
HRTPO Transportation Technical Advisory Committee Meeting – October 5, 2016 

AGENDA ITEM #15: FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 
A. STRATEGIC HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN ROAD SHOW 

 
The Virginia Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is a statewide, comprehensive safety 
plan that provides a blueprint for reducing fatalities and serious injuries on all public 
roads.  The current SHSP, which was completed in 2012, can be viewed on the web at: 
http://www.virginiadot.org/info/hwysafetyplan.asp. 
 
VDOT and other key agencies (including the HRTPO) have initiated the process of 
updating the Virginia Strategic Highway Safety Plan.  As part of this effort, 
representatives will be traveling throughout the state for a series of road shows where 
safety stakeholders can provide ideas and suggestions for what should be included in 
the updated plan.  The Hampton Roads event will be held on Tuesday, November 1st, 
2016, from 9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. at The Regional Building, 723 Woodlake Drive in 
Chesapeake, Virginia.  

 
B. MINUTES OF THE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMMING SUBCOMMITTEE 

 
The minutes of the Transportation Programming Subcommittee (TPS) meeting of July 
15, 2016 are attached. 
 
Attachment 15-B  
 

C. HRCS SEIS COMMENTS (HRTPO STAFF) 
 
The HRTPO staff comments on the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) are attached. 
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Summary Minutes of the  
Hampton Roads Transportation Programming Subcommittee (TPS) Meeting 

July 15, 2016 
The Hampton Roads Transportation Programming Subcommittee (TPS) Meeting was called to 
order at 9:39 a.m. in the Regional Boardroom, 723 Woodlake Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia, with 
the following in attendance: 

TPS Members Present: 
Ray Amoruso, HRT 
Keisha Branch, HRT 
Barbara Creel, WATA 
Steve Froncillo, CH 
Robert Gey, VB 
Paul Holt, JCC 
Jackie Kassel, NN 
Brian Lewis, GC 
 

Robert E. Lewis, P.E., SU 
Jamie Oliver, IW 
Phil Pullen, VB 
Dawn Odom, VDOT 
Angela Rico, HA 
Brian Stilley, NN 
Eric Stringfield, VDOT 
James Wright, PO 

TPS Members Absent: 
Chris Arabia, DRPT 
Robert Brown, NO 
Timothy C. Cross, YK 
Sherry Earley, SU 
Jeffrey A. Florin P.E., VPA 
 

 
Ivan P. Rucker, FHWA 
Kevin Wyne, PQ 
Steve Rowan, VDOT 
John Yorks, HA 

HRTPO Staff: 
Mike Kimbrel 
Camelia Ravanbakht 
 

 
John Mihaly 
 

Other Participants: 
Jonathon Ammons, HRT 
Karen McPherson, McPH 
 

 
Donna Sayegh 
Katie Shannon, VB 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
Mr. Gey chaired the TPS meeting and called the meeting to order at 9:34 a.m. 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
There were no public comments. 
 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Chair Gey asked for additions or deletions to the agenda. Mr. Pullen moved to approve the 
agenda. The motion was seconded by Ms. Kassel. The Motion Carried. 

 
4. MINUTES 

Chair Gey indicated the TPS Summary Minutes of February 19, 2016 were included in the July 
TPS Agenda. He asked for corrections or amendments to the minutes. Mr. Stringfield moved 
to approve the minutes. The motion was seconded by Mr. Amoruso. The Motion Carried. 
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5. UPC AND COST ESTIMATE UPDATE FOR ROARING SPRINGS ROAD BIKE PATH AND 

SIDEWALK PROJECT IN GLOUCESTER COUNTY 

Mr. Kimbrel briefed the TPS on the VDOT request to change the UPC number for the Roaring 
Springs Road Bike Path and Sidewalk project in Gloucester County from 102919 to 107414. 
He noted that the project was not in the FY 15-18 TIP since the funding allocations were 
outside of those years. Mr. Kimbrel explained that due to technical reasons, the project UPC 
number was deactivated and that the cost estimate had increased. He stated that Gloucester 
County intends to request additional funding to alleviate the cost overruns. 
 
Mr. Brian Lewis briefed the TPS with additional details on the project.  He mentioned that the 
cost estimate increase was due to a refined scope of the project with the Fredericksburg 
District.  Mr. Lewis stated that the feasibility study for the project was conducted in the early 
2000s and due to inflation, the cost estimate for completing the project has increased.  
 
The updated project was listed for consideration under item #6 below. 

 
6. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FROM FY 2016-2022 CMAQ AND RSTP RESERVE ACCOUNTS 

Mr. Kimbrel briefed the TPS on the requests received from localities/agencies for CMAQ and 
RSTP reserves for FY 2016 through FY 2022. He explained that there were corrections to the 
agenda that included: 

• CMAQ reserves listed under agenda item #6 for FY 2017 should be decreased by 
$35,000 to $12,540 and the CMAQ reserve for FY 2021 is increased by $35,000 to 
$82,540. 

• WATA project UPC T11932 – Administration and Operations Facility: Phase 1 
funding request amount of $1,331,107 RSTP should be for FY 2017 and FY 2016. 

• The UPC T11932 cost increase amount of $9,086,693 should be $9,086,893.  

Mr. Kimbrel asked that every locality and agency provide a brief review of the rationale for 
each project funding request that they submitted.  

The amount of CMAQ and RSTP Reserves for FY 2016 through FY 2022 is shown in the 
following table: 

 
 
 

CMAQ FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022

Available Funding $0 $12,540 $47,540 $47,540 $47,540 $82,540 $3,064,989

RSTP FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 * FY 2019 * FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022

Available Funding $378,810 $1,145,627 $2,675,185 $4,151,816 $6,857,429 $7,525,487 $8,433,447

         *  Available funding does not include $1,014,433 Set-Aside in FY 18 and FY 19.

Prepared by HRTPO staff July 13, 2016

Table 1: FY 2016 - FY 2022 CMAQ and RSTP Reserves
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CMAQ Reserve Account Funding Allocation Process 
Mr. Kimbrel noted that the working tables for the CMAQ and RSTP projects are not in priority 
order and that there were only three requests for CMAQ reserves funding. He highlighted that 
the previous scores for the projects do not apply since they were evaluated in different years 
and reminded the TPS that the approved policy regarding cost overruns of more than 10% 
includes a number of items that should be considered. 
 
The TPS members discussed the merits of the CMAQ projects and Mr. Pullen requested that 
the Virginia Beach CMAQ request be deleted because of the time sensitive nature of the 
project. It was agreed that the FY 2019 funding for the WATA project be allocated and that 
WATA check with FTA to determine if the 5-year funding limit for demonstration projects has 
been met or exceeded. The following table lists the recommended allocations of CMAQ 
reserve funding: 
 

 
 
RSTP Reserve Account Funding Allocation Process 
Mr. Kimbrel briefed the TPS on the RSTP working table noting that there were ten projects 
with requests for additional funding. The localities and agencies provided the TPS with 
additional details on their project funding requests. 
 
Mr. Pullen suggested that fully funded projects be considered last. 
 
Mr. Wright requested that Portsmouth project #4(UPC #107035–George Washington 
Highway Corridor Improvements) be removed from consideration for the RSTP reserves 
account funding allocation process stating that project #7 (UPC 65655 – Turnpike Road 
Reconstruction) was a higher priority for the city. 
 
