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Virginia Railway Express (VRE) – 6/17/15

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-1

1.) The Preferred Alternatives is indeed a
combination of elements that were identified
as part of Alternatives 2A and 2B.
Recognizing the cost and complexity of the
proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be
implemented in phases. The proposed first
phase extends the express lanes for 22 of the
original 25 miles, from I-495 to Gainesville
(University Boulevard), and then transitions to
a traditional HOV lane in each direction.
Efforts will be made to minimize expansion of
VDOT right of way at University Boulevard
and other areas in proximity to the B Line
railroad corridor so as not to preclude options
to expand the railroad corridor at a future
time.
2.) In the Tier 2 Draft EA, park-and-ride lots
were proposed at University Boulevard in
Gainesville and in Haymarket. These
locations were identified in close coordination
with the Transit Technical Advisory Group
(TTAG), which is comprised of numerous
transit providers in the region. Subsequent to
the approval of the Tier 2 Draft EA, it was
determined that the potential location of the
lot in Haymarket was within the boundary of
the Buckland Mills Battlefield, which is
potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. As the concept
plans were further refined based upon public
and local government input and additional
environmental analysis, an alternate parking
lot location along Antioch Road was proposed
outside of the Buckland Mills Battlefield
boundary, along with direct access to the
Antioch Road overpass from the express
lanes. This alternative location for a park and
ride lot, while outside the historic property,
would be on farmland within Prince William
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County’s designated Rural Area. Following
additional coordination with Prince William
County and receipt of public input at the
October 2015 public meetings, the alternate
park-and-ride lot location and the direct
access to Antioch Road were dropped from
consideration. As a result, a park-and-ride lot
in Haymarket has not been identified as part
of the Preferred Alternative. However, VDOT
and DRPT have committed to exploring and
evaluating, in concert with local officials and
other stakeholders, other potential locations
in the vicinity of the I-66 and US 15
Interchange as a separate effort.
3.) Coordination with VRE will continue with
the implementation of the Preferred
Alternative.
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This letter was included an attachment to
VRE’s preceding June 17th letter.
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Prince William County Board of
Supervisors – 6/17/15
1.) The Preferred Alternative would provide
direct access to the westbound Express
Lanes from northbound Prince William
Parkway/Route 234 and direct access from
the eastbound Express Lanes to southbound
Prince William Parkway/Route 234. In
addition, the existing park-and-ride lot along
Cushing Road would have direct Express
Lanes access to and from the east.
2.) Improvements to the secondary street
systems and road network around parking
facilities and entry/exit points to I-66 will be
designed and constructed to the extent that
they provide access to park-and-ride lots,
transit services, etc. so as to facilitate their
incorporation in the I-66 corridor
improvements. The proposed direct access
ramps between the express lanes and the
Balls Ford park-and-ride lot would be built as
part of Phase 1. Since the May/June 2015
public hearings, the location of the express
lane ramps has shifted west to the existing
intersection of Balls Ford Road and Notes
Drive. This location was selected because
the existing intersection already has the
necessary left and right turn lanes to provide
access to the proposed park-and-ride lot.
Additionally, the northern approach of the
intersection is partially built to serve an
existing business in the northwest quadrant of
the intersection. Use of the existing
infrastructure represents substantial cost
savings for the project. Finally, to mitigate the
impacts from the construction of managed
lanes on I-66 from Haymarket to the Beltway,
an integrated Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) has been developed, which
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includes strategies to maintain traffic
operations on I-66, improve local network
operations, provide TDM and transit services,
and enhance communications and public
outreach.
3.) The provision of park-and-ride lots at key
locations is included in the Preferred
Alternative to facilitate ridesharing and
increase people-moving capacity in the I-66
corridor. A park-and-ride lot at Antioch Road
west of Haymarket, with access to the
express lanes from the Antioch Road bridge
in the I-66 median, was evaluated as
suggested by Prince William County.
However, it is not included in the Preferred
Alternative (see discussion in the Preferred
Alternative section of the Alternatives
chapter).
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4.) Based on substantial public interest, and
in close coordination with local government
staff, a corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian
plan was developed. Community impacts
and other environmental constraints along the
corridor were considered in developing the
plan, and the proposed improvements would
not require additional right of way. Additional
details are provided in the Preferred
Alternative discussion in Chapter 3,
Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Revised EA.
5.) Recognizing the cost and complexity of
the proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be
implemented in phases. Phase I reserves
space in the median for future transit in the
eastern portion of the corridor, with an
ultimate goal of providing a dedicated
transitway in the median throughout the
corridor at some point in the future. This
approach is consistent with the transportation
plans of both Fairfax and Prince William
Counties.
6.) Conversion of the existing HOV lane, the
addition of a new express lane, and the
transit elements included in the project
increases the overall people-moving capacity
of the I-66 corridor. Right of way constraints
along the corridor prohibit the addition of a
sufficient number of general purpose lanes to
serve the travel demand. Express lanes offer
a new choice to highway drivers, utilize
additional HOV lane capacity, encourage
carpools and vanpools, and provide more
reliable travel times.
7.) The Preferred Alternative includes a
number of transit services elements, as
outlined in the Alternatives chapter. The
transit services plan was developed in
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coordination with local, regional, and state
transit service providers, taking into
consideration the proposed interstate access
along I-66 and the express lanes and
locations of park-and-ride facilities.
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Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority – 6/17/15
1.) Recognizing the cost and complexity of
the proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be
implemented in phases. Phase I reserves
space in the median for future transit in the
eastern portion of the corridor, with an
ultimate goal of providing a dedicated
transitway in the median throughout the
corridor at some point in the future. This
approach is consistent with the transportation
plans of both Fairfax and Prince William
Counties.
2.) Coordination with Metro staff will continue
with the design and implementation of the
Preferred Alternative to avoid or minimize
potential physical or operational impacts to
the Metrorail system.
3.) The Preferred Alternative includes a
number of transit services, ridesharing, and
transportation demand management
elements, as outlined in the Alternatives
chapter. The transit services plan was
developed in coordination with local, regional,
and state transit service providers, taking into
consideration the proposed interstate access
along I-66 and the express lanes and
locations of park-and-ride facilities. The 2025
and 2040 transit scenarios were submitted to
the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (MWCOG) for inclusion in the
2015 update of the region’s Constrained Long
Range Plan (CLRP) to be funded by the I-66
project. With respect to future multimodal
projects, as you are aware, at this time,
WMATA is focusing on ensuring that
equipment and facilities are in a state of good
repair, increasing Metrorail system capacity
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by purchasing and implementing eight-car
trains across the system, and improving core
capacity. Extensions of the system are not
anticipated until these priority projects are
completed.
4.) See response to comment #3 above.
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5.) Recognizing the 10-mile Orange Line
Metrorail Extension to Centreville that was
included in Metro’s 1999 Transit Service
Expansion Plan along with the Fairfax and
Prince William County Comprehensive Plans,
both of which include the extension of
Metrorail within the I-66 right of way, the Tier
1 EIS included Metrorail extension as one of
ten improvement concepts to meet overall
transportation needs in the corridor. The Tier
1 EIS concluded that no one improvement
could meet all the travel demand in the
corridor; however, Metrorail was recognized
as an integral component of the multimodal
elements needed to meet overall
transportation needs in the corridor.
Accordingly, as indicated in the response to
#1 above, space in the median for future
transit is being reserved as part of the
Preferred Alternative with the ultimate goal of
providing a dedicated transitway in the
median throughout the corridor at some point
in the future.
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Responses are located
in the pages following
the original comment
sheets.
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Comment #

Comment

Responses

1

Provided typical section at the Vienna and the Dunn
Loring stations to determine the extent of the
proposed widening.
For the future transit ROW use is the 42' the
maximum width to be provided? Provide detailed
typical sections along the proposed mainline, stations
and transitions of the future transit.

As the project moves into detailed design, additional details will be
coordinated with WMATA regarding the impacts at the Metro
stations.
As the project moves into detailed design, additional details will be
coordinated with WMATA regarding the width for future transit in
the median. Currently, there are locations where more than 42 feet
is anticipated based on the information available for future Metro
stations and also where express lane ramps tie into interchanges.
Comment noted.

2

3

4

5
6

7

8

9

For Alternative 2A the 42' future transit use should not
be included in the overall roadway width. It should be
separated as shown on previous sheets.
What is the minimum clearance height for all
structures proposed over existing and future transit
ROW?
At STA. 5275 are the ramps over I-66 at full height
when it crosses over the future transit use ROW?
From STA. 5955 to STA. 5980 are the ramps over I66 at full height when it crosses over the future transit
use ROW?
From STA. 5870 to STA. 5980 the future transit use
ROW decreases to 30'; please explain.

The proposed roadway widening impacts the existing
Traction Power Substation along eastbound I-66,
where will this facility be relocated to?
The proposed right lane from southbound Gallows
Road into the Dunn Loring does not maintain the
current alignment with the bulb out at the intersection.
The bulb out should be removed to allow for an
exclusive right turn lane into the station.
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Work is ongoing on development of the technical requirements
including clearances that will be coordinated with WMATA staff.
The ramps would meet the minimum vertical clearance when they
cross the future transit use ROW.
The ramps would meet the minimum vertical clearance when they
cross the future transit use ROW.
This is the existing conditions for the Stringfellow Road median
ramp that is to remain in place under Phase 1 of the Preferred
Alternative. The other option to provide the full future transit use
ROW in the median is shown under Alternative 2B at this location,
which represents the ultimate configuration of the Preferred
Alternative.
Coordination is ongoing with WMATA and a traction power study is
being conducted to determine the locations for impacted WMATA
power facilities.
A dedicated right turn lane from southbound Gallows Road into the
station is provided.
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10

11

12

13

14
15

16

17

18

19

20

The existing unidentified communication facility along
southbound Gallows Road may be impacted by the
proposed Gallows Road bridge widening, and will
need to be relocated.
The proposed on ramp from Virginia Center Boulevard
be should be realigned to minimize impacts to the
Park and Ride lot.
Widening along westbound I-66 appears to be
impacting the existing Traction Power Substation at
STA. 3245. A typical section should be provided for
this location.
The existing median should not be removed at the
entrance/exit for the North Garage at the Vienna North
Garage with proposed widening on Vaden Drive.
Please confirm if there will be a median along Vaden
Drive where the Vienna North Garage has access.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will work to continue to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

The sidewalk along the north side of the Vienna North
Garage exit should not wrap around the curve, it
should match the existing alignment.
For the proposed right in/right out at the Vienna South
Garage access from Vaden Drive; this scenario
creates a weaving issue for vehicles wishing to exit
the garage and travel west on from westbound I-66.
The closure of the eastbound I-66 ramp from
Saintsbury Drive forces drivers to use Saintsbury
Drive for access; has any preliminary traffic counts
been performed to determine the amount of vehicles
displaced by this closure?
The proposed widening on eastbound I-66 along the
station seems to impact the pedestrian bridge,
retaining wall, and plaza. A typical section should be
provided for this location.
The restriction of left turning vehicles from Vienna
South Garage may encourage vehicles to make U
turn at the proposed new intersection to gain access
to eastbound I-66.
The proposed control at the new I-66 access point on
Vaden Drive should be shown.

As the project moves into detailed design, the alignment of the
sidewalk at the entrance to the Vienna North Garage will be
coordinated with WMATA.
As the project moves into detailed design, the noted issue at the
Vienna South Garage will be coordinated with WMATA.
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As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts.
As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
As the project moves into detailed design, the reconstruction of the
median will be coordinated with WMATA.
As the project moves into detailed design, the reconstruction of the
median will be coordinated with WMATA.

The travel demand model takes the closure of the existing on-ramp
from Saintsbury Drive to eastbound I-66 into account.

As the project moves into detailed design, additional details will be
coordinated with WMATA regarding the impacts at the Metro
stations.
As the project moves into detailed design, the noted issue at the
Vienna South Garage will be coordinated with WMATA.

The concept shows signal control at the Vaden Drive/I-66 express
lanes ramp.
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30
31

The new access point from I-66 and Vaden Drive work
impacts the existing transit ROW. A typical section
should be provided for this location.
The sidewalk must be maintained along Saintsbury
Drive where the proposed connection to eastbound I66 off ramp ties in.
The crossover proposed at Nutley Road can be
confusing to drivers; proper directional signage will be
needed.
The intersection control should be shown at Nutley
Road, there could be a potential for vehicles to queue
during the peak hours.
The proposed end point for the transit ROW should be
shown. The ROW seems to end at STA. 6125, but
then is shown at points west of this station. Please
confirm.
The proposed roadway widening impacts the existing
Traction Power along eastbound I-66, this facility will
need to be relocated.
The proposed right lane from southbound Gallows
Road into the Dunn Loring does not maintain the
current alignment with the bulb out at the intersection.
The bulb out should be removed to allow for an
exclusive right turn lane into the station.
The existing unidentified communication facility along
southbound Gallows Road may be impacted by the
proposed Gallows Road bridge widening, and will
need to be relocated.
A typical section should be provided for STA. 6245
where the existing median is reduced for the roadway
to show if there are any impacts to the existing
traction power facility in this area.
Confirm if there will be a median along Vaden Drive
where the Vienna North Garage has access.

As the project moves into detailed design, additional details will be
coordinated with WMATA regarding the Vaden Drive access.

The existing left turn movement has been removed
from the Vienna South Garage unto Vaden; this would
create a scenario where drivers will perform a U turn
to access the eastbound I-66 on ramp.

As the project moves into detailed design, additional details will be
coordinated with WMATA regarding the Vaden Drive access.
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

As the project moves into detailed design, additional details
regarding the location of the transit use ROW will be coordinated
with WMATA.
As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will work to continue to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
A dedicated right turn lane from southbound Gallows Road into the
station is provided.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
As the project moves into detailed design, the reconstruction of the
median will be coordinated with WMATA.
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32

33

34

35

Confirm the existing exclusive left turn lane unto
Saintsbury Drive will remain with the proposed
improvements at Vaden Drive.
Significant impacts are being made to the existing
retaining wall and South Plaza along eastbound I-66;
a typical section should be provided for this location.

