromised the integrity of the battlefield, will be treated as 
historic property as defined at 36 CFR 800.16(l).  Accordingly, the same boundaries will also be 
assumed for application of Section 4(f).  Concurrence of the State Historic Preservation Officer 
and input from Section 106 consulting parties with respect to these boundaries are being sought 
through the Section 106 process. 

 

                                                 
1 Note:  the “Core Area” of each battlefield, as defined by the ABPP, is the areas of fighting on the battlefield, positions that 
delivered or received fire, and the intervening space and terrain between them.  Nearly all of the Core Area for Manassas I lies to 
the north of I-66 while the Core Area for Manassas II overlaps the Manassas I Core Area and extends slightly south of I-66 
within the project area.  However, only a small portion of the Manassas II Core Area south of I-66 was identified as potential 
National Register area due to development that has compromised the integrity of that portion of the battlefield. 
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Figure 5.  Manassas Battlefield Historic District 
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 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property:  Land within the District is owned by the US 
Government (Manassas National Battlefield Park) the Commonwealth of Virginia (Conway 
Robinson Memorial State Forest and public roads), and numerous private landowners.  Some of 
the land is owned by county and regional park authorities and private groups, including Prince 
William County (Mayhew Park), Fairfax County (Cub Run Stream Valley Park), the Northern 
Virginia Regional Park Authority (Bull Run Regional Park), and the Arlington Fairfax Chapter 
of the Izaak Walton League. 

 3)  Features and functions:  The function of the District is a historic property.  A major 
feature of the District is the Manassas National Battlefield Park, a national park listed on the 
NRHP in October 1966, which is described as a separate Section 4(f) property within this report 
(refer to Section II.d.).  Outside of the Park, no battlefield features were identified in areas of 
proposed right of way acquisition or project activities; however, landscape features, including 
open fields and forest visible from the road retain their association and feeling with the battles of 
First and Second Manassas. 

 4)  Access:  The majority of the historic district is located within Manassas National 
Battlefield Park, a government owned park open to the public and accessible from Route 234 
(Sudley Road), US 29, Route 705 (Pageland Lane), and  Groveton Road.  Features of the NRHP-
eligible Manassas battlefields that extend beyond the park have been identified in other regional 
and local parks and forests along I-66, many of which are also accessible to the public (Mayhew 
Park off Balls Ford Road, Bull Run Regional Park off of Bull Run Drive, Conway Robinson 
Memorial State Forest off US 29, and the Cub Run Trail accessible from Compton Road).  Some 
of the NRHP-eligible battlefield also occurs on private property, including the Izaak Walton 
League Park (accessible by members), and private residential lots where access is limited.  The 
private owners access their land via various private entrances and drives. 

 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  Manassas Battlefield 
Historic District is the largest and best preserved of several other Civil War battlefields located 
in the vicinity of the project area including the Chantilly, Thoroughfare Gap, Buckland Mills, 
and Manassas Operations Battlefields. 

 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  The majority of the Manassas Battlefield Historic District 
is owned by government entities:  National Park Service (Manassas National Battlefield Park), 
the Commonwealth of Virginia (Conway Robinson Memorial State Forest); Prince William 
County (Mayhew Park); Fairfax County (Cub Run Stream Valley Park), and the Northern 
Virginia Regional Park Authority (Bull Run Regional Park).  A private association (Arlington 
Fairfax Chapter, Izaak Walton League) owns another sizeable parcel within the District.  
Numerous private landowners of residential lots own most of the remainder.  No known clauses 
affect ownership of these public and private properties. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  Manassas Battlefield Historic District has no known unusual 
characteristics other than those qualities that qualify it for eligibility for the NRHP. 
 
 d. Manassas National Battlefield Park (VDHR #076-0271) 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Manassas National Battlefield Park is a national park 
administered by the National Park Service.  Established by Congress in 1940 to preserve the 
landscape of the Battle of First Manassas (July 1861) and the Battle of Second Manassas (August 
1862), the Park boundaries currently encompass approximately 5,074 acres, as shown in Figures 
6 and 7. 
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Figure 6.  Manassas National Battlefield Park 

(Source:  Manassas National Battlefield Park Brochure) 
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Figure 7.  Manassas National Battlefield Park Trails 

(Source:  Manassas National Battlefield Park Trails Map) 
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Park facilities include a visitor center, interpretive sites, monuments, and hiking and equestrian 
trails.  The Park was listed on the NRHP in October 1966 and is also entirely within the 
boundaries of the Manassas Battlefield Historic District, listed in the NRHP in 1981 and most 
recently amended and expanded in 2005. 

 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property:  Most of the land within the boundaries of 
Manassas National Battlefield Park is owned by the United States Department of the Interior and 
the Park is operated and maintained by the National Park Service.  The Park area includes 4,390 
acres in fee and 22 acres as scenic easement.  There are an additional 661 acres of in-holdings, 
including Stonewall Memory Garden (a cemetery), residences, and Sudley Church and 
Cemetery. 

 3)  Features and functions:  Notable features of the Park in the vicinity of proposed I-66 
improvements include the sites of several homes that were present during the Civil War era 
including the W. Lewis historic house site, Brownsville, Chinn house (Hazel Plain), and F. 
Lewis historic house site (Portici).  Additional resources near the project area include the Ball 
Cemetery, Hooe Cemetery, Balls Ford, Battleview Parkway, and hiking and equestrian trails as 
shown in Figure 7. 

 4)  Access:  The Manassas National Battlefield Park is publicly accessible from VA 234 
(Sudley Road) at the entrance to the Henry Hill Visitors Center, US 29, Route 705, and Route 
622.  A circulation network of roads and trails provides access to visitors for self-guided driving 
tours or park ranger-led walking tours to various features throughout the park.  The park is open 
year round but certain structures are only seasonally open.  Because of terrain and thick 
vegetation, only the landscape along the southernmost edges of the Park and none of the features 
enumerated in Subsection 3 above and on Figure 6 are visible from I-66. 

 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  Manassas National 
Battlefield Park is similar to other lands in the area that were the site of engagements during the 
Civil War; however, it is the only park dedicated to the commemoration and interpretation of the 
First and Second Battles of Manassas.  Other parks in the area feature special events related to 
the Civil War but are primarily recreational in their park focus. 

 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  Portions of the park property are held in easement or are 
in-holdings.  A 240-foot-wide perpetual easement was quitclaimed by the Manassas National 
Battlefield Park to the Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCO).  In addition to rights of 
access to construct, repair, and maintain the power transmission lines and other facilities and 
clear the right of way, VEPCO also has limited ingress and egress to the right of way in two 
locations in the Park. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  The Manassas National Battlefield Park is listed on the NRHP 
and is also included within the bounds of the Manassas Battlefield Historic District, an NRHP-
listed historic district.  If right of way acquisition from the Park for the project is unavoidable, 
the transfer would not be in fee simple, but, rather, in the form of an easement outgrant.  
Additionally, the National Park Service, as a federal agency, would have to prepare an 
environmental document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act to support an 
outgrant action. 
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 e. Ellanor C. Lawrence Park 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park is located in western Fairfax 
County at 5040 Walney Road, Chantilly on the northern side of the I-66/Route 28 (Sully Road) 
interchange, as shown in Figure 8.  Sully Road bisects the park, which consists of approximately 
650 acres.  The park is generally bounded by Poplar Tree Road to the north and I-66 and its 
ramps to the south, with residential neighborhoods on the west and east sides. 

