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Fair Oaks Mall – 6/17/15 

1.) The Preferred Alternative would preserve space in 
the median for future transit from US Route 29 at 
Centreville to the Capital Beltway.  For the portion of the 
corridor west of US 29 at Centreville, Phase I of the 
project would not initially preserve an open median, but 
would instead utilize the existing infrastructure as much 
as possible in order reduce costs.  Incorporation of a 
dedicated transitway in the future could be 
accommodated by reconstructing the roadway at that 
time. 
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2.) The Preferred Alternative provides multimodal 
elements to expand both roadway and transit capacity 
for the short to medium term while also preserving the 
ability to implement more intensive transit services over 
the longer term. 

3.) The Preferred Alternative preserves the ability to 
implement future BRT or Metrorail service while 
minimizing impact today. 

4.) VDOT is making every reasonable effort to minimize 
the amount of right of way needed for the project. 
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5.) Multiple opportunities for further coordination and 
public involvement will be provided during the design 
process. 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-5 

 

Coalition for Smarter Growth, Southern 
Environmental Law Center, Piedmont 
Environmental Council, Sierra Club – 6/18/15 

1.) An EIS already was prepared that considered and 
compared an array of reasonable alternatives.  The Tier 
1 Draft EIS was approved on February 12, 2013 and the 
Tier 1 Final EIS and Record of Decision were issued on 
November 20, 2013.  These documents were 
developed with substantial public involvement and 
extensive input from a host of participating federal, 
state, and local agencies.  Ten Build Improvement 
Concepts that would directly address the transportation 
needs in the I-66 corridor were identified and 
considered along with the No-Build Concept.  The Build 
Improvement Concepts included General Purpose 
Lanes, Managed Lanes, Metrorail Extension, Light Rail 
Transit, Bus Rapid Transit, VRE Extension, 
Improvements at Spot Locations/ Chokepoints, 
Intermodal Connectivity, Safety Improvements, and 
Transportation Communication and Technology.  In 
addition, 47 scenarios representing all logically 
consistent combinations of the capacity-related Build 
Improvement Concepts were evaluated in the Tier 1 
EIS.  As stated in FHWA’s Tier 1 Record of Decision, 
none of the Build Improvement Concepts as stand-
alone concepts would fully satisfy the purpose and 
need.  However, each improvement concept would 
contribute to meeting the purpose and need and would 
provide transportation benefits.  Since any of the ten 
improvement concepts would improve conditions in the 
I-66 corridor, FHWA advanced all ten concepts from 
Tier 1 to allow the Commonwealth of Virginia to then 
identify the Tier 2 projects for subsequent study.  In 
accordance with this decision, and as explained in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Draft EA and this 
Tier 2 Revised EA, VDOT and DRPT used the planning 
efforts, findings, and decisions from the Tier 1 EIS, 
along with other factors, to frame the elements of the 
project to be considered in the Tier 2 EA.  Specifically, 
the elements of this Tier 2 project represent a 
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multimodal combination of Tier 1 Build Improvement 
Concepts over the 25-mile-long corridor, as described in 
detail in the Tier 2 EA. 

In developing the details of these elements, VDOT and 
DRPT again relied on substantial input from the public 
and federal, state, and local stakeholders, along with 
environmental and engineering considerations.  A range 
of typical cross sections for the roadway elements, 
access points for the express lanes, interchange 
improvements, park-and-ride lot locations, and transit 
elements was considered and evaluated before arriving 
at the Preferred Alternative that was endorsed by the 
Commonwealth Transportation Board. 

The comment regarding impacts analyses is addressed 
under responses to specific environmental issues raised 
in section II of the letter. 

2.) A substantial amount of impact avoidance and 
minimization measures have been incorporated into the 
project since the Tier 2 Draft EA was completed.  A Tier 
2 EIS is not required to adequately address the 
referenced issues and impacts.  Rather, the additional 
necessary discussion has been included in these 
responses or in the Tier 2 Revised EA.  The Tier 2 
Revised EA and the overall study process and results 
fully meet the requirements of federal laws and public 
policy interests of the McCauliffe administration, have 
considered protection of natural and historic resources, 
and have carefully considered alternatives and public 
input.  The Tier 2 Revised EA is indeed being made 
available for public review and comment. 
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3.) The comment provides no specific information on 
the elements of the suggested “composite alternative,” 
so it is not clear what such an alternative would look 
like.  Accordingly, it is difficult to formulate a detailed 
response or to meaningfully consider such an 
alternative.  Notwithstanding, discussion of this 
suggested alternative has been added to the 
Alternatives chapter of the Tier 2 Revised EA describing 
how the localities already are, and have been, 
implementing land use policies of the kind suggested.  
See also response #1 regarding the range of 
alternatives considered. 