Show the new access point from I-66 and Vaden
Drive work with the existing transit ROW. A typical
section should be provided for this location.
Show the limit of disturbance for the proposed off
ramp from eastbound I-66 onto Nutley Street.

Yes, the left turn lane would remain.

This comment is referring to engineering issues relative to
structures associated with the Vienna Metrorail station and the term
“significant” is not referring to any environmental issues in the
context of NEPA. As the project moves into detailed design,
additional details will be coordinated with WMATA regarding the
engineering of features at the Metrorail stations and ways to avoid
the need for demolition and replacement of existing infrastructure.
As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts and
coordinate with WMATA on the transit use ROW.
As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts.

36

The WMATA surface parking spaces lost for with this
new off ramp should be mitigated within the facility.

Comment noted.

37

The sidewalk must be maintained along Saintsbury
Drive where the proposed connection to eastbound I66 off ramp ties in.
Confirm what the purple marking denotes on the plan
set from STA. 6210 to the off ramp at Vaden Drive.
Confirm this is an exclusive Bus Only lane and show
how does this tie-in with the existing transit ROW.
For anyone traveling eastbound in managed lanes,
how will they access the Vienna Metro Station?
Wouldn’t you expect more carpools and other highoccupancy vehicles and shuttles to end up at Vienna
Metro in a managed lane scenario? Shouldn't these
vehicles receive priority treatment in how they access
the terminal station of Metro? The proposed plan
appears to diminish access to the Vienna Metro
station particularly for anyone in the managed lanes.
Access to Vienna South parking garage appears to be
severely impacted. This will have a great impact on
WMATA access and put parking and rail revenue at
risk should occupancy drop in the parking garage due
to construction impacts.

Comment noted.

38

39

40
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The ramp in the median under Alternative 2B that ties in to Vaden
Drive is bus only.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
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41

42

43

44

45

46

All structures further west than Vienna should
consider the location of future Metrorail stations and
be constructed to accommodate future station access.
Buses traveling north on Vaden Drive and Nutley
Street will have their existing Metrorail station access
at Vienna severely impacted due to construction at
Vaden Drive and Nutley Street. How will these
impacts be mitigates? If a route detour is required, it
will require additional operating subsidy to maintain
existing levels of service due to additional travel time.
Development in the Vienna Metro south area will
greatly increase pedestrian volumes and the need to
cross I-66. They will not all do so in the Station and
should be offered convenient and safe crossings on
Vaden Drive. How will pedestrians be accommodated
on the rebuilt bridge? Must additional access into the
station from at the west end be built to offer more
ways into and out of the Metro station due to the
increased demand?
Metrobus Route 2T crosses Cedar Lane at I-66. How
will the route be affected by construction and how will
these impacts be mitigated? If a route detour is
required, it will require additional operating subsidy to
maintain existing levels of service due to additional
travel time.
The Ballston station is already at/over capacity even
with Arlington County's project to rebuild it. The I-66
project proposes new rapid bus service terminating at
Ballston. How will the bus facilities at Ballston Station
be rebuilt to increase its capacity to handle these
services? We know that adding any buses will
overwhelm this station even after the improvements.
At Tysons Corner, McLean and East Falls Church
stations, current services have the bus at full-capacity.
At Vienna station, current services have the bus bays
at near-capacity. How will these stations be able to
accommodate additional services? They will need
additional bus bays.
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Comment noted.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

Pedestrian access would be provided on both sides of Vaden Drive.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
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47

48

49

50

50

The District of Columbia is extremely limited in its
ability to handle to existing level of commuter bus
demand. Rapid bus service on I-66 will require stops
(or inbound services) and staging areas (for outbound
services to wait before beginning their routes
westbound). How will these facilities be
accommodated? New on-street facilities are needed
requiring coordination with DDOT.
The traffic study analysis for Vaden Drive and Nutley
Street interchanges with I-66 should extend and
include the area south of I-66 and Vienna Metro
station. Specifically, the traffic impact due to the
removal of the EB entrance loop ramp west of Vaden
Drive should be evaluated.
Address impacts and mitigation measures to the
existing WMATA facilities, operations and
infrastructure along the proposed roadway widening
between the Capital Beltway and the Vienna station
and points west. One existing Traction Power
Substation (TPSS) and two existing Tie-Breaker
stations (TBS) in the vicinity of the Dunn Loring station
will be impacted by the proposed widening along with
several vehicular and station pedestrian bridges over
the existing Orange Metrorail Line. In addition, parking
facilities and vehicular/pedestrian access and
circulation at the Dunn Loring and Vienna stations will
be impacted.
The existing TPSS and TBS at Dunn Loring station
and vicinity should not be taken offline prior to the
acceptance of newly installed TPSS and TBS by
WMATA. Close coordination is required with VDOT,
WMATA, and VDOT's contractor throughout the
design and construction process.
Identify required temporary and permanent WMATA
property interests.
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As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.

Coordination is ongoing with WMATA and a traction power study is
being conducted to determine the locations for impacted WMATA
power facilities.

Comment noted.

As the project moves into detailed design, the design will be refined
and the team will continue to work to reduce impacts to WMATA
facilities.
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51

52

53

Vienna station: The mid-span express lane ramp in
ALT 2A-1 seems to have more advantages than the
bus only ramp in ALT 2B-2 as it will enhance
passenger vehicle traffic to WMATA's north and south
parking facilities, and improve the traffic conditions
along Vaden Drive. However, WMATA requests that
full access to the south parking garage be provided
from both directions of Vaden Drive rather than the
proposed partial access right-in/right out from NB
Vaden Drive.
Vienna station: WMATA requests that roadway
improvements be made to Saintsbury Drive between
the Vienna station and Nutley street due to projected
cut-through traffic impacts resulting from proposed
removal of the existing on-ramp that leads to WB
Saintsbury Drive to EB I-66. Saintsbury Drive should
be at minimum expanded from two to four lanes east
of existing Kiss & Ride lot, that existing two
roundabouts and associated improvements be
converted from single to two-lane operations, and
pedestrian access between Nutley Street and the
Vienna Station be enhanced.
Vienna station: It appears that one or two of the
pedestrian bridges that connect the station's north and
south entrances to the station's sole east mezzanine
will have to be replaced under Alternatives 2A and 2B.
Therefore, WMATA requests that a new west
mezzanine, pedestrian bridges and associated vertical
circulation and other improvements be built at the
west end of the platform as part of this project to
maintain station access during the re-construction of
the existing bridges, and to enhance station capacity.
This station currently exceeds Metro's planning-level
vertical circulation capacity in the morning peak, and it
is likely that increased access resulting from proposed
Vaden Drive access ramp will increase this demand.
Vienna Station was identified for capacity
improvements in Metro's Momentum Strategic Plan
(2013), as well as in the Vienna Station Capacity
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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Analysis Study (2004), which specifically
recommended an additional station entrance.

54

55

56

57

Dunn Loring station: it appears that the existing
pedestrian bridge to the station sole entrance will
have to be replaced under both Alternates 2A and 2B.
Provide detailed mitigation measures to ensure that
access to the station is uninterrupted throughout
construction
Dunn Loring station: it appears that the western
access roadway to the Metro parking garage will be
impacted with the proposed re-alignment of Prosperity
Avenue. This will require re-construction of the
intersection of Prosperity Avenue and western Metro
access roadway and the relocation of the existing
traffic signal.
Base mapping for concept plans and technical
reports/studies should be updated to reflect current
conditions at the Dunn Loring and Vienna Metrorail
stations. It was not noticed on few reports such as
TDM and Park & Ride studies that current roadway
layouts and bus bay assignments for the Vienna
station are not reflected.
There are existing communication lines along the I-66
corridor that would require relocation and close
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As the project moves into detailed design, maintenance of access
to the Metro stations will be coordinated with WMATA.

As the project moves into detailed design, the impacts from the
Prosperity Avenue realignment will be coordinated with WMATA.

The background files will be updated as newer survey information
becomes available.

Comment noted.
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coordination with VDOT, WMATA, and VDOT's
contractor.
58

