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Multimodal Solutions - 495 to Haymarket

Chapter 1 — Introduction and National
Environmental Policy Act Tiering
Process

The Tier 2 Draft Environmental Assessment for proposed Interstate 66 (1-66) corridor improvements from
US 15 in Prince William County to 1-495 in Fairfax County was prepared in accordance with requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) through a joint effort by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), and the Virginia Department
of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT). The Federal Transit Administration, the US Army Corps of
Engineers, and the US Environmental Protection Agency served as cooperating agencies. The Tier 2
study was undertaken to advance improvements identified at a conceptual level in the Tier 1 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1 FEIS) and Tier 1 Record of Decision (Tier 1 ROD) published in
November 2013. Chapter 1 of the Tier 1 FEIS contains additional information on the tiering process,
including the regulatory basis for tiering. This Tier 2 Revised EA identifies the Preferred Alternative and
its impacts, updates analyses as necessary, and addresses substantive comments received on the Tier 2
Draft EA.

1.1 Tier 1 FEIS and Tier 1 ROD

1.1.1 Purpose of Tier 1 Study

As stated in the Purpose and Need chapter of the Tier 1 FEIS, the purpose of the Tier 1 study was to
“address existing and future transportation problems on 1-66 and improve multimodal mobility along the
corridor by providing diverse travel choices in a cost-effective manner, and to enhance transportation
safety and travel reliability for the public.” The study was designed to aid in the development of a long-
term vision for the 1-66 corridor from US 15 to 1-495 (Capital Beltway), taking into account corridor-wide
multimodal concepts to assist in making informed decisions about the best program of near-term and
long-term transportation improvements. The corridor-level conceptual study provided opportunities for
transportation agencies to work together to address issues ripe for decision-making and to preserve a
long-term vision while allowing on-going improvements to continue under the authority of the appropriate

Transform 66 Outside the Beltway 1-1



I-66 Corridor Improvements Project —Tier 2 Revised Environmental Assessment 1. Intro and NEPA Tiering Process

lead agencies. This approach was designed, in part, to recognize that each lead agency has different
methods of project identification, programming, and project development. A full description of the Tier 1
scope of analyses and decisions was provided in Chapters 1 and 6 of the Tier 1 FEIS, the Memorandum
of Agreement in Appendix A of the Tier 1 FEIS, and the Tier 1 ROD in Appendix E of the Tier 1 FEIS.
The Tier 1 FEIS and Tier 1 ROD can be viewed at: http://www.transform66.org/.

1.1.2 Decisions from Tier 1 Study

The decisions enumerated in the Tier 1 ROD included the following:

Ten improvement concepts were advanced (these were described in detail in Chapter 3 of the
Tier 1 FEIS and are summarized below in Section 1.1.3). [Note: The Tier 1 FEIS explains how
no single improvement concept would fully meet the identified transportation needs in the
corridor. Therefore, the six capacity improvement concepts were characterized as discrete units,
or “building blocks,” with unique carrying abilities that could be put together in various
combinations to address travel demands within the corridor. The Tier 1 FEIS then evaluated
various logically consistent combinations of the improvement concepts that would additively meet
more fully the estimated person-trip demands in the corridor. This approach presumes that
implementation of one or more improvement concepts would not preclude implementation of
other improvement concepts independently or at a later time. Furthermore, the other four
improvement concepts that would address non-capacity needs also could be either advanced
independently or combined with the capacity-related improvement concepts. The Tier 1 FEIS
was clear that the fact that ten improvement concepts were advanced does not mean that
projects associated with each improvement concept will be implemented, and that projects with
independent utility associated with individual improvement concepts may be advanced
independently of projects associated with other improvement concepts.]

The general location for studying future highway and transit improvements is within the existing
I-66 corridor, with the exception of Virginia Railway Express (VRE) improvements for which the
general location is the existing VRE alignment. Each of the improvement concepts would be
located within the corridor in which it currently exists, rather than within new-location corridors.
No specific individual projects associated with the Tier 1 FEIS were identified in the Tier 1 ROD;
rather, the Tier 1 ROD allowed the Commonwealth of Virginia to identify individual Tier 2 projects
for subsequent study.

The consideration of tolls as a funding source was advanced for subsequent study.