4.) Contrary to the suggestion that high-occupancy toll 
(HOT) lanes are an “untested approach,” FHWA (2012 
and 2015) has noted that “…priced managed lanes 
have become an integral part of the nation’s 
transportation infrastructure…” and “…part of the 
mainstream of highway projects….”  HOT lanes projects 
implemented in numerous urban areas, including 
northern Virginia, have successfully met transportation 
needs.  The most recently available volume data for I-
495 show approximately 42,000 average daily trips on 
the express lanes, as well as more than 21,000 
workday bus passenger trips.  The I-95 express lanes 
serve approximately 45,000 daily trips, as well as more 
than 38,000 workday bus passenger trips (Transurban 
2015). 

With respect to long term air quality impacts, the 
assessment indicates that the project would meet all 
applicable air quality requirements of NEPA and federal 
and state transportation conformity regulations.  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 to protect public 
health and welfare. 

 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-8 

 

 

Regarding greenhouse gas impacts, additional 
discussion has been added to the air quality section of 
the Tier 2 Revised EA. 
The Tier 2 Revised EA as well as the Transit/TDM 
Technical Report provide information on the 
improvements and strategies associated with the 
Preferred Alternative to reduce vehicle demand in the 
corridor, which include increased transit services, park-
and-ride lots, marketing/advertising, commuter 
incentives, and vanpool formation and assistance. 

Finally, see response #3 regarding “integrated land use” 
strategy. 
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5.) As documented in the Tier 1 FEIS, improving the 
chokepoints as a stand-alone alternative would not fully 
meet the identified purpose and need for the project.  
The Tier 1 ROD reiterated that, while individual 
improvement concepts would contribute to meeting the 
purpose and need and provide transportation benefits, 
no single concept would fully meet the needs; therefore, 
all ten improvement concepts from Tier 1 were 
advanced.  VDOT has now combined several of the 
concepts, including improving the chokepoints, into a 
package of multimodal improvements that would go 
further in meeting the identified needs and moving 
people than any single concept by itself.  As 
documented in the Tier 2 Draft EA and Revised EA, as 
well as the Transportation Technical Report, traffic 
analysis was completed for improvements at the 
chokepoints that have been proposed as part of 
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and the Preferred Alternative.  The 
latter includes improvements at the following 
interchanges:  Route 234 Business, Route 28, Route 
286 (Fairfax County Parkway), US 50, Route 123 
(Chain Bridge Road), Route 243 (Nutley Street), and I-
495, i.e., 7 of the 11 interchanges within the study 
corridor.  The traffic analysis shows that together with 
the other multimodal improvements, the Preferred 
Alternative is expected to improve traffic operations 
over existing and 2040 No-Build conditions, even with 
the substantial growth in traffic by 2040.  Travel time will 
be reduced considerably in the corridor, and the 
Preferred Alternative has higher people-moving 
capacity with the availability of the express lanes and 
associated transit improvements.   

6.) As noted in response #5, improving the chokepoints 
in the corridor would be part of the proposed project.  
Implementation of the project would indeed be phased 
such that the initial western extent of the tolled express 
lanes would be at University Boulevard (east of the US 
29 interchange at Gainesville).  The managed lanes 

 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-10 

 

 

would not undermine transit-oriented growth in northern 
Virginia.  Rather, it would support and facilitate transit 
use in several ways: 

• Traffic volumes would be managed by dynamic 
pricing to minimize congestion in the express lanes, 
thereby allowing transit buses to travel at freeway 
speeds instead of the current stop-and-go 
conditions they experience. 

• New and expanded park-and ride lots with direct 
access to the express lanes would make it easier 
for travelers to park their cars and utilize transit. 

• New transit routes would be established to serve 
major activity area. 

• Transit funding would be provided out of toll 
revenues. 
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7.) The MWCOG travel demand model and cooperative 
forecasts were the basis of development for travel 
forecasts for the I-66 study.  The I-66 study used 
Version 2.3, Build 52 of the MWCOG travel demand 
model as the starting point for forecast development 
and the Round 8.3 Cooperative Forecasts for all 
scenarios and forecast years, which were the latest 
versions available at the onset of the study. 

8.) The Preferred Alternatives avoids Manassas 
National Battlefield Park and the Historic District. 

9.) A more limited widening would not adequately meet 
the purpose and need for the project.  The needs 
extend from I-495 all the way to U.S. Route 15. 
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10.) The Tier 2 Revised EA presents the impacts and 
the traffic analysis associated with the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Tier 2 Revised EA is being made 
available for public review and comment prior to VDOT 
requesting a decision from FHWA. 
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11.) The commenters’ support for transit services 
recommendations is noted. 

12.) Transit services proposed as part of the project 
include: 

• Point-to-point commuter service between park-and-
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 

13.) The VRE extension is one of the ten concepts 
studied in the Tier 1 FEIS and advanced from Tier 1 in 
the ROD.  Accordingly, the benefits and impacts of the 
VRE expansion were addressed in the Tier 1 EIS.  The 
expansion of VRE would be an independent decision by 
VRE, DRPT and FTA. 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-14 

 

 

14.) Chapter 3, Alternatives, in the Tier 2 Draft EA 
described the elements of bike and pedestrian facilities 
initially proposed as part of the project.  Additional 
details, which reflect refinements based on public input 
and further coordination with the localities, are 
presented in the Tier 2 Revised EA. 