Dunn Loring and Vienna Station: There are existing
communication and power conduits/cables
connections between the station service rooms and
the Metro garages that are located above and under
connections between service rooms and the Metro
garages that are located above and under the existing
pedestrian bridges at the Dunn Loring and Vienna
Stations that would require protections and/or
relocations as a result of replacement of the above
pedestrian bridges.
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Comment noted.
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Fairfax County Architectural Review Board –
5/14/15
This email transmitted the Fairfax County
Architectural Review Board meeting minutes
shown on the subsequent pages.
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1.) [Note, only the portion of the Fairfax County
Architectural Review Board’s minutes pertaining
to the I-66 project are included here.] The
Preferred Alternative avoids direct encroachments
on all historic properties along the corridor,
including individually eligible sites, historic
districts, and archaeological sites. VDOT has
coordinated with the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources for concurrence on a
determination of no adverse effect on historic
properties pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.
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Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority –
6/18/15
1.) Comment noted. Coordination will continue
with NVRPA during the design stage of the
project, which will include the preparation of
construction sequencing and maintenance of
traffic plans, in order to minimize impacts to
access within Bull Run Regional Park.
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2.) Comment noted. See response to comment
#1 above regarding continued coordination with
NRVPA in the development of the design for
improvements.
3.) The Preferred Alternative would not require
any right of way acquisition from Bull Run
Regional Park, and space for the trail will be
maintained in the design for the Preferred
Alternative.
4.) The areas and trails noted in the comment will
be taken into account in the final design noise
analysis. Final decisions on noise abatement
measures will be made during the design stage of
the project and take into account design
feasibility, cost, and the opinions of property
owners impacted by the noise.
5.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Additional details are provided in the
Preferred Alternative discussion in Chapter 3,
Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Revised EA.
6.) Subsequent to the preparation of the Tier 2
Draft EA and in response to comments, the
design has been refined in the vicinity of the
W&OD Trail. The Preferred Alternative does not
cross the trail or encroach onto park property for
installation of the noise barrier that is currently
under consideration along the I-66 westbound to I495 southbound off-ramp in the northeast
quadrant of the I-66/I-495 interchange.
Approximately 1,200 feet of the existing trail that
is currently on VDOT right of way would be slightly
realigned, but still within the existing VDOT right
of way.
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7.) The W&OD Trail will remain open at all times
through the use of temporary trail detours and
construction phasing.
8.) VDOT will continue to coordinate with NRVPA
in the development of the design for
improvements to consider measure to alleviate
the safety issues noted in the comment.
9.) While it does not appear practical to provide a
new bridge across I-66 for the trail, VDOT will
continue to coordinate with NRVPA in the
development of the design with respect to the trail.
10.) The Vaden Drive bridge would be designed to
accommodate the trail and every effort would be
made to maintain the continuity of the trail during
and after construction of improvements.
11.) The Preferred Alternative would not convert
any Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) property in either
Bull Run Regional Park or on the W&OD Trail.
The only portion of the W&OD Trail that is
affected will be realigned within existing VDOT
right of way and the continuity of the trail will be
maintained both during and after construction.
12.) See responses to #6 and #9 above. Further
coordination will continue with NVRPA during the
design stage of the project.
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Mayor, City of Fairfax – 6/12/15
Opening Paragraph, Last Sentence: The
comment does not provide any substantive
information on which impacts are considered
“significant” or the basis for that assertion. There
are no impacts identified for the Preferred
Alternative that would be considered “significant”
in the context of NEPA.
1.) Subsequent to the preparation of the Tier 2
Draft EA, additional design modifications have
been and continue to be made to minimize the
footprint of the Preferred Alternative.
2.) The findings from the preliminary noise
analysis were presented in the Tier 2 Draft EA
and at the public hearings in May 2015. The final
design noise analysis will capture any required
noise wall modifications based on the final design
of the Preferred Alternative along with the
viewpoints of the benefited receptors. The
schedule for construction of the noise barriers will
be developed in concert with the contractor to be
selected to construct the improvements.
3.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan. Additional
details are provided in the Preferred Alternative
discussion in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2
Revised EA.
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4.) At Route 123, the Preferred Alternative would
allow drivers to enter the Express Lanes in the
eastbound direction and to exit the Express Lanes
in the westbound direction. At US 50, the project
will offer access from eastbound US 50 to the
eastbound Express Lanes and from the
westbound Express Lanes to westbound US 50.
5.) The issues noted are being considered in
VDOT’s development of the Traffic Management
Plan.
6.) Comment noted.
7.) Comment noted.
8.) Comment noted.
9.) Recognizing the cost and complexity of the
proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be implemented in
phases. Phase I reserves space in the median for
future transit in the eastern portion of the corridor,
with an ultimate goal of providing a dedicated
transitway in the median throughout the corridor at
some point in the future. This approach is
consistent with the transportation plans of both
Fairfax and Prince William Counties, which
include an extension of Metrorail within the I-66
right of way. Support for the westward extension
of Metrorail is also included in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. Further, the City expresses
support for a station located closer to the Fair
Oaks Mall area rather than at the intersection of I66 and Chain Bridge Road. Plans for Metrorail
stations are beyond the scope of this study;
however, coordination with the City will continue
during the development of improvements in the I66 corridor.
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10.) The specific design configuration of the
subject bridge will be determined during the
design phase. Close coordination with the City of
Fairfax will continue throughout the design phase.
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Mayor, Town of Vienna – 6/2/15
1.) Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative
does not have right of way, grading, or other
physical impacts to Southside or Yeonas Parks.
The two parks lie within Vienna Woods (VDHR
#153-5015), a post-World War II neighborhood,
which was determined to be not eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and
therefore is not a historic property.
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2.) Comment noted.
3.) The type of lighting to be implemented as part
of the project will be determined during the design
stage. Similarly, the final design noise analysis
will capture any required noise wall modifications
based on the final design of the Preferred
Alternative along with the viewpoints of the
affected receptors.
4.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan. The alignment
proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative is a
combination of a parallel facility and
improvements to other roads adjacent to the
project (see Preferred Alternative concept plans
for locations of proposed shared-use paths and
sidewalks in the project area). Incorporating a
regional shared-use path that ran parallel to the
entire corridor would have required additional right
of way impacts to adjacent property owners;
therefore, elements of the design that can be
constructed within the proposed or existing right of
way of the project will be constructed as part of
the Preferred Alternative. Improvements to
adjacent roads will be built by others based on
coordination with the local governments.
Additional details are provided in the Preferred
Alternative discussion in Chapter 3, Alternatives,
of the Tier 2 Revised EA.
5.) Pedestrian crossing features are being
developed in coordination with Fairfax County at
each of the overpasses, and additional detail is
included in the designs for the Preferred
Alternative. A shared-use path on the eastern
side of the roadway is proposed on the Cedar
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Lane overpass, which would tie into the existing
walkway on Cottage Street to the north of I-66.
6.) Preliminary information regarding potential size
and location of retention ponds has been further
refined in the Preferred Alternative; however, final
location decisions and details on type of facility
and maintenance access requirements will not be
available until the design stage of the project.
7.) Signage and tolling equipment details would
be developed during the design stage of the
project.
8.) The schedule for construction of the noise
barriers would be developed in concert with the
contractor to be selected to construct the
improvements.
9.) Construction easement details would be
developed during the design stage of the project;
however, the technical requirements for the
contract will specify that any encroachment on
parks be avoided.
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10.) All applicable temporary erosion, siltation,
and stormwater management measures would be
maintained throughout the construction period.
11.) Language regarding hours of construction
activity will be included in the technical
requirements that will be issued to the contractor.
12.) Enhanced transit service, park-and-ride
facilities, and transportation demand management
(TDM) strategies are integral multimodal aspects
of the Preferred Alternative and would be part of
the overall funding plan for the project. The 2025
and 2040 transit scenarios were submitted to the
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
(MWCOG) for inclusion in the 2015 update of the
region’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) to
be funded by the I-66 Outside the Beltway project.
13.) The I-66 project team has spent many hours
reviewing the implications of the project on the
regional highway network using the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Government’s (MWCOG)
travel demand model for the entire region.
14.) The I-66 Outside the Beltway and I-66 Inside
the Beltway projects are separate projects with
logical termini and independent utility. However,
the two projects are being closely coordinated.
The traffic analysis showed that there would be no
statistically significant traffic volume increase
along Route 123 / Maple Avenue as a result of the
project.
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Fairfax County Board of Supervisors – 6/5/15
1.) Subsequent to the preparation of the Tier 2
Draft EA, the design for the Preferred Alternative
has been and continues to be refined to avoid
and/or minimize right of way impacts along the I66 corridor.
2.) Recognizing the cost and complexity of the
proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be implemented in
phases. Phase I reserves space in the median for
future transit in the eastern portion of the corridor,
with an ultimate goal of providing a dedicated
transitway in the median throughout the corridor at
some point in the future. This approach is
consistent with the transportation plans of both
Fairfax and Prince William Counties, which
include an extension of Metrorail within the I-66
right of way.
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3.) The proposed Phase I extends the express
lanes for 22 of the original 25 miles, from I-495 to
Gainesville, (University Boulevard), and then
transitions to a traditional HOV lane in each
direction. At Monument Drive and Stringfellow
Road, Phase 1 proposes retaining existing ramps
and bridges that connect to the HOV lanes and
converting them to express lanes access points
rather than rebuilding these interchanges.
Extending the express lanes to US 15 in
Haymarket and rebuilding the Monument Drive
and Stringfellow Road interchanges would be
implemented in the future as funding becomes
available.
4.) Comment noted.
5.) Comment noted.
6.) The existing sidewalks on the Blake Lane
overpass will tie into the existing and proposed
bike/pedestrian networks to the north and south of
I-66. To the south, the sidewalks tie into the
existing sidewalks on Five Oaks Road and
continue south on Blake Lane; to the north, the
sidewalks tie into the existing sidewalk on Sutton
Road and continue north on Blake Lane, as well
as connect to the new proposed shared use path
that runs along Sutton Road and continues west
along I-66.
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7.) As shown in the updated conceptual design
plans for the Preferred Alternative, the proposed
shared use path at the Route 123 interchange ties
into existing networks north and south of I-66 and
also connects to the proposed shared use path
that parallels I-66 to the north.
8.) Comment noted.
9.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan, and the
proposed improvements would not require
additional right of way. Additional details are
provided in the Preferred Alternative discussion in
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Revised EA.
10.) The study area for the traffic analyses
conducted for this project includes I-66, its parallel
arterial routes US 50 and US 29, and several key
routes serving north-south travel including US 15,
Route 234, Route 28, Route 286, Route 123, and
I-495. In light of the results of the analyses and
as part of the Traffic Management Plan being
developed to mitigate the impacts of construction
on traffic operations in the corridor, local network
improvements are being made on the nearby
interconnecting roadway system. Additional
information is provided in the Tier 2 Revised EA.
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11.) Comments regarding the Traffic Management
Plan are noted and the implementation of the
Traffic Management Plan will continue to be
coordinated with Fairfax County as the project
moves forward. It is VDOT’s intent to ensure that
existing noise walls that need to be demolished to
accommodate the project are replaced as quickly
as possible. To this end, appropriate language is
being included in the technical requirements for
the construction contractor. All parks except one,
Random Hills Park, have been avoided by the
Preferred Alternative. The de minimis Section 4(f)
impact at Random Hills Park is documented in
Appendix A of the Tier 2 Revised EA. (A de
minimis impact is one that, after taking into
account avoidance, minimization, mitigation and
enhancement measures, results in no adverse
effect to the activities, features, or attributes
qualifying a park, recreation area, or refuge for
protection under Section 4(f).) During the design
process, VDOT will monitor design efforts to
ensure that parks continue to be avoided as the
design progresses. It is likely that night
construction will be necessary; however, VDOT
will coordinate with Fairfax County and the
affected communities to minimize the duration and
impacts of such construction. Landscaping
planning and design will be part of the design
phase. All appropriate erosion, siltation, and
stormwater management measures will be
implemented and maintained throughout the
duration of construction.
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12.) Additional detail on most of these aspects of
the project will be developed during the design
stage of the project, and coordination will continue
with Fairfax County accordingly. Responses to
specific comments are included in responses to
the County’s Attachments A and B below.
13.) Another round of public meetings was held in
October 2015 to present the Preferred Alternative.
Additionally, a 15-day public comment period is
being provided for the Tier 2 Revised EA to allow
time for local, regional, state, and federal
agencies and the general public to understand
and comment on the Preferred Alternative prior to
any decisions being made by FHWA.
14.) Coordination between the two projects has
been ongoing and will continue throughout project
development.
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15.) An alternative has been developed at I-495 to
reduce the height of the elevated ramps. As the
project moves forward into the design phase, the
heights of the elevated ramps will continue to be
evaluated for potential reduction.
16.) Comment noted.
17.) On December 8, 2015, the VDOT
Commissioner released his decision to finance the
project under the Public-Private Transportation
Act. The full release can be found on the project
website here:
http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/statewide/20
15/vdot_commissioner_selects_toll88826.asp.
18.) Comment noted.
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19.) Comment noted.
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20.) The project design continues to be refined
based on input from federal, state, and local
agencies and the public, and this coordination will
continue throughout the design process.
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21.) VDOT determined that the Preferred
Alternative would have no adverse effect on
historic properties and requested the Virginia
SHPO’s concurrence with the no adverse effect
determination. On December 2, 2015, the Virginia
SHPO concurred with the no adverse effect
determination. Accordingly no Phase II studies or
Phase III data recovery efforts are needed at this
time.
22.) Site 44FX1556 appears in Tables 2 and 10 of
the Phase I Archaeological Survey. The site was
recommended as not eligible for listing, a finding
with which VDHR concurred in their June 3, 2015
concurrence in response to VDOT’s submission of
the report and eligibility recommendations. With
respect to the Civil War earthwork, additional
fieldwork and testing was conducted at this
location as requested subsequent to the
preparation of the Tier 2 Draft EA. The presence
of earthworks was confirmed; however, the site
would not be affected by the Preferred Alternative.
23.) See response to comment above.
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24.) The Preferred Alternative would not require
acquisition of right of way from Ellanor C.
Lawrence Park. The Tier 2 Revised EA provides
a revised discussion of impacts to the Park.
Consistent with the Park’s Master Plan, access to
the Park will be changed from the existing
signalized intersection on VA 28 to a new access
road from Poplar Tree Road extended. The new
access road would be on Park property and would
not become VDOT right of way.
25.) See response to comment #24 above.
26.) The new access road would be a Park road.
27.) Subsequent to the completion of the Tier 2
Draft EA and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, the
design team continued to develop feasible and
prudent alternatives that would avoid and
minimize uses of Section 4(f) properties by the
project, and the Preferred Alternative now impacts
only a small portion of Random Hills Park. The de
minimis Section 4(f) impact at Random Hills Park
is documented in Appendix A to the Tier 2
Revised EA. (A de minimis impact is one that,
after taking into account avoidance, minimization,
mitigation and enhancement measures, results in
no adverse effect to the activities, features, or
attributes qualifying a park, recreation area, or
refuge for protection under Section 4(f).)
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28.) The Preferred Alternative would not impact
the historic or park portion of the W&OD Trail. A
short portion of the trail that is on existing VDOT
right of way would need to be shifted within
existing VDOT right of way. However, the
continuity of the trail would be maintained during
construction.
29.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan, and the
proposed improvements would not require
additional right of way. Additional details are
provided in the Preferred Alternative discussion in
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Revised EA.
30.) Agreed that the total wooded area ranges
from 131 – 150 acres within existing and
proposed right of way (76.61 acres existing and
74.47 and 55.23 acres proposed for 2A and 2B,
respectively, for a total of 151.08 and 131.84
acres for 2A and 2B, respectively). These are the
total amounts within the right of way areas, and it
is unknown at this time whether it would all be
impacted. As indicated, a more detailed analysis
would be conducted during project design, based
on limits of grading. Additional information on the
impacts of the project on regional wildlife
populations and wooded areas adjacent to I-66 is
provided in the Tier 2 Revised EA.
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31.) Detailed information on the locations of
wetlands can be found in the Waters of the U.S.
Technical Report, which was included as
Attachment A of the Natural Resources Technical
Report (available on the project website).
32.) Comment noted.
33.) Discussion of Natural Heritage Resources
has been updated to reflect the impacts of the
Preferred Alternative.
34.) With the Preferred Alternative, Monument
Drive is not shifted and the new express lane
ramps and associated intersection are located to
the north of I-66, thereby minimizing impacts to
the new Public Safety Building. Note that VDOT
is recommending that the project be implemented
in phases. The proposed first phase retains
existing ramps and bridges at Monument Drive
and Stringfellow Road and converts them to
express lanes access points, rather than
rebuilding these interchanges.
35.) The Tier 2 Revised EA documents that the
Preferred Alternative would require use of land
only from Random Hills Park (a de minimis use).
Should circumstances change during the design
phase, additional environmental documentation
would need to be prepared at that time.
36.) Comment noted. Coordination with FCPA will
continue during the design phase of the project.
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37.) Comment noted.
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38.) The amount of wooded area ranges from
approximately 130 to 150 acres within existing
and proposed right of way (76.61 acres existing,
and 74.47 and 55.23 acres proposed for 2A and
2B, respectively, for a total of 151.08 and 129.7
acres for 2A and 2B, respectively). These are the
total amounts within the right of way areas, and it
is unknown at this time whether it would all be
impacted. As indicated, a more detailed analysis
would be conducted during project design, based
on limits of grading. Additional information on the
impacts of the project on wooded areas adjacent
to I-66 is provided in the Tier 2 Revised EA.
39.) Subsequent to the completion of the Tier 2
Draft EA and the public hearings in May, and in
light of comments received, the overall project
footprint has been reduced. During the design
phase additional opportunities to reduce the loss
of tree cover will be pursued.
40.) Details on landscaping will be developed
during the design stage of the project.
41.) Further design details about specific
stormwater management measures will not be
available until the design phase of the project.
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42.) Comment noted. Coordination will continue
with Fairfax County during the design phase of the
project to identify opportunities to optimize the
stormwater management systems that are
implemented as part of the project.
43.) Comment noted.
44.) Further design details about specific
stormwater management measures will not be
available until the design phase of the project.
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45.) The plans for the Preferred Alternative have
been developed to show “Potential SWM Sites”
and “Retrofitting of Existing Pond Projected” sites.
46.) Comment noted. The exact components of
the compensation plan will be developed in
coordination with federal and state permitting
agencies during the permitting stage.
47.) Stormwater management details will be
developed in the design stage of the project and
coordination will continue with Fairfax County
during the process.
48.) The estimates of direct stream impacts
includes all streams within the existing and
proposed right of way, whether they cross the I-66
corridor or run alongside it.
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49.) As stated in the Tier 2 Draft EA, the
discussions regarding each type of stream
impairment in Section 4.10.3.1 are based on the
approved TMDLs that are downstream of the
impaired stream segments identified within 1.0
mile of the corridor. The discussions have been
revised to more clearly state this and to identify
the relevant downstream TMDL reports. As
stated in the analysis of indirect effects in Section
4.17.2, the study area for indirect and cumulative
effects to natural resources includes the HUC-8
watershed boundaries that encompass the project
limits, and thus considers impaired streams and
associated TMDLs beyond 1.0 mile of the project
corridor.
50.) The discussion of streams impaired for
benthic macroinvertebrates is based on the Bull
Run TMDL report (VDEQ, 2006b), which is cited
in the text. Information on the Difficult Run TMDL
to address the impairment of that stream from its
confluence with the Potomac River to 2.93 miles
upstream of the Potomac River has been added
to the Tier 2 Revised EA. There is currently no
approved benthic TMDL for Accotink Creek (in
2014, the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality initiated a new Accotink Creek TMDL
study to replace a stormwater-based TMDL
voided by a 2012 lawsuit). Additional discussion
of Accotink Creek has been added to the Tier 2
Revised EA.
51.) Public roads and their associated structures
are conditionally exempt from regulation provided
they are constructed in accordance with the
Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law
(§10.1‐560 et seq. of the Code of Virginia) and the
Stormwater Management Act (§10.1‐603 et seq of
the Code of Virginia).
52.) Fairfax County’s Environmental Quality
Corridor (EQC) policy is discussed as an example
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of local water quality improvement efforts that
contribute beneficially to cumulative effects. The
policy allows for unavoidable public infrastructure
easements and rights of way in EQC areas
(Objective 9, Policy a of the 2013 Fairfax County
Comprehensive Plan). Avoidance and
minimization measures for streams, wetlands and
floodplains provided in Sections 4.10 and 4.12 will
serve to reduce impacts within EQCs.
53.) Details of the stream and wetland
compensation plan will be developed in
consultation with federal and state permitting
agencies.
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54.) Comment noted. The VDOT State Noise
Abatement policy that was approved by FHWA
can be found here:
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/pr-noise-wallsabout.asp. The process by which a noise wall is
implemented as part of a roadway project is
outlined on this website.
55.) The final design noise analysis will capture
any required noise wall modifications based on
the final design of the Preferred Alternative along
with the viewpoints of the benefited receptors. All
noise abatement provided as part of the project
will be in accordance with the State Noise
Abatement Policy.
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Arlington County Department of
Environmental Services – 6/17/15
1.) Recognizing the cost and complexity of the
proposed improvements, VDOT has
recommended that the project be implemented in
phases. Phase I reserves space in the median for
future transit in the eastern portion of the corridor,
with an ultimate goal of providing a dedicated
transitway in the median throughout the corridor at
some point in the future. This approach is
consistent with the transportation plans of both
Fairfax and Prince William Counties, which
include an extension of Metrorail within the I-66
right of way.
2.) VDOT and DRPT will continue coordinating
with Arlington County and other jurisdictions and
transit providers during implementation of the
Preferred Alternative.
3.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan. Additional
details are provided in the Preferred Alternative
discussion in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2
Revised EA.
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4.) As indicated in the Transit and TDM Technical
Report, TDM strategies developed specifically for
the I-66 corridor will supplement ongoing TDM
efforts in the region, including those in Fairfax
County and Prince William County, and will
promote both the new I-66 transit service and
park-and-ride facilities as well as ridesharing
opportunities with the opening of the I-66 Express
Lanes. The three categories of TDM strategies
recommended in the report include marketing and
advertising, commuter incentives, and vanpool
formation and assistance.
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Superintendent, Fairfax County Public
Schools – 6/19/15
1.) In response to concerns raised about the
impacts to Stenwood Elementary School and
communities around the I-66/I-495 interchange,
the project team has developed a new alternative
(Alternative 2D), which has been incorporated in
the Preferred Alternative. The new alternative
eliminates the impact to the recreational facilities
at the school (the baseball field and track). The
existing noise barrier at this location would be
replaced to reduce noise levels. According to the
preliminary noise analysis, which will be updated
during the design stage of the project, impacted
receptors on the baseball field closest to I-66
would experience substantial decreases in noise,
ranging from 6 to 19 decibels depending on
location (sound levels without barrier range from
70-79 dBA and with barrier 60-68 dBA). Inside
the school at the selected receptor location,
without the barrier the noise level is estimated at
70 dBA and with barrier 62 dBA, an insertion loss
of 9 dBA. The barrier also would visually isolate
the school from I-66, as the current barrier does,
and also screen the school property from any
accidents on I-66. VDOT will work with school
and county officials to adequately compensate for
green space requirements and resolve issues
relative to the conservation easement.
Based on substantial public interest, and in close
coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan. In the vicinity
of the school, a shared use path is proposed
along the southern property line of the school
adjacent to I-66; however, the Preferred
Alternative eliminates the impact to the
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recreational facilities in this area of the property.
In addition, a shared use path is proposed along
Gallows Road in front of the school. Additional
details are provided in the Preferred Alternative
discussion in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2
Revised EA.
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Fairfax County School Board – 6/18/15
1.) Subsequent to the preparation of the Tier 2
Draft EA and in response to comments, the
design has been refined to minimize right of way
impacts in the corridor in general and at schools in
particular.
2.) In response to concerns raised about the
impacts to Stenwood Elementary School and
communities around the I-66/I-495 interchange,
the project team has developed a new alternative
(Alternative 2D), which has been incorporated in
the Preferred Alternative. The new alternative
eliminates the impact to the recreational facilities
at the school (the baseball field and track). VDOT
will work with school and county officials to
adequately compensate for green space
requirements.
3.) See response to #1 above.
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4.) Based on substantial public interest, and in
close coordination with local government staff, a
corridor-wide bikeway and pedestrian plan was
developed. Community impacts and other
environmental constraints along the corridor were
considered in developing the plan. In the vicinity
of the school, a shared use path is proposed
along the southern property line of the school
adjacent to I-66; however, the Preferred
Alternative eliminates the impact to the
recreational facilities in this area of the property.
In addition, a shared use path is proposed along
Gallows Road in front of the school. Additional
details are provided in the Preferred Alternative
discussion in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2
Revised EA.
5.) The Preferred Alternative reduces right of way
impacts on surrounding roads and neighborhoods.
Existing traffic volumes and forecasts for design
year 2040 confirm the need for additional capacity
in the corridor. In addition to enhanced transit
service, providing additional park-and-ride
facilities and converting the HOV lane to express
lanes are another two of the many TDM strategies
being pursued to move more people with the
existing transportation system. The express lanes
will offer a new choice to highway drivers, utilize
additional HOV lane capacity, encourage carpools
and vanpools, and provide more reliable travel
times, which will likely result in less cut-through
traffic on the local roadway network.
6.) Public outreach is an important component of
the Transform 66 project. Since January 2015,
the project team has held four Public Information
Meetings regarding the preliminary concept plans
and four Public Hearings regarding the revised
concept plans, Tier 2 Draft Environmental
Assessment, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, and
associated technical reports, where over a
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thousand individuals gained information about the
project and provided input. Three additional
public information meetings were held in October
2015 to present the Preferred Alternative. The
project website, http://outside.transform66.org/,
describes the extensive outreach program and
provides up-to-date information on project
activities.
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Fairfax County Department of Transportation –
6/18/15
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Responses are located
in the pages following
the original comment
sheets.
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-80