The following table lists the recommended allocations of RSTP reserve funding: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jurisdiction UPC Project Description Request
FY - 16 

Allocation 
FY - 17 

Allocation 
FY - 18 

Allocation 
FY - 19 

Allocation
FY-20   

Allocation
FY-21

Allocation
FY-22

Allocation

1 Gloucester 
Co.

107414 Roaring Springs Road Bike Path & Sidewalk $2,538,000 in FY 22
Cost Overrun

$2,538,000

2 Virginia 
Beach

84366 Indian River Road/Kempsville Road Intersection 
Improvements

All CMAQ reserves for FY 17-19
Fund Incentives

3 WATA T10862 Mounts Bay Route All CMAQ reserves for FY 17-19
Extend Service / Cost Overrun

$12,540 $47,540 $47,540

Totals $0 $12,540 $47,540 $47,540 $0 $0 $2,538,000

Mark $0 $12,540 $47,540 $47,540 $47,540 $82,540 $3,064,989

Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,540 $82,540 $526,989

Prepared by HRTPO staff July 14, 2016

CMAQ

Table 2: FY 2016-2022 Allocations from CMAQ Reserves
TPS Meeting - 7/15/16
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Mr. Robert Lewis moved to forward the TPS funding recommendations, as shown in Tables 2 
& 3, to the TTAC for consideration during its September 7, 2016 meeting. The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Wright. The Motion Carried. 
 
In response to a request by the TPS, HRTPO staff agreed to send information showing a 
comparison of the estimated FY 2023 marks for CMAQ and RSTP to the “penciled in” requests 
for previously approved projects to TPS members. 
  

7. OLD/NEW BUSINESS 
There was no Old/New business. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no more business before the Hampton Roads Transportation Programming 
Subcommittee, the meeting was adjourned at 11:12 a.m. 

Jurisdiction UPC Project Description Request
FY - 16 

Allocation 
FY - 17 

Allocation 
FY - 18 

Allocation 
FY - 19 

Allocation
FY-20   

Allocation
FY-21

Allocation
FY-22

Allocation

1 Chesapeake 18591 Portsmouth Boulevard Widening All RSTP reserves for FY 17-18
Supplant Revenue Sharing Funds

2 HRT T9092 Hampton Facility Upgrade $2,000,000 in FY 18
Cost Overrun

$109,531 $2,000,000

3 Newport 
News

4483 Atkinson Boulevard Construction

$1,100,000 in FY 17
$3,600,000 in FY 18
$4,300,000 in FY 19
Supplant Revenue Sharing Funds

4 Portsmouth 107035 George Washington Hwy Corridor Improvements

$550,000 in FY 17
Return $550,000 in FY 21
$1,500,000 in FY 22
Advance PE Phase

5 Virginia Beach 15828 Elbow Road Extended - Phase 2

$378,810 in FY 16
$1,145,627 in FY 17
$2,675,185 in FY 18
$4,151,816 in FY 19
$4,648,562 in FY 20
Advance Phase IIB of Project

$3,791,558 $6,857,429

6 WATA T11932 Administration and Operations Facility: Phase 1
$1,331,107 in FY 16 and 17
$709,000 in FY18
Cost Overrun

$151,524 $458,251 $1,070,074 $360,258

7 VDOT/ 
Portsmouth

65655 Turnpike Road Reconstruction $4,500,000 in FY 17 or 18
Cost Overrun

$1,605,111

8 VDOT/ Isle of 
Wight Co

58297 Courthouse Highway/Foursquare Road Intersection 
Improvements

$805,131 as early as FY 17
Advance CN Phase

$227,286 $577,845

9 VDOT/ James 
City Co

100200 Skiffes Creek Connector $15,503,000 between FY 21 and 23
Cost overrun

$7,525,487 $6,433,447

10 VDOT/ James 
City Co

100920 Croaker Road Widening
$2,052,000 in FY 18
$6,548,000 in FY 20
Cost overrun & Advance project

Totals $378,810 $1,145,627 $2,675,185 $4,151,816 $6,857,429 $7,525,487 $8,433,447

Mark $378,810 $1,145,627 $2,675,185 $4,151,816 $6,857,429 $7,525,487 $8,433,447

Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Prepared by HRTPO staff July 15, 2016 7 year total
$31,167,801

Table 3: FY 2016-2022 Allocations from RSTP Reserves
TPS Meeting - 7/15/16

RSTP
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Linda T. Johnson, Chair, Thomas G. Shepperd, Jr, Vice-Chair 

 

The Regional Building                723 Woodlake Drive                Chesapeake, Virginia 23320                  757-420-8300 
 
 

Robert A. Crum, Jr., Executive Director 

 
 
 
September 19, 2016 
 
Mr. Scott Smizik 
VDOT Project Manager 
1401 E. Broad Street 
Richmond, VA  23219 
HRCSSEIS@VDOT.Virginia.gov 
 
Re: HRTPO Staff Comments Regarding the HRCS Draft SEIS 
 
Dear Mr. Smizik: 
 
On behalf of the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO), the 
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Hampton Roads metropolitan 
planning area in southeastern Virginia, please find attached HRTPO staff comments on the 
Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS). 
 
If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me or Dr. Camelia 
Ravanbakht at 757-420-8300. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Robert A. Crum, Jr.  
Executive Director 
 
/kg 
 
Attachment 
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Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS– Draft (August 2016) 
 

HRTPO Staff Comments 
 
 
General Comments 
 
• The current SEIS adds no capacity to the Bowers Hill interchange (see Appx. B, Figure 

22): according to the drawing, after construction of C or D, there will still only be 4 WB 
lanes where I-64 joins I-264, and there will still only be four EB lanes where I-664 ends 
and I-64 & I-264 begin.  Given a) that these eight lanes are congested today, and b) that 
the HRTPO’s “Regional Priority Projects Funding Plan (2016-2040)” shows that I-64 
Southside and High-Rise Bridge (Phase 1) will be widened before HRCS Phase 1 of the 
Preferred Alternative construction, please modify the SEIS drawing, cost, and traffic 
analysis to add additional lanes on I-664 between I-64/I-264 and US 13/58/460. 

 
• Table A-1 of Appendix A describes Alt B with segments 8,9,10,12,13,14 and 3.  However, 

all the Maps throughout the documents showing Alt B do not show Segment 3.  In 
addition, the cost for Alt B as shown in the SEIS is $6.6B.  This cost does not include the 
cost of Segment 3.  Should Segment 3 cost be included in the total cost of Alt B? Please 
clarify and revise the cost or the maps accordingly. 

 
• The current HRTPO CLRP is the 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) adopted 

by the HRTPO Board on July 21, 2016.  Therefore, references to the 2034 LRTP as being 
the currently approved plan should be modified accordingly.   