1.1.3 Summary of Improvement Concepts Advanced from Tier 1

The following ten general improvement concepts were advanced in the Tier 1 ROD:

General Purpose Lanes: Construction of additional highway lanes open to all traffic.
Managed Lanes: Conversion of the existing HOV lane into either a one- or two-lane (in each
direction) facility that would operate as a high-occupancy toll facility where only high-occupant
vehicles would be exempt from paying a toll.

Metrorail Extension: Metrorail service extending west from Vienna to either Centreville or
Haymarket.

Light Rail Transit: Light rail service extending west from Vienna to either Centreville or
Haymarket.

Bus Rapid Transit: Separate guideway bus rapid transit extending west from Vienna to
Haymarket; service could extend east of Vienna.

VRE Extension: Extension of existing VRE service from Manassas to Haymarket.
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Improve Spot Locations/Chokepoints: Improvements that address operations constraints at
discrete locations (chokepoints) such as individual interchanges or specific junction points within
the interchanges (i.e., merge, diverge, or weaving areas).

Intermodal Connectivity: Availability of a full range of travel modes within the corridor, as well
as availability and functionality of connections between travel modes.

Safety Improvements: Safety improvements that address both location-specific and corridor-
wide safety concerns.

Transportation Communication and Technology: Continued enhancements to Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) technology for all modes in the corridor, including traveler
information, corridor and incident management, and transit technology.

Chapter 6 of the Tier 1 FEIS outlined steps, analyses, and decisions anticipated during subsequent Tier 2
NEPA documentation to show the process by which improvement concepts would be implemented. In
addition, the Tier 1 ROD noted that in accordance with NEPA principles, the No-Build Alternative would
be under consideration for each Tier 2 project.

This Tier 2 Revised EA addresses a set of transportation improvements derived from the Tier 1
improvement concepts. Section 2, Purpose and Need, reiterates the existing and future transportation
conditions and needs that were defined in the Tier 1 FEIS for the study corridor, but provides updated
supporting traffic and transportation information. Section 3, Alternatives, describes the set of specific
proposed improvements, which is comprised of a mix of six of the ten concepts advanced by the Tier 1
ROD. Information is provided regarding the basis for advancing this set of improvements at this time,
while leaving other concepts for potential further advancement independently. Specific alternatives
involving different elements (e.g., typical cross sections, access points, and interchange configurations) of
the proposed improvements are described and evaluated. In developing the alternatives, a key goal was
to design them in such a way as to not preclude future implementation of the remaining four improvement
concepts from the Tier 1 study. Section 3 also describes the Preferred Alternative and the basis for it.
Section 4, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, describes the affected
environment and the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of the alternatives for the
proposed corridor improvements being considered in this Tier 2 Revised EA. For the Tier 1 FEIS, the
evaluation of potential environmental effects of the “Build” concepts was performed at a level of analysis
commensurate with the conceptual nature of the improvements and the broad level decisions to be made
in Tier 1. In contrast, for this Tier 2 Revised EA, quantitative analyses have been conducted using data
based on ground surveys, engineering design, and precise modeling. Section 5, Comments and
Coordination, describes the public and agency coordination efforts during the course of preparing this
Tier 2 Revised EA. The issues discussed in this Tier 2 Revised EA reflect the extensive public and
agency input received during studies for both the Tier 1 FEIS and this Tier 2 Revised EA.

1.3.1 Regulations

NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for major federal actions
that significantly affect the quality of the human environment (42 USC § 4332(2)(C)). The federal Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 88 1500 —1508 tell federal agencies what they
must do to comply with the procedural provisions of NEPA. The CEQ's regulations direct federal
agencies to adopt procedures that supplement CEQ's regulations, including the identification of types of
actions that normally would require an EIS.
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FHWA's regulations implementing NEPA identify the types of actions that normally require an EIS (23
CFR § 771.115(a)), e.g., a highway project of four or more lanes on new location). The I-66 Tier 2 project
is not a type of action that normally requires an EIS under that regulation. Instead, this project, which is
along the existing 1-66 corridor, falls under the category of actions for which an EA is the appropriate
document type (23 CFR § 771.115(c)).

In addition, CEQ’s NEPA tiering provisions at 40 CFR § 1502.20 explicitly provide that a Tier 2 NEPA
document can be an EIS or an EA. If, at any point during the EA process, significant environmental
impacts are identified, then an EIS would be prepared at that point.