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-83

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-84

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-95

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-104

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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No.

Reference

Comment

Responses

1

Tier 2 Draft EA
and related text
in Natural
Resources Tech
Report

Previous comments have been transmitted regarding stormwater
management, stream/wetland impacts and mitigation, Resource
Protection Areas/Environmental Quality Corridors and watershed
management plans. Each of these comments should be addressed.
The county’s Stormwater Planning Division is available to partner with
the project team in order to identify opportunities within the Fairfax
County portion of the project for stormwater management
improvements and to identify approaches that would serve to minimize
tree clearing. There is a need to emphasize the identification of such
opportunities at this time. Limiting stormwater management strategies
to the minimum needed to meet previous requirements needs to be
considered in light of shortcomings in the existing stormwater
management system, the county’s and VDOT’s respective MS4 permit
requirements and stream impairments (and associated TMDL
development) near and downstream from the project area. The
project team should seek opportunities to pursue stream and wetland
compensation efforts close to the areas of impact; the implementation
of projects identified in the county’s watershed management plans
may support such efforts.
Previous county comments have noted the need for better information
regarding the locations of losses of tree cover and for a better
understanding of the implications of these impacts. Previous
estimates by the county mistakenly represented the magnitude of the
impacts, as the impacts identified (74.7 acres for Alternative 2A and
55.23 acres for Alternative 2B) only for areas within the proposed
additional right-of-way. These impacts would be in addition to as
much as 76.61 acres of clearing within the existing right-of-way.
Regardless of the acreage figure, the draft EA does not allow the
county to fully understand the implications of the potential impacts to
tree cover, the extent to which there may be opportunities to reduce
clearing through design changes, the extent to which alternative
stormwater management strategies may be available to further reduce
clearing, the extent to which landscaping will be pursued to mitigate
the loss of tree cover and associated visual impacts, and the extent to
which landscaping efforts will incorporate native species.

The Project Team looks forward to being
able to continue to coordinate
optimization strategies for stormwater
management with Fairfax County staff
from the Stormwater Planning Division.

Page 4-51
through 4-62

2

Tier 2 Draft EA
and related text
in Natural
Resources Tech
Report
Page 4-63

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

The proposed project would result in
removal of some wooded areas adjacent
to the corridor; however, trees will be
saved where practicable. Final
determinations of where trees need to be
cleared cannot be fully determined until
the final design is completed, at which
time details on landscaping efforts will
also be formulated. Additional
information about potential impacts to
wooded areas, including a graphic
showing locations, is provided in the Tier
2 Revised EA.
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3

Tier 2 Draft EA
and related text
in Natural
Resources Tech
Report

4

Page 4-63
through 4-69
Tier 2 Draft EA

5

Page 2-4
Tier 2 Draft EA

6

Page 2-5, 1st
Paragraph
Tier 2 Draft EA
Page 2-9,
Section 2.4.5

7

Tier 2 Draft EA

8

Page 2-15,
Figure 2-10
Tier 2 Draft EA
Page 3-2, 2nd
Bullet

9

Tier 2 Draft EA

The Fairfax County Park Authority has indicated that the northern
long-eared bat has recently been listed as threatened under the
federal Endangered Species Act. While this species is not known to
exist in the project area, all of Fairfax County is in the potential range
of this species, and potential habitat may exist within or near the
project area.

The Tier 2 Revised EA includes
discussion of the northern long-eared
bat.

Table 2-1: A note should be added to make it clear that this table
includes or does not include the shoulder lane volume

The shoulder lane volumes are included
in the totals and a note has been added
indicating so.
The text has been corrected from PM
peak to AM peak.

Second last sentence: “…in the westbound direction during the PM
peak.” Should this not be the AM peak?

It is recommended that the crash rate be compared with other
freeways not only with other parts of I-66 to really assess if the rate is
high for a freeway in general, not just high for I-66.

There should be at least some mention made about the “demand”
(blue line) in terms of how constrained or unconstrained the
assignment is.
Since “rapid bus service” is a new name for a bus service, it should at
least be defined in terms of how it differs from the terms in common
use presently to define a type of bus service (local, express, BRT).

“% Demand Unserved” is inconsistent with the corresponding Figure
6.61 on page 6-81 of the Transportation Technical Report.

The safety and crash analyses
adequately illustrate that crash frequency
in the corridor is high and conditions are
expected to worsen under the No-Build
condition. No further comparison with
other freeways is necessary.
Demand represents the vehicles desiring
to travel on the segment during that time
period if there were no constraints in the
system.
The rapid bus service concept is
described generally in the Tier 2 Draft
EA. The Transit and TDM Technical
Report includes more detailed
information on the service and also
outlines the key differences between the
two types of transit service planned for
the I-66 (commuter bus vs rapid bus
service).
The discrepancy has been corrected in
the Tier 2 Revised EA.

Page 2-16,
Figure 2-11

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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10

Tier 2 Draft EA
Page 2-17,
Figure 2-12

11

Tier 2 Draft EA

12

Page 3-5, 3rd
Paragraph
Tier 2 Draft EA
Page 3-16,
Figure 3-6

13

Tier 2 Draft EA
Page 3-17,
Figure 3-7

14

Tier 2 Draft EA

Travel time for segment between US 29 (need to clarify which Route
29 crossing) to US 50 is lower for 2040 condition than that of the
existing condition which appears to be unreasonable.

In the first sentence, need to reference “PM peak period” as well.

This figure shows the anticipated speed improvements for each of the
build alternatives based on the simulated analysis. The corresponding
throughput in terms of vehicles from the simulation results for each
segments as well as the conversion to the anticipated changes in the
person trips and the associated assumptions used in developing the
person trips need to be provided to fully assess the project impact for
each of the build alternatives when compared to that of the no build
conditions. There appears to be an abnormal speed pattern near
segment 234 for Build 2A alternative. The corresponding speed map
will need to be prepared for any follow up alternatives that were or are
to be developed as well as the impact of changes to the forecast
volume with the planned changes inside the Beltway along I-66.
This figure shows the anticipated speed improvements for each of the
build alternatives based on the simulated analysis. The corresponding
throughput in terms of vehicles from the simulation results for each
segments as well as the conversion to the anticipated changes in the
person trips and the associated assumptions used in developing the
person trips need to be provided.
The corresponding speed map will need to be prepared for any future
alternatives that are to be developed as well as the impact of changes
to the forecast volume with the planned changes inside the Beltway
along I-66.
Provide clarification as to what is attributing to the higher impact in
terms of floodplains for Build 2A when compare to Build 2B

As indicated in the table, the chart is
referring to US 29 in Centreville. In the
No-Build scenario, the eastbound traffic
movement is metered by congestion at
the Route 28 interchange, which
improves the traffic operations from this
point to the east.
The text has been revised in the Tier 2
Revised EA.

Comment noted. The person-trips
evaluation is based on results derived
from the travel demand model, while the
traffic simulation efforts focus on
vehicular speed and vehicular
throughput.

The Tier 2 Draft EA summarizes the
more detailed information provided in the
supporting Transportation Technical
Report. Additional information on the
Preferred Alternative, as well as impacts
due to the planned changes inside the
Beltway, is provided in the Tier 2
Revised EA.

The higher impact is attributable to the
wider typical cross section of 2A.