 
• HRTPO Staff performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) and Public Involvement review of 

the Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS in order to determine and identify any 
disproportionately low benefits and disproportionately high and adverse impacts. A 
specific effort was made in order to determine if any benefits would arise from 
improved safety, mobility, accessibility, environmental quality, business and job 
opportunities, and to determine if adverse impacts would arise from decreased safety, 
mobility, accessibility, environmental quality, business and job opportunities, and lack 
of access.  HRTPO Staff has looked to find documentation that the EJ Groups within this 
project study area were actively engaged and involved in all phases of this project to 
date, that their transportation needs were considered, that alternative solutions to 
meeting their needs were discussed, and that all alternatives currently under 
consideration are sensitive to these communities.  Additionally, a review was 
performed to determine if public involvement activities to date and proposed mitigative 
measures were sensitive to the community’s heritage and supportive of local economic 
institutions critical to these communities’ livelihood and well-being.  Special effort was 
made to determine if each project alternative’s impacts would exceed or be liked to 
appreciably exceed those on the general population.      
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It is determined, that: 
o Public Involvement efforts have not adequately centered on EJ Communities within 

the project study area.  Public meetings should have occurred more frequently than 
the 2 set on September 7th and 8th at the Hampton Convention Center and Lake 
Wright Quality Suites in Norfolk 

o While the mitigative measures outlined in the Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Technical Report may meet the standard as set forth by the USDOT, it is 
recommended that the communities, who will be impacted by the projects outlined 
in this study, be included in the process used to form a set of measures.  These 
measures, should stem from a collaboration between the VDOT and the EJ 
Community itself and it is hoped that that collaboration would result in a set of 
mitigative measures, that exceeded those traditionally implemented. 
 

Once an alternative is selected, the HRTPO staff would like to conduct an independent 
study of the project area, to include a community impact assessment.  This will ensure 
that the community which lies within the selected alternative project study area will be 
fully evaluated and considered.  Additionally, once the community impact assessment 

 
Technical Comments 
 
• Page 1-4 and other Study Area Corridor Maps 

o Hampton Boulevard is not referred to as a major road.  Hampton Boulevard should 
definitely be considered a major road in this study. 

o Portsmouth Boulevard is not referred to as a major road.  Portsmouth Boulevard 
should be considered a major road in this study. 

 
• Page 1-19, Table 1.1  

o The average annual daily traffic and average weekday daily traffic volumes listed for 
the HRBT and MMMBT for 2015 do not match the volumes released by the tunnels 
in the Hampton Roads District Tunnel Traffic Volume and Stoppage Reports. 

o 2015 AADT and AAWDT data is currently available for I-564 and VA 164. 
 

• Page 1-19, Section 1.4.3 Improve Transit Access 
o The Amtrak station in Williamsburg needs to be added to the list of regional 

stations.  In the second paragraph, the second sentence should be reworded: 
“Transit rail in the Hampton Roads region is provided via Amtrak, which has 
stations in the cities of Newport News, Williamsburg, and Norfolk,…”.  The 
Williamsburg station also needs to be added to the third sentence. 
 

• Page 1-20, Figure 1.7  
o Many overlapping transit routes are hidden in the map. 

 
• Page 1-21, Table 1.2  

o The “Study Area Corridors Overlap” column is incorrect for many of the transit 
routes.  Route 918 should say “Uses I-64 and I-564”.  Route 919 should say “Uses I-
64 and I-564”, but it does not use the HRBT.  Route 965 should say “Uses I-64 and 
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HRBT”, but it does not use I-564.  Route 967 should say “Uses I-64, I-664, and 
MMMBT”. 

 
• Page 1-21, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 

o In the second paragraph, the statement “Admiral Taussig Boulevard also has 
inadequate capacity at peak morning travel hours….” is not true.  The backups are 
due to gate constrictions as was stated previously, not the capacity of Taussig 
Boulevard. 

 
• Page 1-23, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 

o In the second paragraph, it says that “In some cases, during maintenance or 
construction at the HRBT or MMMBT, travel lanes may close altogether, requiring 
two-way traffic in a single tunnel tube and reducing capacity to one lane in each 
direction for an extended period of time without a viable detour.”  However, VDOT 
does not generally do this but instead maintains one-way traffic in one tunnel while 
the parallel facility is closed.  

 
• Page 1-25, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 

o In the fourth paragraph where travel time reliability is discussed, it would be helpful 
to have some Planning Time Index information included to describe reliability 
issues. 

 
• Page 1-25, Section 1.4.5 Address Geometric Deficiencies 

o It should be noted that “An average of 135 westbound over-height trucks per month 
must be stopped and inspected on the HRBT” only includes those trucks that are 
turned around on the South Island of the HRBT.  The number is much higher if you 
include those trucks that get stopped at the inspection booth. 

 
•  Page 1-26, Section 1.4.5 Address Geometric Deficiencies 

o “Improve safety” should be included in its own section, rather than included under 
geometric deficiencies.  This also should include incident data for incidents 
responded to by the Safety Service Patrol.   
 

•  Page 1-26, Table 1.3 
o The statewide and district total crashes and average crash rates also should be done 

for the 2012-2014 period, since this data is available and allows for an apples-to-
apples comparison.   
 

• Page 1-27, Section 1.4.6 Evacuation 
o It would be valuable to mention that according to the Virginia Hurricane Evacuation 

Study (USACE, May 2008, pg. 3-15), HRBT is the “most critical” highway segment for 
the evacuation of Virginia Beach, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and Chesapeake. 

 
• Page 1-30, Section 1.5.2 Accommodate Travel Demand 

o It is unclear if the AM and PM volumes in Table 1.4 are peak period or peak hour 
(information is necessary to determine reasonableness). 
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• Page 2-16, Alternative A 
o The text indicates that the “existing eastbound HRBT tunnel would be restriped to 

carry two westbound lanes, for a total of four westbound tunnel lanes”.  This 
conflicts with Figure 2-5 (pg. 2-18) which shows three westbound lanes and three 
eastbound lanes.  

 
• Pages 2-17 (Alt A), 2-23 (Alt B), 2-38 (Alt D), I-64 in Hampton  

o Of all the highway segments of all the alternatives (A, B, C, D), the only highway 
segment that the document shows as being proposed for work (e.g. drawn in heavy 
black) is I-64 from Settlers Landing Road to I-664, yet—as shown on Figure 2-5— 
no work is proposed for this segment in the SEIS.  Correcting this apparent error 
would improve reader understanding.  

 
• Page 2-19 (Alt A), Elevation of New Bridge 

o The text indicates that a “new bridge would be constructed…at the same elevation of 
the existing bridges”, but given that “the HRBT bridges have substandard vertical 
clearance above the water and may be overtopped in heavy storms” (pg. 1-27), it 
seems appropriate to build the new bridge somewhat higher.  

 
• Page 2-21, JRB Volume 

o The text indicates that “the HRBT carries the greatest amount of traffic of the three 
(HRBT, MMMBT, James River Bridge)”, but apparently no future-year JRB volumes 
are published in the document. Please publish JRB volumes under each scenario.  
 

• Page 2-22 (Alt A), Military Connectivity  
o The text: “While Alternative A would enhance capacity along the I-64 Study Area 

Corridor,…the other [non-HRBT] STRAHNET facilities in the Study Area would 
continue to see a decline in military mobility and connectivity. The US Navy has 
stated that improvements to the I-64 Study Area Corridor only does not improve 
direct military connectivity to the Norfolk Naval Base, the largest military facility in 
the Study Area.” 
 The congestion at HRBT reduces the throughput and reliability—i.e. the 

“connectivity”—that it could provide.  Therefore, increasing its capacity 
increases its connectivity.  Given that this bullet on page 2-22 deals solely with 
“connectivity”, stating that “Alternative A enhances connectivity along the I-64 
Study Area Corridor” would address this more accurately.   