15.) The Preferred Alternative would preserve space in 
the median for future transit from US Route 29 at 
Centreville to the Capital Beltway.  For the portion of the 
corridor west of US 29 at Centreville, Phase I of the 
project would not initially preserve an open median, but 
would instead utilize the existing infrastructure as much 
as possible in order reduce costs.  Incorporation of a 
dedicated transitway in the future could be 
accommodated by reconstructing the roadway at that 
time. 
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16.) Additional information regarding greenhouse gas 
emissions has been included in the Tier 2 Revised EA. 
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17.) Additional information on water quality impacts has 
been added to the Tier 2 Revised EA. 

18.) Additional information on potential Chesapeake 
Bay impacts by the project has been added to the Tier 2 
Revised EA. 

19.) See Response #18. 
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20.) The Preferred Alternative would have no Section 
4(f) uses of land from Manassas National Battlefield 
Park or the Manassas Battlefield Historic District. 

21.) The future (year 2040) build condition maximum 
noise levels in Manassas National Battlefield Park and 
the Historic District for the most impactful alternative 
(Alternative 2A) would range from 1 dB(A) less to 2 
dB(A) greater than the future no-build condition noise 
levels.  For reference, a change of 3 dB(A) is barely 
perceptible to most humans.  Accordingly noise impacts 
of I-66 improvements on the Park would be minimal.  
Additional information regarding cumulative impacts has 
been added to the Tier 2 Revised EA. 
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22.) The Tier 2 Revised EA includes additional 
information on potential for induced growth, including in 
Fauquier County west of the project terminus and along 
US 29 southwest of Gainesville.  Note that the project 
will be implemented in phases, and the proposed first 
phase only extends the express lanes for 22 of the 
original 25 miles, from I-495 to Gainesville (University 
Boulevard).  The roadway then transitions to a 
traditional HOV lane in each direction (currently under 
construction between US 29 in Gainesville and US 15 in 
Haymarket).  In addition, independent of the project, 
extensive development is currently already occurring at 
the I-66/Route 15 interchange in Haymarket and around 
the US 29 interchange at Gainesville.   

23.) The proposed park-and-ride lots in the Preferred 
Alternative are not within the boundaries of any Civil 
War battlefield. 

24.) The Tier 2 Revised EA contains additional 
information supporting a conclusion that there would be 
no constructive use of the Manassas Battlefield Historic 
District or Manassas National Battlefield Park.  The 
project has been determined to have no adverse effect 
on historic properties pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  By regulation, a 
constructive use of a historic property does not occur 
when the project will not adversely affect the project 
pursuant to Section 106.  In addition, the increase in the 
projected noise levels if the project is constructed, when 
compared with the projected noise levels if the project is 
not built, is barely perceptible (3 dBA or less). 

 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-20 

 

 

25.) None of the park-and-ride lots in the Preferred 
Alternative would use any Section 4(f) property.  The 
only Section 4(f) use associated with the project is a de 
minimis impact on Random Hills Park.  An analysis of 
avoidance alternatives is not required for a de minimis 
impact. 

26.) Conway Robinson Memorial State Forest was not 
included in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation because 
none of the alternatives would require the use of land 
from the property.  Likewise, the Preferred Alternative 
would not require the use of land from Conway 
Robinson Memorial State Forest. 
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Northern Virginia Transportation Alliance – no date 

1.) The concurrence and support of the Alliance with 
respect to I-66 roadway improvements is noted. 
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2.) The Alliance’s recommendations are noted. 
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National Rifle Association – 6/2/15 
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1.) The conceptual design of the Preferred Alternative 
reflects changes to avoid the impacts noted.  The 
comment regarding the potential sound wall is noted.  
The desires of affected landowners constitute an 
important element in making final decisions on noise 
abatement to be provided. 

2.) The conceptual design of the Preferred Alternative 
reflects changes to avoid the impacts noted. 

3.) The conceptual design of the Preferred Alternative 
reflects changes to avoid the impacts noted. 

4.) Road striping will be addressed during final design. 

5.) Members of the project study team met with NRA 
representatives and the Preferred Alternative addresses 
the issues raised in the letter regarding potential 
impacts to parking and access at the NRA building, as 
well as consistency with already-planned security 
improvements at the site. 
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American Automobile Association – 6/18/15 

1.) The support of the AAA with respect to I-66 roadway 
and transit improvements is noted. 
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I-66 Corridor Coalition – 5/18/15 

1.) The Tier 2 Draft EA and Revised EA, along with the 
supporting technical reports, provide information on the 
impacts of the project on streams, air quality, global 
warming, and show that the proposed build alternatives 
are expected to improve traffic operations over existing 
and 2040 No-Build conditions, even with the substantial 
growth in traffic by 2040.   