Page 4-4, Table
4-2

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Air Quality
Analysis Tech
Report
Alternatives
Development
Tech Report
Page 3-2/1
Alternatives
Development
Tech Report
Page 6-13 and
Section 6.4.3.15
Alternatives
Development
Tech Report
Page 6-4 and
Section 6.4.3.19
Architectural
Survey
Management
Summary
Existing
Conditions Tech
Report
Page 4-20,
Figure 4.9
Existing
Conditions Tech
Report
Page 4-41
Existing
Conditions Tech
Report

See also comments provided by the County in June 5, 2015 letter to
Secretary Layne.
I-495 to US 50 – It should be clarified that there are four vehicular
travel lanes in the peak direction including the HOV lanes and the
shoulder.

Responses to the comments from the
June 5, 2015 letter are provided earlier in
this appendix.
The text has been revised in the final
Alternatives Development Technical
Report.

Route 50 - Demand volumes should be explored further

Additional details on the demand volume
analysis, which are sufficient for NEPA
purposes, is provided in the
Transportation Technical Report.

Nutley Street – Text implies that direct managed lane access is
included in Alternatives A and B.

The text has been revised in the final
Alternatives Development Technical
Report.

(There was no comment in item number 19, it was blank.)

No response needed since there was no
comment.

The PM Peak Period should include time period from 7:00 to 7:30 PM.

The shoulder use is until 7:30 pm, while
the peak period (based on traffic
volumes) is from 4:00pm to 6:30pm.
Both the peak period and shoulder use
period are analyzed.

Change memorandum to report.

The text has been revised in the final
Existing Conditions Technical Report.

The PM Peak Period should include time period from 7:00 to 7:30 PM.

The shoulder use is until 7:30 pm, while
the peak period (based on traffic
volumes) is from 4:00pm to 6:30pm.
Both the peak period and shoulder use
period are analyzed.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Page 4-20,
Figure 4.9
23

Hazardous
Materials Tech
Memo

24

Page 10, 2nd
Paragraph
Hazardous
Materials Tech
Memo

25

Page 10, 2nd
Paragraph
Hazardous
Materials Tech
Memo

26

Page 10, Last
Paragraph
Natural
Resources Tech
Report

27

Natural
Resources Tech
Report

Additional sites with natural asbestos spoils buried along I-66 are:
Nutley Street with I-66 and US 29 and I-66

Additional information is included in the
Tier 2 Revised EA.

Soil maps do exist and are available on the Fairfax County GIS &
Mapping website http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/maps/

Additional information is included in the
Tier 2 Revised EA.

Fairfax County Health Department does not have an abatement
program and a compliance plan. The Department only recommends
planning to limit fiber release.

Additional information is included in the
Tier 2 Revised EA.

Bull Run and Cub Run are the only two significant streams in the study
area that are actually crossed by I-66. To facilitate the passage of
wildlife along the stream valleys, and to help minimize wildlife
wandering on to the highway, it is recommended that the stream
crossings be provided with suitable wildlife crossing features (i.e.,
“critter crossings”.) The Federal Highway Administration has quite a bit
of information on these facilities at:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/critter_crossings/
Reforestation/Landscaping: The proposed construction will remove a
substantial amount of existing tree cover and other vegetation. Even
though much of this vegetation is on VDOT right-of-way, its removal
will still affect nearby homes and communities. It is recommended that
VDOT commit to a landscaping and reforestation program in order to
mitigate this loss of vegetation.

The bridges at Bull Run and Cub Run
would adequately provide for wildlife
crossings and no special features are
required.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

Planning and design for landscaping
would be conducted during the design
phase.
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28

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
General
comment

29

Preliminary
Noise Analysis

There are numerous flyover ramps that would be constructed under
either build alternative. It is not clear from the report narrative if noise
associated with traffic using these ramps was a consideration in the
noise modeling exercise or if noise generated by traffic on any of these
ramps would generate noise impacts above the Noise Abatement
Criteria. Could you please clarify? If noise from any of these ramps
would exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria, would noise mitigation
measures be feasible?

Please explain the monitoring result for receptor site M15. If this
monitor was situated behind the existing noise barrier, what would
explain the high result that was recorded (71.1 dB)?

Page 7

30

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
and Conceptual
Plans
Figure 2-15

31

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
and Conceptual
Plans
Figures 213,15,16,17

32

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
and Conceptual
Plans

The location of Barrier T on Figure 2-15 does not follow the alignment
of the barrier as shown on the conceptual plans (in the area of the I66/Route 28 interchange). Further, it is not clear why the barrier that
was modeled was not extended southward along Route 28 to connect
with an existing barrier identified on Figure 2-15 between Route 28
and Lotus Lane. Will there be a gap in the barrier system in this area?
Potential noise barrier AB&X is shown as being continuous along the
northern side of I-66 between Heron Drive and the Fair Lakes retail
center. However, the conceptual plans do not identify a continuous
barrier along the entirety of this portion of the highway. There are
notable gaps in the area near Eames Avenue and the area near
Audrey Drive and Fox Meadow Court. Would the noise barrier be
continuous in this area or would there be gaps? If the latter, why
would there be gaps?
Will there be a gap in barrier Y in the area of Wharton Park Court? If
so, why?
For Alternative 2B, will there be a gap in this barrier where the flyover
lane bridge is being proposed near Lawrence Mill Lane?

The ramps and the traffic on them were
taken into account in the Preliminary
Noise Analysis. Such ramps included in
the Preferred Alternative would similarly
be taken into account in the Final design
Noise Analysis. Noise abatement for
impacted receptors would be provided
where feasible and reasonable in
accordance with the State Noise
Abatement Policy.
The reported noise level was recorded
by the monitor; there is no information on
the monitoring data sheet in Appendix B
of the noise report that suggests any
unusual events at the time of the
monitoring.
The locations of the noise walls are
conceptual at this stage, and will be
refined as the roadway design is
completed.

The locations of the noise walls are
conceptual at this stage and will be
refined as the roadway design is
completed.

The locations of the noise walls are
conceptual at this stage and will be
refined as the roadway design is
completed.

Figure 2-13

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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33

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Page 22, Figure
2-18

34

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Page 40

35

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Page 50

The existing noise barrier within CNE AC would be impacted by Build
Alternative 2A. This barrier was constructed to provide protection to
both ground level recreational areas and upper level facades of
dwelling units; the barrier height is particularly noteworthy in this area
and may exceed the 30-foot maximum barrier height referenced in the
Preliminary Noise Analysis. Any new noise barrier in this area should
be constructed to a height that would be sufficient to provide at least
the equivalent extent of upper level noise mitigation as the existing
barrier, even if there would not be balconies in need of protection in
this area—the existing noise barrier was constructed, in part, to reduce
noise exposures at upper level building facades. If there are other
similarly designed existing barriers that are greater than 30 feet in
height, the full set of benefits of those barriers (including reduction of
impacts to upper levels of residences, even where balconies are
absent) should be replaced.
If a noise barrier would not be constructed because fifty percent or
more of the respondents to a survey of benefitted receptors would not
favor the construction of the barrier, provisions should be established
for the eventual construction of a noise barrier if/when the affected
community would support it.
The analysis document indicates that barrier AQ&AR has been
determined to be feasible but not reasonable due to its failure to meet
the cost-effectiveness criterion. We note, though that the barrier
would pass through large areas with little or no impacted residential
development. Before the entirety of this barrier is eliminated from
consideration, smaller components of it should be analyzed for costeffectiveness. Might it be possible that a shorter barrier in the area of
CNE AQ (along with the area near the heavily impacted houses at
AR1 and AR6) would meet the cost-effectiveness criterion? Smaller
segments of this barrier should be tested in the area of AR12 and
AR21 in light of the high projected noise impacts for these residential
receivers.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

Comment noted.

VDOT’s noise abatement guidelines do
not provide for a scenario such as that
mentioned in the comment.

The locations of the noise walls are
conceptual at this stage, and will be
refined as the roadway design is
completed.
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36

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
and Conceptual
Plans
Page 51, Figure
2-23

37

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
and Conceptual
Plans

The Preliminary Noise Analysis notes that a western extension of the
barrier for CNE AY was considered and found to be feasible but not
reasonable due to its failure to meet the cost-effectiveness criterion.
Figure 2-23 identifies a Barrier AY1 and Barrier AY2 that are both
identified as being feasible and reasonable, yet the conceptual plans
do not identify barrier construction in the area closest to Blake Lane.
Clarification is needed. In light of the particularly high impact projected
for receiver site AY6, if the entirety of the western extension area is
confirmed to be not reasonable, can a smaller component of this
barrier (Barrier AY1 or a smaller portion of it) be considered
independently?
The Preliminary Noise Analysis indicates that Barrier BK would not be
reasonable, yet Figure 2-27 identifies this barrier as being feasible and
reasonable, and the barrier is identified on the conceptual plans.
Clarification is needed.

Page 54, Figure
2-27

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

The locations of the noise walls are
conceptual at this stage, and will be
refined as the roadway design is
completed.

This was an error. As shown in Table 4
of the Preliminary Noise Analysis report,
based on the preliminary noise analysis,
a barrier along I-66 for CNE BK would
not meet the reasonableness criterion,
which is based on a square footage of
noise barrier per benefitted receptor
threshold. However, the existing noise
barrier along I-495 at CNE BK, which
was assumed to be displaced by the
proposed construction, would be
replaced in kind in accordance with
VDOT’s noise abatement guidance (at
Section 6.3.6 in VDOT’s Highway Traffic
Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual,
as referenced in the Preliminary Noise
Analysis report), “When an existing noise
barrier is physically impacted and/or
relocated as part of a Type I project, the
same level of protection must be
provided.” The design-phase noise
analysis will reevaluate noise impacts
and noise abatement at this location and
a final decision on noise abatement to be
provided would not be made until that
time.
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38

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Appendix H,
Figure 2 and
related text

39

40

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Appendix H,
CNE AG,
receivers 3 and
16
Preliminary
Noise Analysis

41

Page 5
Preliminary
Noise Analysis

42

Page 8
Preliminary
Noise Analysis

43

Page 8
Preliminary
Noise Analysis

Do the sound level tables present projected noise impacts at multiple
levels of residences with balconies that are/would be exposed to
highway noise (with the number after the hyphen in the “Name”
column reflecting the particular building story being evaluated)? If so,
how would a residence be classified (impacted or not impacted) if the
ground level noise impact would be below the Noise Abatement
Criteria but upper level noise would exceed the NAC? For example, in
CNA AG, there appear to be seven receiver sites that have been
identified on Figure 2-18 as “not impacted” for which the noise level
would exceed the NAC at one or more of the upper levels. Why would
these sites not be considered to be impacted? All of these sites have
been identified in the Appendix I “Noise Barrier Feasibility Table,” so it
does not appear that this issue would have affected the determination
of feasibility or reasonableness of a new noise barrier in this area.
If no new noise barrier would be constructed for CNE AG, why would
the build alternative noise impacts be so much less than the no-build
noise levels for this receiver? For receiver 16, why is the existing
noise level so much higher than the levels associated with any of the
three alternatives?

For multi-story residential buildings,
upper level units are included in the
impacts analysis. However, by VDOT
policy, 30 feet is the maximum allowable
height of noise barriers. Therefore, there
may some upper level units that are
impacted but for which noise abatement
is not considered reasonable and
feasible because of excessive height.
The noise analysis will be updated
during final design to account for actual
roadway design plans.

The references in the first paragraph in section IV to Figures 2-1
through 2-6 and nine noise monitoring sites are incorrect, as there are
many more related figures and many more noise monitoring sites.

Comment noted.

The second reference to columns 6 and 7 in the first full paragraph
appear to be erroneous. Should the references instead be columns
9/10 and columns 12/13?

Yes, for Alternative 2A, reference should
be to Columns 9 and 10 and for 2B,
Columns 12 and 13.

The reference to the “Draft I-95 IMR” is confusing. What is the intent
of this reference, and how does it relate to I-66?

This is a typo in the report.

Reference is made to an “Alternative 5.” What is this alternative?

This is a typo in the report.

Noise levels at this location would be
restudied during the design phase based
on actual design of the project. Final
decisions on noise abatement to be
provided will be made based on final
design.

Page 10
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44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

Preliminary
Noise Analysis
Page 23

For CNE AG, the document indicates both that the existing barrier
system will remain in place under Alternative 2B and that the noise
barrier would be impacted under both build alternatives. These
statements are conflicting.

Preliminary
Noise Analysis

The reference to Appendix H towards the top of the page should be
Appendix I.

Page 42
Preliminary
Noise Analysis

The sentence on the bottom of page 44 and top of page 45 makes no
sense.

Comment noted.