 Given that the model shows widening the HRBT would result in more people 
from the Peninsula traveling to (i.e. “connecting to”) the Naval Base, it seems 
inappropriate to include without comment the incorrect statement that 
widening the HRBT “does not improve direct military connectivity to the Norfolk 
Naval Base”.  

 
• Pages 2-22 (Alt A) and 2-29 (Alt B), Evacuation via HRBT & MMMBT  

o The text indicating that “it [HRBT widening] would not improve capacity for those 
regions directed to follow other evacuation routes including the MMMBT” is true 
but beside the point: the data shows that widening HRBT would reduce (regular) 
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trips on MMMBT, thereby providing less-congested evacuation for those using 
MMMBT.  

 
• Page 2-22 (Alt A), Access to Port 

o The text indicates that widening the HRBT “would not increase capacity to and from 
any port facilities”, but—given that I-64 is the primary truck gateway for Hampton 
Roads (Hampton Roads Regional Freight Study, HRTPO, Sept. 2012, pg. 89)—it 
would be more appropriate to write that widening the HRBT “would increase 
capacity thereby increasing access to all port facilities”.  

 
• Pages 2-24 (Alt B), 2-32 (Alt C), 2-39 (Alt D); Intermodal Connector (IC) 

o The text indicates that “It [the IC] is under construction”, but it is not; recently the IC 
only had 60% plans.  

o The text indicates that the “I-564 Intermodal Connector (IC) is a separate project 
from HRCS”, but:  
 the IC is shown as part of Alts B, C, and D of the HRCS (e.g. on Alt B map on page 

2-23) 
 do the cost estimates of Alts B, C, and D include the cost of IC?  Since the IC is 

under design, therefore, the cost estimates should not include the cost of the IC. 
 page 2-37 reads “Alternative C would expand interstate capacity…with the 

proposed construction of the I-564 IC”, implying that the IC is part of Alt C.  
 

• Pages 2-37 (Alt C) and 2-43 (Alt D), Military Connectivity 
o The text indicates that “Alternative [C, D] would enhance capacity along [two, three] 

STRAHNET corridors.” Please provide the name of those corridors.  
 

• Page 2-37 (Alt C), Evacuation via HRBT & MMMBT  
o The text indicating that “it [Alt C] would not improve capacity for those regions 

directed to follow other evacuation routes including the HRBT” is true but beside 
the point: the data shows that widening MMMBT would reduce (regular) trips on 
HRBT, thereby providing less-congested evacuation for those using HRBT.  

 
• Page 2-43, Section 2.7 Operational Analysis of Alternatives 

o The first sentence states that the “agencies to identify four ‘hot spots’.”  Since these 
four locations are really corridors, some of which are over 10 miles in length, there 
is probably a better term to use, such as “hot spot corridors.” 
 

•  Page 2-44, Section 2.7.1 HRBT 
o In Table 2.7, it would be helpful to include in the title the definition of the corridor.  

For example, the title could be “I-64 PM Peak Travel Time Comparison – Between I-
664 and I-564”. 

o In Table 2.7, the terms “speed” and “delay” should be expanded to say “PM Peak 
Speed” and “PM Peak Delay”. 

o In Table 2.7, measures are included for travel time, speed, average delay, VHT, and 
VMT.  However, a measure that would better reflect corridor and system impacts is 
total delay. 
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•  Page 2-45, Section 2.7.2 I-564 
o Since this analysis reflects not only I-564 but also the Intermodal Connector, a 

better name of the hotspot would be “I-564/Intermodal Connector”. 
o In Table 2-8, it needs to be clear what the data in the “Existing (2015)” column 

represents, since a large section of this corridor – The Intermodal Connector – does 
not exist yet. 

o Similar comments as those listed above for Section 2.7.1 also apply to this section. 
 
•  Page 2-47, Section 2.7.3 MMMBT 

o In the first sentence, it would be helpful to state that the endpoint of the corridor is 
I-64 at the Hampton Coliseum, rather than only listing I-64. 

o Throughout this section, the corridor is referred to as eastbound and westbound.  It 
would be clearer if the northbound and southbound directions were used instead. 
(See comment for page 2-48 below.) 

o Similar comments as those listed above for Section 2.7.1 also apply to this section. 
 

•  Page 2-48, Table 2-9 “I-664 MMMBT” 
o Based on the reported 7 minute (“WB”) and 0 minute (“EB”) existing delays—and 

the fact that PM delays at the MMBT are mostly in the southbound direction—
indicates that your “EB” should be labeled “NB” and your “WB” should be labeled 
“SB”.  (But, because of being parallel to HRBT, one would think that your “EB” label 
would refer to the SB direction, please verify which direction (SB or NB) your “EB” 
and “WB” data cover before changing them to “SB” or “NB”.)  

 
•  Page 2-49, Section 2.7.4 I-664 Bowers Hill 

o Similar to Section 2.7.3, the corridor is referred to as eastbound and westbound.  It 
would be clearer if the northbound and southbound directions were used instead. 

o Similar comments as those listed above for Section 2.7.1 also apply to this section. 
 

• Page 2-54, OIS 
o Unlike the example shown in section 2.11.1, it is suggested not to widen I-64 from I-

564 to Mallory Street (OIS VI), stop, and then later widen I-64 from Mallory Street to 
Settlers Landing Road (OIS V) because doing so would create a bottleneck between 
Mallory and Settlers.  Therefore, I-64 from Mallory to Settlers is not an “independent 
section”, and should therefore be combined with I-564 to Mallory to create a truly 
independent section, I-564 to Settlers Landing Road.  
 

• Page 3-40, Section 3.3 Energy, Environmental Consequences, No-Build Alternative 
o The first sentence of this part states that the “No-Build Alternative would not result 

in any project-related construction and would therefore not directly impact energy 
consumption.” 

o There are two issues with this statement: 
 Previous to this part, energy consumed during construction is defined as indirect 

energy use. 
 Following the sentence referred to in the bullet above, the part on the No-Build 

Alternative goes on to suggest that congestion and delay associated with the do-
nothing approach will result in increased fuel consumption (direct energy use). 
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o Given the above, recommend modifying the sentence referred to in the bullet above 
to read as follows: “The No-Build Alternative involves no project-related 
construction and would therefore have no indirect energy consumption impact.” 
 

• Page 3-41, Section 3.3 Energy, Environmental Consequences, Alternative A 
o 1st paragraph, 4th line – For clarity, recommend modifying the sentence to read, 

“However, this would be offset by easing congestion – improving traffic speed and 
reducing vehicle idling – thereby reducing energy consumption.” 

o 2nd paragraph, Last sentence – Taking into account the definition previously 
provided for indirect energy use, recommend modifying sentence to read, “Because 
construction is a one-time, temporary occurrence, no long-term indirect energy 
consumption would be associated with this alternative.” 

 
• Page 3-41, Section 3.3 Energy, Environmental Consequences, Alternative B 

o 1st paragraph, third sentence – For clarity, recommend modifying the sentence to 
read, “Therefore, it would provide greater benefits relative to Alternative A in terms 
of capacity – resulting in the somewhat offsetting effects of increased direct energy 
consumption due to carrying more traffic, and decreased energy consumption due 
to reduced congestion.” 