1.3.2 Administrative Process

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA, June 2011) mentioned in Section 1.1.1 outlined the tiered study
approach to be used for transportation improvements in the 1-66 corridor between US 15 and 1-495. The
Tier 1 FEIS and Tier 1 ROD were completed consistent with that approach. As described in greater detalil
in Chapter 3, Alternatives, following completion of the Tier 1 FEIS and ROD, VDOT and DRPT began
examining combinations of Tier 1 concepts to advance with the goal of implementing effective corridor
improvements in the near term, and VDOT and DRPT used the planning efforts, findings, and decisions
from the Tier 1 FEIS to frame the elements of a Tier 2 project. These efforts included public meetings
and collaboration with local governments in early 2014.

On April 23, 2014, VDOT recommended to FHWA that an EA be prepared as the Tier 2 NEPA document
for the proposed 1-66 project. On May 7, 2014, FHWA concurred with the preparation of an EA for the I-
66 Tier 2 NEPA study.

The Tier 2 Draft EA was approved for public availability by FHWA on May 11, 2015. The Tier 2 Draft EA
was distributed to federal, state, and local agencies and elected officials and was made available for
public review and comment at local libraries, at offices of local elected officials, on the project website,
and at a series of public hearings held in late May and early June 2015.

FHWA will consider the Tier 2 Revised EA as well as comments received in making a Tier 2 NEPA
decision for the project.

1.3.3 Environmental Consequences

A decision to prepare an EIS instead of an EA is based on a determination that significant environmental
impacts would occur. As used in NEPA, the determination of impact significance requires considerations
of both context and intensity (40 CFR § 1508.27). Context refers to the setting of the project. The setting
of this project is 25 miles of an existing heavily traveled interstate highway in an urbanized area. The
highway has been in place for decades. Lands along the corridor are largely developed as residential,
commercial, and office properties. Lands that aren't developed are largely publicly owned as parks. The
proposed improvements would be largely contained within existing highway right of way. The proposed
highway improvements would consist mainly of adding one additional lane in each direction. The new
lane, along with conversion of the existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane, would result in creation of
two toll/HOV express lanes in each direction. Three general purpose lanes in each direction would
remain. A number of transit and ride-sharing improvements would be included to better facilitate
movement of people rather than just vehicles.

Chapter 4, Affected Environment and environmental consequences, describes the environmental impacts
of the project. Based on the analyses of the intensity of those impacts, the impacts would not be
significant. The following information supports this conclusion:
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The Preferred Alternative would not cause any violation of federal, state, or local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.

The Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect on historic properties along the corridor, a
determination with which the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred.

With one exception, the Preferred Alternative would not use any Section 4(f) properties along the
corridor. The one exception would be Random Hills Park, a Fairfax County Park. However, the
project would have a de minimis impact on that park.

Although the Preferred Alternative would result in approximately 11 residential displacements,
this number is not inordinately high given the size of the project. Furthermore, all displacees can
be successfully relocated in accordance with federal relocation requirements.

There would be no disproportionately high or adverse environmental effects on minority or low-
income populations.

All applicable air quality requirements of NEPA and federal and state transportation conformity
regulations would be met. As such, the project would not cause or contribute to a new violation,
increase the frequency or severity of any violation, or delay timely attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards established by the US Environmental Protection Agency.
Although noise impacts would occur throughout the corridor, these impacts can be mitigated by
replacement of existing noise barriers that would need to be removed to accommodate the
project and by installation of new barriers where they are determined to be feasible and
reasonable. Because this is already an existing heavily traveled highway, future build condition
noise levels would not be substantially higher than no-build condition noise levels.

1.3.4 Agency and Public Input

Numerous federal, state, and local agencies provided input on the project during scoping, at Stakeholder
Advisory Group Meetings, and in comments on the Tier 2 Draft EA. Several agencies also served as
cooperating agencies during the preparation of the Tier 2 Draft EA and this Tier 2 Revised EA. No
comments were received from any of the agencies objecting to the preparation of an EA rather than an
EIS for the Tier 2 studies. Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, summarizes the agency participation
during the studies, and Appendices B, C, and D include the correspondence from federal, state, and local
agencies, respectively, commenting on the Tier 2 Draft EA.

Among public comments received on the Tier 2 Draft EA were suggestions that an EIS should be
prepared (see Appendix E). However, based on the analyses of environmental consequences presented
in this Tier 2 Revised EA, the Preferred Alternative would have no significant environmental impacts.