Page 44-45
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Reorder Monument Drive and Fairfax County Parkway interchange
sequence; specify difference between two Route 29 interchanges on I66

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Table 2.1
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Median changes from grass to paved in section; should specify what
median includes as in first bullet. This is a key point to preserving
median for extension of rail service.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Show Metro as west of Nutley not at Nutley.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Text indicates that ‘many’ transit services are shown in Figure 2.2. Not
true. Only two are shown and they are incomplete. No bus service is
shown. No park-and-rides are shown, etc.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Metrorail write-up talks about passenger trips, bus write-up talks about
bus trips and park-and-ride write-up talks about 90 percent utilization;
non-parallel discussion contrasting persons and vehicles; needs to be
rewritten.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Page 4, 2nd
Bullet
Operations
Concept Tech
Report
Figure 2.1
Operations
Concept Tech
Report
Section 3.1.2
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

CNE AG is currently protected by a noise
barrier system. In the future year noise
analysis, it was found that CNE AG is
impacted by both alternatives; therefore,
noise abatement was considered at this
location. The noise analysis will be
updated during the design phase.
Comment noted.
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Page 6, Three
Bullets
52

53

54

55

56

Operations
Concept Tech
Report

VRE station inside Beltway is shown but Metro stations inside Beltway
and along Silver Line are not shown; revise for consistency.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Figure 2.2
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Some of the 2014 CLRP projects have been completed. It is
suggested that those be highlighted. Also, bullet five should specify
how many lanes in each direction to avoid confusion.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 3.1.3
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

There are three principal differences between the two alternatives:
cross-section, access points and interchanges. This is repeatedly
stated at HOA briefings and other community presentations.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

I-66 Tier 2 Alternatives Development Technical Report.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

All Park-and-Ride Facilities in Fairfax County should reference
improvements of access, not just the Vienna Metrorail station. The
services and elements recommended at the existing and proposed
park-and-ride facilities also references direct or nearly direct access
to/from I-66 managed lanes via new ramps (see next to last bullet).
This assumes that the new ramps are actually part of the park-andride facilities, yet the report says no improvements are being added to
the Stringfellow location (see Alternative 2B).
Revise reference destination of Fair Lakes to Fairfax Center Area
(FCA). The FCA covers Fair Lakes, the Fair Oaks Mall, Fairfax Corner
and the County Government Center. Use either the FCA or the Fairfax
Corner/Government Center designation.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 3.2, 3rd
Sentence
Operations
Concept Tech
Report
Section 3.2.3
Operations
Concept Tech
Report
Section 3.2.4

57

Operations
Concept Tech
Report

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 3.2.5

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

Operations
Concept Tech
Report

From this point on it appears that a potential concessionaire is
expected and necessary. Alternative language is suggested that does
not simply specify what a concessionaire should or should not do.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 5.4
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Clearly distinguish between the benefits and dis-benefits of using the
shoulder lane as a general purpose lane.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 6.7
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Reference need to maintain non-motorized travel during construction,
especially around Metrorail stations and park-and-ride facilities.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

Section 6.8
Operations
Concept Tech
Report

Will HOV-3 be implemented before 2020 inside Beltway? Then the
language should be revised accordingly.

The text will be revised in the final
Operations Concept Technical Report.

See also comments provided by the County in June 5, 2015 letter to
Secretary Layne.
Summary of key findings. Fifth bullet. Another part of this travel pattern
shift is DOD related employment growth in the Springfield and
Alexandria area due to base realignment under BRAC.

Responses to the comments from the
June 5, 2015 letter have been provided
under separate correspondence.
The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure ES-1: Add a note to indicate that the bus volumes between the
routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect travel for the
entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure ES-2: Add a note to indicate that the passenger volumes
between the routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect
travel for the entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Figure ES-3: Add existing Connector service that travels directly
between the Stone Road Park-and-Ride Lot and the Vienna Metrorail
Station.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure ES-3: Eliminate the diamond symbol at the Monument Parkand-Ride Lot on the Haymarket to Downtown DC service. This route is
not identified in Table ES.2 as stopping at the Monument Park-andRide Lot.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Park-and-Ride Facilities: The parking lot at the corner of Monument
Drive and Government Center Parkway is not currently a park-and-ride
lot, and should not be identified as such. The existing park-and-ride lot
in the area is at the corner of Government Center Parkway and Post
Forest Drive.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Figure ES-4: The parking lot on Monument Drive across from Fairfax
Corner is not currently a park-and-ride lot. Change the symbol for this
facility to show it as a “New” facility. See text (Park-and-Ride Facilities,
page 1-9) identifying the Monument Drive/Fairfax Corner site as a new
facility.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure ES-5: In the “Transit” section, the initial transit vehicle purchase
(38 vehicles as shown in Table ES.2) is shown in the Pre-Project/TMP
period. However, no further bus purchases are shown, even though
service expansions are programmed for 2025 (14 additional buses),
2030 (13 additional buses), 2035 (12 additional buses), and 2040 (3
additional buses). In addition, replacement of the initial 38 buses (at
least) will be needed between 2035 and 2040. These continuing bus
purchases need to be shown.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 1.1: Fairfax County Parkway should be listed between
Stringfellow Road and Monument Drive.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

1.3.2.4 Park-and-Ride Facilities. Services and elements.
Interconnecting transit service bullet should also reference VRE. One
of the sites being considered for the Haymarket Park & Ride is near
the location for a future VRE station that will be developed as part of
the Haymarket VRE extension. Development of a joint parking and
transit center serving commuter rail, commuter bus, local bus, and
carpool/vanpool should be encouraged at Haymarket, assuming this is
consistent with Prince William County’s vision for these facilities.
Figure 1.5: The parking lot on Monument Drive across from Fairfax
Corner is not currently a park-and-ride lot. Change the symbol for this
facility to show it as a “New” facility. See text (Park-and-Ride Facilities,
page 1-9) identifying the Monument Drive/Fairfax Corner site as a new
facility.

Comment noted.

Figure 2.13: Check the label for the first pie chart. Should it be “US 15
to Route 234 Bypass”, rather than “US 15 to Route 28”?

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.15: Show Manassas Park in or adjacent to Prince William
County, not in Fairfax County.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.15: Zone 2: Under “Metro/Commuter Rail Service”, change
“No Service” to “Metrorail Orange Line”. Nearly all of the bus service in
this zone serves the Vienna Metrorail Station.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

The Monument Drive Park-and-Ride will
be referred to as a "New" park-and-ride
in all reports/figures.
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Figure 2.15: Zone 3: Under “Primary Bus Provider”, change
“Metrobus” to “Fairfax Connector”:
• Metrobus Routes in Zone 3: 2T, 3T, 5A, 15K, 15L, 15M, 23A, 23T,
28A, 28X.
Connector Routes in Zone 3: 401, 402, 422, 426, 424, 432, 461, 462,
463, 551, 553, 557, 559, 585, 605, 621, 622, 650, 651, 652, 924, 926,
927, 929, 937, 950, 951, 980, 981, 983, 985, RIBS 1, RIBS 2, RIBS 3.
Figure 2.15: Zone 4: Under “Primary Bus Provider”, change “Fairfax
Connector” to “Metrobus”:
• Connector Routes in Zone 4: 401, 402.
Metrobus Routes in Zone 3: 1A, 1B, 1F, 1Z, 1C. 2A, 2B, 3A, 3T, 4A,
4B, 5A, 15M, 26A, 28A, 28X, 29C, 29G, 29K, 29N, 29W

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.16: Check the average frequency for the segment of I-66
between the Occoquan River and US-29 in Centreville. How do we
have a change in frequency where there is no interchange?

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.16: In several locations where routes with 5 minute
frequencies cross, the crossing area shows as having 6-15 minute
frequency. This is not logical.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.16: Several segments are showing levels of service that
appear very high. Supporting data should be provided.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Figure 2.17: Check the average frequency for the segment of I-66
between the Occoquan River and US-29 in Centreville. How does
frequency change where there is no interchange?

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.17: Several segments are showing levels of service that
appear too high.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.18: Add a note to indicate that the bus volumes between the
routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect travel for the
entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.19: Add a note to indicate that the passenger volumes
between the routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect
travel for the entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.20: Add a note to indicate that the bus volumes between the
routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect travel for the
entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.21: Add a note to indicate that the passenger volumes
between the routes shown crossing I-66 do not necessarily reflect
travel for the entire distance between those routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Figure 2.26: Correct line for Route 621, which does not stop at Fair
Oaks Mall.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.27: Change “Springfield Mall” to read “Springfield Town
Center”.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 2.14:
• Change the table title to “Metrobus Route Descriptions”.
• Change the name of Route 15M to “George Mason UniversityTysons Corner Line”.
Change the name of Route 1B to “Wilson Blvd Line”.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Figure 2.29:
• Add line for “Annandale”.
• Add line for “East Falls Church Metro Station”.
• Route 3A serves the East Falls Church Metro Station.
• Route 29N serves Annandale.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Table 2.26: Reverse order of “McLean” and “Tysons Corner” rows to
reflect their relative positions on the Silver Line.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 2.27: Revise order of station rows to match revised order in
Table 2.26.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Table 2.28: Revise order of station rows to match bullet point list in the
text preceding the table.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 2.35: Eliminate Site #6; there is no park-and-ride lot at this
location. Renumber all subsequent sites.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Table 2.33 (general notes):
• List both bus providers and bus routes in a consistent order.
Renumber all rows below Fair Ridge Drive.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 2.33 (specific notes):
• East Falls Church Metrorail Station: In “Bus Route(s)” column,
eliminate these routes: MN-R, GV-R.
• West Falls Church Metrorail Station:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, eliminate these routes: MN-R, GV-R.
• Dunn Loring-Merrifield Metrorail Station:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, eliminate these routes: L-MD, M-MD, MNR, GV-R.
• Vienna Metrorail Station:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, eliminate these routes: L-MD, M-MD, MNR, GV-R.
• Fairfax County Government Center:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 1C, 2B, 605, 621,
623. Eliminate all other routes.
• Fair Ridge Drive: Eliminate this entire row from the table. There is no
park-and-ride lot at this location.
• Poplar Tree Park:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 605, 632, 640.
Eliminate all other routes.
• Greenbriar Park:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 605, 632, 640.
Eliminate all other routes.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 2.33 (specific notes - continued):
• Autumn Willow Park:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, replace “Fairfax Connector, PRTC” with
“None”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, replace route list with “None”.
• St. Paul Chung Catholic Church:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 632, 640.
Eliminate all other routes.
• Stringfellow Road:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 630, 631, 632.
Eliminate all other routes. AMF Centreville Lanes:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 630, 631.
Eliminate all other routes.
• Centreville United Methodist Church:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 630, 641.
Eliminate all other routes.
• Sully Station:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
• In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 640, 642.
Eliminate all other routes.
• Stone Road – US 29:
• In “Bus Provider(s)” column, eliminate “PRTC”.
In “Bus Route(s)” column, keep only these routes: 640, 642, 644.
Eliminate all other routes.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Vienna Station: Bus bay capacity at the Vienna Metrorail station may
need to be increased to handle additional corridor service serving the
station, to include modifying south side bus bay access to allow buses
from and to the west to access the eastern bay array via Vaden Drive
and Saintsbury Drive, and the future Vaden Drive bus ramp.

Comment noted.

Chapter 3
Transit and
Transportation
Demand

3.1.3.3 Conclusions. The survey results, in part reflects the service
type on the west side of Fairfax County which is primarily focused on
peak period work trips.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Page 2-69

99

100

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

D-135

Management
Tech Report

101

102

103

104

Page 3-5
Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report
Page 5-4
Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report
Page 5-5
Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report
Page 5-6
Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report

Figure 5.1: Transit Service Origins & Destinations. Map should
include the Pentagon as a destination. Alternative would be to serve
the Rosslyn Metro station to avoid a two train trip to the Pentagon.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Table 5.2: Service days add up to 356, nine days short of the 365 days
in a calendar year. Are the missing nine days assumed to be holidays?
Will there be service on holidays?

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

5.5.2 Existing Service: Route 605 operates north-south, not “along the
I-66 corridor”. It should be removed from the list of routes that do so.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

6.4 Initial Transit Service Scenario C. Commuter bus should include a
Centreville to Arlington route.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.
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Table 7.1: The Gainesville-Reston route should serve one of the
stations west of the Wiehle-Reston East Station. The main bus facility
at the Wiehle-Reston East Metrorail Station is not suitable for the type
of bus envisioned for the commuter services, while the current bus
facility on the eastbound Dulles Toll Road off-ramp to Wiehle Avenue
is slated to be removed when Phase 2 of the Silver Line enters
revenue service. Also, terminating the route at one of the western
stations would be a more cost-effective operation, and would provide
service to more employment centers than would be served at the
Wiehle-Reston East Metrorail Station.
Table 7.1: The Gainesville-Herndon/Monroe route should serve the
Herndon Metrorail Station (current Hendon-Monroe Park-and-Ride)
first. This would be a more cost-effective operation, as well as more
attractive to riders. The Innovation Center Metrorail Station is not
easily accessible from either the Toll Road or VA-28, while the existing
direct access to the Dulles Toll Road at the Herndon Station will
remain open. However, the Innovation Center Station could be served
after Herndon Station in the morning and before Herndon Station in
the afternoon.
Table 7.1: The Manassas-Reston route should serve only the Reston
Town Center Metrorail Station. The main bus facility at the WiehleReston East Metrorail Station is not suitable for type of bus envisioned
for the commuter services, while the current bus facility on the
eastbound Dulles Toll Road off-ramp to Wiehle Avenue is slated to be
removed when Phase 2 of the Silver Line enters revenue service.
Also, terminating the route at the Reston Town Center Station would
be a more cost-effective operation, and would provide service to more
employment centers than would be served at the Wiehle-Reston East
Metrorail Station.
Table 7.1: A route linking the Centreville United Methodist Church
Park-and-Ride Lot with the Reston Town Center Metrorail Station
should be added to the Preferred Transit Plan.

Page 7-3
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This route may be adjusted for the
purpose of service planning. Specific
routing at the destination of the transit
service will be needed in the future as
this route is implemented. DRPT and
VDOT do not anticipate directly
operating any service recommended in
the preferred transit service plan.

This route may be adjusted for the
purpose of service planning. Specific
routing at the destination of the transit
service will be needed in the future as
this route is implemented. DRPT and
VDOT do not anticipate directly
operating any service recommended in
the preferred transit service plan.
This route may be adjusted for the
purpose of service planning. Specific
routing at the destination of the transit
service will be needed in the future as
this route is implemented. DRPT and
VDOT do not anticipate directly
operating any service recommended in
the preferred transit service plan.

The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
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Table 7.1: A route linking the Centreville United Methodist Church
Park-and-Ride Lot with the Herndon Metrorail Station should be added
to the Preferred Transit Plan. This route could be extended to serve
the Innovation Center Metrorail Station in a manner similar to that
proposed for the Gainesville-Herndon route
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Table 7.1: A route linking the Saint Paul Chung Catholic Church and
Stringfellow Park-and-Ride Lots to the Pentagon and the Mark Center
should be added to the Preferred Transit Plan.
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Table 7.1: The Monument-Westfields route should be extended to the
Vienna Metrorail Station. This would benefit both employers and
residents in Westfields by providing a transit connection to the entire
National Capital Region.
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Table 7.1: A route linking the Monument Park-and-Ride Lot and
Downtown DC should be added to the Preferred Transit Plan.
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The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
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Figure 7.1: Add existing Connector service that travels directly
between the Stone Road Park-and-Ride Lot and the Vienna Metrorail
Station.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Figure 7.2: Add existing Connector service that travels directly
between the Stone Road Park-and-Ride Lot and the Vienna Metrorail
Station.

