Agenda
Freight Transportation Advisory Committee of the HRTPO
March 31, 2017
The Virginia Port Authority Board Room
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, VA 23510
11:00 am

1. CALL TO ORDER

11:00 am

2. STATE OF FREIGHT UPDATE

11:10 am

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD (Limit 3 minutes per individual)

11:10 am

REGULAR AGENDA:
4. Approval of previous meeting’s minutes

11:15 am

5. HRSC – SEIS: Update

11:30 am

6. Draft 2017 Hampton Roads Regional Freight Study: Update

11:45 am

7. Moving the Economy Study: Update

11:55 am

8. For Your Information

12:00 pm

9. Announcement of Next Meeting Date
ADJOURNMENT

ITEM #1:

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting is scheduled to be called to order by the Chair at 11:00 a.m.

ITEM #2:

STATE OF FREIGHT UPDATE

A member of FTAC will address the Committee on the state of freight from their
professional perspective.

ITEM #3:

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public are invited to address the FTAC. Each speaker is limited to three
minutes.
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ITEM #4:

APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING’S MINUTES

Minutes of the FTAC meeting held on September 1, 2016 are attached.
Attachment 4
Recommended Action: Approve the minutes.
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ITEM #5:

HRCS – SEIS: UPDATE

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in coordination with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), is undertaking the preparation of a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS).
The SEIS will re-evaluate the findings of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
and the Record of Decision (ROD) that were approved by the FHWA in 2001.
The purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 HRBT in a manner that
improves accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation, and military and goods movement
along the primary transportation corridors in the Hampton Roads region, including the I64, I-664, I-564, and Route 164 corridors.
Public reviews of proposed alignments were held in July 2015, December 2015, and
September 2016. Based on the Draft SEIS and public comments, Alternative A was
advanced to the CTB for approval as the location for the project. Alternative A received
unanimous support from the HRTPO and HRTAC on October 20, 2016. The federal
Cooperating Agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, also had no objections to
the alternative. The Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) formally approved
Alternative A as the preferred alternative.
•

Alternative A calls for the expansion of the existing I-64/Hampton Roads BridgeTunnel to a consistent six-lane facility from I-664 in Hampton to I-564 in Norfolk.
The expansion includes a new bridge-tunnel at the existing HRBT. Improvements
would be largely confined to the existing right of way.

•

Alternative A will increase capacity in the existing corridor, increase regional
accessibility, improve emergency evacuation capability and military connectivity,
reduce congestion and improve access from the Port of Virginia.

•

Alternative A also has the least number of wetland impacts of any of the build
alternatives retained in the SEIS.

•

Alternative A is expected to cost an estimated $3.3 billion and the project is included
in the HRTPO Long-Range Transportation Plan.

The CTB’s vote allows VDOT to proceed with documenting the preferred alternative and
responding to public comments in a Final SEIS. The Final SEIS will include commitments to
avoid any permanent property impacts at Hampton University. VDOT anticipates a Final
SEIS being published in the summer of 2017. Following publication of the Final SEIS, VDOT
can request a Record of Decision (ROD) from the Federal Highway Administration. The
ROD will allow VDOT to advance with more detailed designs. VDOT anticipates requesting
and receiving a ROD in the summer of 2017 on Alternative A.
Mr. Kevin Page, HRTAC, will brief the FTAC on this item.
Recommended Action: For discussion and informational purposes.
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ITEM #6:

DRAFT 2017 HAMPTON ROADS REGIONAL FREIGHT STUDY:
UPDATE

Over the last couple of decades, the HRTPO has engaged in numerous important freight
planning activities, including the development of the Hampton Roads Regional Freight
Study, which serves as a comprehensive resource document on the Hampton Roads
multimodal transportation system.
The overall purpose of this study is to understand the impact of freight movement on
regional and statewide employment, income, and economic growth in order to guide policy
and investment decisions – particularly for prioritizing transportation projects – that will
improve connectivity, efficiency, reliability, and safety of the Hampton Roads freight
multimodal transportation system.
This report details the movement of goods across all freight facilities – highways, ports,
railways, and airports. Special emphasis is placed on freight moving by trucks across
highways as they serve as the predominant mover of freight.
This report is organized into the following sections:
1. Introduction
2. Integration of Freight into the Transportation Planning Process
3. Freight Facilities, Trends, and Forecasts
4. Hampton Roads Commodity Flows
5. Regional Truck Movement
6. National Freight Planning Efforts and Funding Sources
7. Summary, Conclusions, and Next Steps
Mr. Keith Nichols, Principal Transportation Engineer, and Mr. Sam Belfield, Senior
Transportation Engineer, will brief the FTAC on this item.
Recommended Action: For discussion and informational purposes.
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ITEM #7:

MOVING THE ECONOMY REPORT: UPDATE

The HRTPO recently released the draft report on “Moving the Economy – How Well the
Hampton Roads Transportation System Serves Three Key Economic Sectors: Port, Military,
and Hospitality.” For decades, to improve the local economy, the HRTPO staff has been
measuring how well the transportation system serves the work trip (via peak period
analyses), military (via military transportation studies), and freight movement (via
intermodal studies). In this study, the HRTPO examines how well the transportation system
of Hampton Roads serves three key economic sectors – port, military, and hospitality.
Mr. Rob Case, HRTPO Principal Transportation Engineer, will brief the FTAC on this report
as well as the key findings.
Recommended Action: For discussion and informational purposes.
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ITEM #8:

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

A. U.S. DOT’S HAMPTON ROADS CLIMATE IMPACT STUDY
On February 10, 2017, the Virginia Maritime Association met with U.S. Department
of Transportation (USDOT) representatives regarding a Climate Impact
Quantification Initiative study on the Hampton Roads region’s transportation
infrastructure. Objectives this briefing included:
• Quantify the direct and indirect economic costs of transportation infrastructure
loss due to extreme weather in the Hampton Roads region;
• Evaluate qualitative risks for disruptions; and
• Develop replicable analytical tools to enable quantification elsewhere.
For your information, attached is the USDOT presentation.
B. FAST ACT “FASTLANE” GRANT PROGRAM: UPDATE
In winter 2016, the USDOT announced it was soliciting applications for up to $850
million in FASTLANE grants, due by December 15, 2016. The FASTLANE program
provides dedicated, discretionary funding for projects that address critical freight
issues facing our nation’s highways and bridges. The HRTPO submitted an
application in the amount of $100 million for the I-64 Southside and High-Rise
Bridge – Phase 1 project. This project is one of the Regional Priority Projects and is
included in both the fiscally-constrained 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP) and the HRTAC Funding Plan. Additionally, the project meets the
requirements as a shovel-ready project slated for construction within 18 months. It
has also been submitted for SMART SCALE funding consideration for FY 2018.
C. ROUTE 58 CORRIDOR STUDY
In 2016, the Hampton Roads metropolitan planning area was expanded to include
the portions of the City of Franklin and Southampton County. Associated with the
expansion, the HRTPO committed to addressing concerns of Franklin and
Southampton regarding the ability of Route 58 to continue to serve as a major
corridor for the movement of people and freight between the Hampton Roads
region and I-95 by conducting a corridor study along Route 58 from the eastern end
of the Suffolk Bypass to I‐95.
With the assistance of VDOT’s on-call consultant, the HRTPO Route 58 Corridor
Study is expected to be completed in 12-months. The purpose of this study is to
serve as a planning level document that will include a review and analysis of traffic
characteristics along the corridor – taking into account safety, access management,
capacity, hurricane evacuation and freight movement. The study will examine
existing conditions and forecast conditions for the year 2040 and will develop a set
of recommendations to address deficiencies along with planning level cost
estimates.
For further information, please see the attachment.

FTAC Meeting | March 31, 2017 | Agenda

ITEM #9:

ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT MEETING DATE

The Chairman will announce the next meeting date of the FTAC.
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Freight Transportation Advisory Committee of the HRTPO
Meeting Minutes
September 1, 2016
The Virginia Port Authority
101 W Main St., #600, Norfolk, VA 23510
11:00 am – 1:00 pm