 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property:  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park is owned and 
operated by the Fairfax County Park Authority since 1971.  It is a public park and recreational 
area that was established to preserve large areas of open space, protect natural and cultural 
features, and provide a wide variety of recreational opportunities for the public. 

 3)  Features and functions:  Land use within the park is primarily undeveloped forest, but 
also contains undeveloped meadows, vernal ponds, and stream valleys.  The landscape is 
relatively flat except for steep slopes associated with the stream valleys.  There are 
approximately four miles of trails throughout the upland and bottomland forest and along the 
meadows. The trails are used for hiking, bird watching, jogging, and walking. Bicycles are only 
permitted on Walney Road and Big Rocky Run Stream Valley Trails. 

There are three main areas of development within the park.  On the western side of Route 28, the 
park contains a complex of recreational facilities including a lighted synthetic turf field, three 
natural surface (grass) fields, three baseball/softball fields, fitness stations, and a playground.  On 
the eastern side of Route 28, the park contains the Walney Visitor Center and the Cabells Mill / 
Middlegate Complex.  The Walney Visitor Center, situated in a converted 1780 farmhouse on 
Walney Road in the middle of the park, offers educational exhibits, programs, and information to 
over 30,000 visitors per year.  The Cabells Mill / Middlegate Complex are located near the 
meadowland in the southern portion of the park along Walney Road and Big Rocky Run.  The 
Park Authority renovated Cabells Mill and Middlegate in 1979-80, and Cabells Mill was opened 
for public use (the mill is a rental facility of the Historic Properties Rental Services, see Section 
7) Unusual Characteristics); Middlegate is currently used for park administration/ maintenance 
purposes and is closed to the public.  The Cabells Mill / Middlegate Complex area also contains 
a picnic shelter and amphitheatre, both reservable by the public via the Fairfax County Park 
Authority’s Picnic Permit Application. 

For public use of the athletic fields at the park (described below), application must be made to 
the Department of Neighborhood and Community Services (responsible for allocating Fairfax 
County Public School gymnasiums and fields and Fairfax County Park Authority designated 
athletic fields for community athletic use). 

 4)  Access:  Vehicular access to the park is directly provided via Sully and Walney Roads.  
Through the park, Sully Road is generally a six-lane, divided highway (with additional turning 
lanes at Walney Road), and Walney Road is a two-lane, undivided roadway.  However, the 
Sully/Walney Road intersection only allows right turns for all movements.  Walney Road can 
also be accessed via Westfields Boulevard, which operates as a full cloverleaf interchange with 
Sully Road, north of the park. 
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Figure 8.  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park 

 
There are four paved parking areas within the park:  one on the western side of Sully Road that 
provides access to athletic field facilities (striped parking lots), and three on Walney Road that 
provide access to Walney Pond and trails (gravel roadside parking area on west side of roadway), 
to the Cabells Mill Complex and trails (gravel parking lot on east side of roadway), and to the 
Walney Visitor Center and trails (gravel parking lot on west side of roadway).  Trails are 
accessible from the Walney Visitor Center, Middlegate/Cabell’s Mill complex and Walney Pond. 

Additional pedestrian access is provided via several stone dust and/or woodchip trails within the 
park east of Sully Road and via an asphalt trail within the park west of Sully Road, which 
connect to the adjacent residential neighborhoods.  The park's grounds are open daily from dawn 
until dusk. 

 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  Ellanor C Lawrence Park is 
part of a system of parks owned and operated by the FCPA.  In the vicinity, the FCPA also owns 
Cub Run Stream Valley Park, Lanes Mill, Sully Plantation, Frying Pan Park, and Braddock Park.  
Lanes Mill, Sully Plantation, and Frying Pan Park share a common purpose and theme with 
Ellanor C Lawrence Park, presenting a view of the area during 18th, 19th, and early 20th centuries.  
Braddock Park, as well as the nearby NVRPA-owned Bull Run Regional Park, both provide 
active athletic areas similar to those in Ellanor C. Lawrence Park.  The Cub Run Stream Valley 
Park provides similar trail systems along natural streams and wetlands. 
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The trail system in the park connects to the Rocky Run Stream Valley Trail and communities to 
the east.  The Big Rocky Run Stream Valley Trail is a gravel/paved two mile trail that begins at 
the Middlegate/Cabell’s Mill complex and ends at Fairfax County Parkway. 

 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park was acquired and developed 
with assistance from federal grant monies from the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Therefore, the property is subject to Section 6(f) requirements under the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act as well as any 4(f) applicability for federal highway funding and, 
pursuant to FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper (July 2012), is therefore subject to additional 
coordination and requirements that are independent of the Section 4(f) requirements and must be 
satisfied.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be circulated to the Fairfax County Park 
Authority for review and comment. 

Additionally, the bulk of the Park is subject to a trust agreement.  This land was deeded to the 
Fairfax County Park Authority by David Lawrence.  According to Fairfax County Park 
Authority V. Virginia Department Of Transportation 440 S.E.2d 610, 247 Va. 259, Supreme 
Court of Virginia, Record No. 930391, February 25, 1994: 

In 1970, David Lawrence executed a trust agreement dedicating a 639-acre parcel to be used 
as a park.  The trust agreement names Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA) as the 
beneficiary in possession of the trust so long as the property in the trust is used as a public 
park dedicated to the memory of Ellanor C. Lawrence. If the property is used for any 
other purpose, title to the land passes to the trustees of the St. John's Episcopal 
Church, who then own the land free from any restrictions.  In the event of 
condemnation, the trust agreement requires the FCPA to contest the condemnation 
proceedings in "every fashion reasonably possible," but condemnation of a portion of the 
park land does not pass the remaining property to the Church. 

Thus, the FCPA must maintain an adversarial posture in any negotiations that involve conversion 
of Park land or resources and the development of appropriate mitigation or compensation 
measures. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  Cabell’s Mill is listed on the Fairfax County Inventory of 
Historic Sites2 and is documented with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) 
as an architectural resource but is unevaluated for NRHP eligibility.  Resources that are 
potentially eligible for the NRHP within the Ellanor C. Lawrence Park are not evaluated 
separately for Section 4(f) applicability within this document as the parcel(s) they are located on 
would not be used for the proposed project. 
 
 f. Random Hills Park 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Random Hills Park is a triangular-shaped area of  
undeveloped land that is bounded by Random Hills Road, the Random Hills residential 
community, and the eastbound I-66 off-ramp to eastbound US 50, as shown in Figure 9.  The 
Park is just over 11 acres in size. 
 

                                                 
2 Both Cabell’s Mill and Cabell’s Mill Miller’s House/Middlegate are listed in the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan as 
historic sites within the Bull Run Planning District.  As stated in the plan:  “Cabell’s Mill and Miller’s House are among the 
significant heritage resources in this planning sector.” 

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/parks/trailmap-rockyrunsv.htm
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Figure 9.  Random Hills Park 

 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property:  This park is owned and operated by the Fairfax 
County Park Authority as a public resource-based park. 
 
 3)  Features and functions:  Random Hills Park functions as a natural resource park 
straddling Difficult Run.  Natural resource parks are intended to support nature watching with a 
typical primary use of trail and interpretive features.  As such, the only recreational features 
provided in the Park are paved and unpaved trails for hiking and biking.  Land use within 
Random Hills Park is isolated, undeveloped upland and bottomland forest.  The highest 
elevations within the park are along the Park boundaries; internally, the land is a depressed 
wooded area that provides hilly terrain along the paths. 
 