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Opening Year Draft Preferred Transit Service Plan - Should add
commuter routes from Centreville Park & Ride to Pentagon, and
Stringfellow Park & Ride to Pentagon, otherwise you are forcing a two
train transfer for riders accessing Metrorail at Ballston.

The project team has coordinated with
Fairfax County on suggested additions to
the transit service plan in the I-66
corridor. These requested routes will be
analyzed and considered for inclusion in
the transit service plan. More details will
be provided in the revised Transit/TDM
Technical Report. FCDOT's suggestions
related to transit routes for TMP were
shared with the TMP Working Group.
The locations of the proposed Project
park-and-ride lots were identified as
early as 2009 during the Transit-TDM
study through coordination with local
jurisdictions and refined as part of the
current Transform I-66 Outside the
Beltway effort. It is most efficient to
locate these project lots adjacent to I-66
to ensure efficient connections to the
proposed Express Lanes. VRE is
conducting a separate NEPA planning
and engineering study on the
Gainesville-Haymarket extension project,
therefore, the location of future VRE
stations are currently undefined. The
proposed park-and-ride lot locations
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Location and Size (Haymarket (US 15) Park-and-Ride) This lot would
be in the vicinity of the planned VRE extension to Haymarket.
Development of a shared park & ride facility serving local bus,
commuter bus and commuter rail should be explored.
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represent the best locations for the
project based on available information at
this time. As both projects move
forward, continued coordination will be
needed and additional opportunities can
be explored.
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Figure 7.8: The parking lot on Monument Drive across from Fairfax
Corner is not currently a park-and-ride lot. Change the symbol for this
facility to show it as a “New” facility. See text (Park-and-Ride Facilities,
page 1-9) identifying the Monument Drive/Fairfax Corner site as a new
facility.

The Monument Drive Park-and-Ride will
be referred to as a "New" park-and-ride
in all reports/figures.
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7.2.2 Elements of Park-and-Ride Facilities. Real-time parking
availability information. Both at the site and on I-66 via DMS signs so
drivers can make a decision to exit to access the facility before leaving
I-66.

Comment noted.
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7.2.2.1 Bus Facility Design Guidance (include the following in the
bullets) Signalized transit center access to allow for controlled bus
movements into and out of the facility. Especially important where
buses are turning left onto a thoroughfare when exiting the facility.

Comment noted.

For passengers, bus facilities (and park-and-ride facilities) should
offer: (add following bullet) Covered bike racks or bike cage.

Specifics of bike amenities would be
developed during the design phase.

7.2.2.3 Park-and-Ride Parking Area Facility Design Guidance. (add
the following bullet) Some provision for fare sales at location or
provision of information that identifies nearby fare vendors.

Specifics of fare and information
amenities would be developed during the
design phase.
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7.2.4.1 Bus Bay Capacity at Metrorail Stations. Discussion should
include Vienna Metro Station. Feeding Vienna Metro with the planned
commuter network would avoid the capacity issues at Ballston.
Adding additional capacity at Vienna would be easier than undertaking
a similar capacity improvement at Ballston, where adding bus bays
would have a negative impact on adjacent land uses.

Comment noted.

7.3 TDM Strategies - TDM strategies should also include working with
employers to develop and implement flexible hours and telework
options for employees. Might also want to look at developing a
public/private partnership to develop satellite, shared use office space
that would allow employees to work remotely for part of the week
("office share").

TDM is a vital component of the
multimodal Transform I-66: Outside the
Beltway project. Chapter 7 of the draft
Transit/TDM Technical Report contains
the draft set of TDM strategies proposed.
Additional TDM strategies will be
considered for the Preferred Alternative
based on stakeholder comments. The
project team is committed to ongoing
coordination with the Transform I-66:
Inside the Beltway project as well as the
Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
for Outside the Beltway, which will be
implemented during construction and
could carry forward to the opening year
and beyond.
See response to #123 above.
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Demand
Management
Tech Report

7.3.1 Marketing and Advertising Campaign – also consider social
media and transit blogs to push the message.

Page 7-38
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125

Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report

7.3.2 Commuter Incentives – consider the feasibility of implementing
HOV 3+ for TDM. Consider extending HOV to all travel lanes from
Route 50 interchange to Beltway during construction to provide an
additional incentive to carpool, vanpool, and use alternative modes to
help manage construction related congestion in the corridor during
peak travel periods.

See response to #123 above.

In the “Transit” section, the initial transit vehicle purchase (38 vehicles
as shown in Table ES.2) is shown in the Pre-Project/TMP period.
However, no further bus purchases are shown, even though service
expansions are programmed for 2025 (14 additional buses), 2030 (13
additional buses), 2035 (12 additional buses), and 2040 (3 additional
buses). In addition, replacement of the initial 38 buses (at least) will be
needed between 2035 and 2040. These continuing bus purchases
need to be shown.
Has any traffic analysis been conducted for the opening year?

The project team will revise future
versions of the Transit/TDM Technical
Report as needed.

Page 7-41

126

Transit and
Transportation
Demand
Management
Tech Report
Page 7-45

127

Transportation
Tech Report

The opening year is assumed to be
2022, and the corresponding traffic
analysis was based on year 2025 traffic
(three years after opening) and 2040
traffic.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

128

Transportation
Tech Report

Please provide a section on the assumptions and the process of
person-trips calculation for each alternative in detail.

129

Transportation
Tech Report

Comment noted.

130

Transportation
Tech Report

Route 28 remains a congestion hot spot on the southbound direction
during PM Peak Period for both Build alternatives. The traffic
operation is less satisfactory given the level of improvement efforts
planned for both I-66 and Route 28 corridors.
Section title should include PM.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

131

Page ES-43
Transportation
Tech Report

The report text says 2020 and 2030 while Figure 6.9 and 6.10 shows
2025. The forecast years need to be consistent.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

132

Page 6-12
Transportation
Tech Report

It should be Employment Growth instead of Population Growth in the
legend.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Page 6-21
133

134

Transportation
Tech Report
Figure 6.36,
Pages 6-32 to
37, 6-98 to 103,
6-180 to 185
Transportation
Tech Report

Traffic volumes are unreadable due to low resolution even after
zoomed in using electronic file.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Are the volume adjustments included in the traffic volumes graphics
(Figure 6.36, 6.71, and 6.113)?
Are the volume adjustments consistent among different alternatives?

The volume adjustments are consistent
among the different scenarios; the
magnitude of the adjustments is
relatively small and they are not included
in the graphics because the graphics
represent the post-processed system
hour traffic volumes.
The existing traffic congestion along the
corridor causes I-66 to reach deficient
levels of services, whereas the
westbound traffic under the No-Build
scenario is being constrained at major
interchanges, such as I-495 and Route
28.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Pages 6-38, 6104, 6-186

135

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-41

136

137

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-53
Transportation
Tech Report

The travel time only increases by 1 minute on the westbound direction
for the entire corridor under No-Build condition compared to existing
conditions. The future travel time seems to be too good given the
demand growth on the corridor.

The eastbound direction should be from west of the US 29
(Gainesville) interchange to Route 28.
Need to provide brief definitions of various freeway segments,
particularly ramp links.
Why is HOV travel time greater than existing conditions for these
segments except between Route 243 (Nutley Street) and US 50?

Page 6-61
138

139

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-106
Transportation
Tech Report

The unit for the travel times should be added to the table.

The travel time savings between US 50 and Route 243 for Build 2A
should be 1 minute compared to the No-Build.

Under the No-Build scenario, the area
between Nutley Street and US 50, HOV
vehicles struggle to get into the HOV
lane given the high levels of congestions,
this results in higher travel times.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-107

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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140

141

142

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-113
Transportation
Tech Report
Pages 6-164 to
167
Transportation
Tech Report
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Page 6-166
Transportation
Tech Report
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Page 6-170
Transportation
Tech Report

Should be Build 2A instead of 2B.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

The footer should be P6-164 to P6-167

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Add the number of intersections next to the percentage information for
the intersections operating at LOS E or F.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Add the explanation on the locations which queuing condition under
Build 2A is worse than the No-Build. Any related to I-66 traffic
conditions?

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

What’s the existing condition at the intersection of Route 123 and
Rose Forest Drive? Is the weaving pattern the same between Build
2A and Existing Conditions?

Page 6-175

There is a major operation failure in the westbound direction at the
interchange of Route 28 and Fairfax County Parkway in terms of
congestion spilling back onto the C-D road then onto northbound
Fairfax County Parkway. Any solutions?

Transportation
Tech Report

“PM Operational Deficiencies and Major Points of Congestion” section
is missing.

Route 123 and Rose Forest Drive
currently operates at LOS D for both AM
and PM peak hours. The weaving
patterns are similar between Alternative
2A and the existing conditions for the AM
and PM peak hours.
Alternative 2B offers a potential solution
to relieve the some of the congestion
along WB I-66 as it approaches the
Route 28 interchange. This concept has
been carried forward as part of the
Preferred Alternative.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.
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Page 6-175
Transportation
Tech Report

Third last bullet point: The Fairfax County Parkway is planned to be
widened to 6 lanes not 8.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

148

Page ES-11
Transportation
Tech Report

Need to specify whether the volume summarized in these figures are
based on the demand or throughput.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-175

145

146

Transportation
Tech Report

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Page ES-20,
Section ES.2.4
149

150

151

Transportation
Tech Report
Page ES-20,
Figures ES.11
and 12, Page
ES-29, Figures
ES.17 and 18
Transportation
Tech Report
Pages ES-38
through ES-46,
Section 2.5
Transportation
Tech Report
Pages ES-38
through ES-46

152

Transportation
Tech Report
Page ES-39
Travel Time
Section

153

Transportation
Tech Report

These figures indicate that majority of the net volume increase will
occur at the express lane facility. Additional details are needed as to
how the Express Lane volume would consist of HOV, HOT, and transit
vehicles. Also, changes in total person trips need to be specified.

The traffic operational impact for the future build alternatives need to
be assessed in comparison with the no build conditions to clearly
identify any mitigation measures that will be required as part of the I66 project. Also, are there justifications as to why the interim year
analysis was not performed? The traffic analysis just includes year
2040 conditions.
I-66 Inside the Beltway Managed Lane implementation needs to be
fully considered in the I-66 outside the Beltway analysis and the
impact to I-66 Outside the Beltway Project needs to be fully
reassessed. For this purpose, the revised traffic forecast to be
developed with the I-66 Inside the Beltway Managed Lane assumption
will need to be fully assessed to determine the anticipated impact to
the I-66 outside the Beltway. The preferred option that may be
combinations of Alternative 2A, 2B and 2C, will need to be fully
assessed and verified based on the revised forecast and analyses
results considering the I-66 Inside the Beltway Managed Lane
assumptions. The Environmental Assessment will need to be verified
as well based on changes in these assumptions.
Although travel time for Build 2B is shorter than Build 2A for GP lane
along I-66 EB between US 50 to Route 243, there needs to be an
explanation as to why travel time along Express Lane is shorter for
Build 2A than 2B along the same segment.
In the last sentence, change Route 234 to Route 243.
Section ES.2.5.2 needs to be labeled as PM Peak Period.

In the traffic simulation modeling, HOV3+
and tolling-paying vehicles in the
managed lanes are classified as HOT
vehicles, while transit vehicles are based
on projected route and schedule
information. The person-trips
information is derived from the travel
demand models.
Alternatives 2A and 2B were compared
to the No-Build scenario separately, and
the analyses of the 2025 conditions will
be included in the final Interchange
Justification Report (IJR).
The traffic analysis for the 2040 No-Build
Alternative was updated to account for
the Inside the Beltway project, and the
Preferred Alternative traffic analysis for
design year 2040 was also completed
assuming the Inside the Beltway project
was in place.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page ES-43,
Section ES.2.5.2

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments
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Transportation
Tech Report

Construction on Stringfellow Road is finishing up and is now a 4-lane
divided facility north of I-66.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Considering that VDOT has a policy to not include left on- and offramps on their freeways, and that left on- and off-ramps are included
in design of the alternatives, there should be an expanded explanation
of why this exception is justified. The safety implications should be
addressed as part of this explanation.
Figures 6.22 and 6.23 seem to be identical. Figure 6.23 needs to
reflect employment growth and not population growth.

A list of design exceptions and waivers
will be coordinated with VDOT and
FHWA, and will be included in the final
Interchange Justification Report (IJR).

Figure 6.24 shows a declining AADT for the last 7 years; which may
be due to economic downturn. An explanation for the decline may be
helpful to the reader.

Page 6-56,
Figure 6.24
Transportation
Tech Report

The decline in AADT in the last 7 years
was due to the economy, higher gas
prices (until recently), and reductions in
the per-capita car ownership.

Is there a similar figure prepared for the existing condition that can be
provided?

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-54,
Figure 6.44
Transportation
Tech Report

Refer to the comments made to the Tier 2 Draft EA document on Page
2-13, related to Figure 2-8.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-56,
Figure 6.45
Transportation
Tech Report

Refer to the comments made to the Tier 2 Draft EA document on Page
2-14, related to Figure 2-9.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-76,
Figure 6.58
Transportation
Tech Report

“% Demand Unserved” is inconsistent with the corresponding Figure
2.11 on page 2-16 of the Tier 2 Draft EA.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 1-4
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 5-41

156

157

158

159

160

161

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-20 and
21, Figures 6.22
and 6.23
Transportation
Tech Report

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-81,
Figure 6.61
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Transportation
Tech Report

Need to clarify why the I-66 WB GP segment for Build 2A is
deteriorating for segment between Stringfellow Road and Route 28
when compared to 2040 No Build conditions.