Co-Chairman Arthur W. Moye, Jr. called the HRTPO Freight Transportation Advisory
Committee (FTAC) to order at 11:00 a.m. in the Waterside Conference Room at the Virginia
Port Authority, with the following in attendance:
MEMBERS:
Mike Abbott (COSCO Container Lines)
Amy Brown (The CrossGlobe Group)
Tom Cosgrove (Newport News Shipbuilding)
Keith Helton (Givens Transportation)
Chris Luebbers (Norfolk Southern Corporation)
Rick Morris (Canon Virginia, Inc.)
Christopher P. Stolle (Virginia Delegate) – Co-Chairperson
Arthur W. Moye, Jr. (Virginia Maritime Association) – Co-Chairperson
STAFF:
Sam Belfield (HRTPO)
Jeff Florin (Virginia Port Authority)
Karen McPherson (McPherson Consulting)
Keith Nichols (HRTPO)
Kevin Page (HRTAC)
Frank Papcin (HRTPO CTAC)
Jeff Raliski (City of Norfolk)
Camelia Ravanbakht (HRTPO)
David White (Virginia Maritime Association)
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1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order by Co-Chairman Moye at 11:00 a.m.
2. STATE OF FREIGHT UPDATE
Mr. Rick Morris, Canon Virginia, reported to the Committee on the state of freight
from the Canon Virginia perspective. Mr. Morris briefed the FTAC on the background
of Canon and the company’s impact on freight. Mr. Morris stated that as a $30 billion
globally recognized company, Canon Virginia is a small part of that portfolio. In the
Hampton Roads region, Virginia Canon houses approximately 1,700 employees in
facilities located in Newport News and Gloucester. These facilities, totaling just under
2 million square feet, include manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution. Mr.
Morris stated that 80% of Canon’s sales are from printer toner cartridges produced
for the Hewlett-Packard Company.
After providing a background on the main products Canon Virginia produces, Mr.
Morris stated that Canon Virginia imports approximately 1,600 TEUs a year, with the
overwhelming majority coming from Japan. Mr. Morris stated that the majority of
Canon Virginia exports are toner cartridges to Germany and returnable packaging to
Japan. Canon Virginia exports approximately 1,250 TEUs a year. In regards to Port
data, Canon Virginia imported 28% at the Los Angeles/Long Beach ports and 72% at
VIT, and anticipates reducing the Los Angeles/Long Beach TEUs by 50% in 2016 and
switching them over to Virginia International Terminals. Mr. Morris stated that
100% of their TEUs are exported from the Virginia International Terminals. After
some discussion regarding Canon’s transloading process with refurbished products in
order to improve supply chain, Mr. Morris briefed the FTAC on the domestic
inbound/outbound (truck loads and less than truckloads) shipments. Most of the
domestic shipments are concentrated locally on the east coast. Mr. Morris concluded
his presentation with an explanation how the weekly entry savings in a ForeignTrade Zone keeps Canon Virginia competitive with the rest of the Canon factories
who compete for production.
3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
There were no public comments.
4. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING’S MINUTES
Co-Chairman Moye indicated the FTAC Summary Minutes of the May 16, 2016 were
included in the September agenda. He asked for corrections or amendments to the
minutes. Hearing none, Ms. Brown Moved to approve the minutes as written; seconded
by Mr. Luebbers. The Motion Carried.
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REGULAR AGENDA:
5. HRSC – SEIS UPDATE
Co-Chairman Moye stated that the main purpose of the FTAC September meeting was to
obtain more information about the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS).
A. VDOT Update
Ms. McPherson, FTAC staff, presented a VDOT-prepared presentation on the status
of the study, which included a summary of the Draft SEIS findings and ongoing
public involvement opportunities. Ms. McPherson stated that the FHWA issued the
Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIS 45-day public review and comment period,
ending on September 19, 2016. Ms. McPherson indicated that the comment period
will include two Location Public Hearings scheduled on September 7th and 8th in the
cities of Hampton and Norfolk. She stated that VDOT is on schedule to brief the
Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) on the Draft SEIS at its October
meeting. After a question regarding the background of the study, Mr. Kevin Page
briefly discussed the 20-year history of the development and evolution of the
Hampton Roads crossing study and its alternatives. This discussion briefly
expanded into the complexity of the sequencing of alternatives and the necessity of
the alternatives evaluation as regulated by the NEPA process. Dr. Ravanbakht also
added the historical purpose and need of the study from a congestion point of view
and reminded the FTAC that the HRTPO and CTB endorsed CBA 9 (Alternative C)
and obtained a Record of Decision for this alternative, however this project did not
move forward due to a lack of funding. Now that with new source of revenue
(HRTF), the study is being reevaluated in order to meet the needs of the region. She
also added that the HRTPO recently approved the 2040 Long-Range Transportation
Plan, which includes the approval of the $4.8 billion dollars in funds to complete the
first phase of the Hampton Roads crossing as identified by the HRSEIS. Dr.
Ravanbakht stated that the HRTPO staff is expecting to brief the HRTPO Board at its
September meeting on technical analysis data and plans to return to the HRTPO
Board in order to obtain a recommendation to be ultimately provided to the CTB as
the CTB is the ultimate board to make a decision on the Locally Preferred
Alternative.
After briefing the FTAC on each of the SEIS alternatives, Ms. McPherson summarized
the SEIS impact findings, which included impact costs on the potential residential
and commercial relocations, affected forested area, floodplains, and wetlands, and
historic architecture and archaeological resources. A question arose regarding the
cost difference between Alternatives C and D, as Alternative D cost $600 million less
than C even though Alternative D included improvements to the HRBT. Ms.
McPherson explained that although Alternative C did not include improvements to
the HRBT, it did include a two-lane facility (which includes an additional tunnel) for
a dedicated transit facility.
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Ms. McPherson stated that once the public comment period is over, the CTB will be
formally briefed on the study at its October meeting and that the CTB is expected to
make their decision on the Locally Preferred Alternative by the end of the calendar
year. The Final SEIS is expected to be published in the spring or summer of 2017
and the first ROD in summer of 2017. Ms. McPherson also shared additional data
provided by VDOT from the travel demand model outputs which was requested by
the Port of Virginia. The additional data shows the percent of port traffic along
different operationally independent segments under the No-Build and Build