This Tier 2 Revised EA is being made available for a 15-day public review and comment period. All
comments received on the Tier 2 Revised EA will be considered and substantive comments will be
addressed prior to finalizing the Tier 2 EA process and prior to a Tier 2 NEPA decision by FHWA.
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Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination

VDOT, in cooperation with DRPT and FHWA, has coordinated extensively with local, state, and federal
agencies and jurisdictions throughout the I-66 Corridor Improvements environmental review process,
beginning during the Tier 1 study and continuing throughout this Tier 2 study. VDOT also has conducted
an inclusive public involvement program. At the initiation of the Tier 2 Draft EA, local, state, and federal
agencies were contacted and asked to identify issues of concern and to provide information about
environmental resources along the 1-66 corridor. Governor Terry McAuliffe issued a press release
regarding the launching of a plan to transform traffic-choked [-66 into a multimodal facility with express
lanes, rapid bus service, and a park-and-ride network from Haymarket to the Capital Beltway. A
Perception and Benchmark Survey was conducted in July and August 2014. Local and regional
newspapers have carried multiple stories about the project. Four public meetings were held to inform the
public about the studies being conducted and to solicit public input about the transportation needs, the
alternatives, and environmental issues and concerns. Four public hearings were held to present the
alternatives and the findings of the traffic and environmental studies including the Tier 2 Draft EA. Three
additional public meetings were held to inform the public about the Preferred Alternative prior to its
approval by the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB). The CTB also held a public meeting to
listen to public input. Throughout the course of the studies, VDOT has coordinated closely with the local
governments along the corridor, reached out to homeowner associations and other groups with interests
in the project, and given multiple briefings to local, state, and federal elected officials. The agency, public,
and elected official comments received in response to these coordination efforts were instrumental in
defining the scope of the project, in preparing the Tier 2 Draft EA and Tier 2 Revised EA, and in defining
the Preferred Alternative. Throughout the study, the project has had a dedicated website,
http://www.transform66.ora/, and e-mail notices and press releases have been transmitted to disseminate
information as much as possible to all interested parties.

The following agencies were contacted and asked to provide any comments and suggestions they had
regarding important issues that should be considered in this Tier 2 study:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
US Department of the Interior, Manassas National Battlefield Park

US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Capital Region
US Environmental Protection Agency

US Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Virginia Department of Forestry

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

Virginia Department of Health

Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy

Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

Virginia Outdoors Foundation

Virginia Railway Express

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Northern Virginia Regional Commission

Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority

Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission

Fairfax County Office of the Executive

Prince William County, County Executive

City of Fairfax, City Manager

Town of Haymarket, Town Manager

Town of Vienna, Town Manager

The US Army Corps of Engineers, the US Environmental Protection Agency, and the Federal Transit
Administration were invited to serve as cooperating agencies for the EA and all three accepted.

VDOT and FHWA utilize an agency coordination process referred to as “Partnering,” which provides the
US Army Corps of Engineers, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the US Environmental Protection
Agency multiple opportunities to participate in studies of complex transportation projects, beginning in the
earliest stages of project development. During this study, there have been four partnering meetings (May
5, 2014; August 14, 2014; February 4, 2015; and May 5, 2015) at which the agencies were briefed on the
status of study and invited to offer input. In addition, preliminary drafts of chapters of the Tier 2 Draft EA
were provided to the agencies for review and comment.
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A number of agencies also participated in the Stakeholders Technical Advisory Group (STAG) and the
Transit Technical Advisory Group (TTAG) (see below for listing of agencies participating in these groups).
The STAG met four times (August 5, 2014; October 7, 2014; December 3, 2014; and March 4, 2015) and
the TTAG met eight times prior to publication of the Tier 2 Draft EA (August 13, 2014; August 27, 2014;
September 17, 2014; October 15, 2014; November 19, 2014; January 7, 2015; March 11, 2015; and April

1, 2015). The STAG met another four times (May 13, 2015; June 10, 2015; August 10, 2015; and
October 8, 2015) and the TTAG another three times (May 13, 2015; August 10, 2015 concurrently with
the STAG meeting; and July 15, 2015) prior to action by the CTB to approve the Preferred Alternative.