 4)  Access:  The Park is accessible by pedestrians from the adjacent residential community 
and/or sidewalk along Random Hills Road.  The Park is unsigned and there is no formal entrance 
or dedicated parking facilities for Random Hills Park; however, adjacent to the Park, public 
parking is available within the residential community to serve the community amenities as well 
as the park.  The Park is open year-round without restriction. 
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 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  FCPA maintains numerous 
resource-based parks throughout Fairfax County.  Directly across Random Hills Road is Carney 
Park, which shares a common purpose as a resource-based public park of FCPA.  Carney Park is 
over 40 acres of undeveloped land and therefore has similar land use and access.  Carney Park 
extends upstream along Difficult Run and an unnamed tributary of Difficult Run to US 29 and is 
bordered on all sides by residential communities, roadways, and businesses. 
 
 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  Random Hills Park was quitclaimed to the FCPA from 
the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, which maintains the right to terminate the estate of the 
parcel if the parcel ceases to be used for public park purposes.  The Board also retains the right to 
assign rights to other public entities to design, construct, and maintain rights of way in any 
portion of the parcels. 
 
 7)  Unusual characteristics:  None known. 
 
 g. Stenwood Elementary School Recreational Facilities 
 1)  Description of 4(f) property:  Stenwood Elementary School is a Fairfax County public 
elementary school located at 2620 Gallows Road.  The school property is bounded by residential 
areas to the north and west, I-66 to the south, and Gallows Road to the east, as shown in Figure 
10.  The school building is located largely toward the north end of the property; recreational 
facilities are located south and west of the building.  The property is approximately 10 acres in 
size.  Pursuant to FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper (July 2012), Section 4(f) applies only to 
portions of school property used for public park or recreation purposes (e.g., baseball diamonds, 
soccer fields, playground equipment, etc.) and not the entire campus.  The Fairfax County School 
Board encourages the use of school buildings and grounds by the community for educational, 
recreational, civic, and cultural activities.  Pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Fairfax County School Board and the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
regarding the use of Fairfax County Public School Facilities for Community Recreational 
Activities, “FCPS will make its gymnasiums and fields available to NCS [Neighborhood and 
Community Services Department] and FCPA [Fairfax County Park Authority] for scheduling 
community recreational activities during designated community use times.”  Applications can be 
submitted to the Fairfax County Department of Neighborhood and Community Services for the 
community use of school facilities and grounds by non-school users.  The scheduling of 
organized sport groups and the issuance of permits to those groups shall be in accord with 
guidelines provided by Fairfax County Public Schools and the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors.  Permits are issued by the Fairfax County Department of Neighborhood and 
Community Services.  Permit holders shall have first rights for the use of the fields to which they 
have been assigned.  A field not being utilized by a permit holder may be used by others, 
including the “walk-on” public.  Accordingly, the athletic fields and recreational portions of the 
property are subject to Section 4(f). 
 
 2)  Ownership and type of 4(f) property: Stenwood Elementary School is part of the 
Fairfax County Public Schools system and is located on property owned by the Fairfax County 
School Board.  The school provides athletic fields and other recreational equipment, as described 
below, that are publicly accessible. 
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Figure 10.  Stenwood Elementary School, Recreational Facilities 

 3)  Features and functions:  Outside of the school buildings, other facilities on the property 
include a tot lot, playground, and basketball/four-square courts on the western side of the 
building adjacent to the kiss-and-ride drop-off, as well as grassy open areas and two baseball 
fields on the southern side of the property.  A rockdust trail approximately 900 feet long rings 
one of the baseball fields. 
 
 4)  Access:  Access is off of Gallows road at the northeastern corner of the property.  This 
access runs into a parking lot and the school bus loading and drop-off area.  Access also is 
available off of Citadel Place into a kiss-and-ride drop-off on the west side of the property. 
 
 5)  Relationship to other similarly used lands in the vicinity:  There are almost 200 
elementary, middle, and high schools that are part of the Fairfax County Public Schools system, 
many of which provide athletic fields of similar type and purpose as the fields at the Stenwood 
Elementary School property.  In direct vicinity to Stenwood Elementary School, Cedar Lane 
School and Thoreau Middle School, which are located on Cedar Lane less than 2 miles from 
Stenwood Elementary School, both provide athletic fields and are part of the Fair County Public 
Schools system. 
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 6)  Clauses affecting ownership:  There is a conservation easement around the majority of 
the eastern, western, and southern perimeters of the school property (Deed Book 20828 Page 
2153).  The easement has varying width but runs the entirety of the southern property boundary 
with I-66.  The easement was granted by the Fairfax County School Board to the Board of 
Supervisors of Fairfax County “for the purpose of conserving and preserving undisturbed the 
natural vegetation, topography, habitat, and other natural features now existing on and across 
portions of the Property.”  The Conservation Easement is subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 
 
• No use shall be made of, nor shall any improvements be made within, the Conservation 

Easement without prior written authorization from the County. 

• All existing vegetation in the Conservation Easement shall be preserved and protected and no 
clearing or grading shall be permitted, nor shall the easement be denuded, defaced or 
otherwise disturbed without the prior written approval of the appropriate agency or 
department of the County. 

• In the event of any violation of the Conservation Easement, the School Board, its successors, 
and assigns, shall be solely responsible for the restoration of the Conservation Easement to 
its condition as of the execution of the deed.  Further, the County and its agents shall have the 
right, but not the obligation, to enter upon the property and restore the Conservation 
Easement to the extent the County may deem necessary.  The cost of such restoration by the 
County shall be reimbursed to the County by the School Board, its successors, and assigns, 
upon demand. 

 7)  Unusual characteristics:  A sanitary sewer easement is located adjacent to I-66, near the 
southern edge of the Stenwood Elementary School property.  Property for the school was deeded 
by Vienna Development Corporation to the Fairfax County School Board on December 18, 1962 
subject to the easement.  The sanitary sewer easement is 10 feet wide and crosses the school 
property to connect residential parcels within the Dunn Loring Woods subdivision surrounding 
the school.  The sanitary sewer easement runs parallel to I-66. 
 
III.  IMPACTS ON SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 
Each of the two build alternatives would potentially require the use of multiple Section 4(f) 
properties.  The properties and their associated impacts have been divided into two types: those 
that would potentially incur de minimis impacts and those that require an avoidance alternatives 
evaluation and least overall harm analysis because the impacts cannot be characterized as de 
minimis. 
 
 a. Potential De Minimis Impacts 
A de minimis impact is one that will not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities 
qualifying the property upon which the impact occurs for protection under Section 4(f) (23 CFR 
774.17).  Before FHWA can make a de minimis impact determination, the following 
coordination must be undertaken: 

• Public notice and an opportunity for public review and comment concerning the effects on 
the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property must be provided. This 
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requirement will be satisfied in conjunction with the public hearings and review period 
following publication of the EA. 

• The official(s) with jurisdiction over the properties must be informed of FHWA’s intent to 
make a de minimis impact determination. 

• Following the opportunity for public review and comment as indicated above, the official(s) 
with jurisdiction over the property must concur in writing that the project will not adversely 
affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) 
protection.  This concurrence may be combined with other comments on the project provided 
by the official(s). 

Accordingly, the public and the officials with jurisdiction over the property listed in Table 1 are 
hereby notified that FHWA intends to make a de minimis impact determination with respect to 
the proposed project’s potential use of this property.  Upon making this determination, FHWA 
may approve the use of the property pursuant to provisions of Section 4(f) without further 
evaluation of avoidance alternatives or analysis of least overall harm.  The following discussion 
provides the basis for this determination. 

