
HRTPO Transportation Technical Advisory Committee Meeting – January 6, 2016 

AGENDA ITEM #19: FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 
A. FY 2015 ANNUAL OBLIGATION REPORT 

 
In accordance with federal regulations, within 90 calendar days following the end of the 
federal fiscal year (the federal fiscal year runs from October 1 through September 30), 
the state, public transportation operators, and the MPO shall cooperatively develop a 
listing of projects for which federal funds were obligated during that federal fiscal year.  
The listing, referred to as an Annual Obligation Report (AOR), shall be published or 
otherwise made available in accordance with the MPO’s public participation criteria for 
the TIP. 
 
The FY 2015 AOR was posted on the HRTPO website on December 18, 2015.  The AOR 
may be accessed at: http://www.hrtpo.org/page/annual-obligation-report/. 
 

B. HRTPO STAFF COMMENTS ON HAMPTON ROADS CROSSING STUDY 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT – DRAFT PURPOSE AND 
NEED 
 
HRTPO staff reviewed the draft Purpose and Needs section of the Hampton Roads 
Crossing Study Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.  The comments 
submitted by HRTPO staff are attached.  
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C. HB2 STATUS REPORT 
 
During its Workshop on December 8, 2015, the Commonwealth Transportation Board 
(CTB) received an HB2 Update from the Office of the Secretary of Transportation.  The 
update provided the results of the HB2 project validation and screening process.  Of a 
total of 321 applications received, 33 applications were screened-out for the following 
reasons: 
 
• Application withdrawn  (1 project) 
• Does not meet VTrans need  (9 projects) 
• Project ineligible – Insufficient project development  (11 projects) 
• Project ineligible – Not a capital improvement, TDM or safety project  (6 projects) 
• Project ineligible – Study  (5 projects) 
• Project ineligible – Technical reason  (1 project) 

 
VDOT and DRPT will work with applicants whose applications were screened out to 
further develop projects so they may be re-submitted for the next round of HB2 or to 
identify more appropriate funding sources for the affected projects. 
 
The scores for the 288 validated projects will be released in January 2016. 
 
For the full presentation, go to: 
http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2015/dec/pres/Presentation_HB2.pdf. 

http://www.hrtpo.org/page/annual-obligation-report/
http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2015/dec/pres/Presentation_HB2.pdf
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For the complete list of Screened-In applications, go to: 
http://www.virginiahb2.org/docs/Screened_In_HB2Apps_.pdf. 
 
For the complete list of Screened-Out applications, go to: 
http://www.virginiahb2.org/docs/Screened_Out_HB2Apps_.pdf. 
  

D. FAST ACT 
 
On December 4, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation (FAST) Act, the first federal law in over 10 years to provide long-term 
funding certainty for surface transportation.  The FAST Act authorizes $305 billion over 
five years (fiscal years 2016 – 2020) for highway, public transportation, rail, research, 
technology, and safety programs. 
 
For more information on the Fast Act, visit the U.S. Department of Transportation 
webpage at: https://www.transportation.gov/fastact/ and the Federal Highway 
Administration webpage at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/.  
 
 
 

  

http://www.virginiahb2.org/docs/Screened_In_HB2Apps_.pdf
http://www.virginiahb2.org/docs/Screened_Out_HB2Apps_.pdf
https://www.transportation.gov/fastact/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/
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Hampton Roads Crossing Study – Draft Purpose and Need (28 October 2015) 
HRTPO Staff Comments 
November 2015 
 