 
• Page 3-47, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Interchanges 

o 2nd bullet – For clarity, recommend using “Route 460/Granby St” in the place of 
“Route 460”. 

o For all bullets – For clarity, recommend adding Exit Numbers for each of the 
interchanges. 

 
• Page 3-48, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Tunnel Assessment 

o 3rd sentence – For clarity, recommend spelling out ASHRAE since it does not appear 
to be defined previously in the document. 

 
• Page 3-48, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Mobile Source Air Toxics 

o 1st paragraph, 4th sentence – The sentence appears to be incomplete.  Perhaps it 
should read “. . . the daily volume change and travel time change for congested and 
uncongested links were used to develop each network.” 

 
• Page 3-48, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Mobile Source Air Toxics 

o 1st paragraph, Second to last sentence – The sentence lists a number of air toxics, 
but it is unclear to what the “1” after “benzene” is related.  If it is supposed to be “1, 
3-butadiene”, then using semicolons to separate the various toxics is recommended 
for clarity. 

 
• Page 3-51, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Mobile Source Air Toxics 

o 2nd paragraph under Tunnel Carbon Monoxide, last sentence – The sentence is 
unclear, particularly the sections that states “. . . ensuring the air quality within the 
tunnel will be met and consistent with normal ventilation air qualities as described.” 
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• Page 3-92, Section 3.8.1.4 Water Quality 
o The map provided does not differentiate between types of impairments (nutrient, 

bacteria, etc.). If each type of impairment cannot be shown on the same map, 
separate maps should be provided for each type of impairment. 
 

• Pages 3-92, Section 3.8.1.4 Water Quality 
o The chapter should include an analysis or assessment of how the proposed project 

would cumulatively impact wetlands. 
o The chapter should assess potential impacts on wetland migration as a result of sea 

level rise. 
 

• Pages 3-92, Section 3.8.1.5 Floodplains 
o The draft SEIS uses the present standard definition of floodplains as the 100-year or 

1% annual chance flood, but this standard will soon be updated to address the 
requirements of Executive Order 13690 – Establishing a Federal Flood Risk 
Management Standard. Although FHWA has not finalized its rule on the 
incorporation of EO 13690 in federally-funded projects, the SEIS should incorporate 
at least one of the required options for designating the floodplain under EO 13609. 
These options include: 
 The elevation and flood hazard area that result from using a climate-informed 

science approach that uses the best-available, actionable hydrologic and 
hydraulic data and methods that integrate current and future changes in 
flooding based on climate science. This approach will also include an emphasis 
on whether the action is a critical action as one of the factors to be considered 
when conducting the analysis. 

 The elevation and flood hazard area that result from using the freeboard value, 
reached by adding an additional 2 feet to the base flood elevation for non-
critical actions and by adding an additional 3 feet to the base flood elevation for 
critical actions. 

 The area subject to flooding by the 0.2 percent annual chance flood. 
 

• Pages 3-92, Chapter 3 Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences 
o In addition to impacts to the floodplain and other natural resources, the SEIS should 

consider using the Coastal Virginia Ecological Value Assessment to determine 
impacts to important natural resources. The Coastal Virginia Ecological Value 
Assessment is a comprehensive assessment of the ecological value of green and blue 
natural resources in Virginia. 
 

• Page 3-151, Section 3.9 Historic Resources 
o Page 3-151/ paragraph 3/line 8/last sentence – States that an Arborist in 2012 

recommended that any construction within the existing interstate right of way in 
this area, the Tree LOD and the Emancipation Oak itself should be monitored. 
However, it does not state how it would be monitored to reduce potential effect or if 
it, in fact, would be monitored.  Although the Emancipation Oak which is a National 
Historic Landmark is outside the HRCS LOD it is within the direct effects APEs of the 
alternatives, therefore, it is recommended to strengthen this language by being 
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more descriptive of how it would be monitored or protected from potential adverse 
effects. 

 
• Page 3-164, Section 3.9.2 & Section 3.9.3 

o VDOT has chosen to defer completion of this section until after the selection of a 
Preferred Alternative. However, before the release of the final SEIS it is 
recommended that this section be updated to include the effects the project has on 
archaeological sites and architectural historic properties.  Once completed it also is 
recommended that this section be vetted for public comment.   

 
• Page 3-181, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Regulatory Context 

and Methodology 
o 1st sentence after Figure 3-20 – For clarity, recommend spelling out “ICE” since it 

does not appear to be defined previously in the document. 
 

• Page 3-199, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Alternative B 
o 1st paragraph under Socioeconomic Resources, 3rd sentence – For clarity, 

recommend spelling out “POV” since it does not appear to be defined in the 
document. 

 
• Page 3-223, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Cumulative Effects 

o 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence – For clarity, recommend spelling out “IC” since it does 
not appear to be clearly defined previously in the document. 

 
• Page 3-224, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Cumulative Effects 

o 1st paragraph under Table 3-63, 2nd sentence – For clarity, recommend spelling out 
“EA” since it does not appear to be clearly defined previously in the document. 

 
• Appendix A, Table A-1  

o Table A-1 of Appendix A describes Alt B with segments 8,9,10,12,13,14 and 
3.  However, all the maps throughout the documents showing Alt B do not show 
segment 3.  In addition, the cost for Alt B as shown in the SEIS is $6.6B.  This cost 
does not include the cost of Segment 3.  Should segment 3 cost be included in the 
total cost of Alt B? Please clarify and revise the cost or the maps accordingly. 

 
 
Other Comments (on main SEIS Document) 
 
• Page 1-5, Figure 1-2A 

o In the map, “VA 258” should be referred to as “US 258”. 
 
• Page 1-7, Figure 1-2C 

o Exit 274 incorrectly refers to “Ocean View Avenue”.  The exit should say “I-64 to WB 
Bay Avenue”. 

o In the map, “VA 460” should be referred to as “US 460”. 
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• Page 1-9, Figure 1-3B 
o In the map, the label “Norfolk International Terminals” is not in the correct location. 

 
• Page 1-11, Figure 1-4 

o Virginia International Gateway should be labeled on this map, since the other 
marine terminals are identified on the other Study Area Corridor maps. 

o High Street is shown as Business US 17 on the map.  It should be labeled as US 17, 
not Business US 17. 

 
• Page 1-12, Figure 1-5A 

o In the map, the label “Newport News Marine Terminal” is not in the correct location. 
 

• Page 1-16, Section 1.4.1 Overview 
o The second sentence of the second paragraph should be reworded to say “However, 

capacity is inadequate at peak travel times on all of these corridors, leading...”. 
 

• Page 1-16, Section 1.4.2 Accommodate Travel Demand 
o The second bullet should refer to 19.7 million tons of containerized cargo. 
o In the second bullet, NIT should be spelled out, similar to the other marine terminals 

that are listed. 
o In the second bullet, the third sentence should refer to “the Virginia International 

Gateway Terminal”. 
o In the second bullet, the term “to points further west” should be removed from the 

third sentence since it’s repetitive with the “heading west” that is included in the 
sentence. 

o In the third bullet, it should say “This shipyard, which is accessed indirectly by I-
664,…”. 

 
• Page 1-17, Figure 1.6 

o The title of the figure should reflect that these are the state-run port facilities, or 
VPA marine terminals. 
 