Table 1.  Section 4(f) Properties with Proposed De Minimis Impacts 

Section 4(f) Property Direct Use 

Amount of Use (Acres) 

Alternative 2A Alternative 2B 

Random Hills Park Yes 0.03 0.0 

 
 1) Random Hills Park:  As shown on Figure 11, Alternative 2A would use approximately 
0.03 acres of land from Random Hills Park.  This consists of a small corner of land adjacent to 
the existing I-66 right of way where the off-ramp to US 50 starts diverging from the I-66 
mainline.  No Park facilities would be affected.  Alternative 2B would use no land from Random 
Hills Park.  The use by Alternative 2A represents approximately 0.3% of the total 11 acres of 
Random Hills Park. 
 
 b. Potential Impacts Requiring Alternatives Analysis and Least Harm Analysis 
It is assumed that the following properties listed in Table 2 would incur impacts that would not 
be considered de minimis. 3  The avoidance alternatives evaluation and least harm analysis 
presented in Sections IV and V, respectively, of this Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation have been 
prepared for these properties. 
 

                                                 
3 If, based on additional refinements and coordination, the impacts to any of these properties are proposed to be de minimis, 
FHWA would notify the public and the official(s) with jurisdiction over the property(ies) of FHWA’s intent to make a de minimis 
impact determination in a Revised Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. 
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Figure 11.  Impacts to Random Hills Park 

 
Table 2.  Section 4(f) Properties with greater than de Minimis Impacts 

Section 4(f) Property 
(West to East) Direct Use 

Amount of Use (Acres) 

Alternative 2A Alternative 2B 

Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield Yes 14.8 16.7 

Buckland Mills Battlefield Yes 61.9 65.4 

Manassas Battlefield Historic District Yes 33.9 31.8 

Manassas National Battlefield Park Yes 3.3 0 

Ellanor C. Lawrence Park Yes 2.7 3.6 

Stenwood Elementary School, Recreational Facilities* Yes 0.2 0.2 

*Note:  Stenwood impact is only for the 4(f) portion of the parcel. 
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 1)  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield:  As shown on Figure 12, a proposed park and ride lot 
on the south side of I-66 associated with both Alternatives 2A and 2B would use land from the 
Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield.  Alternative 2A would require acquisition of approximately 14.8 
acres of land within the Battlefield; Alternative 2B would require acquisition of approximately 
16.8 acres of land within the Battlefield.  Alternative 2B’s impact is greater because, in addition 
to the park and ride lot itself, it involves a connector road across I-66 that would serve as a local 
circulator route to access the park and ride and transit facilities on both sides of I-66.  The 
impacts of both alternatives represent less than 0.5% of the total battlefield acreage.  The 
affected portion of the battlefield is the easternmost extent of the resource where troop 
movements, but no actual combat activities, occurred.  Recent development along VA 55 has 
encroached on portions of the battlefield as well.  Pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, a determination must be made of the project’s effect on the historic 
property.  If there is a determination of adverse effect (as defined in 36 CFR 800.5(a), then the 
impact cannot be considered de minimis under Section 4(f) (23 CFR 774.5(b)(1)).  Because 
converting this land to a park-and-ride lot would change the character of the property's use and 
physical features within the property's setting that contribute to its historic significance, an 
adverse effect determination may be the outcome of the Section 106 review process.  However, 
this determination will be made in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and 
in consideration of any views concerning such effects that may be provided by Section 106 
consulting parties and the public.  It could be noted too that the owner of the parcels upon which 
the parking lots are proposed has prepared illustrative site plans for commercial developments on 
both of these locations.  Accordingly, the longer term viability of this land to retain sufficient 
integrity to continue to remain part of the designated battlefield may be in question. 

 2)  Buckland Mills Battlefield:  As shown in Figure 13, two park and ride lots, one on the 
south side of I-66 and one on the north side of I-66, associated with both Alternatives 2A and 2B 
would use land from the Buckland Mills Battlefield.  Alternative 2A would require acquisition 
of approximately 61.9 acres of land within the Battlefield; Alternative 2B would require 
acquisition of approximately 65.4 acres of land within the Battlefield.  These impacts represent 
approximately 0.9% and 1.0%, respectively of the total acreage of the Buckland Mills 
Battlefield.  Alternatives 2B’s impact is greater because, in addition to the parking lot itself, it 
involves a connector road across I-66 that would serve as a local circulator route to access the 
park and ride and transit facilities on both sides of I-66.  Recent development surrounding the I-
66/US 15 interchange has encroached on portions of the battlefield as well.  As described above 
for the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield, the impacts of the two alternatives on the Buckland Mills 
Battlefield would not qualify as de minimis if a determination of adverse effect is made under 
provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 3)  Manassas Battlefield Historic District:  As shown in Figure 14, Alternative 2A would 
use approximately 33.9 acres of land from the Manassas Battlefield Historic District.  This 
consists of narrow strips of land adjacent to the existing I-66 right of way, a stormwater 
management pond on the south side of I-66 just east of Compton Road, and approximately 21.6 
acres associated with a proposed park and ride lot, from which direct access to the express lanes 
would be provided, between I-66 and Balls Ford Road.  None of the contributing resources to the 
District, other than the land, would be affected.  The total impact represents approximately 0.3% 
of the total acreage of the Historic District. 
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Figure 12.  Impacts to Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield 
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Figure 13.  Impact to Buckland Mills Battlefield 
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Figure 14.  Impacts to Manassas Battlefield Historic District 

 
Alternative 2B would use approximately 31.8 acres of land from the District.  This consists of a 
proposed stormwater pond on the south side of I-66 just east of Compton Road and 
approximately 29.4 acres of a park and ride lot between I-66 and Balls Ford Road that would 
provide direct access to the express lanes.  The total impact of Alternative 2B is 2.1 acres less 
than the impact for Alternative 2A and represents less than 0.3% of the total acreage of the 
Historic District.  Although the sizes of these impacts are relatively small in comparison to the 
overall size of the historic district, like the impacts on the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield and the 
Buckland Mills Battlefield, these impacts could be expected to constitute an adverse effect under 
Section 106, in which case they would not qualify as de minimis impacts. 
 
 4)  Manassas National Battlefield Park:  As shown in Figure 15, Alternative 2A would 
use approximately 3.3 acres of land from Manassas National Battlefield Park.  This would 
consist of slivers of land adjacent to the existing I-66 right of way and would not involve any 
park facilities.  Alternative 2B would not use any land from the Park; design adjustments 
including retaining walls at several locations and a slight shift of Vandor Lane have been 
included in order to avoid the Park.  Neither alternative would affect any Park facilities. 
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Figure 15.  Impacts to Manassas National Battlefield Park 

 
 5)  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park:  Alternative 2A would provide a four-level interchange.  In 
addition to ramp connections between VA 28 and the I-66 general purpose lanes, it would 
provide direct connections to the express lanes via flyover ramps that would touch down on VA 
28 north of I66 in the median.  This alternative would use approximately 2.7 acres of land from 
Ellanor C. Lawrence Park consisting of small strips of land at three locations as shown on 
Figure 16:  along the east side of the interchange ramp connecting westbound I-66 to 
northbound VA 28 and on the east and west sides of the proposed overpass at the Braddock Road 
/ Walney Road intersection with VA 28 (where the existing at-grade signalized intersection 
would be replaced by an overpass).  No Park facilities would be impacted, but access to the Park 
on the west side of VA 28 would be changed.  Specifically, the existing signalized entrance off 
of VA 28 would be closed and access would be relocated to the north end of the Park, as shown 
on Figure 17.  Temporary construction easements would be needed to construct the new 
entrance and close the old one.  Additionally, the signalized intersection at Braddock Road / 
Walney Road and VA 28 would be replaced by a bridge.  This relocation of the Park entrance 
and elimination of the signal at Braddock Road / Walney Road would bring to fruition the plan 
developed in the late 1980s in conjunction with plans to widen VA 28 and to close at-grade 
intersections or replace them with grade-separated interchanges.  These changes also would be 
consistent with the Master Plan for the Park.  The widening and interchange construction has 
since been completed between I-66 and VA 7 approximately 14 miles to the north, except for the 
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two remaining signalized intersections within Ellanor Lawrence Park at Braddock Road / 
Walney Road and the entrance to the western side of the Park. 
 