alternatives, which will be presented in the subsequent presentation.
B. FTAC Alternatives Analysis
Building upon the previous presentation, Ms. McPherson briefed the FTAC on the
Top Freight Gateways of the Hampton Roads region, stating that the north section
(includes I-64 Peninsula and Route 17) provide access to 44% of freight to/from the
region, the west/southwest area (routes 58, 460, 13, and 258) carries 38% of the
gateway truck volume share. Ms. McPherson also reminded the Committee of the
recently completed Economic Assessment of Tolls on Freight Transportation in the
Hampton Road Region study, which concluded that the cost of doing nothing was
significant in a No-Build scenario and that it is better to build new capacity with the
consideration tolls in lieu of doing nothing.
Ms. McPherson summarized a map illustrating existing traffic (trucks and regular
vehicle trips) generated and distributed from the port facilities under the No-Build
scenario. Ms. McPherson stated that the trip distribution along the existing two
water crossings account for approximately 8% of the freight trips and that the
majority of freight traffic from the terminals is destined to/from south and
southwest. Ms. McPherson then showed maps and data points of how each of the
four alternatives will impact freight generated traffic and their distribution patterns
from the port facilities, concluding that there is a significant demand, from a freight
perspective, for the Route 164 and Route 164 Connector.
C. HRTAC Update
Continuing to expand on the SEIS topic, Mr. Kevin Page briefed the FTAC on the
Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability Commission (HRTAC) funding plan
and the HRCS SEIS. Mr. Page indicated that the HRTAC continues to advance project
finance – at its February 2016 meeting, the HRTAC adopted the $1.8 billion HRTAC
2016-2022 Funding Plan for the region’s High Priority projects, which is a longrange vision plan of finance for all potential nine HRTAC funded projects. Mr. Page
also indicated that the HRTAC is engaging bond counsel to begin the bond validation
work and coordinating with a finance consultant to develop funding scenarios based
on the SEIS alternatives.
After reviewing each of the SEIS alternatives and their respective costs,
contingencies, and 2034 estimated vehicle miles traveled, Mr. Page briefed the FTAC
on the costs of 14 road sections that comprise the alternatives retained for the SEIS
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analysis. Mr. Page noted that each of the alternatives had a 40% contingency built
into the project cost with a 2.5% inflation rate. He also added that segments 12C
and 13 under the Alternative C scenario and segments 12D, 13 and 14 under the
Alternative D scenario are not funded by HRTAC based on legislative requirements.
Regarding HRTF Revenues, Mr. Page indicated that the revenues received in FY
2016 were 4.5% lower than estimated. Mr. Page stated that without establishing
how low the state's variable portion of the total gas tax can fall, the fuels tax will
continue to fluctuate and cause unreliable estimates for HRTF revenues.
With regards to traffic and revenues, Mr. Page stated that this year’s Virginia
General Assembly’s Appropriations Act includes direction to the HRTAC’s ability to
move forward with tolling with or without the General Assembly’s permission to
enact that toll. However, the CTB will be included in the decision making if tolls are
to be included on a VDOT facilities, for example, the ERC compensation clauses have
an impact on the HRTAC’s ability to toll. Mr. Page expanded on the financing
assumptions and a plan of finance, which included an explanation as to why HRTF
bonds will not be issued prior to the year 2022 and the HRTF revenue bond
coverage ratios.
Mr. Page provided a briefing on the February analysis of HRTPO 2040 Constrained
Long-Range Transportation Plan (CLRTP) with high-occupancy tolls (HOT) and
without HOT. In this briefing, he explained that which projects were achievable by
2040 on a pay-go basis and a study for how the HRTPO could complete through
2066-2067 timeframe. Ms. McPherson pointed out that with the $4.8 billion
earmarked, the first phase of the Hampton Roads Crossing will be completed by
2028 according to this schedule. Building upon the plans of finance analysis, Mr.
Page indicated that under the Alternative A scenario, the HRBT, High Rise Phase II,
the Rte 460/58/13 and the Ft. Eustis Interchange can all be completed by 2040.
Under the Alternative B scenario, the construction plan can be completed by 2040 in
the HOT scenario, while in the without HOT scenario, the VA-164 improvements and
related interchange are deferred past 2040. In addition, the High Rise Bridge Phase
II will need to be addressed, as federal environmental document requires that the
second phase be completed before 2040. Under the Alternative C scenario, Mr. Page
stated as this is the most expensive alternative out of the four, that only I-564/I-664
Connectors can be delivered by 2040 and the remaining Alternative C segments will
be deferred until after 2040 and completed in the late 2060s/early 2070s. The
analysis for Alternative D shows that only the HRBT can be completed by 2040 with
the I-564/I-664 Connectors and MMMBT deferred until after 2040. Mr. Page added
that the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transit Director, Ms. Jennifer
Mitchell, recommended that Bus Rapid Transit be reviewed as it can run on a
general purpose lane, be HOT managed, and is less costly than a dedicated transit
lane.
Mr. Page concluded that the High Rise Bridge Phase II cannot be completed before
2040 under the Alternatives B, C, and D scenarios. He also presented a table that
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illustrated the amount of additional HRTF revenues would be needed to complete all
the Harbor Crossing projects and High Rise Bridge Phase II by 2040 under the HOT
and without HOT scenarios. Mr. Page also stated that they discovered that under
Alternative B, HRBT alone does not make a significant impact in shifting congestion
in the region – it only makes a measureable difference if it is paired with another
project.
Mr. Page provided a briefing on the alternate HRTF bonds structure and how the
HRTF bonds can achieve a higher credit rating and better coverage ratio. He also
illustrated how the completion dates of Alternatives A-D HOT and without HOT
scenarios improve under A rated bonds vs. AA/AA+ rated bonds. Mr. Page stated
that although the HOT revenues may not be significant, they accelerate the
completion date and bring the project forward with additional funding options (i.e.
TIFIA).
With all the HRCS SEIS presentations completed, Co-Chairman Moye put forth the draft
resolution for the FTAC to consider recommending to the HRTPO Board advising that
HRSC SEIS Alternatives. After Mr. Florin and Ms. McPherson briefed the FTAC on the
contents of the resolution, the FTAC discussed and came to the following consensus to
change the conclusive points of the resolution to:
•