Agencies invited to participate in the Stakeholders Technical Advisory Group (STAG):

Federal Highway Administration

Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

Federal Transit Administration

Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arlington County

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Fairfax County

Environmental Protection Agency

Loudoun County

National Park Service

Prince William County

Virginia Department of Transportation

City of Alexandria

Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

City of Fairfax

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

City of Falls Church

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

City of Manassas

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation
Commission

City of Manassas Park

Virginia Railway Express

Town of Haymarket

Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

Town of Vienna

Agencies invited to participate in the Transit Technical Advisory Group (TTAG):

Federal Highway Administration

Arlington County Planning

Federal Transit Administration

Arlington County

Virginia Department of Transportation

Arlington Transportation Partners

Virginia Department of Rail and Public
Transportation

Fairfax County

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

Fairfax County Department of Transportation

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
Commuter Connections

Fairfax County Ride Sources

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Loudoun County Transit/Commuter Services

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation
Commission

Prince William County

Rappahannock-Rapidan Regional Commission
Commuter Services

City of Alexandria

Virginia Railway Express

Alexandria Transit Company (DASH)

Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission

City of Fairfax

Northern Virginia Regional Commission

City of Falls Church

Northern Virginia Transportation Authority

City of Manassas

Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

City of Manassas Park

Dulles Area Transportation Association

Town of Haymarket

Vanpool Alliance

Town of Vienna

Arlington County Commuter Assistance Program
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The following were the chief issues and concerns mentioned by the agencies in responses to contact
letters or during the various meetings:

Traffic effects on surrounding roadways.

Preservation of ability to extend Metrorail in future.

Accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians.

Stormwater impacts and controls.

Impacts to streams and wetlands.

Threatened or endangered species.

Virginia natural heritage resources.

Coastal zone management.

Impacts to farms and forest land.

Noise impacts.

Air quality impacts.

Impacts to Manassas National Battlefield Park.

Impacts to other parks (County and regional parks, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) impacts).

Hazardous materials.

Displacements of homes and businesses.

Indirect and cumulative effects.

Construction impacts.

The approved Tier 2 Draft EA was distributed to federal, state, and local agencies for review and
comment. Comments were received from the elected officials and agencies listed below. Copies of their
comments and responses to the comments are provided in Appendices B (federal agencies), C (state
agencies and state elected officials), and D (local and regional agencies). Additional meetings were held
with several agencies, including the National Park Service, the US Army Corps of Engineers, the US
Environmental Protection Agency, Fairfax County, Prince William County, and the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, to discuss issues raised in comments on the Tier 2 Draft EA.

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Environmental Protection Agency

US Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary

Virginia Department of Historic Resources

Senator J. Chapman Petersen

Delegate David L. Bulova

Delegate Mark L. Keam

Arlington County Department of Environmental Services — Division of Transportation

City of Fairfax City Council

City of Falls Church

Fairfax County Board of Supervisors

Fairfax County Park Authority
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Fairfax County Public Schools
Fairfax County School Board, Providence District Member
Fairfax County Department of Transportation

Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning; Department of Public Works and
Environmental Services

Prince William County Board of Supervisors

Town of Vienna

Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority

Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission
Virginia Railway Express

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

5.2.1 Overview of Public Involvement

Since initiation of the Tier 2 study, there have been

12 public information meetings or public hearings.

71 presentations to federal, state, and local governing bodies.
66 meetings with federal, state, and local elected officials.

51 meetings with homeowners associations and other groups.

Property owner notifications were sent to all owners of properties for which access was necessary to
conduct surveys and environmental field work. The Tier 2 Draft EA, supporting technical documents,
conceptual drawings of the alternatives, and other project-related materials have been available for public
review on the project website noted at the beginning of this chapter. A digital copy of the Tier 2 Revised
EA is available on the same website, and the document is being made available for 15 days for public
review.

5.2.2 January/February 2015 Public Information Meetings

Four public information meetings were held at different locations along the corridor (January 28, 2015;
January 29, 2015; February 3, 2015; and February 5, 2015). The meetings were advertised via emalil
blasts, newspaper advertisements, radio announcements, and a postcard mailing to approximately
22,000 residents and businesses along the corridor. At each meeting, drawings of preliminary designs of
Alternatives 2A and 2B were presented, along with informational displays on the study process, transit
considerations, traffic data, environmental issues, the NEPA process, and the public-private partnership
(P3) method of implementing the project. A presentation was given and a question and answer period
was conducted at each meeting. All information presented at the public meetings was posted on the
project website. An estimated total of 600 people attended the meetings. Attendees were invited to
provide comments on pre-printed comment sheets, by recording them orally at the meeting, by letter or
email, or via the on-line comment form on the project website. Many of the issues raised by the public
mirrored those raised by the agencies, as listed above. Comments also were received on:

Design features at specific locations.