 
Figure 16.  Impacts to Ellanor C. Lawrence Park 

 
Alternative 2B also would provide a four-level interchange with flyover ramps providing direct 
connections to the express lanes.  However, this alternative would bring the ramps down on the 
outside lanes of VA 28 instead of the median.  This alternative would use approximately 3.6 
acres of land from Ellanor C. Lawrence Park at the same locations as Alternative 2A.  Relocation 
of the existing Park entrance to the north end of the Park and a grade separation at Braddock 
Road / Walney Road would also be included in this alternative.  Alternative 2C, developed 
specifically for this interchange, would be a more compact three-level interchange.  Direct 
connections between VA 28 and the I-66 express lanes still would be provided, but without the 
large flyover ramps that Alternatives 2A and 2B would have.  Alternative 2C would not use land 
from Ellanor C. Lawrence Park, but still would involve the relocation of the entrance to the Park 
as described above and a grade separation at Braddock Road / Walney Road.  To avoid use of 
Park land, this alternative requires reduction of lane widths to 11 feet on VA 28, the addition of 
retaining walls, and in the areas of the retaining walls, reduction of the outside shoulder width 
(the shoulder width would vary but in the tightest spot would be approximately two feet).  These 
reduced widths would require approval of design waivers because they do not meet current 
roadway design standards. 
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Figure 17.  Relocation of Park Entrance 

 
Mitigation for use of Park land by Alternatives 2A or 2B would include conveyance to the 
Fairfax County Park Authority of excess right of way (up to approximately 3.8 acres) in the 
vicinity of Braddock Road west of the current at-grade intersection of Braddock Road and VA 
28.  Additionally, reforestation of the existing entrance location could be undertaken.  Because 
Land and Water Conservation Funds were used for this park, Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Act also would apply.  Coordination would need to be carried out with the Fairfax 
County Park Authority, the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, and DOI to 
approve any conversions and the suitability of substitute lands that would be necessary to offset 
the conversion. 
 
 6)  Stenwood Elementary School Recreational Facilities:  As shown in Figure 18, both 
Alternatives 2A and 2B would use approximately 0.7 acres of land from the Stenwood 
Elementary School property.  This consists of a narrow strip of land adjacent to the existing I-66 
right of way.  Approximately 0.2 acres of the impact would be on portions of two ball fields and 
a portion of a rockdust trail ringing one of the ballfields.  Given the relatively small size of the 
school property and the space taken up by existing facilities, it would be difficult, if not 
impossible, to relocate the fields to another portion of the property.  Some reconfiguration of the 
fields may be possible in order to retain them on the property.  However, given the limited space, 
compliance with the Fairfax County School Board’s policies and specifications regarding the 
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size of such fields could not be achieved as the existing fields do not even meet those 
specifications.  The specifications call for foul line lengths of 200 feet, and the current sizes are 
less than that.  The current noise barrier, if displaced by the proposed construction would have to 
at least be replaced in kind. 
 

 
Figure 18.  Impacts to Stenwood Elementary School 

 
IV. AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVES 
 a.  No-action (or No-build): 
Under the no action or No-Build Alternative, the improvements considered in the I-66 Corridor 
Improvements Tier 2 Environmental Assessment (EA) would not be constructed and the 
roadway, and transit services in the corridor, and supporting facilities such as park-and-ride lots, 
would continue to operate as they do today, with the exception of other programmed 
improvements in the corridor as contained in the National Capital Region's Draft 2014 CLRP 
(April 9, 2014) through 2025 and 2040.  The No-Build Alternative would avoid all uses of 
Section 4(f) properties.  However, this alternative fails to address the purpose and need of the 
project. 
 b.  Other Location Alternatives 
The proposed improvements are focused on the existing I-66 corridor, a heavily travelled 
corridor linked with many other transportation routes and facilities in a long-established pattern.  
Moreover, development in the region surrounding I-66, including directly adjacent to the existing 
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right of way, severely constrain the ability to relocate the roadway away from or around the 
Section 4(f) properties along the corridor.  Due to the sizes of some of the Section 4(f) 
properties, such as the Civil War Battlefields, and the fact that such properties lie on both sides 
of I-66, some potential shifts of roadway location would need to be substantial in order to avoid 
the properties.  Such shifts would clearly be highly destructive to existing development and 
communities.  Moreover, such attempts to reroute the roadway would result in impacts to other 
Section 4(f) properties scattered throughout the region. 

 c.  Alternatives that Avoid Individual Section 4(f) Properties 
In some instances, one build alternative (2A or 2B) uses a particular Section 4(f) property while 
the other alternative does not.  In these instances, the alternative that does not use the property 
can serve as the avoidance alternative.  In instances where both alternatives would use the 
property, design modifications have been examined to reduce the extent of proposed right of way 
needed to implement the project.  Such modifications include use of retaining walls, narrowing 
of shoulders to reduce the roadway cross section, or other similar engineering adjustments.  
Many of these may require design exception approvals where the resulting roadway would not 
meet standard geometric design criteria.  In some instances, the use of Section 4(f) land is linked 
only, or mostly, to park and ride lots.  In these cases, the avoidance alternative would be to 
relocate the proposed park and ride lot or relocate what usage that lot would have had to other 
available park and ride facilities in the corridor. 
 1)  Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield:  The I-66 roadway improvements would not use land 
from the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield.  However the proposed park and ride lot on the south 
side of I-66 west of US 15 would use a portion of it.  Avoidance could consist of eliminating this 
particular park and ride lot.  This could be accomplished by retaining just the lot on the north 
side of I-66 just west of the Haymarket Medical Center.  It is probable that a lot of adequate size 
to serve the expected demand could be provided at this location.  However, this lot also is on 
Section 4(f) property, the Buckland Mills Battlefield (see discussion in next subsection).  
Avoidance of all battlefield encroachments by these two potential lots could be accomplished by 
simply eliminating park-and-ride facilities at these two locations.  However, such elimination 
would compromise the transit/park-and-ride elements of the project and would therefore greatly 
diminish the ability to fully meet purpose and need elements related to expansion and 
improvement of transit service that would enhance travel choices in the corridor and help 
overcome capacity deficiencies in the corridor.  In general, each park-and-ride location would be 
expected to serve a five-mile radius travelshed market area around the park-and-ride location.  
Additionally, with Haymarket being the westernmost site of proposed park-and ride-facilities, a 
facility in the vicinity of this location also would be expected to serve some additional areas to 
the west, north, and south as a terminus for expanded transit and ride-sharing activities in the 
corridor.  Not going forward with a park-and ride-lot in the vicinity of Haymarket would 
eliminate approximately 1,000 parking spaces for transit users, carpooling/vanpooling, and two 
commuter bus routes with approximately 600-800 projected daily riders by 2040.  This would 
also diminish the effectiveness of the express lanes by reducing the ability to access them and 
reducing the ability to attract HOV.  Further, if potential users of a Haymarket site were to travel 
to other park-and-ride lots farther east along the corridor (e.g., at University Boulevard and the 
interchange of I-66 and VA 234), this would increase the SOV traffic on I-66 and/or on parallel 
roadways, causing the potential for additional congestion.  Expansion of those facilities to make 
them larger than currently planned also would be necessary, which would increase potential right 
of way impacts at those locations.  Another avoidance alternative could consist of 
accommodating the park-and-ride activities at an alternate location in the vicinity of Haymarket.  
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One potential alternative location would be in the northeast quadrant of the I-66/US 15 
interchange (see Figure 19) on land that currently is undeveloped and outside the boundaries of 
the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield and the nearby Buckland Mills Battlefield.  However, during 
development of the potential park and ride lots proposal, representatives of the Town of 
Haymarket expressed opposition to use of this location as a park and ride site.  Other potential 
site locations may be considered once public and review agency input is received. 