General Comments 
 
Sea Level Rise 
HRTPO staff recommends including text within the document to incorporate sea level rise 
and storm surge.  With sea levels expected to rise, vertical clearances below bridge decks 
may be less than anticipated over the design life.  Sea level rise can contribute to increased 
wave heights and potentially impact the stability of the embankment over time.  Bridge 
approaches may also be more susceptible to flooding due to sea level rise and may need to 
be built to higher elevations.  The combination of sea level rise and more intense storm 
surges may create the need to incorporate protective features to protect the asset (e.g. 
riprap, willow mattress pad, timber bulkhead).  To make bridges more resilient to storm 
conditions, consideration should be given to designs that allow the superstructure to break 
away during a significant storm surge so that the substructure remains intact.  Under this 
scenario, the bridge structure could be rebuilt much faster and for less cost than if the 
substructure was damaged.  Consideration must also be given to anticipated wave heights 
resulting from potential storm surge at tunnels.  Large waves during a storm could overtop 
some of the portal walls and create a flooding situation.  With limited resources and 
funding, coastal resilience grants could be pursued to incorporate adaptation-related 
strategies and designs in order to ensure the asset is resilient over the design life.  Refer to 
Task 3.2 – Phase 2 of the Gulf Coast Study (August 2014) on the FHWA website for 
information on sea level rise and storm surge lessons learned. 
 
Active Transportation 
Staff notes that the P&N document does not discuss active transportation. 
 
HRTPO Staff Comments by Section: 
 
1.1 Introduction   
No comment. 
 
1.2 History of the Study 
No Comment 
 
1.3 Study Area and Existing Roadways 
 
Page 2 – Introductory paragraph – In the description of the two sections of the Hampton 
Roads metropolitan region, staff recommends including Isle of Wight County in the list of 
Southside localities and James City County, York County, and the City of Williamsburg in the 
list of Peninsula localities. 
Page 2 – In the section on I-564, it appears that the word “east” near the end of the 
sentence (just before the reference to Figures 3A to 3C) should be deleted. 
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1.4 Needs: Existing Conditions 
 
1.4.1 Overview 
 
Page 3 – Staff recommends revising the first sentence to read “I-64 and I-664 and their 
respective bridge-tunnel facilities . . .” 
Page 3 – Staff recommends revising the second sentence to read “. . . bodies of water that 
limit mobility and route options.” 
Page 3 – Staff recommends revising the third sentence to read “For example, when 
congestion is severe at the HRBT, the only available options for traffic diversion are the 
MMMBT or the James River Bridge.” 
Page 3 – Staff recommends adding verbiage regarding the age of the HRBT facility and the 
expectation that significant maintenance—that may require shutting down portions of the 
facility to traffic for extended periods—will be required in the near future. 
 
1.4.2 Accommodate Travel Demand 
 
Page 3 – The sentence in the second bullet “The Port of Virginia ranks third highest among 
East Coast ports in the volume of cargo handled in 2013 and in East Coast Market Share” is 
repetitive. 
Page 3 – The sentence in the second bullet “No rail water crossings over Hampton Roads 
waterway currently exist.” should be updated to say “….over the Hampton Roads Harbor 
currently exist.” 
Page 3 – In the third bullet, the Newport News Shipbuilding facility is accessed via I-664, 
not I-64. 
Page 4 – In the first bullet, Sentara Health Care should be identified as being headquartered 
in Norfolk, not located. 
Page 4 – In the fourth bullet, the Naval Medical Center is only indirectly accessed by Route 
164. 
Page 4 – In the second sentence of the first paragraph, the semicolon is not needed. 
Page 4 – In the second sentence of the second paragraph, MacArthur Center is misspelled. 
Page 4 – In the last sentence of the second paragraph, Town Point Park is misspelled. 
Page 4 – In the third paragraph, the amount of cargo handled by the Port of Virginia can be 
updated to reflect all of FY 2015. 
Page 4 – In the second paragraph, Chesapeake Square Mall in Chesapeake needs to be 
listed. 
Page 4 – In the last sentence of the third paragraph, the phrase “Port of Virginia in the 
Hampton Roads Harbor” should be reworded.  It should be either just “Port of Virginia” if it 
includes Port of Richmond and Inland Port volumes, or if not it could be referred to as “Port 
of Virginia facilities in Hampton Roads.” 
Page 5 – In Table 1-1, 2015 data for VA 164 is available from the VDOT Continuous Count 
Station located near Towne Point Road.  
 