2.) The Preferred Alternative minimizes the project 
footprint, while providing effective solutions for the I-66 
corridor.  The Preferred Alternative will require 11 
residential relocations, which does not represent a 
“significant” impact in the context of NEPA given the 
context of the project, the availability of replacement 
housing, and the provisions of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.  
The Tier 2 Revised EA includes additional information 
on potential for induced growth.  With respect to 
addressing the causes of congestion, they were 
examined extensively in studies completed for both the 
Tier 1 FEIS and the Tier 2 EA.  The traffic analysis 
shows that with the proposed improvements at 
chokepoints combined with the other multimodal 
improvements, the Preferred Alternative is expected to 
improve traffic operations over existing and 2040 No-
Build conditions, even with the substantial growth in 
traffic by 2040.  Travel time will be reduced 
considerably, and the Preferred Alternative has higher 
people-moving capacity with the availability of the 
express lanes and associated transit improvements. 

3.) The Tier 1 EIS, a precursor to Transform I-66 
Outside the Beltway, evaluated 10 improvement 
concepts, independently as well as in combination with 
one another.  The improvement concepts included 
adding general purpose lanes, adding managed lanes, 
Metrorail and VRE extensions, light rail and BRT. The 
Tier 1 EIS concluded that no one improvement could 
meet all the travel demand in the corridor.  Of the four  
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highest performing improvement concept combinations,  
adding two managed lanes, which would be free of 
charge to HOV-3 and transit vehicles, was the only 
improvement concept common to all four.  Managed 
lanes would also benefit existing transit riders as well as 
the new transit service planned as part of the project. 

Additional information about an Alternative Land Use 
Scenario is included in the Tier 2 Revised EA. 

4.) Discussion regarding coordination of transportation 
and land use planning has been added to the 
Alternatives chapter of the Tier 2 Revised EA describing 
how the localities already are, and have been, 
implementing land use policies to facilitate transit 
oriented development.  Furthermore, the Preferred 
Alternative includes a host of transit improvements, not 
the least of which is providing express lanes upon which 
transit vehicles can travel at free-flow speeds rather 
than in the stop-and-go conditions currently existing in 
the corridor.  This alone, by improving transit travel 
speeds, would make transit a more attractive travel 
option than it is today.  Furthermore, new and improved 
park-and-ride lots would provide direct access to the 
express lanes, thereby enhancing the interface of 
travelers with transit and the convenience of utilizing 
transit.  Finally, other transit components of the project 
would provide bus services that do not currently exist to 
regional employment and business centers. 
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5.) Since the comment provides no details, it is not 
possible to ascertain precisely the types, locations, and 
extent of “land use changes” envisioned.  As noted in 
earlier responses, both Fairfax County and Prince 
William County have robust initiatives to promote and 
facilitate transit oriented development. 

6.) As the project moves into detailed design, all the 
potential locations identified for SWM basins will be 
evaluated and the design will look to further reduce 
impacts.  Innovative solutions to the treatment of storm 
water will be encouraged where reasonable and 
feasible, and all stormwater management requirements 
will be met by the project.  The analysis included in the 
Tier 2 Draft EA did not identify any significant water 
quality impacts. 

7.) 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 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).  
Incorporating a regional shared-use path that ran 
parallel to the entire corridor would require 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. 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-31 

 

b  

Fairfax County Restoration Project – no date 

1.) Attachment (DDOT Green Infrastructure Document) 
received and noted. Link to document: 
http://ddot.dc.gov/publication/greening-dc-streets 

2.) Impacts to wildlife and habitat are addressed in the 
Tier 2 Draft EA.  While the I-66 project would involve 
substantial construction, it should be recognized that it 
will occur along an existing interstate highway that 
passes through an urbanized corridor.  Accordingly, 
while there are patches of woods, shrubs, and grass, 
the corridor cannot be characterized as one of high 
quality wildlife habitat and no significant impacts to 
habitat or wildlife are anticipated.  The stormwater 
management system to be implemented as part of the 
project would continue to be refined during the design 
phase. 

3.) The development of grading plans will occur during 
the design phase. 

4.) The development of grading and planting plans will 
occur during the design phase. 

5.) Approved seeding mixed would be used for 
temporary and permanent erosion control.  The exact 
seed mix to be utilized would be established during the 
design phase. 

http://ddot.dc.gov/publication/greening-dc-streets
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6.) The use of soil amendments would be determined 
during the design phase. 

7.) Seed mixes and plant species to be used in 
landscaping would be determined during the design 
phase. 

8.) The installation of step pools or similar features to 
reduce outfall erosion would be considered during the 
design phase. 

9.) Details of stormwater management measures will be 
developed during the design phase. 

10.) Retrofitting of parking lots is beyond the scope of 
the current project. 

11.) Details of stormwater management facilities would 
be determined during the design phase. 

12.) Erosion and sediment controls would be inspected 
and maintained throughout the duration of the project. 

13.) The details of measures to mitigate stream, 
wetland, and water quality impacts would be determined 
during the design phase in coordination with the 
permitting agencies. 
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14.) Opportunities for input into the landscaping plan 
would be available during the design phase. 
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15.) Seed mixes will comply with VDOT’s Road and 
Bridge Specifications, which require compliance with 
the Virginia Seed Law with respect to noxious weed 
seeds 

16.) Plant species would be determined during the 
design phase. 

17.) Comment noted. 
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vRide – no date 

1.) Travel demand management (TDM) measures are 
part of the overall project and a traffic management plan 
(TMP) will be implemented during construction. 