 
Figure 19.  Potential Alternative Park-and-Ride Lot Location at Haymarket 

 
 2)  Buckland Mills Battlefield:  The I-66 roadway improvements would not use land from 
the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield.  However the proposed park and ride lots on the north and 
south sides of I-66 west of US 15 would use portions of it.  As described above for the 
Thoroughfare Gap battlefield, avoidance could consist of eliminating these particular park-and-
ride lots, which would have the same implications.  With regard to alternate locations, the 
location noted above in the discussion for the Thoroughfare Gap Battlefield, and located as 
shown on Figure 19, would be one such site, although it is not favored by representatives of the 
Town of Haymarket.  Again, other potential site locations may be considered once public and 
review agency input is received. 
 3)  Manassas Battlefield Historic District:  Both alternatives 2A and 2B would use land 
from this historic property, which encompasses a large acreage of land on both sides of I-66.  
Shifting the alignment slightly north or south would eliminate use of land on one side of the road 
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only to increase the usage on the other side.  Also, the bulk of the use of Manassas Battlefield 
land is due to proposed park and ride lots (one associated with Alternative 2A and the other 2B) 
between I-66 and Balls Ford Road.  Accordingly, avoidance efforts would entail a combination 
of eliminating or relocating the park-and-ride lots, reducing the dimensions of design features, 
and constructing retaining walls.  To this end, Alternative 2B, with design features such as 
retaining walls along the shoulder edges and realignment of existing Vandor Lane to place it 
closer to the retaining wall along I-66 would avoid use of lands within the historic district along 
I-66.  A design waiver would be required for the reduced retaining wall access width along 
Vandor Lane.  The reconstruction of the Bull Run Drive bridge over I-66, which is necessary to 
accommodate the widened I-66, would have to done in stages in order to stay within existing 
right of way.  Alternate stormwater treatment measures would have to be developed to replace a 
proposed stormwater pond on the south side of I-66 just east of Compton Road.  And an alternate 
location of the park-and-ride lot would be needed to avoid a portion of the historic district where 
the currently proposed park-and-ride lot would be.  Alternative 2A cannot be designed to avoid 
the portion of the Manassas Battlefield Historic District that is also within Manassas National 
Battlefield Park without requiring a costly shift of the entire VA Business 234 interchange and 
increased impacts to land uses along the south side of I-66; and, use of land on the south side of 
I-66 that is within the District still would be required.  With regard to alternative park-and-ride 
lot locations, Figure 20 shows one potential alternative site.  This along with other potential 
alternative sites will be studied further after input from the public and review agencies is 
received. 
 4)  Manassas National Battlefield Park:  Changes to design features of Alternative 2B that 
would enable avoidance of encroachment on Manassas National Battlefield Park include 
construction of retaining walls at the edge of the shoulder of the I-66 westbound lanes and a 
slight shift of Vandor Lane.  A design waiver would be required for the reduced retaining wall 
access width. 
 5)  Ellanor C. Lawrence Park:  Alternative 2C would avoid use of land from Ellanor C. 
Lawrence Park.  This alternative involves a different configuration that requires less right of way 
for the interchange of VA 28 with I-66.  This design also requires reduced lane and shoulder 
widths that would require design waivers. 
 6)  Stenwood Elementary School Recreational Facilities:  The current alternatives for I-
66 maintain the Dunn Loring Metrorail Station in its current location.  One avoidance 
Alternative would entail shifting all improvements to the south, which would require the 
relocation of the Dunn Loring Metrorail Station.  In order to relocate the Dunn Loring Station a 
new station would have to be constructed parallel to the existing structure and put into operation 
before the existing station could be demolished.  This relocation would require a shift in the 
current I-66 and Metrorail alignment that would require reconstruction of approximately two 
miles of I-66 including the I-495 interchange, approximately two miles of Metrorail tracks, and 
displacement of portions of the transit orientated development currently under construction along 
I-66 just south of the existing station.  This alternative, therefore, would have major impacts to 
existing infrastructure and development and, though not quantified at this time, the additional 
right of way and construction costs likely would be substantial.  Another avoidance alternative 
would entail constructing this section of I-66 as an “open section,” that is, the express lanes and 
the general purpose lanes would not be physically separated and direct exclusive connections 
between the proposed I-66 express lanes and the existing I-495 express lanes would not be 
provided, resulting in four fewer total lanes through this section than with Alternatives 2A or 2B.  
Additional general purpose lanes would be added in both I-66 eastbound and westbound 
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Figure 20.  Potential Alternative Park-and-Ride Lot Location off Balls Ford Road 

 
directions for the open section by relocating the ramps under the open space between the 
abutments and adjacent piers of existing Gallows Road overpass bridge.  Existing Gallows Road 
and the overpass bridge would remain as-is except the rehabilitation/improvements near both 
abutments.  The capacity of I-66 westbound within the I-495 interchange area also would be 
increased by pavement widening and/or pavement restriping with narrow shoulders.  Preliminary 
traffic analysis of this scenario indicates that it would result in considerable traffic congestion 
due to less capacity and traffic weaving movements between express lanes and general purpose 
lanes. 
 
 d. Total Avoidance Alternative 
Using a combination of the individual Section 4(f) property avoidance alternatives, an overall 
total avoidance alternative can be assembled.  Such an alternative would consist of the following: 

• Elimination of the park and ride lots west of US 15 at Haymarket or relocation of them to 
other properties that are not Section 4(f) properties.  The Thoroughfare Gap and Buckland 
Mills Battlefields would be avoided. 

• Elimination of the park and ride lot alternative locations that are on properties between I-66 
and Balls Ford Road west of Business 234 (Sudley Road) within a portion of the Manassas 
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Battlefield Historic District, or location of a park-and-ride lot to other property that is not 
Section 4(f) property. 

• Utilization of Alternative 2B and construction of retaining walls and a shift of Vandor Lane 
through Manassas Battlefield Historic District.  A design waiver would be required for the 
reduced retaining wall access width along Vandor Lane.  This alternative also avoids use of 
land from Manassas National Battlefield Park, which is owned by the US Department of 
Interior and is also a historic property in its own right as well as being a contributing resource 
to the Manassas Battlefield Historic District.  [Alternative 2A shifted southward from its 
original location would avoid Manassas National Battlefield Park, but would still use lands 
on the south side of I-66 that are within the Manassas Battlefield Historic District; it also 
would involve reconstruction of the VA Business 234 interchange.] 