• Page 1-18, Section 1.4.2 Accommodate Travel Demand 
o The Bank of America bullet should probably not be listed here.  There are larger 

employers in the region. 
o In the first paragraph after the bullets, the phrase “and related to the beaches” 

should not be used.  Although much of the tourist-related traffic in the region is 
beach related, much of it is not. 

o In the second paragraph, it should start “I-64, I-564, and I-664, and VA 164 
provide…” 

o In the second paragraph, Town Center in Virginia Beach is not a mall.  Also, the mall 
referred to as the “Chesapeake mall” in the text is actually called Chesapeake Square 
Mall. 

o In the second paragraph, it would be helpful to also reference the upcoming Norfolk 
Premium Outlets and Ikea developments in Norfolk. 
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o In the second paragraph, additional entertainment venues that should be added are 
the Ted Constant Convocation Center in Norfolk and the Amphitheater in Virginia 
Beach. 

o In the third paragraph, it would be helpful to mention that bicycle and pedestrian 
travel is also prohibited at the James River Bridge. 

o In the fourth paragraph, the Port of Virginia statistics should be updated to account 
for all of Calendar Year 2015. 

 
• Page 1-19, Section 1.4.3 Improve Transit Access 

o In the second paragraph, the portion of the second sentence that refers to the Tide 
light rail line needs to be reworded. 

o In the second paragraph, fifth sentence, the term “the confines of” should be 
removed. 

o In the third paragraph, the title of DRPT’s “Hampton Roads Regional Transit Vision 
Plan” should be included in the text. 

 
• Page 1-21, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 

o In the first paragraph, why does the second sentence reference Table 1-1? 
o In the first paragraph, the third sentence should be reworded to say “…, tunnels 

provide less capacity than typical freeway segments.” 
o In the first paragraph, the fourth sentence can be updated to say that HRBT, 

MMMBT, and James River Bridge increased 73 percent from 1990 to 2015. 
o In the second paragraph, the statement “Admiral Taussig Boulevard also has 

inadequate capacity at peak morning travel hours….” is inaccurate.  The backups are 
due to gate constrictions as was stated previously, not the capacity of Taussig 
Boulevard. 
 

• Page 1-23, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 
o In the first paragraph, it should be noted that the backups on the Western Freeway 

are due to the Midtown Tunnel, and that these backups should be alleviated by the 
widened tunnel. 

o In the third paragraph, fifth sentence, the term “accidents” should be replaced with 
“crashes.” 

o In the fourth paragraph, the first sentence should say “….allow westbound over-
height trucks to turn around on the South Island.” 

o In the last paragraph, is the third location at the West Ocean View interchange 
ramp?  Or at the Fourth View interchange? 
 

• Page 1-24, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 
o In the second to last sentence, it should be updated to say “2 to 3 miles southbound 

at peak afternoon travel times.” 
o In the last sentence, it should be reworded to say “On I-564, traffic queued to enter 

Gate 3A….” 
 

• Page 1-25, Section 1.4.4 Increase Regional Accessibility 
o In the second paragraph, second sentence, the word “irregular” should be removed. 
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• Page 1-26, Section 1.4.5 Address Geometric Deficiencies 
o In the second paragraph, the sentence should be updated “On I-64, the eastbound 

crashes were concentrated where the number of lanes reduce from three to two at 
Settlers Landing Road”. 

 
• Page 1-27, Section 1.4.7 Improve Strategic Military Connectivity 

o Recommend revising the second sentence to say “These roadways are part of the 
Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET), which is designated by the US 
Department of Defense (DoD) in coordination with FHWA (US Army, 2012).” 
 

• Page 1-28, Section 1.4.7 Improve Strategic Military Connectivity 
o In the first paragraph, second sentence, it should say “…Taussig Boulevard that 

continues west toward…” 
 

• Page 1-29, Section 1.4.7 Improve Strategic Military Connectivity 
o In the first paragraph, 2nd sentence, NIT should be referred to as Norfolk 

International Terminals (NIT).  Newport News should be referred to as Newport 
News Marine Terminal (NNMT), and Portsmouth should be referred to as 
Portsmouth Marine Terminal (PMT). 

 
• Page 1-29, Section 1.4.8 Increase Access to Port Facilities 

o The second paragraph needs to be reworded.  NNMT is mentioned twice in the 
paragraph.  It would be better to mention all of the Port of Virginia’s Hampton Roads 
marine terminals in one sentence. 

o The first sentence needs to be rewritten since Figure 1.6 only shows the Port of 
Virginia marine terminals, but doesn’t include major privately held ports. 

o In the second paragraph, last sentence, Kinder-Morgan should also be added as a 
major privately-held terminal. 

o In the third paragraph, it should be reworded to say “Admiral Taussig Boulevard 
which continues west toward NAVSTA Norfolk…” 

o Regarding the third paragraph, truck traffic to northern NIT generally uses 
International Terminal Boulevard, not I-564 to Taussig Blvd to Hampton Blvd. 

o In the third paragraph, the last sentence should be reworded to say “Another recent 
improvement is the Hampton Boulevard Grade Separation project that eliminates 
conflicts between trains and vehicles on Hampton Boulevard at the northern 
entrance to NIT.” 

o In the fourth paragraph, the truck/rail/barge container percentages can be updated 
for FY 2016. 

o In the fourth paragraph, second sentence, the data should be updated to say “Nearly 
18,000 freight trucks enter and exit Hampton Roads…” 

 
• Page 1-30, Section 1.4.8 Increase Access to Port Facilities 

o In the third paragraph, the growth in freight volumes should be given over a longer 
period of time than 2013-2014, such as since the lows of the economic downturn in 
2009. 

o The last paragraph in Section 1.4.8 should be broken into two paragraphs, starting 
at “The percentage of freight in the port moved by rail is growing…” 
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• Page 3-43, Section 3.5 Right-of-Way and Relocations, Affected Environment 
o 2nd sentence – Suggest deleting the word “do” as it is not necessary and does not 

add clarity to the sentence. 
 

• Page 3-47, Section 3.6 Air Quality, Methodology, Interchanges 
o 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence – “is” should be replaced with “are”. 

 
• Page 3-150, Section 3.9.1 Architectural Resource---Fort Monroe 

o 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence – “The facility guarded the navigational channel 
between Hampton Roads and the Chesapeake Bay.” (Add the word “the” in front of 
Chesapeake Bay) 

 
• Page 3-159, Section 3.91 Architectural Resources, Norfolk Base Golf Club 

o 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence – “The golf course and associated club house was… 
(change was to were – plural compound subject) 

 
• Page 3-188, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Indirect Effects 

o 2nd paragraph under Natural Resources, 1st sentence – There appears to be a slight 
wording issue with this sentence.  Recommend rewording as follows, “Terrestrial 
wildlife habitat adjacent to the Study Area Corridors is highly fragmented in most 
areas and would continue to be so under the No-Build Alternative.” 

 
• Page 3-216, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Alternative D 

o Paragraph below Table 3-61, 3rd sentence – It appears a word is missing – perhaps 
it should read, “. . . implementation of BMPs such as limiting increases of 
impermeable surfaces. . . “ 

 
• Page 3-224, Section 3.15 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, Cumulative Effects 

o 1st paragraph under Table 3-63, 1st sentence – It appears a word is missing – 
perhaps it should read, “…being conducted in the Hampton Roads region…” 

 
 
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report 
 
• Entire Document 

o On most of the 633 pages the forecast year is shown as “2040”, but on pages 100-
103 it is shown as “2034”.  Please explain or correct to 2040. 