•

•

•

•

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED the FTAC advises that, given the significance
of freight to the Hampton Roads economy, generating 530,800 jobs statewide,
$88.4 billion in spending, and representing 10.1% of the Commonwealth's GDP,
Alternative A, which proposes adding a new two lane tunnel to the HRBT that
will provide a total of six lanes, and adding two additional lanes to I-64 in
Norfolk that will provide a total of six lanes, does not adequately address the
Purpose and Need relative to providing increased access to the Ports to enhance
regional connectivity; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Alternative C is not recommended because it
does not make any improvements to the HRBT to address the Purpose and Need;
and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Alternatives B and D provide an additional
harbor crossing that will improve regional connectivity, improved
transportation reliability, resiliency, and emergency readiness while improving
freight movement; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the FTAC recommends the region carefully consider
the sequence of construction of the proposed improvements as shown in the
attached Operationally Independent Sections graphic to provide adequate
capacity and a reliable network between the Southside and the Peninsula to
minimize economic impacts during construction; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that based on the aforementioned freight generated
traffic data and graphic, a large percentage of freight traffic from within and
outside Hampton Roads is destined to and from the Ports and areas to the
west/southwest of the region, and as such, Operationally Independent Segments
VIII (Route 164 Connector), X (Route 164), and II (Route 1-664 from Route 164
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to Bower's Hill) along with improvement to the Bower's Hill interchange support
the Purpose and Need relative to regional freight related commerce within
Hampton Roads.
Mr. Florin noted he would incorporated the noted revisions, and provide an updated
draft to all members. The draft was provided and all members approved the changes as
noted with electronic responses to all committee members. The Motion was approved.
6. 2016 REGIONAL FREIGHT STUDY: UPDATE
Mr. Sam Belfield, HRTPO Senior Transportation Engineer, stated that the update to the
HRTPO 2012 Regional Freight Study is underway. Mr. Belfield stated that the study has
experienced a few delays, mainly due to errors in the VDOT Commodity Flow data.
HRTPO staff is coordinating with the FTAC Freight Working Group. The purpose of the
Freight Working Group is to gather input for the 2016 Hampton Roads Regional Freight
Study and to facilitate an informational exchange of current freight industry issues and
challenges so they can be incorporated into the Study. Mr. Belfield stated that the
Freight Working Group has had two meetings and is expected to reconvene again to
gather more input. Mr. Belfield indicated that the completion of the study has been
deferred to the fall or early winter of the calendar year, and that, to date, most of the
sections of the study have been completed. Mr. Belfield stated that staff will be working
with the Working Group to get feedback and input on the revised Commodity Flow data
and regional truck movement and bottleneck data.
Mr. Belfield concluded his presentation, stating the HRTPO staff anticipates returning to
the FTAC with the draft study to obtain feedback.
7. FOR YOUR INFORMATION
8. ANNOUNCEMENT OF NEXT MEETING DATE
With no further business to come before the FTAC, the meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m.
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Hampton Roads
Infrastructure Resiliency
Quantification Initiative
Virginia Maritime Association
February 10, 2017
Alan W. Strasser
Project Coordinator and Stakeholder Liaison
U.S. DOT
alan.strasser@dot.gov; 202‐366‐0286

Rawlings Miller
Technical Lead
U.S. DOT, Volpe Center
rawlings.miller@dot.gov; 617‐494‐2864