1.4.3 Improve Transit Access 
 
Page 5 – In the second paragraph, second sentence – Add Williamsburg after….. Newport 
News, and Norfolk……, 
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1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 
 
Concerning the “Increase Capacity” section on page 6, because “tunnels provide less 
capacity than do landside roadways” (p. 6), when developing specific alternatives that 
improve HRBT, please consider all three of the concept scenarios HRTPO staff presented to 
the HRTPO Board at its 19 November 2015 meeting (3-3-3, 3-X-3, and 3-4-3; see slides 
attached). 
 
Page 6 – In the second paragraph, it says that up to 4,500 vehicles per hour are estimated 
to travel between I-64 and Taussig Boulevard.  Does this number represent the capacity of 
the roadway (as is listed for the tunnels in the previous sentence), or the actual peak 
volume?  And is this by direction or the total for both directions? 
Page 7 – In the third and fifth sentences of the first paragraph it mentions that inadequate 
capacity on I-564 and Admiral Taussig Boulevard occurs during peak travel hours.  This is 
primarily due to the capacity of the Naval Station’s gates and not the capacity of I-
564/Admiral Taussig Boulevard. 
Page 7 – In the fourth sentence of the first paragraph, the naval shipyard is not served by I-
564/Admiral Taussig Blvd.  It is located in Portsmouth. 
Page 7 – In the last sentence of the first paragraph, direct access to I-564 via a new 
alignment will only be provided to Navy Gate 6, and not to Gates 1, 2, 3A, and 5 as listed. 
Page 7 – In the last sentence of the first paragraph, the Air Terminal Interchange is a 
different project than the I-564 Intermodal Connector.  Access to Navy Gate 6 will be 
provided by the I-564 Intermodal Connector project, not the Air Terminal Interchange 
project. 
Page 7 – In the second paragraph, our studies don’t indicate any issues with existing 
capacity on Route 164 at Towne Point Road, College Drive, and the I-664 interchange. 
Page 7 – In the second sentence of the third paragraph, the words “within the limits of 
operations” should be removed. 
Page 7 – In the third sentence of the third paragraph, VDOT generally does not operate two-
way traffic in the tunnels during maintenance or construction, but rather closes the tunnel 
for all traffic in that direction, requiring detours to alternate facilities. 
Page 8 – In the first sentence of the first paragraph, it says that HRBT WB trucks are turned 
around an average of 6 times a day.  According to VDOT, there were 931 trucks turned 
around in the westbound direction at the HRBT in 2014.  This is about 2.5 per day. 
Page 8 – In the third sentence of the first paragraph, it mentions factors contributing to 
nonrecurring congestion.  The factors listed contribute to recurring congestion as well. 
Page 8 – In the second sentence of the third paragraph, it refers to I-64 as being ranked 
among the most highly recurring congested roadways.  This analysis is based on INRIX 
data, so it is actually based on both recurring and nonrecurring congestion. 
Page 8 – In the last sentence of the third paragraph, it says that “….and in both directions 
from Bowers Hill to I-264 also have severe recurring congestion….”  Only the northbound 
direction is congested at this location. 
Page 8 – In the last paragraph, it mentions Figures 2A and 3A.  These figures, along with all 
of the other referenced figures, were not included with the document. 
Page 9 – In the third sentence of the second paragraph, it mentions southbound and 
northbound queues at the MMMBT.  Queues typically only exist in the southbound 
direction. 

Attachment 19-B



Page 9 - In the fourth sentence of the third paragraph, it mentions that the James River 
Bridge is severely congested.  Based on our data, the James River Bridge is generally not 
congested during peak periods. 
 