2.) Facilitation of vanpool use of the proposed facilities 
would be part of the overall project. 
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3.) Comment noted 

4.) Capital improvements in the Rosslyn-Ballston 
corridor are beyond the scope of this project. 

5.) Comment noted. 
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Heatherbrook Homeowners Association – no date 

1.) The conceptual design at the referenced location 
has been modified to reduce the extent of impact to 
treed areas.  The existing noise barrier at this location 
would remain in place or be replaced in kind, depending 
on the final design and the results of the final design 
noise analysis. 

2.)  The conceptual design at the referenced location 
has been modified to eliminate acquisition of additional 
right of way for expansion of the existing stormwater 
pond.  Instead, the existing stormwater pond would be 
retrofitted within the confines of existing right of way. 

3.) As indicated in Response #2, the stormwater 
management facility will be located within existing, 
limited access right of way and therefore not accessible 
by the public. 

4.) As indicated in response #1, the conceptual design 
of the Preferred Alternative has reduced the extent of 
tree removal required and the existing noise barrier 
would remain in place or be replaced in kind.  The noise 
barrier would abate noise from the highway and also 
screen the view of the highway from the homes along 
Collin Chase Place. 

5.) As outlined above, the conceptual design has been 
revised for the Preferred Alternative at the referenced 
location. 
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Residents of Arrowood Association – 6/9/15 

1.) The split to exit I-66 westbound to VA 123 is in the 
same vicinity as the existing split.  The existing noise 
barrier would remain in place or be replaced in kind.  A 
final determination on noise abatement would be made 
during final design based on a design phase noise 
analysis. 

2.) Final configurations of noise barriers would be 
determined during the design phase. 

3.) The conceptual design for the Preferred Alternative 
includes shared use paths through the interchange.  
The actual final design would be determined during the 
design phases. 

4.) The Preferred Alternative includes signalized 
intersections at ramp termini.  Based on traffic analyses, 
these intersections are expected to function adequately. 

5.) 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. 
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Country Creek Association – no date 

1.) The Tier 1 EIS already considered and compared a 
considerable array of reasonable alternatives.  The 
alternatives were developed with substantial public 
involvement and extensive input from a host of 
participating federal, state, and local agencies.  Ten 
Build Improvement Concepts that would directly 
address the transportation needs in the I-66 corridor 
were identified and considered along with the No-Build 
Concept.  The Build Improvement Concepts included 
General Purpose Lanes, Managed Lanes, Metrorail 
Extension, Light Rail Transit, Bus Rapid Transit, VRE 
Extension, Improvements at Spot Locations/ 
Chokepoints, Intermodal Connectivity, Safety 
Improvements, and Transportation Communication and 
Technology.  In addition, 47 scenarios representing all 
logically consistent combinations of the capacity-related 
Build Improvement Concepts were evaluated in the Tier 
1 EIS.  As stated in FHWA’s Tier 1 Record of Decision, 
none of the Build Improvement Concepts as stand-
alone concepts would fully satisfy the purpose and 
need.  However, each improvement concept would 
contribute to meeting the purpose and need and would 
provide transportation benefits.  Since any of the ten 
improvement concepts would improve conditions in the 
I-66 corridor, FHWA advanced all ten concepts from 
Tier 1 to allow the Commonwealth of Virginia to then 
identify the Tier 2 projects for subsequent study.  In 
accordance with this decision, and as explained in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the Tier 2 Draft EA and this 
Tier 2 Revised EA, VDOT and DRPT used the planning 
efforts, findings, and decisions from the Tier 1 EIS, 
along with other factors, to frame the elements of the 
project to be considered in the Tier 2 EA.  Specifically, 
the elements of this Tier 2 project represent a 
multimodal combination of Tier 1 Build Improvement 
Concepts over the 25-mile-long corridor, as described in 
detail in the EA. 
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In developing the details of these elements, VDOT and 
DRPT again relied on substantial input from the public 
and federal, state, and local stakeholders, along with 
environmental and engineering considerations.  A range 
of typical cross sections for the roadway elements, 
access points for the express lanes, interchange 
improvements, park-and-ride lot locations, and transit 
elements was considered and evaluated before arriving 
at the Preferred Alternative that was endorsed by the 
Commonwealth Transportation Board. 

2.) A number of transit elements are included as part of 
the project, as described in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of 
the Tier 2 Revised EA. 

3.) A final decision has not yet been made on the 
procurement method.  VDOT will fully evaluate the 
project delivery options based on the best interests of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

4.) A traffic operations sensitivity analysis was 
completed to test the operations of an open section 
along I-66 eastbound and westbound under this 
configuration, which assumes that the I-495 interchange 
would remain as it is today and direct ramp connections 
would not be provided from the express lanes on I-495 
to those proposed on I-66.  The open section (non-
barrier separated lanes with no restrictions) would 
extend approximately 1.2 miles, and within this section, 
vehicles would potentially have to weave across 
multiple lanes to access their respective destination 
lanes.  In some cases, vehicles may be required to 
make up to five (5) lane change maneuvers in this 
section. 