1

Objectives
• Quantify the direct and indirect economic costs of
transportation infrastructure loss due to extreme weather in
the Hampton Roads region
• Evaluate qualitative risks for disruptions
• Develop replicable analytical tools to enable quantification
elsewhere

2

Objectives‐ Scope
• Addresses direct and indirect costs of transportation
infrastructure loss
• Direct Costs‐ Repair or replacement of transportation assets
(e.g., roads, bridges, railways, ports) damaged by SLR/storm
surge with and without resiliency strategies
• Indirect Costs‐ economic costs resulting from transportation
disruption (e.g., loss wages, loss productivity)

3

Utility of Analysis
• Inform decision making and project prioritization regarding
which infrastructure or functionality to protect with
available resources
• Inform stakeholders regarding their resiliency/costs to
transportation disruptions
• Inform land use planning decisions

4

5

50 year storm in about 25 years

6

Methodology and Status
Task 1: Summarizes available data, methodologies, and tools to analyze the
economic impacts of extreme weather‐related disruptions on the region’s
transportation infrastructure.
(Completed 9/16)

Task 2: Developing analytical tools to calculate direct and indirect costs of
transportation infrastructure loss (Through 12/17)
Future Tasks
Task 3: Small‐scale pilot analysis using different SLR scenarios/time scales
Task 4: Regional‐scale pilot using different SLR scenarios/time scales
7

Outreach and Collaboration

8

Tool “Blueprint” ‐ As Is
1. Exposed Assets
Identify transportation
assets potentially
inundated

•
•
•
•

6. Summary of Disruption
Nature of asset disruption
Total costs/level of disruption
Summary by disruption type
Summary by disrupted
transportation route

2. Direct Costs
Estimate range and costs
of potential repair and
services to flooded
transportation assets

5. Qualitative Risk
• Military Mobilization
• Reaching Essential
Services
• Emergency
Evacuation Routes

3. Transportation
Disruption
Estimate duration of
disruption & alternative
routes with potential
increase in delays

•
•
•
•
•

4. Indirect Costs of
Disruption
Cargo to/from Ports
Transit Users
Tourism
“Just in time”
Manufacturing
Employee/employer
Income
9

Tool “Blueprint” – with Resiliency
+ Resiliency
Identify and estimate
costs of strategies to
reduce
exposure/sensitivity and
ROW issues

•
•
•
•

1. Exposed Assets
Identify transportation
assets potentially
inundated

6. Summary of Disruption
Nature of asset disruption
Total costs/level of disruption
Summary by disruption type
Summary by disrupted
transportation route

2. Direct Costs
Estimate range and costs
of potential repair and
services to flooded
transportation assets

5. Qualitative Risk
• Military Mobilization
• Reaching Essential
Services
• Emergency
Evacuation Routes

3. Transportation
Disruption
Estimate duration of
disruption & alternative
routes with potential
increase in delays

•
•
•
•
•

4. Indirect Costs of
Disruption
Cargo to/from Ports
Transit Users
Tourism
“Just in time”
Manufacturing
Employee/employer
Income
10

• Nature of asset disruption
• Total costs/level of
disruption
• Summary by disrupted
transportation route

Step 6. Summary of Disruption

Excel automatically produces charts and tables to export into a pdf file
for comparison against other scenarios and mitigation strategies
• Costs by economic driver
• List disrupted assets

Total Costs

$$$

Qualitative
Risk

Medium

Tourism

$

Military

Medium

Port

$$

E Services

Low

Transit

$$

Evac. Rte

Low

Manufact.

$

$
$$

$$
$

+ potential for post‐processing
module for comparison across runs
(e.g., comparing flood scenarios,
economic storylines)

Possibly produce Comparison
Charts Across Scenarios for
economic drivers (e.g., Port A)
Loss of $

Flood Scenario A
Economic Storyline C
Without Mitigation

Scenario B

Scenario C

Scenario A

Flood

11

Tool Architecture
• Building in Excel‐environment
• portable, easy for users to change values/input data, effective algorithm
coding, provides automation for charts/figures

• Effectively used by other transportation tools that require treating
multiple modules and datasets
US DOT VAST Tool
ACRP AWARE Tool

12

Benefits of Approach
• Considers system‐wide disruption and alternative routes (opposed to
simply assuming no service for a given period of time)
• Provides a means for considering system‐wide mitigation
• Can be tailored from macro‐scale to micro‐scale analysis
• Can be based on varying scales of data from expert feedback, national
datasets, or propriety data
• Anticipate being transferable to GIS environment for very micro‐scale
and intensive analysis

13

Discussion of Port Intermodal Freight Flow Module
Freight Network:
A
B

Distance

Speed

Time

Operating
Costs

5 miles

50 mph

Miles/mph

$170/TEU‐
mile

…

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What is being moved?
What is the estimated value?
How much is being moved (e.g., TEU/yr)?
Are there peak times of year?
How is it being moved (e.g., truck, rail, waterway)?
What are the major (and alternative) routes?
Is there additional capacity by transport?
What is the storage capacity at the port?
Where and for how long are dwell times?