Express lanes/tolls/HOV rules and regulations.
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5.2.3 May/June 2015 Public Hearings

Four public hearings were held at different locations along the corridor (May 27, 2015; May 28, 2015;
June 2, 2015; and June 3, 2015) to present project information and to obtain input and comments from
the community. The hearings were advertised via email blasts, newspaper advertisements, radio
announcements, a letter mailed to all property owners directly affected by potential right of way
acquisitions, a mailing of approximately 22,000 postcards to residents and businesses along the corridor,
letters and advance briefings to elected officials and media, advance meetings with affected homeowners
associations, and announcements on the project website.

The hearings consisted of two parts. First, an informal information session was held during which
documents and displays, including the Tier 2 Draft EA, technical reports, technical data summaries,
project development process and schedule, and updated concept plans of Alternatives 2A and 2B were
available for review. Representatives of VDOT and DRPT were available to answer questions and
discuss issues and concerns. Second, a formal presentation and statement session was held, during
which an informational presentation on the project was given. Following the presentation, individuals
were allotted three minutes each to make a public statement for the record. The public was invited to
submit comments through June 18, 2015 by any of several available methods.

Pre-printed comment sheets were provided at the hearing, upon which citizens could write their
comments and then either deposit the sheets in a box at the hearing or mail later to the pre-
printed address on the sheet.

Persons wishing to speak privately could record their comments at an oral recording station
throughout the hearings.

Persons speaking publicly during the formal statement session were recorded.
Letters could be sent to the designated address at VDOT.

E-mails could be sent electronically to an address specifically established to receive electronic
comments.

The attendance sign-in sheets show that approximately 682 people attended the hearing. However, the
actual attendance was greater because some people did not sign the attendance sheets. Approximately
1,450 comments were received from 1,300 commenters either at the public hearings or during the
comment period following the hearings. In many cases, identical or similar comments were received from
more than one person. For example, support and opposition groups both mounted postcard mail-in
campaigns, with the postcards containing preprinted statements that people could endorse by signing and
submitting the card. Identical or very similar statements in many letters and e-mails evidence organized
campaigns to orchestrate the expression of certain themes, sentiments, or opinions. Some people
submitted the same comments by more than one method. Many people simply expressed support for or
opposition to the project.

All public comments received have been considered and the substantive comments are addressed in
Appendix E of this Tier 2 Revised EA. Because the comments were voluminous, they have been
summarized rather than repeated verbatim. Additionally, because a large number of the comments were
identical or very similar, they have been categorized to facilitate the analysis of comments and to better
organize the responses to them.

In addition, a number of interest groups, organizations, and homeowners associations submitted
comments. Copies of these comments along with responses are included in Appendix F.

American Automobile Association (AAA) Mid-Atlantic
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Coalition for Smarter Growth, Southern Environmental Law Center, Piedmont Environmental
Council, Sierra Club (joint letter)

Fairfax County Restoration Project

Fair Oaks Mall

Fairfax Trails and Streams

[-66 Alliance Coalition

National Rifle Association of America
Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance
Preservation Virginia

Sully District Council of Citizens Associations
Vienna Little League

VvRide

Washington Airports Task Force

Country Creek Homeowners Association
Cyrandall Valley North Homeowners Association
Heatherbrook Homeowners Association
Residents of Arrowood Association
Shrevecrest Homeowners Association

Walney Mills Homeowners Association

5.2.4 October 2015 Public Information Meetings

Additional public meetings were held on October 19, 20, and 21, 2015 to present information on the
Preferred Alternative and give the public another opportunity to weigh in on the elements of the Preferred
Alternative before its approval by the CTB. An informal information session was held during which
displays and conceptual plans of the Preferred Alternative were available for review. Representatives of
VDOT and DRPT were available to answer questions and discuss issues and concerns. A formal
presentation was given and a video summarizing the Preferred Alternative was shown. Approximately
496 individuals attended the meetings. Attendees were invited to submit written comments regarding any
additional issues or concerns they may have. A chief topic of concern at the October 215 meeting was
the location of a park-and-ride lot adjacent to Antioch Road west of Haymarket and a proposed
connection of the express lanes to Antioch Road. Based on input from the public and the Prince William
County Board of Supervisors, the parking lot and the connection at that location have been removed from
the Preferred Alternative.

5.2.5 December 2015 Public Information Meeting

The CTB held a public meeting on December 8, 2015 to afford the public another opportunity to share
input directly to the CTB members.
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