1.4.5 Address Geometric Deficiencies 
 
Page 10 – In the third sentence of the first paragraph, “Vertical tunnel clearance” should be 
replaced with “Posted vertical tunnel clearance”.  
Page 10 – In the eighth sentence of the second paragraph, “Portsmouth port” should be 
replaced with “Portsmouth Marine Terminals”.  
Page 11 – In Table 1-4, why is “n/a” listed for the Average Crash Rate on I-564?  The AADT 
would be available from VDOT for this roadway. 
Page 11 – In Table 1-4, it would be helpful to list the corridor length for each segment.  
 
1.4.6 Enhance Emergency Evacuation Capability 
No comment.  
 
1.4.7 Improve Strategic Military Connectivity 
 
Page 12 – Revise first sentence to: “I-64, I-564, I-664, and Route 164 provide for the 
movement of military personnel and equipment within the study area.” 
Page 12 – Change Camp Elmore (former name) to Camp Allen. 
Page 13 – In 3rd paragraph, what is the source for 150,000 military and civilian personnel? 
Our current source (www.bea.gov) estimates 86,504 military and 50,780 federal/civilian in 
2013. 
 
1.4.8 Increase Access to Port Facilities 
 
Page 14 – In the first sentence of the third paragraph, it says that “I-564 terminates at 
Admiral Taussig Boulevard that continues northwest toward the northern NIT.”  It actually 
continues west toward Naval Station Norfolk. 
Page 14 – In the third sentence of the third paragraph, it mentions direct access to the port 
will be provided via the Air Terminal Interchange.  The I-564/Intermodal Connector 
project will provide direct access to the port, the Air Terminal Interchange project will not. 
Page 14 – In the fourth sentence of the third paragraph, the Hampton Boulevard Grade 
Separation project is essentially complete. 
Page 15 – In the last sentence of the first paragraph, the “Hampton Roads waterway” 
should be replaced with “Hampton Roads Harbor”. 
Page 15 – In the second sentence of the second paragraph, the Air Terminal Interchange 
project should be removed. 
 
1.5  Needs: Future Conditions 
 
1.5.1   Overview through 1.5.3   Improve Transit Access 
No comment. 
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1.5.4  Increase Regional Accessibility 
 
Page 16 – Staff recommends rewording first sentence to read “Existing deficiencies in 
roadway capacity and the lack of viable alternatives to the HRBT or MMMBT will make it 
increasingly difficult to maintain acceptable traffic flow at the bridge-tunnel facilities and 
throughout the study area, based on forecasted traffic volumes for the year 2040.” 
Page 16 – Third paragraph – keep consistent tense (“will” versus “would”).  Staff 
recommends replacing “On” at the beginning of the paragraph with “Heading”. 
Page 16 – Third paragraph, third sentence – Staff recommends adding “facility” after “Port 
of Virginia” and add an “s” to “volume”. 
 
1.5.5  Address Geometric Deficiencies 
Page 17 – Staff recommends rewording the first sentence to read “There are currently no 
comprehensive improvements programmed to alleviate existing geometric deficiencies 
along I-64 in the study area or to address the substandard height of the westbound tunnel 
at the HRBT.” 
Page 17 – Staff recommends rewording the second sentence to read “Substantial increases 
in future traffic volumes will result in congestion becoming progressively worse at the 
HRBT and MMMBT due to existing bottlenecks at those facilities.” 
Page 17 – Staff recommends rewording the third sentence to read “The substandard height 
of the westbound tunnel at the HRBT will continue to be a routing issue for vehicles that 
exceed the height limit, as well as a cause of delay for all westbound vehicles whenever an 
over-height vehicle approaches the tunnel and must be turned around.” 
Page 17 – Staff recommends rewording the fourth sentence to read “Substandard shoulder 
width along I-64 will continue to be a detriment to safe and efficient traffic operations in 
the corridor.” 
Page 17 – Staff recommends rewording the last sentence in the paragraph to read “The 
construction of the I-564 Intermodal Connector and the Air Terminal Interchange will 
include bringing those sections of the I-564 corridor up to current standards.” 
 