Data

Use

Commodity Flow Survey (U.S. Census Bureau)

Origin‐Destination route with estimated shipping volumes (value, tons, and ton‐miles) by
commodity and mode of transportation combined for Virginia Beach‐Norfolk‐Newport News

Freight Analysis Framework

Builds upon CFS also available for Virginia Beach‐Norfolk‐Newport News (VA)

USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center
(WCSC)

Container traffic (in TEUs) handled at the ports and the volume of cargo (in tons) handled at
the ports

US Coast Guard’s Automatic Identification
System Analysis Package (AISAP), Channel
Portfolio tool

Discussing ways to collaborate with USACE
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User Needs and Feedback
• User questions: provide questions that this tool could answer to support
smart decision making
• Compatibility with non‐public data: provide insight regarding non‐public
data (e.g., fields/scale) that would be useful as input into the tool to ensure
tool flexibility
• Practical input: default values or suggested values, such as for disruption
delay, alternative routes, costs of damages/restoring transportation
services, qualitative threshold ranges
• Building economic storylines: ranges of economic drivers for economic
storylines
• Reality‐check: ensure tool output is useful/robust

15

Thank you for your attention!
Please provide us with questions and/or
suggestions for improving the value of this tool!
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Building a Tool
Significant data needs, such as
• GIS Transportation asset inventory data (rail, roadways, bridges, tunnels)
• Inundation GIS shapefiles / DEM
• Estimates of repair and restoration of transportation system
• How long disruption will be and identification of alternative routes
• Data needs for each indirect cost module and qualitative risk module
Default values
• Determine what values can be built‐in default values for higher level
decision making
Excel environment
• Consider optimization and user‐friendliness with number of Excel
spreadsheets/worksheets
17

Building Blocks for Exposure and TA Inventory
• Transportation Asset Inventory in Geodatabases (GIS) imported into
Worksheets (Excel)
• Type of Asset (e.g., US Route)
• Ownership
• Location
Asset Category
Inventory Datasets
• Length
Roadways
VDOT Annual Average Daily Traffic volumes
• Speed Limit
with Vehicle Classification Data
• Number of Lanes
Bridges
National Bridge Inventory (NBI)
• Tolls
Tunnels
Highway Performance Monitoring System
(HPMS)
• Average Daily Traffic
North American Rail Network (NARN)
• Peak Times/Weighting Factors Rails
• + more
• Flood scenarios
• 2 feet of SLR, 2 feet of SLR + 25 year storm, 2 feet of SLR + 50 year storm (HRPDC)
• 6 feet of SLR (NOAA)
18

Step 1. Exposed Assets
GIS analysis imported into Excel

i. Segment macro‐scale assets in GIS
Geodatabases and import into Excel
as asset inventory worksheets

Identify transportation
assets potentially
underwater by flood
scenario

ii. Choose a flood scenario and conduct
exposure analysis using DEM data in GIS
iii. Identify which segments are
underwater in GIS and import asset
identification as flooded assets into
19
Excel as flood scenario worksheet

Step 2. Direct Costs

Estimate range and
costs of potential
repair and services to
flooded assets

Excel environment

Estimate potential damage and costs to repair
and/or return to operations based on:
• Elicit Expert Feedback
• Past‐Events Damage Records
• National/Peer Impact Assessments

20

Step 3. Transportation Disruption

Estimate duration of
disruption & redundant
routes with potential
increase in delays

Duration of Disruption
Drawing on estimated costs to
repair or necessary activities to
return to operational in Step 2

Expert Feedback from
Transportation Planners

Estimate duration of disruption
(consider capability to use input from
regional transportation model)

Detours
Feedback from
transportation planners
and user groups

Identify detour routes and delays
(consider capability to use input from
regional transportation model)
21

Step 4. Indirect Costs of Disruption

•
•
•
•

Cargo to/from Ports
Transit Users
Tourism
“Just in time”
Manufacturing

Modules for each Quantifiable Economic Driver
• Determine criteria that affect range of transportation disruption
impact on economic driver (e.g., peak season; etc.)
• Develop range to inform economic storylines
• Anticipate up to 2 levels of disruption:
• Directly affecting the economic driver
• Induced through ripple effect (e.g., translating to loss of income &
spending)

22

Example: Port Intermodal Freight Flow Module
Freight Network:
A
B

Distance

Speed

Time

Operating
Costs

5 miles

50 mph

Miles/mph

$170/TEU‐
mile

…

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What is being moved?
What is the estimated value?
How much is being moved (e.g., TEU/yr)?
Are there peak times of year?
How is it being moved (e.g., truck, rail, waterway)?
Is there additional capacity by transport?
What is the storage capacity at the port?
Where and for how long are dwell times?