• Utilization of Alternative 2C at Ellanor C. Lawrence Park.  This alternative would require 
retaining walls, lane widths reduced to 11 feet, and reduced shoulder width.  The reduced 
widths would require design waivers. 

• Utilization of an open section alternative at Stenwood Elementary School, which would have 
less capacity and greater weaving movements in comparison to Alternatives 2A and 2B, 
which would result in considerable congestion. 

 
V. LEAST OVERALL HARM 
Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3(c), if the avoidance analysis determines that there is no feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative, then only the alternative that causes the least overall harm to 
Section 4(f) properties may be approved.  This section presents the least harm analysis. 
 
There are seven factors to be considered in identifying the alternative that would cause the least 
overall harm (see 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1)).  Table 3 presents a comparison of the alternatives by 
each factor. 



Interstate 66 Corridor Tier 2 Draft Environmental Assessment 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

pg. 35 

 
 

Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

Retained Build Alternatives 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Alternative 2A 

and 
Alternative 2B 
 

Retaining walls and 
other impact 
reduction measures 
can more easily be 
used on Alternative 
2B to 
reduce/eliminate 
impacts because it 
already has a 
narrower cross 
section than 
Alternative 2A. 

After applying 
retaining walls and 
other impact 
reduction measures, 
Alternative 2A still 
would have impacts 
to the Manassas 
Battlefield Historic 
District .that would 
require other 
measures to avoid. 

Manassas 
National 
Battlefield Park, 
with its US 
Department of 
the Interior 
ownership and its 
concurrent status 
as a historic 
property, is 
considered the 
most significant 
Section 4(f) 
property in the 
corridor.  
Accordingly, 
alternatives that 
avoid it 
completely are 
preferred. 
Ellanor C. 
Lawrence Park is 
considered more 
significant than a 
typical park 
because of the 
Section 6(f) 
involvement and, 
the restrictive 
deed clauses 
that would 
substantially 

Based on 
coordination to 
date, the officials 
with jurisdiction 
over park and 
recreational 
facilities have all 
expressed their 
desire that impacts 
to the properties be 
avoided if possible.  
Additional 
opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

Both Retained 
Build Alternatives 
meet purpose 
and need. 

In most cases, 
avoidance and 
mitigation of Section 
4(f) impacts would 
not substantially 
affect the magnitude 
of impacts to 
properties not 
protected by Section 
4(f).  The principal 
exception to this is 
the Stenwood 
Elementary School 
property where 
avoidance would 
result in substantial 
disruption of the 
existing Metrorail 
Orange Line station 
at Dunn Loring and 
the intensive transit-
oriented 
development that is 
occurring at the 
station.  Another 
avoidance 
alternative at that 
location would result 
in continuing 
substantial traffic 
congestion due to 
merging and 

The differences in 
costs are minor 
relative to the overall 
cost of the project. 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

encumber right of 
way acquisition 
efforts.  With 
regard to Civil 
War Battlefields, 
the order of 
relative 
significance from 
greatest to least 
would be 
Manassas 
Battlefield 
Historic District, 
Buckland Mills 
Battlefield, and 
Thoroughfare 
Gap Battlefield.  
Within the 
Manassas 
Battlefield 
Historic District, 
the most 
significant 
portions would 
be the core areas 
encompassed 
within the 
boundaries of 
Manassas 
National 
Battlefield Park 
which is owned 
by the US 
Department of 
the Interior and is 
entirely on the 

weaving activity. 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

north side of I-66.  
Alternative 2A 
would use land 
from the Park; 
Alternative 2B 
would not. 

Property-Specific Alternatives 

Eliminate or 
relocate park and 
ride lots west of 
US 15 at 
Haymarket 

Elimination of both 
potential lots would 
avoid both the 
Thoroughfare Gap 
battlefield and the 
Buckland Mills 
Battlefield, but 
could compromise 
the ability to fully 
meet purpose and 
need.  Elimination 
of the southern lot 
and 
accommodating 
parking demand 
only in the northern 
lot would eliminate 
the impact on 
Thoroughfare Gap 
Battlefield but 
would still impact 
the Buckland Mills 
Battlefield.  
Reduction in size of 
the lot could reduce 
impacts of the 
project here; 
however, given that 
the landowner 

No remaining harm. The 
Thoroughfare 
Gap Battlefield is 
the least 
significant of the 
three Civil War 
Battlefields along 
the project 
corridor because 
the affected 
portion is the 
easternmost 
extremity  where 
only troop 
movements and 
no combat 
activities 
occurred.  
Notwithstanding, 
the Buckland 
Mills Battlefield 
overlaps the 
same area.  
Although these 
lots would use 
land from  
portions of the 
Thoroughfare 
Gap and 

Opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

Elimination of 
these lots could 
compromise the 
ability to serve 
transit and ride-
sharing activities 
and therefore not 
fully meet the 
purpose and 
need for the 
project with 
respect to 
insufficient transit 
services that 
would enhance 
travel choices in 
the corridor and 
help overcome 
capacity 
deficiencies in 
the corridor. 

Elimination of the 
park-and-ride lots at 
this location would 
not cause adverse 
impacts to 
properties not 
protected by Section 
4(f).  However, 
relocation of the lots 
to a location not 
within the 
battlefields would 
have varying 
impacts depending 
on the alternate 
location. 

Elimination of these 
lots would reduce 
costs by roughly $11 
million.  However, if 
implemented at an 
alternate site, the 
cost would be 
expected to be 
comparable to the 
cost of implementing 
them at this location. 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

already has 
developed a 
concept 
development plan, 
avoidance of 
impacts to the 
battlefield is 
unlikely regardless 
of whether the 
park-and-ride lot is 
implemented. 
Relocation out of 
the Thoroughfare 
Gap and Buckland 
Mills Battlefields 
would avoid these 
historic properties 
and not require 
mitigation.  
However alternate 
sites may be 
problematic in view 
other existing 
nearby 
development and 
opposition from 
local government.  
The local zoning for 
this land is Planned 
Business District 
(PBD). 

Buckland Mills 
Battlefields, it is 
likely that the 
property at this 
location will be 
developed 
anyway by the 
land owner.  In 
fact, a site plan 
depicting 
commercial 
development at 
this location  
already has been 
prepared by the 
owner. 
 

Eliminate or 
relocate park and 
ride lots on Balls 
Ford Road 

Elimination of these 
lots or relocation 
out of the 
Manassas 
Battlefield Historic 

No remaining harm 
due to park-and-ride 
lots. 

The portion of 
the Manassas 
Battlefield 
Historic District 
affected by these 

Opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 

Elimination of 
these lots 
altogether would 
greatly diminish 
the ability to 

Elimination of the 
park-and-ride lots at 
this location would 
not cause adverse 
impacts to 

Elimination of these 
lots would reduce costs 
by roughly $20 million.  
However, if 
implemented at an 
alternate site, the cost 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

District would 
reduce the impact 
on this historic 
property. 

parking lots is a 
small disjunct 
area separated 
by I-66 from the 
core areas of the 
battlefield and 
separated from 
other portions of 
the battlefield 
south of I-66 by 
intervening 
development.  In 
fact, it is likely 
that property at 
this location will 
soon be 
developed 
anyway by the 
land owner, since 
an illustrative site 
plan depicting 
office, 
commercial, and 
residential 
development at 
this location  
already has been 
prepared by the 
owner.  Although 
some of this land 
is still zoned 
agricultural, most 
of the 
surrounding 
lands have been 
rezoned to 

4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

serve transit and 
ride-sharing 
activities in that 
section of the 
project. 

properties not 
protected by Section 
4(f).  However, 
relocation of the lots 
to a location not 
within the battlefield 
would have varying 
impacts depending 
on the alternate 
location. 

would be expected to 
be comparable to the 
cost of implementing 
them at this location. 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

business and 
residential uses. 
 