1.5.6 Enhance Emergency Evacuation Capability 
No comment. 
 
1.5.7 Improve Strategic Military Connectivity 
No comment. 
 
1.5.8 Increase Access to Port Facilities 
No comment. 
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2. Purpose and Need Summary 
 
Page 18- First Paragraph – please consider using the following: 
 
The purpose and need of the HRCS is to develop and analyze multimodal transportation 
alternatives to provide congestion relief and improved reliability in the Hampton Roads 
Crossing corridor,  as such that improves safety, regional accessibility, transit, intermodal 
and highway connectivity, emergency evacuation, defense and military access, visitor 
access and goods movement along the primary transportation corridors in the Hampton 
Roads region  including I-64, I-664, I-564, Route 164 and the Bowers Hill interchange. 
 
Page 18- First Bullet – please consider using the following: 
 

• Accommodate travel demand – capacity is inadequate on the study area alignments, 
causing congestion on them [instead of “at the HRBT”]; 

 
Page 18- Second Bullet – please consider using the following: 
 

• Improve transit access – the lack of rail access [instead of “transit access”] across 
the Hampton Roads harbor; 

 
Page 18- Seventh Bullet – please consider using the following: 
 

• Increase access to port facilities – inadequate port access to interstate highway 
travel in the study area impacts port commerce [instead of “regional”; for “regional 
commerce”, see below]. 

 
Page 18- Eighth Bullet – Because “regional commerce” (as mentioned in draft of seventh 
bullet) in Hampton Roads involves much more than port commerce (seventh bullet), please 
consider adding an eighth bullet—with corresponding detail sections 1.4.9 and 1.5.9—as 
follows: 
 

• Improve regional commerce – inadequate capacity in the study area alignments 
impacts regional commerce. 

 
We recommend that the proposed “regional commerce” sections (1.4.9 and 1.5.9) cover the 
fact that the harbor a) limits commercial interaction between the two sides of Hampton 
Roads, and b) limits commercial interaction between Southside Hampton Roads and much 
of the rest of the United States. 
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Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel  
Concept Scenarios 

Presented by Robert B. Case, PE, PhD 
To HRTPO Board, Nov. 19, 2015 
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Impetus 

Hampton Roads Crossing Study 
(HRCS)  

 

Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Study (SEIS) 

“revisiting the three alternatives” from 2001 FEIS*: 
 

1. I-64 (from Hampton Coliseum to Wards Corner) including HRBT 
2. Third Crossing 
3. Hybrid (all of #1 plus part of #2) 

*FEIS: Final Environmental Impact Statement Attachment 19-B



Today’s HRBT Analysis- Overview 

A. History 
 

B. Concepts that Add Lanes in Existing Right-of-Way 
 

1. Capacity 
2. Impacts 
3. Cost 
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A. History 
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Concept Identification 

Example   Existing I-64         between Mallory St Hampton and Wards Corner Norfolk 
 

   “2–2–2”        “Approach Lanes – Tunnel Lanes – Exit Lanes” 
 

 

  

 

2  
approach lanes   

2  
tunnel lanes  

2  
exit lanes  

2  
exit lanes   

2  
tunnel lanes  

2  
approach lanes  
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History- 2001 

March 2001 FEIS* 

Limits of Construction 
Hampton Coliseum (Hampton)   
Wards Corner (Norfolk) 

 

CBA 1  

Candidate Build Alternative (CBA) 1 
5-5-5 Concept (4 conventional, 1 multimodal) 

 

 

*FEIS: Final Environmental Impact Statement Attachment 19-B



History- 2008 

Dec. 19, 2008 Feasibility   

Limits of Construction 
Settlers Landing Rd (Hampton)   
Wards Corner (Norfolk) 

 

Alternative 1  

Alternative 1 
3-3-3 Concept 
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History- 2010 

September 29, 2010 Skanska Proposal to VDOT 

3-4-3 Concept 
3 lanes over land for the approach 
4 lanes over water and for the tunnel 
3 lanes over land for the exit 
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History- 2012 