The independent traffic microsimulation study was 
conducted to test the operations for this section using 
the VISSIM microsimulation modeling approach that 
was used for the NEPA traffic operations study.  The 
results of the traffic operations analysis show that this 
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alternative would result in substantial operational and 
safety issues along the mainline of I-66 in both 
directions.  In the morning in the eastbound direction, 
the additional lane changes required for vehicles to 
position themselves to access the ramps at the I-495 
interchange would result in a breakdown of traffic 
operations in the segment between VA 243 and I-495 
interchange.  Similarly, in the PM peak in the 
westbound direction, the traffic operations are impacted 
by the additional lane changes required for vehicles to 
position themselves to access the I-66 express lanes 
and the VA 243 ramps. 

Additional details on the traffic operations analysis 
completed for the Open Section Alternative (suggested 
by citizens as the “Do No Harm” Alternative) are 
provided in the Tier 2 Revised EA and Transportation 
Technical Report. 

5.)  The Preferred Alternative would not preclude the 
extension of Metrorail in the future.  

6.) The Preferred Alternative would provide for express 
lane access at a signalized intersection on the Vaden 
Drive bridge for traffic to and from the west.  The 
existing entrance to eastbound I-66 from Saintsbury 
Drive would be eliminated.  The Preferred Alternative 
was devised to provide the best opportunity to serve 
transit and multimodal trips, including trips that result in 
a transfer from trips in the express lanes (high-quality 
transit, HOV-3, or tolled vehicles) to Metrorail (Vienna 
Station) and the transit-transfer center there with all the 
various buses that serve the station.  As such, a direct 
connection is needed between the express lanes and 
the infrastructure network facilities surrounding Vienna 
Metro Station.  It is important to note that the Vaden 
Ramps were publicly vetted and already approved in a 
separate project development process that was 
completed prior to starting the Tier 2 study.  The I-66  
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project incorporated them into the larger project.  If 
there are concerns on traffic impacts to the local street 
system as a result of cut-through traffic, that issue can 
be further addressed through the Transportation 
Management Plan for the project, which identifies 
localized improvements and strategies for addressing 
these very types of issues.  However, it is also 
important to frame that in the context that the I-66 
improvements are not the catch-all to fix everything that 
is problematic with the local street network and 
surrounding areas.  The current traffic on the existing 
loop ramp (from Saintsbury Drive to the I-66 eastbound 
collector-distributor road) is predominantly coming from 
the west and using the ramp to make an illegal U-turn to 
gain access to the interstate.  Field observations and 
traffic data collection surveys revealed that the majority 
of vehicles were single occupancy vehicles that were 
coming from Blake Lane, heading east on Five Oaks 
Road and using the ramp/collector-distributor road as a 
way to cut through Oakton and Vienna instead of using 
the I-66 mainline.  This issue of recurring cut-through 
traffic was raised by a number of concerned citizens 
who live off of Five Oaks Road and Saintsbury Drive 
during the January/February and May Public Meetings 
for the project. 

7.) Under the Preferred Alternative, the Vaden Drive 
bridge would include pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as 
would the new Nutley Street interchange. 

8.)  The traffic analysis showed that there would be no 
statistically significant traffic volume increase on 
Country Creek Drive as a result of the project. 

9.) The Country Creek community is entirely north of 
Country Creek Drive north of I-66.  As such, the express 
lanes connection to the Vaden Drive bridge in the 
median of I-66 would not bifurcate the community.  
Nottoway Park is north of the community and Oakton 
High School is west of it; access to either of these 
locations from the County Creek community does not 
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involve crossing the Vaden Drive bridge.  All 
appropriate pedestrian crossing markings and other 
safety measures would be implemented for pedestrian 
facilities that are part of the project. 

10.) Pedestrian facilities would be implemented as part 
of the Vaden Drive connection.  All appropriate 
pedestrian safety measures would be implemented 
along with those facilities. 

11.) The Preferred Alternative does not include the bus-
only ramp option.  The bus-only ramp option would 
result in greater right of way impacts and require 
relocation of Saintsbury Drive parallel to I-66, impacting 
additional properties along Saintsbury Drive.  In 
addition, the bus-only ramp option did not move as 
many people per lane based on the traffic analysis.  

12.) The Preferred Alternative incorporates the 
diverging diamond design concept for the Nutley Street 
interchange. 

13.) Night time construction would be unavoidable given 
the traffic volumes and the constricted work zone.  
However, such work would be subject to noise 
restrictions included in VDOT’s Road and Bridge 
Specifications and traffic would be maintained as 
appropriate. 
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Sully District Council of Citizens Associations – 
6/10/15 

1.) Comment noted. 

2.) Comment noted. 

3.) The Preferred Alternative would preserve space in 
the median for future transit from US Route 29 at 
Centreville to the Capital Beltway.  For the portion of the 
corridor west of US 29 at Centreville, Phase I of the 
project would not initially preserve an open median, but 
would instead utilize the existing infrastructure as much 
as possible in order reduce costs.  Incorporation of a 
dedicated transitway in the future could be 
accommodated by reconstructing the roadway at that 
time. 