• Page 78, Figure 5-3 
o These travel time numbers do not agree with those of the table in Appendix K or 

tables on pages 100+.  For example—for the HRBT corridor, travel time, PM Peak, 
WB, No Build—Figure 5-3 shows “19.0” minutes, whereas Appendix K shows “45.0” 
minutes (4.9+29.8+10.3=45.0) and Table 5-5 on page 100 shows “45” minutes.  
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• Page 133-135, Implications of Implementing Tolls and/or HOT Lanes  
o On page 133, because Scenario 1 is the all-lane tolling of all three Connectors, 

consider expressively naming it something like “All-lane Tolls on Connectors” 
instead of “Elizabeth River tolls” (and two of the three connectors do not cross the 
Elizabeth). 

o Likewise, on page 133, the phrase “tolls would apply to all traffic traveling on the 
new crossing of the Elizabeth River” is incomplete because the 3-Connector “T” is 
not a “crossing”; it’s a compilation of 1) the 564 Connector which crosses the 
Elizabeth River, 2) the 664 Connector which travels over part of Hampton Roads but 
does not cross Hampton Roads, and 3) the 164 Connector which is almost entirely 
over land. 

o On page 133, because Scenario 2 is the all-lane tolling of all three Connectors plus 
the HOT tolling of 64, 664, and 164, consider expressively naming it something like 
“All-lane Tolls on Connectors plus HOT Tolls on 64, 664, and 164”. 

o How a toll is calculated—either per mile [called “mileage-based” in SEIS] or per 
usage [called “fixed” in SEIS]—is one issue; and where/who a toll pertains to—
either to some vehicles in one lane [called “HOT” tolls] or to all vehicles in all lanes 
[called “all-lane” tolls]—is a different issue.  Therefore, in this section please do not 
use “fixed” as a surrogate for “all-lane”.   

o In Tables 7-3 7-4, instead of “4, fixed $1 toll”, it would read something like “4, all 
lanes $1”. 
 Section 7.2, instead of being named “Fixed Tolls”, would be called something like 

“All-lane Fixed Tolls on Connectors”. 
 Section 7.3, instead of being named “HOT Lane”, would be called something like 

“All-lane Fixed Tolls on Connectors plus HOT Tolls on 64, 664, and 164”. 
o On page 133, please explain what Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 are, i.e. before the 

following pages which give results for these unspecified scenarios. 
o On page 133, instead of “where additional lanes would constitute HOT lanes”, which 

ignores that the additional lanes on the Connectors are not HOT but are all-lane 
tolled, please write something like “where lanes added to existing highways are HOT 
lanes, and all lanes built on new highways are tolled lanes”. 

o Page 133 reads “Under the HOT lane scenarios [should read “scenario”]…the lane 
configurations shown in Table 7-1 through Table 7- were coded…”, 
 If Tables 7-1 thru 7-4 pertain only to Scenario 2, please add “Scenario 2” to their 

titles. 
o On page 134, it reads “under Alternative C…the toll scenario assumed that four 

General Purpose Lanes would remain, and the fifth lane would be converted from a 
transit-only lane to a HOT lane.” 
 This conflicts with Table 7-3 which shows the fourth lane as HOT, i.e. with no 

impact to the transit-only lane. 
 Given that the transit-only lanes cost $3B and that fourth general purpose lane 

could perhaps be converted to HOT without creating large congestion on the 
other three GP lanes, converting the fourth lane to HOT seems more appropriate 
than converting the fifth lane. 

o When comparing Table 7-6 (Scenario 1, All-lane Tolls on Connectors) and Table 7-7 
(Scenario 2, All-lane Tolls on Connectors plus HOT Tolls on 64, 664, and 164), the 
addition of HOT tolls on 64, 664, and 164 (i.e. going from Scenario 1 to Scenario 2) 
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makes the volumes for the I-664 Connector and the I-564 Connector much lower 
(30%-43% lower), but there is no reason for HOT Tolls mostly on the perimeter 
beltway to lower these Connector volumes at all.  In fact, one would expect tolls 
added on the perimeter to move traffic to these internal Connectors. 
 

• Appendix A, Figure A.2-15 
o The low 2040 peak hour volumes for the Midtown Tunnel shown on Figure A.2-15 

(1,330-2,010vph) likely indicate that your model either a) only has 2 lanes (one in 
each direction) for the MT, or b) it has a per-lane capacity for the MT that is approx. 
half of its actual capacity.  (Note that the 2-lane TT exceeded 1,500vph half of the 
days in 2012.)   

 
 
3-4-3 Analysis (Alternatives Technical Report, Appendix D)  
 
Thank you for responding to our 3-4-3 presentation made in November 2015. 
 
Primary Comments 
 
• By repurposing the four (4) existing lanes in the EB and WB tubes as three (3) WB 

lanes, the 3-3-3 does not use one of the existing lanes.  The truck in the image below 
(Alternatives Technical Report, Figure 10-2) is riding in one (1) 24’ foot lane of 
pavement that today carries two (2) lanes of traffic:   

 
o Part of Fig. 10-2 gray shows existing structures; orange shows proposed structure  
o The 3-4-3 would take advantage of all four existing tunnel/trestle lanes1.   
o As a result of not using one of the lanes and thus having only three (lower capacity). 

tunnel lanes, the 3-3-3 would operate at LOS F (Fig. 5-3.1) with approximate tunnel 
speed of 35mph (Fig. 5-4.1), giving the 3-3-3 significant limitations. 

 
• Given that the 3-4-3 concept (applicable to Alts A, B, and D) would potentially be 

relatively uncongested2, and would thereby move 30% more vehicles and move them at 
higher speeds as compared to the 3-3-33, the 3-4-3 has great potential.   

                                                 
1 The existing 4 tunnel lanes would become 4 WB lanes, and the proposed new tunnel would serve 4 EB lanes. 
2 The DSEIS (Traffic and Trans Tech Report, Figure 5-2.1) shows 4,975 vph (i.e. approx. 5,000 vph) volume for the 
3-3-3 configuration (2040, Alt A).  The LOS D on the approaches and LOS F at the tunnel (Figure 5-3.1) indicates 
a) that the tunnel capacity per lane is lower than approach capacity per lane, b) that the tunnel is the chokepoint, and 
c) that the tunnel capacity is approx. 1,600vphpl (5,000vph/3ln = 1,667vphpl).  Implementing a 3-4-3 configuration, 
therefore, would raise the capacity of the tunnels (4lns x 1,600vphpl = 6,400 vph) to that of the approaches (3lns x 
2,100vphpl = 6,300vph), providing a tunnel-approach system capacity of 6,300vph.  Assuming that the 3-3-3 creates 
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• The purpose of the HRCS is to…relieve congestion at the I-64 HRBT….”4 
o The HRTAC, which will finance the HRCS Preferred Alternative, “shall give priority 

to those projects that are expected to provide the greatest impact on reducing 
congestion”5 

o The purpose of the 3-4-3 proposed by the HRTPO staff is to reduce the congestion 
expected with the 3-3-3. 