Data

Use

Commodity Flow Survey (U.S. Census Bureau)

Origin‐Destination route with estimated shipping volumes (value, tons, and ton‐miles) by
commodity and mode of transportation combined for Virginia Beach‐Norfolk‐Newport News

Freight Analysis Framework

Builds upon CFS also available for Virginia Beach‐Norfolk‐Newport News (VA)

USACE Waterborne Commerce Statistics Center
(WCSC)

Container traffic (in TEUs) handled at the ports and the volume of cargo (in tons) handled at
the ports

US Coast Guard’s Automatic Identification
System Analysis Package (AISAP), Channel
Portfolio tool

Discussing ways to collaborate with USACE
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• Military Mobilization
• Reaching Essential
Services
• Emergency Evacuation
Routes

Step 5. Qualitative Risk

• For transportation users where quantified information isn’t available
or appropriate
• Determine Levels of Disruption for each Module (e.g., % of population
affected, % of facilities not “reachable”, etc. )
Threshold Level

Amount of Disruption

Negligible

< #1

Low

#1 to #2

Medium

#2 to #3

High

#3 to #4

Extreme

> #4
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• Nature of asset disruption
• Total costs/level of
disruption
• Summary by disrupted
transportation route

Step 6. Summary of Disruption

Excel automatically produces charts and tables to export into a pdf file
for comparison against other scenarios and mitigation strategies
• Costs by economic driver
• List disrupted assets

Total Costs

$$$

Qualitative
Risk

Medium

Tourism

$

Military

Medium

Port

$$

E Services

Low

Transit

$$

Evac. Rte

Low

Manufact.

$

$
$$

$$
$

+ potential for post‐processing
module for comparison across runs
(e.g., comparing flood scenarios,
economic storylines)

Possibly produce Comparison
Charts Across Scenarios for
economic drivers (e.g., Port A)
Loss of $

Flood Scenario A
Economic Storyline C
Without Mitigation

Scenario B

Scenario C

Scenario A

Flood
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+ Resiliency

Identify and estimate costs
of mitigation strategies
and ROW

• Cost/benefit analysis
of mitigation
strategies
• Considering pieces
embedded in FTA’s
Hazard Mitigation
Cost Effectiveness
Tool (HMCE)
• Include ROW

• Identifying reduction
in inundation
exposure thru GIS and
import into tool
26
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Route 58 Corridor Study
BACKGROUND
In 2016, the Hampton Roads Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) was expanded to include the portions of
the City of Franklin and Southampton County that lie east of U.S. Route 258. Associated with the MPA
expansion, the HRTPO committed to addressing concerns of Franklin and Southampton County
regarding the ability of Route 58 to continue to serve as a major corridor for the movement of people
and freight between the Hampton Roads region and Interstate 95 by conducting a corridor study along
Route 58 from the eastern end of the Suffolk Bypass to I‐95.
U.S. Route 58 is a Corridor of Statewide Significance – a major commercial corridor to and from
Hampton Roads via I‐95, I‐85, and points west. It serves as a major truck route in and out of Hampton
Roads, particularly from the Port of Virginia to western Virginia, North Carolina and points south.

PROJECT PURPOSE & METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this corridor study is to serve as a planning level document that will include a review and
analysis of traffic characteristics along the corridor – taking into account safety, access management,
capacity, hurricane evacuation and freight movement. The study will examine existing conditions and
forecast conditions for the year 2040. It is expected the study will develop a set of recommendations to
address deficiencies along with planning level cost estimates.

The study will consist of a Working Group with participants from the localities of Suffolk,
Southampton, Franklin, Isle of Wight, Emporia, Greensville, and staffs from HRTPO, VDOT,
HRTAC, and VPA. This study will be conducted in two phases in coordination with VDOT and its on‐call
consultant.
Phase 1: Conduct kickoff meeting(s) to identify and engage stakeholders in the development of a study
scope and the role and responsibilities of the study team.
Phase 2: Identify deficiencies and recommendations (including planning level cost estimates) for
improvements covering, but not limited to:
existing conditions, safety (crash rates, geometrics and
level of service), capacity, land use, future conditions, access management, freight, hurricane
evacuation, structures and other topics that require assessment to ensure the corridor continues to be a
safe and efficient facility for the movement of people and goods into and out of the region.
The expected outcome of the proposed corridor study will be a detailed report that evaluates the
existing and future conditions of the corridor determining its ability to continue to provide a safe and
efficient corridor for the movement of people and freight in and out of the Hampton Roads region. The
study will also identify operational problems at key locations along the corridor, and provide
implementable solutions with preliminary cost estimates.
Anticipated time frame for completing the study: 12 months
Estimated cost: $ 225,000