Reduce roadway 
design features 
and/or construct 
retaining walls 

By using these 
measures, the use 
of land by the 
roadway 
improvements at 
most of the 
properties by both 
Alternatives 2A and 
2B can be avoided. 

Any remaining harm 
would consist of 
narrow slivers of land 
within the Manassas 
Battlefield Historic 
District 

While the 
Manassas 
Battlefield 
Historic District 
as a whole is an 
important historic 
property, the 
portions affected 
are not within the 
core areas of the 
battlefield or 
within the 
Manassas 
National 
Battlefield Park 
component of the 
District. 

Opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

Utilization of 
these measures 
would not affect 
the ability to 
meet purpose 
and need. 

Utilization of these 
measures would not 
increase impacts to 
properties not 
protected by Section 
4(f) 

A detailed cost 
analysis of these 
measures has not 
been developed; 
however, the 
additional cost  
would not be 
expected to be 
substantial in 
relation to the total 
cost of the project 
and in consideration 
of savings in right of 
way costs as well. 

Alternative 2C 
(Specific to VA 
28 interchange 
and E. C. 
Lawrence Park) 

This alternative 
would avoid 
adverse uses of 
land from the park 
while also providing 
the benefits of the 
relocated entrance 
to the park. 

No remaining harm. Relative 
significance of 
other 4(f) 
properties is not 
a factor with this 
alternative. 

Opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

This alternative 
would not affect 
the ability to 
meet purpose 
and need. 

This alternative 
would slightly 
increase right of way 
impacts to private 
landowners at the 
north end of the 
park. 

A quantitative cost 
comparison of 
alternatives at this 
location has not 
been conducted; 
however, Alternative 
2C would involve 
less bridge and 
structure work, and 
therefore would be 
expected to be less 
costly than 
Alternatives 2A and 
2B. 
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Table 3. Least Overall Harm Analysis 

Factors for Evaluation of Least Overall Harm per 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 

Alternative 

i.  The ability to 
mitigate adverse 
impacts to each 

Section 4(f) 
property (including 
any measures that 
result in benefits to 

the property) 

ii.  The relative 
severity of the 

remaining harm, after 
mitigation, to the 

protected activities, 
attributes, or features 

that qualify each 
Section 4(f) property 

for protection 

iii.  The relative 
significance of 

each Section 4(f) 
property1 

iv.  The views of the 
official(s) with 

jurisdiction over 
each Section 4(f) 

property 

v.  The degree to 
which each 

alternative meets 
the purpose and 

need for the 
project 

vi.  After reasonable 
mitigation, the 

magnitude of any 
adverse impacts to 

properties not 
protected by Section 

4(f) 

vii.  Substantial 
differences in costs 

among the 
alternatives 

Alternatives not Retained for Detailed Evaluation in the EA 

Alternative 1 
[This alternative 
would include 
concrete barrier 
and full 
shoulders 
separating the 
express lanes 
from the general 
purpose lanes 
resulting in the 
widest typical 
cross section of 
all alternatives 
considered for 
the I-66 
mainline.] 

This alternative 
would have had 
greater impacts to 
Section 4(f) 
properties than all 
other alternatives 
due to the wider 
typical cross 
section. 

Greater harm than 
retained build 
alternatives. 

Because of the 
wider cross 
section, this 
alternative would 
impact more 4(f) 
properties, 
including the 
more significant 
ones (Manassas 
National 
Battlefield Park 
and Bull Run 
Regional Park) 
adjacent to the I-
66 corridor. 

Opportunity to 
provide views will 
occur during the 
review period of 
this Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation and 
EA. 

This alternative 
would meet 
purpose and 
need. 

Because of the 
wider cross section, 
this alternative 
would also have 
greater impacts on 
non-4(f) properties. 

This alterative would 
have been more 
costly than all other 
alternatives due to 
the greater right of 
way requirements 
and the greater 
construction 
components. 
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VI.  ALL POSSIBLE PLANNING TO MINIMIZE HARM 
“All possible planning” as defined in 23 CFR 774.17 includes all reasonable measures to 
minimize harm and mitigate for adverse impacts.  The avoidance alternatives discussion in 
Section III shows the efforts to avoid the use of Section 4(f) properties.   Where avoidance is not 
feasible and prudent, measures to minimize harm will be incorporated where possible.  Such 
measures may additional use of retaining walls, requests for design exceptions, installation of 
noise barriers, landscaping, and other measures that may be developed during final design. 

 
VII.  COORDINATION 
Coordination to-date is described below.  Additional coordination is on-going and will continue, 
including determination of whether any impacts will adversely impact the features, attributes, or 
activities that qualify each property for protection under Section 4(f).  In addition, this Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation is being sent to the officials with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) 
properties for review and comment. 

US Department of Interior (DOI):  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be submitted to 
DOI’s Office of Environmental Compliance and Policy for review and comment. 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP):  The ACHP has elected to participate in 
the Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act with respect to historic 
properties potentially affected by the project.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be 
submitted to ACHP for review and comment. 

Virginia SHPO: The Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), whose office is at 
VDHR, is being consulted in identifying historic properties potentially affected by the project 
and will be further consulted regarding determinations of effect on such properties.  The Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation will be submitted to the SHPO for review and comment. 

Park Agencies:  VDOT initiated coordination with the Northern Virginia Regional Park 
Authority (NVRPA), Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA) (in specific regard to Ellanor C. 
Lawrence Park), and staff of the National Park Service (NPS) at the Manassas National 
Battlefield Park (MNBP) through scoping correspondence.  Individual meetings have also been 
conducted with all three of these park agencies.  In addition, NVRPA has been attending the 
Stakeholder Advisory Group meetings.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be submitted to 
the Manassas National Battlefield Park Superintendent, the Director of the Northern Virginia 
Regional Park Authority, and the Director of the Fairfax County Park Authority for review and 
comment. 

• November 20, 2014 - VDOT and VDOT consultants met with National Park Service 
representatives at Manassas National Battlefield Park to discuss issues and concerns and 
potential impacts to the park from the proposed project. 

• January 5, 2015 –VDOT consultant staff met with NVRPA to review preliminary design, 
discuss impact issues, and discuss potential mitigation measures for Bull Run Regional Park. 

• January 26, 2015 – VDOT and VDOT consultants met with FCPA to discuss alternatives for 
the Route 28/I-66 interchange, impact issues, and potential mitigation measures with respect 
to Ellanor C. Lawrence Park. 
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• April 10, 2015 – VDOT consultant staff met with NVRPA staff on-site at Bull Run Regional 
Park to review the location of the West County Trail and other aspects of the Park. 

School Officials:  VDOT Consultant staff met on-site April 22, 2015 at Stenwood Elementary 
School with school administration staff to discuss features of the school property, potential 
impacts, and potential mitigation measures.  The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation will be submitted 
to the Fairfax County School Superintendent for review and comment. 

 