Dec. 2012 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Concepts 
 

– 4-4-4 Concept 
– 4-4-4 Concept- Managed 
– 5-5-5 Concept 
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B. Concepts that Add Lanes in Existing Right-of-Way 

1. Capacity 
2. Impacts 
3. Costs 
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1. Capacity 

3-3-3 Concept 
3-X-3 Concept 
3-4-3 Concept 
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3-3-3 Concept 

Legend: 
           Existing 
           Proposed 

1 Capacity of Existing HRBT, A  
Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 
2 Capacity of Existing Midtown Tunnel,  
A Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 

Approach Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

Exit Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 

3 tunnel lanes 

Tunnel Lanes 
 

2 ln × 1600(1) vphpl +  
1 ln x 1500(2)  vphpl 

= 4,700 vph 
Capacity 

System Capacity: 4,700 vehicles per hour (vph) 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 
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3-X-3 Concept 
(3-2-3 one direction; 3-4-3 other direction) 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 

trestle 2 or 4  tunnel lanes trestle 

Legend: 
           Existing 
           Proposed 

1 Capacity of Existing HRBT, A  
Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 
2 Capacity of Existing Midtown Tunnel,  
A Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 

Approach Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

Exit Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

Tunnel  
one direction 

 

4 × 1600(1) 
= 3,200 vph 

Capacity 

System Capacity: 3,200 vph (one direction); 6,300 vph (other direction) 

Tunnel  
other direction 

 

2 × 1600(1) 
= 6,400 vph 

Capacity 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 
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3-4-3 Concept 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 

trestle 4 tunnel lanes trestle 

Legend: 
           Existing 
           Proposed 

1 Capacity of Existing HRBT, A  
Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 
2 Capacity of Existing Midtown Tunnel,  
A Method of Estimating the Impact of 
Crossing Closures, HRTPO, Oct. 2013 

Approach Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

Exit Lanes 
 

3 ln × 2100 vphpl 
= 6,300 vph 

Capacity 

System Capacity: 6,300 vehicles per hour (vph) 

Tunnel Lanes 
 

4 ln × 1600(1) vphpl 
= 6,400 vph 

Capacity 

3 lanes on land 
within existing R.O.W. 

Attachment 19-B



Example of 3-4-3 Concept 

www.baer.pt 

No queues where the lanes come back together 
The highway downstream of a wide segment can 
handle as much volume as the highway upstream of 
the wide segment can deliver. 
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Capacity Summary 
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2. Right-of-Way Impacts 
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Right of Way Impacts 

• 2008 Alt. 1 (3-3-3 Design) 
– An “order of magnitude” assessment 
– “potentially impact 50 to 75 buildings” (p. 4) 

 

• 2010 Skanska Proposal (3-4-3 Design) 
– “new lanes within the current right-of-way” 
– “significantly less than the 70-105 impacted buildings 

projected…previously” (p. 73) 
 

• 2012 DEIS (4-4-4 Design) 
– 261 “Potential residential relocations” 
– 16 “Potential business displacements” 
– 2 “Env. Justice Populations impacted” (p. S-8) 
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3. Costs 
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Costs 

• 2008 Alt. 1 (3-3-3 Design) 
– “2.13 Billion” (p. 4) 

 

• 2010 Skanska Proposal (3-4-3 Design) 
– “$3.5 to $4.5 billion” (p. 3) 

 

• 2012 DEIS (4-4-4 Design) 
– “$4.4 to $5.5 billion” “2012 dollars” (p. S-5, 2-19) 
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Next Steps 

SEIS Citizen Information Meetings- VDOT 
 

– “Come see and comment on alternatives that could be 
retained for analysis….” 

– “Give your written or oral comments at the meeting or 
submit them by December 21, 2015….” 

 

– Norfolk 
• 9 Dec. 2015, 5-7pm, Ocean View Elementary School 

– Hampton 
• 10 Dec. 2015, 5-7pm, Capt John Smith Elementary School 
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