 
• VDOT has not incorporated the concept 3-4-3 in the Draft SEIS. 

o The purpose of the 3-4-3 proposed by the HRTPO staff is to address the need for 
increased capacity of the HRBT above that of the 3-3-3 

 
• It appears that the only way to determine the effectiveness of the 3-4-3 concept versus 

the 3-3-3 is to compare the two alternatives, calculating several MOEs (crashes, 
throughput, delay, etc.) for each of the two alternatives.   

 
• According to the SEIS, “if the 3-4-3 concept is identified as part of the Preferred 

Alternative, it would be analyzed in great detail in the Final SEIS….”6  It might be useful 
if VDOT could incorporate the 3-4-3 concept in the Final SEIS. 

 
 
In Summary: 
 
• the 3-3-3 results in LOS F 
 
• the 3-4-3 has great potential (moves 30% more vehicles at higher speed) 
 
 
Secondary Comments 
 
• To assist the public and decision-makers, it is recommended to: 

o Compare the number of rear-end and lane-change crashes expected from a 3-3-3 
configuration to those expected from a 3-4-3.7   

o Compare the speed, level of service, and delay of the two alternatives. 
o Compare the throughput of the 3-3-3 to that of the 3-4-3 concept. 

                                                                                                                                                             
no more than 20% latent demand, the maximum 3-4-3 system demand would be 6,000 vph (5,000vph x 120% = 
6,000vph), resulting in more capacity (6,300 vph) than volume (6,000 vph).   
3 Not only is the 3-4-3’s system capacity (6,300 vph) 30% higher than that of the 3-3-3 (3 tunnel lanes x 1,600vphpl 
= 4,800 vph), its capacity (6,300 vph) being higher than its expected maximum volume (6,000 vph), it would likely 
operate at LOS E during the peak hour (with, based on other SEIS results, resulting tunnel speed of approx. 40mph), 
whereas the 3-3-3 operates at LOS F (Fig. 5-3.1) and approx. tunnel speed 35mph (Fig. 5-4.1).  
4 HRCS DSEIS, July 2016, p. S-2. 
5 HB 1253, 6 Apr 2014. 
6 ATR p. 462 of 495. 
7 At a tunnel where demand exceeds capacity, vehicles form queues.  For example, for the 3-3-3, if 5,000 vph travel 
on the approaches toward the tunnels, queues will grow at the tunnels (capacity 3lns x 1,600 vphpl = 4,800vph) at 
the rate of 200 vph (5000-4800=200).  And wherever queues form, a) some vehicles will crash into the back of the 
queue, and b) some slow moving vehicles at the back end of a lane’s queue will change lanes to a faster moving 
lane, and the difference in speeds will cause a crash. 
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• It is recommended to use, among other MOEs, the number of crashes of each of the two 
concepts.   

 
• In contrast to the consultant’s statement (ATR p. 465 of 495), “based on the conceptual 

nature of the 3-4-3 Concept, information is not available to perform a detailed…analysis 
or microsimulation” both modeling and empirical information is available, as follows. 
o Concerning microsimulation/modeling, the very purpose of computer modeling is to 

analyze conceptual things that do not exist. 
o Concerning empirical information, systems approximating the 3-4-3 wherein a 

certain number of vehicles diverge and then that same number merge (i.e. no 
additional vehicles are added to the system) exist and can provide empirical 
information, as follows: 
 The Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel (CBBT) 

Since 1999, each of the 50 million drivers using the CBBT has experienced the 1-
2-1 effect when they exit the first tunnel (1 lane), travel the trestle (2 lanes), and 
then enter the second tunnel (1 lane).  It appears that using real-world crash 
data from this CBBT system—particularly during congestion summer 
weekends—to estimate crashes for the 3-4-3 would provide more reliable 
analysis than using “anecdotally”8 “presumed”9 safety effects of the “assumed”10 
operations effect of the lane-changing aspect of the 3-4-3.  

 Sets of toll booths 
Fixed-volume diverge-and-merge happens daily across the U.S. at toll booths.  
Although vehicles leaving a set of toll booths may be traveling at less than free-
flow speed when they merge back together, it appears that using real-world 
crash data from toll booth systems to estimate crashes for the 3-4-3 would 
provide more reliable analysis than using “anecdotally” “presumed” safety 
effects of only the lane-changing aspect of the 3-4-3.   

 
• Given that analysis by both the HRTPO Staff 11 and VDOT12 indicates that the capacity of 

a tunnel with X lanes is less than the capacity of an approach with X lanes—and thus 
that the number of drivers willing to travel on a tunnel’s approach is limited/choked by 
the capacity of the tunnel (as opposed to the capacity of the approach)—the analysis’s 
usage of the volume of a choked approach (1,900 vphpl, ATR p. 474 of 495) as an 
indication of the capacity of that approach renders an unrealistically low number for 
the capacity of that approach.   

 
 

                                                 
8 ATR p. 480 of 495. Please add page numbers to Appendix D. 
9 ATR p. 483 of 495. 
10 ATR p. 463 of 495. 
11 HRTPO’s analysis of VDOT counts, rendering 1,600 vphpl tunnel capacity 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/impact%20estimation%20method%20document.pdf, and HRTPO’s theoretical 
analysis: tunnels allow no passing and have no shoulders, both of which increase distance between vehicles for a 
given speed, thereby lowering capacity. 
12 The LOS D on the approaches and LOS F at the tunnel (Traffic and Trans Tech Report, Figure 5-3.1)—for the 
same volume on the approaches and the tunnel—indicates that the tunnel capacity per lane is lower than the 
approach capacity per lane. 
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• One way to accurately calculate the capacity of the HRBT approach is to examine hourly 
volumes at interstates in Hampton Roads downstream of where demand exceeds 
capacity, i.e. downstream of queues.  Queues form daily at certain locations where 
multiple lanes feed into a fewer number of lanes, e.g. where the acceleration lanes from 
GW Hwy carry vehicles onto I-64 toward the High Rise Bridge, and where I-64 WB 
narrows from 4 lanes to 2 near Bland Blvd. 

 
• Basing capacity on “99th percentile 15-minute volumes” (ATR p. 466 of 495), the Draft 

SEIS uses a capacity of 1,875 vphpl (p. 12) for a tunnel lane.  Using 15-minute VDOT 
count data, the HRTPO staff calculated that—out of 8,784 hours in 2012 (366 days x 24 
hours)—for only 14 hours in that year (or 0.16% of all that year’s hours 
[14/(8,784)=0.0016]—did HRBT EB volumes reach 1,875 vphpl.  Although this 0.16% 
is a rare occurrence (and therefore renders a higher capacity [1,875] than we used 
[1,600]), it would be an appropriate capacity to use for a tunnel lane if it is compared to 
a similarly-calculated capacity of an approach lane.13 

 
• Given that the document states the “3-4-3 Concept would result in a 15 to 20 [sic14] 

increase to the tunnel cost” (ATR p. 462 of 495), please state the additional cost or at 
least help us calculate the additional cost by indicating the base tunnel cost. 

                                                 
13 i.e. the top 14 hours occurring on an interstate in Hampton Roads where demand exceeds capacity (i.e. where 
queues form) AND where volume is not choked either upstream or downstream. 
14 If these numbers represent %, please write so. 
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