Page 6-118,
Figure 6.78c
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Transportation
Tech Report

Additional details are needed as to how the Express Lane volume
breaks down into HOV, HOT, and transit vehicles. Also, total person
trip changes need to be specified.

Page 6-130,
Figure 6.84,
Page 6-132,
Figure 6.86
164

165

166

167

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-132
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-146,
Figure 6.94c,
Page 6-151,
Figure 6.95c
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-158,
Figure 6.101
Transportation
Tech Report

Similar to the Table 6.11 prepared for the AM condition, include a
travel time comparison table for PM condition as well.

Need to clarify why the I-66 WB GP segment for Build 2A is
deteriorating for segment in the vicinity and west of Route 28 when
compared to 2040 No Build conditions.

It appears that 2040 Build 2A still is not effective in reducing the % of
unserved demand for the segments west of US 29. Would there be
any additional improvement measures to reduce this percentage?

Additional details are needed as to how the Express Lane volume
breaks down into HOV, HOT, and transit vehicles. Also, total person
trip changes need to be specified.

Page 6-156,
Figure 6.102,
Page 6-161,
Figure 6.104

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

The proposed roadway improvements
along the eastern portions of I-66 in
Alternative 2A allow for more vehicles to
pass through the Route 28 interchange;
whereas under the No-Build scenario,
the traffic is constrained upstream of
Route 28.
In the traffic simulation modeling, HOV3+
and toll-paying vehicles in the managed
lanes are classified as HOT vehicles,
while transit vehicles are based on
projected route and schedule
information. The person-trips
information is derived from the travel
demand models.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

The proposed roadway improvements
along the eastern portions of I-66 in
Alternative 2A allow for more vehicles to
pass through the Route 28 interchange;
whereas under the No-Build scenario,
the traffic is constrained upstream of
Route 28.
Given the right-of-way constraints west
of US 29 through the Manassas
Battlefield, the options for additional
improvement measures are limited.
In the traffic simulation modeling, HOV3+
and toll-paying vehicles in the managed
lanes are classified as HOT vehicles,
while transit vehicles are based on
projected route and schedule
information. The person-trips
information is derived from the travel
demand models.
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174

175

Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-166,
Figure 6.107
Transportation
Tech Report

The percentage breakdown for 2040 No Build condition is inconsistent
with that reported in Figure 6.65 on Page 6-86.
Also, page number formatting is changed on page 6-164.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Why are there travel time reductions for I-66 EB segment between US
29 to US 50 for 2040 No Build condition when compared to that of the
existing for both the GP and HOV lane?

In the No-Build scenario, the heavy
eastbound congestion is metered at the
Route 28 interchange, which results in
improvements to the travel time along
the corridor towards US 50.
The Route 28 interchange meters
eastbound traffic in the morning peak
hours, and so east of this point, as
demand gradually gets through, the
corridor becomes more dense.
The Route 28 interchange meters
eastbound traffic in the morning peak
hours, and so east of this point, as
demand gradually gets through, the
corridor becomes more dense.
In the No-Build scenario, much of the
eastbound traffic volume is metered at
the Route 28 interchange, which makes
the ramp junction segments east of this
point see improved operations.
The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Page 6-106,
Table 6.11
Transportation
Tech Report

Why is density increasing during late peak period along I-66 EB
between Route 28 and Route 123?

Page 6-199,
Figure 6.120c
Transportation
Tech Report

Why is density increasing during late peak period along I-66 EB in the
vicinity of US 50?

Page 6-203,
Figure 6.121c
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-205,
Figure 6.122
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-211,
Figure 6.126,
Page 6-213,
Figure 6.128
Transportation
Tech Report
Page 6-216
Transportation
Tech Report

When comparing the performance of the ramp segments of the GP
lane, 2040 Build 2B deteriorates more than the condition anticipated
for 2040 No Build condition as depicted on Figure 6.44, page 6-54.
There needs to be improvement measures to mitigate this negative
impact.
Additional details are needed as to how the Express Lane volume
breaks down into HOV, HOT, and transit vehicles. Also, total person
trip changes need to be specified.

Similar to the Table 6.19 prepared for the AM condition, include a
travel time comparison table for PM condition as well.

The text will be revised in the final
Transportation Technical Report.

Need to clarify why the I-66 WB GP segment for Build 2A is
deteriorating in the vicinity and west of Route 28 when compared to
2040 No Build conditions.

The proposed roadway improvements
along the eastern portions of I-66 in
Alternative 2A allow for more vehicles to
pass through the Route 28 interchange;
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Page 6-231,
Figure 137c
176

Transportation
Tech Report

It appears that 2040 Build 2B is not effective in reducing the % of
unserved demand for the segments west of US 29. Would there be
any additional improvement measures to reduce this percentage?

Page 6-237,
Figure 6.143

177

Concept Plans:
Build Alt 2A and
2B for I-66
Corridor and
additional
interchange
Build Alt 2C
Segment 2,
Sheet 2 of 6

There are four proposed stormwater management facility locations
identified north of I-66 and west of Stringfellow Road. Each of these
proposed sites may be problematic relative to past zoning approvals,
the county’s Environmental Quality Corridor policy, and/or
conservation easements, as follows:
1 - The two facilities proposed in the area a short distance west of the
Stringfellow Park and Ride lot would be located within areas that were
identified and protected as Environmental Quality Corridors in
conjunction with a rezoning application that was approved in 1998 (RZ
1998-SU-008). The approved proffers for the application establish
that “the EQC area shall not be disturbed except for the removal of
dead, dying or diseased vegetation and except for the installation of
utilities if deemed necessary.” Further, Fairfax County’s
comprehensive plan does not support the provision of stormwater
management facilities within EQCs unless they are either: (1)
consistent with recommendations of a Board of Supervisors-adopted
watershed management plan; or (2) would be: (a) more effective in
protecting streams and supporting watershed management plan goals,
or contributing to achieving pollutant reduction in support of bringing
impaired waters into compliance with state water quality standards or
into compliance with an MS4 permit than approaches that would be
pursued outside of EQCs; and (b) designed to replace, enhance
and/or be provided along with other efforts to compensate for any of
the purposes of the EQC policy that would be affected by the facilities.
2 - The two facilities farther west would each be located within open
space areas that were identified on a development plan that was
approved in 1993 in conjunction with rezoning application RZ 92-Y018, although the development plan did identify a possible stormwater

Responses to Local/Regional Agency Comments

whereas under the No-Build scenario,
the traffic is constrained upstream of
Route 28.
Given the right-of-way constraints west
of US 29 through the Manassas
Battlefield, the options for additional
improvement measures are limited;
however, the project team is studying
and alternative which includes slip ramp
access points between the managed
lanes and the general purpose lanes
which may mitigate some of the impact.
As the project moves into detailed
design, all the potential locations
identified for SWM basins will be
evaluated and the design will look for
ways to further reduce impacts, where
practicable. Innovative solutions to the
treatment of stormwater will be
encouraged where reasonable and
feasible.
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management area dry pond within a portion of the area proposed for
the westernmost of these two ponds. Both pond locations are,
however, located within areas that have been placed into a
conservation easement. For Alternative 2A, it is not clear whether or
not the westernmost of these two facilities would encroach into the
EQC that was identified along the stream in this area. The plans for
Alternative 2B indicate that the pond would be located largely within
the EQC.
In addition, it can be anticipated that substantial clearing of tree cover
would be required for the construction of any of these facilities, with an
associated adverse visual impact to neighboring residences.
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Concept Plans:
Build Alt 2A and
2B for I-66
Corridor and
additional
interchange
Build Alt 2C
Segment 1,
Sheet 13 of 15
Concept Plans:
Build Alt 2A and
2B for I-66
Corridor and
additional

The potential construction of each of these proposed stormwater
management facilities should be reevaluated in light of the above
information. Might alternative approaches to stormwater management
be available that would have more limited impacts on clearing/land
disturbance in this area? If one or more of these facilities will need to
be constructed, efforts should be taken to design it/them to minimize
tree clearing and to restore tree cover to areas that must be disturbed,
to the extent possible. Consideration should be given to incorporating
design concepts that will restore/enhance ecological values in
this/these areas (e.g., wetland designs; planting of native species of
plants with high habitat values within the cleared areas).
For both build alternatives, two stormwater management facilities are
identified in the eastern quadrant of the interchange of I-66 and Lee
Highway in the Centreville area. A Resource Protection Area (RPA) is
associated with the stream that flows between these two facilities.
Efforts should be taken to avoid encroachments into the RPA to the
extent possible and to compensate for any necessary encroachments.
Consideration should be given to incorporating design concepts that
will restore/enhance ecological values in this area.

For both build alternatives, the exit ramp for eastbound I-66 to
westbound Route 50 would be extended eastward slightly from its
current alignment, with a stormwater management facility to be built in
the area inside the cloverleaf. The eastward extension would cause
the ramp to encroach into a Resource Protection Area (RPA)
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See response #177.

See response #177.
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interchange
Build Alt 2C

associated with the perennial stream that flows through this area. Can
this exit ramp be designed to avoid or reduce the RPA impact?

Segment 2,
Sheet 5 of 6
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Concept Plans:
Build Alt 2A and
2B for I-66
Corridor and
additional
interchange
Build Alt 2C
Segment 3,
Sheet 3 of 7
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Concept Plans:
Build Alt 2A and
2B for I-66
Corridor and
additional
interchange
Build Alt 2C
Segment 3,
Sheet 6 of 7
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Trails, Feasibility
Study

For both build alternatives, three stormwater management facilities are
identified along Bushman Drive (east of the Route 123 interchange).
The central and easternmost of these facilities would be constructed
near a Resource Protection Area (RPA). Each of the stormwater
management facilities would require clearing of tree cover. Efforts
should be taken to avoid encroachments into the RPA to the extent
possible, to compensate for any necessary encroachments, to
minimize clearing and to restore tree cover in this area to the extent
possible. Consideration should be given to incorporating design
concepts that will restore/enhance ecological values in this area.

See response #177.

For both build alternatives, a stormwater management facility is
identified to the southwest of a cul-de-sac along Wesleyan Street
(west of Gallows Road). A Resource Protection Area (RPA) is
associated with the stream that flows to the west of where the facility
would be constructed. In addition, construction of this facility would
require clearing of tree cover. Efforts should be taken to avoid
encroachments into the RPA to the extent possible, to compensate for
any necessary encroachments, to minimize clearing and to restore
tree cover in this area to the extent possible. Consideration should be
given to incorporating design concepts that will restore/enhance
ecological values in this area.
Add shared use path on Bull Run Drive.

See response #177.
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The County's Trail Plan does not
currently show a shared use path along
Bull Run Drive across I-66 so it was not
included in the original layout at the
Public Hearing, nor is it included in the
Preferred Alternative. Additional
coordination with the County will
continue on the final recommendations
of proposed trails, paths and sidewalks
and this location will be considered
during that coordination.
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Trails, Feasibility
Study
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Archaeological
Survey
Management
Summary
Indirect and
Cumulative
Effects Tech
Memo
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Pursuant to the Board’s action as documented in the June 5, 2015
letter to the Secretary, the County looks forward to working with the I66 Project Team in determining a reasonable alignment for a parallel
regional trail that is compatible with the guidance in our
Comprehensive Plan and is included with the I-66 Outside the Beltway
Improvement Project.
See also comments provided by the County in June 5, 2015 letter to
Secretary Layne.

Comment noted.

See also comments provided by the County in June 5, 2015 letter to
Secretary Layne.

See response #184.
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Responses to the comments from the
June 5, 2015 letter have been provided
separately above.
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City Manager, City of Falls Church – 7/29/15
1.) Comment noted.
2.) Comment noted.
3.) Comment noted. Note that this project extends
from I-495 west to Route 15 in Haymarket; the City of
Falls Church and the proposed development are
located east of the project limits.
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4.) See response #3 above.
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Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation
Commission – 9/30/15
1.) VDOT and DRPT concur that additional flexibility
for service in the future is warranted. The draft transit
service plan presented as part of the Tier 2 Draft EA
included a mixture of commuter bus and rapid bus
services that would connect and interact with existing
transit services in the corridor, which are expected to
continue. The draft transit service plan was
developed in coordination with local, regional, and
state transit service providers, taking into
consideration the proposed interstate access along I66 and the express lanes and locations of park-andride facilities. The transit plan that has been
proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative, which
incorporates comments received on the draft plan,
includes the following:
•

Point-to-point commuter service between parkand-ride facilities and regional destinations

•

Services optimized to move more people along
the corridor in expanded peak periods

•

Phase 1 (by 2025): 13 new/expanded routes with
up to 10,000 forecasted daily riders

•

Preferred Alternative (by 2040): 20
new/expanded routes with up to 13,400
forecasted daily riders

•

Ability to monitor and measure performance of
new service and adapt to changing travel patterns

The project team will explore opportunities to include
language that provides for flexibility within the
Transit/TDM Technical Report and looks forward to
continued coordination with regional jurisdictions and
agencies to ensure that delivery of transit options
meets the needs of both commuters and localities.
2.) See response to comment #1 above.
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3.) As indicated in #1, the transit plan that has been
proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative includes
point-to-point commuter service between park-andride facilities and regional destinations. The plan
incorporates comments received on the draft plan,
and the services are planned to be implemented in
phases depending on demand and availability of
funding.
4.) The request for a follow-on effort and increased
first mile/last mile solutions was noted and
incorporated in the development of the Preferred
Alternative. The Transform I-66 Outside the Beltway
project team is committed to ongoing coordination
with the Transform I-66 Inside the Beltway project as
well as the Transportation Management Plan (TMP)
for Outside the Beltway, which will be implemented
during construction and could carry forward in the
opening year and beyond.
5.) Intermediate stops on proposed transit routes will
be reviewed and the project team will coordinate with
PRTC. All proposed future transit service should be
considered closely as implementation occurs.
6.) The project team has revised errors in the updated
Transit/TDM Technical Report.
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