4.) See Chapter 3, Alternatives, for discussion of 
construction phasing. 
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5.) See Chapter 3, Alternatives, for discussion of 
construction phasing. 

6.) See Chapter 3, Alternatives, for discussion of 
construction phasing. 

7.) See Chapter 3, Alternatives, for discussion of 
construction phasing. 
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Shrevecrest Homeowners’ Association – 6/4/15 

1.). The concept plans for both Alternatives 2A and 2B 
and the Preferred Alternative, as well as the Preliminary 
Noise Analysis Technical Report, show a feasible and 
reasonable noise wall in the northeast quadrant of the I-
66/I-495 interchange near Idylwood Park and 
Shrevecrest.  Notwithstanding, preliminary decisions 
regarding both recommended and non-recommended 
noise barriers may change between the environmental 
document and final design as a result of changes in the 
project design, design year traffic, or the level of detail 
the design contained at the time of the preliminary 
report.  Final decisions on whether to provide noise 
abatement measures would be made during the design 
stage of the project and would take into account design 
feasibility, cost, and the opinions of property owners 
impacted by the noise. 

2.)  All design elements of the project, including flyover 
ramps, will be taken into consideration during the final 
design noise analysis. 

3.) See response #1 above. 

4.) See response #1 above. 
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5.) See response #1 above. 

6.) See response #1 above. 

7.) See response #1 above. 

8.) Representatives of the project team met with 
representatives of the Shrevecrest community. 

9.) The noise analysis, including assessment of whether 
barriers are feasible and reasonable, will be updated 
during the design phase in accordance with all 
applicable VDOT and FHWA policies and procedures. 
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Shrevecrest Homeowners Association – 6/17/15 

1.)  The referenced flyover ramp is not included in the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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2.) The ramp configuration in the Preferred Alternative 
has been modified to reduce impacts of the 
interchange. 

3.) The ramp configuration in the Preferred Alternative 
has been modified to reduce impacts of the 
interchange. 

4.) The noise analysis, including assessment of whether 
barriers are feasible and reasonable, will be updated 
during the design phase in accordance with all 
applicable VDOT and FHWA policies and procedures. 
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5.) A conceptual stormwater management plan has 
been developed.  A more detailed design will be 
developed during the design phase, during which the 
issues mentioned will be taken into consideration.  

6.) A financial analysis aimed specifically at the risks 
and benefits related to separately managed/operated 
HOT lanes systems is beyond the scope of this NEPA 
analysis and is not required by NEPA regulations.  
Notwithstanding, various tradeoffs from engineering, 
traffic, and environmental impact perspectives have 
been considered with respect to system-to-system 
connections (i.e., express lanes to express lanes, 
general purpose lanes to general purpose lanes, 
express lanes to general purpose lanes, and general 
purpose lanes to express lanes) in arriving at the 
proposed interchange configuration for the Preferred 
Alternative at I-66 and I-495. 

7.) Representatives of the project study team met with 
representatives of the Shrevecrest community. 

8.) Susan Shaw and Amanda Baxter are the designated 
points of contact for I-66 outside the Beltway and Inside 
the Beltway respectively. 
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Walney Mills at Shelbourne Homeowners 
Association – no date 

1.) The change from HOV2 to HOV3 is consistent with 
the region’s financially constrained long-range 
transportation plan and was planned to be implemented 
regardless of the project.  It applies only to the express 
lanes.  The general purpose lanes would remain open 
to all users free of charge regardless of occupancy.  
The express lanes would be open to vehicles with less 
than three occupants but a variably priced toll would 
apply depending on the volume of traffic in the lanes. 

2.)  The Preferred Alternative would preserve space in 
the median for future transit from US Route 29 at 
Centreville to the Capital Beltway.  For the portion of the 
corridor west of US 29 at Centreville, Phase I of the 
project would not initially preserve an open median, but 
would instead utilize the existing infrastructure as much 
as possible in order reduce costs.  Incorporation of a 
dedicated transitway in the future could be 
accommodated by reconstructing the roadway at that 
time. 
3.) Current noise regulations of FHWA have established 
the thresholds of noise levels that, if approached or 
exceeded, require consideration of noise abatement.  
These are referred to noise abatement criteria (Table 1, 
23 CFR 772).  For residential land uses the noise 
abatement criterion is 67 decibels.  “Approach” means 
within 1 decibel of the criterion, or 66 decibels for 
residential land uses.  The noise analysis will be 
updated during the design phase and consideration of 
noise abatement will be revisited at that time.  
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4.)  Preference noted. 

5.) As indicated in the Tier 2 Draft EA and the Tier 1 
Final EIS and ROD, a single solution, even Metrorail 
extension, would not fully meet the transportation needs 
in the I-66 corridor.  Rather, a combination of 
multimodal improvements is needed.  The Preferred 
Alternative includes a mix of roadway, transit, 
operational, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements to 
address transportation needs in the corridor.  The 
Preferred Alternative also would accommodate future 
Metrorail extension or other dedicated transit services in 
the corridor. 

6.)  Comment noted. 

7.)  Comment noted. 

8.) Signage and markings would be in accordance with 
the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and other 
applicable requirements to facilitate safe usage of the 
facilities. 

9.) Comment noted. 

10.) Comment noted. 



Responses to Organization Comments                                                      F-65 

 

 

Cyrandall Valley North Homeowners Association – 
6/18/15 
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1.) The alignment for the shared-use path that has been 
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. 

2.) Based on the Preliminary Noise Analysis, a feasible 
and reasonable noise barrier has been identified at this 
location.  However, final decisions on noise barriers 
would be made following a revised noise analysis to be 
completed during the design phase. 

3.) As indicated in response #1, all proposed 
improvements included in the Preferred Alternative 
would be within existing VDOT right of way.  As 
indicated in response #2, a feasible and reasonable 
noise barrier has been identified in the vicinity of this 
community and will receive further consideration during 
the design phase. Construction noise impacts resulting 
from roadway construction are anticipated to be 
temporary in nature and will cease upon completion of 
the project construction. VDOT has developed and 
FHWA has approved a specification that establishes 
construction noise limits, and the contractor will be 
required to conform to this specification to reduce the 
impact of construction noise on the surrounding 
community.  This specification can be found in VDOT's 
2007 Road and Bridge Specifications, Section 
107.16(b.3), “Noise”.   
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It is not possible to accurately predict where structural 
damages may result from vibrations generated during 
construction, or the potential extent of any such 
damages.  However, VDOT’s Road and Bridge 
Specifications provide for remedies for any such 
damage that may occur as a result of the contractor’s 
operations.  Section 107.08 reads in part: 

 “The Contractor shall preserve property and 
improvements along the boundary lines of and adjacent 
to the work unless their removal or destruction is 
specified in the Contract Documents.  The Contractor 
shall use suitable precautions to prevent damage to 
such property.”  And, “The Contractor shall be 
responsible for any damage or injury to property during 
the prosecution of the work resulting from any act, 
omission, neglect, or misconduct in the Contractor’s 
method of executing the work or attributable to defective 
work or materials.” 

4.) As indicated in response #2, noise impacts at this 
community can be addressed by construction of a noise 
barrier.  The air quality analysis indicated no air quality 
impacts.  VDOT’s Road and Bridge Specifications 
require contractors to implement dust suppression 
measures during construction.  As indicated in response 
#1, all improvements would be within existing VDOT 
right of way.  Accordingly, the Green Space would not 
be removed.  Stormwater management measures and 
temporary and permanent erosion and sediment control 
practices will be implemented to minimize water 
pollution.  The creek, an unnamed tributary of Accotink 
Creek is not a public water supply. 

5.) The potential for effects on property values is 
speculative.  The community already sits adjacent to the 
existing interstate highway and the Preferred Alternative 
would not have a significant effect on the community.  
There would be no direct encroachment on the 
community’s property except at the eastern end of it for 
a short segment of a proposed trail.  
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6.) Because the Preferred Alternative in the vicinity of 
the Green Space would be contained within existing 
VDOT right of way, there would be no need to acquire 
land within the Green Space, by condemnation or 
otherwise. 
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7.) The Preferred Alternative, which includes a number 
of bicycle/pedestrian facilities throughout the corridor, 
was approved by the Commonwealth Transportation 
Board October 27, 2015.  The actual final design of 
these and other elements of the project would be 
determined during the design phase. 
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Potomac Heritage Trail Association – no date 

1.) During the public hearings in May and June 2015 
and the comment period for the Tier 2 Draft EA, public 
and stakeholder input was sought regarding the benefits 
and impacts of a proposed shared-use path parallel to I-
66 consistent with the 2014 Fairfax County Bicycle 
Master Plan. The design of the multi-use path had two 
goals: to avoid additional right of way impacts due to the 
path and to provide a convenient and accessible path 
for bicycles and pedestrians. The alignment for the 
shared-use path that has been proposed as part of the 
Preferred Alternative is a combination of a parallel 
facility and improvements to other roads adjacent to the 
project.  Incorporating a regional shared-use path that 
ran parallel to the entire corridor would have resulted in 
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. Details on the specific locations of proposed 
trails within the proposed or existing right of way, as 
well as trail surface type, will be developed during the 
design stage.  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. 

2.) See response to comment above.  I-66 between 
Compton Road and Cub Run is bordered on both sides 
by Bull Run Regional Park and improvements are 
proposed within existing VDOT right of way in order to 
avoid impacting park property.  The roadway cannot be 
widened further on the south side as additional right of 
way would be required.  Noise studies will be updated 
during the design stage of the project and this location 
will be reevaluated at that time. 

3.) See response #1 above. 

4.) See response #1 above.  
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Preservation Virginia – 6/18/15 

1.)  The Preferred Alternative does not include a park-
and-ride lot within the Thoroughfare Gap or Buckland 
Mills battlefields. 

2.) The Preferred Alternative does not involve any direct 
encroachments on Manassas National Battlefield Park 
or the Manassas Battlefield Historic District. 

3.) The Preferred Alternative would not use land from 
any of the referenced resources. 




