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Dear Messrs. Sundra and Smizik:
This letter provides the comments of the Norfolk District Corps of Engineers
(USAGE) in response to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

(DSEIS) which was prepared for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS), for which
USAGE is a cooperating agency. In October 2016, USAGE concurred with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) on the purpose and need for this project, which
consisted of a statement and seven need elements. Our comments and

recommendations should be fully addressed in the final SEIS and as you develop your
preferred alternative.

The project will impact waters and/or wetlands regulated by USAGE under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act (33 U.S.C. 403), and a permit or permits will likely be required for the improvements.
Our regulations require that we consider a full range of public interest factors and
conduct an alternatives analysis in order to identify the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative (LEDPA), which is the only alternative we can authorize. In
addition to wetland and waters impacts, we must consider factors such as land use
(including displacements of homes and businesses), floodplain hazards and values,
water supply and conservation, water quality, safety, cost, economics, threatened and
endangered species, historic and cultural resources, and environmental justice. In

addition, navigation and potential effects to USAGE Civil Works projects will be a
primary consideration for this project.
Our comments on the DSEIS are given in relation to specific topics as follows:
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408 Coordination: The USAGE Commander's letter dated June 29, 2016 provided
comments on how USAGE may evaluate, pursuant to 33 U.S.C 408 (Section 408),
impacts of the proposed project alternatives on USAGE federally authorized civil works
projects; it is included in the DSEIS Appendix D. However, the DSEIS does not assess
each of the Corps identified impacts to federally authorized civil works projects and how
each impact may be mitigated to minimize alteration or impairment of the usefulness of
these civil works projects. Alternatives B,C, and D could each result in 408 issues that
will have to be resolved before the USAGE may be able to concur that the VDOT
preferred alternative is also the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA). We would expect that when VDOT presents its preferred alternative you will
include analysis of avoidance and minimization of impacts to civil works projects
including navigation channels, anchorages, and the Craney Island Dredged Material
Management Area (CIDMMA). Because of the importance of these civil works projects
to navigation and the Port of Virginia, the 408 decision will likely be made at the Corps
of Engineers Headquarters level.
Waterbird NestinQ: CIDMMA supports nesting avian species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Approximately 227 avian species have been documented at
the CIDMMA. Least terns, black-necked stilts, common nighthawks, and horned larks
are several species that have historically nested in close proximity to and within the
proposed project footprint that crosses the CIDMMA. Appropriate accommodations may
be necessary for this resource during any construction phases of the project that may
occur on or near the CIDMMA.
Alternatives: Alternatives C and D clearly have the greatest amount of
environmental impacts. These impacts include potential dredging impacts (both within
the dredge footprints and at the potential disposal sites), induced growth especially
within the undeveloped areas along Route 1-664 in Chesapeake and Suffolk, and
impacts to essential fish habitat and potential stream and wetland impacts. As detailed
in table 3-36, the potential wetland impacts (which includes tidal, nontidal, and nontidal
open water) are 8 acres for alternative A, 73 acres for alternative B, 110 acres for
alternative C and 121 acres for alternative D.
All four of the build alternatives discussed in the DSEIS satisfy the project purpose
and need, albeit to differing degrees. Alternatives C and D both result in more extensive
improvements to the existing transportation network and also impact more aquatic
resources through dredging and the filling of wetlands. If Alternatives A and B also meet
the project purpose and need, have less adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem,
and do not significantly impact other natural ecosystems, then USAGE may determine
that it can only permit one of these less damaging options as the LEDPA.
In previous meetings and letters we have requested additional information on
Alternative A, especially regarding the right-of-way impacts of 7- and 9-lane HRBT
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configurations (with one dedicated transit lane). We understand that you have
determined that these right-of-way impacts are unacceptable, especially in residential
areas of Norfolk, near Hampton University, and in the vicinity of the veterans' cemetery;
however, in the absence of documentation we cannot concur. Not including this
information in the DSEIS leaves open questions about the viability of those options, and
it should be documented in the Final SEIS (FSEIS) or an appropriate appendix.
According to Appendix A of the document, it is expected that VDOT's preferred
alternative will be constructed in stages or operationally independent sections (OIS).
You have indicated that as funds become available, the OIS that comprise a particular
alternative may be approved and then constructed in phases. Through the public review
and comment period of the SEIS, a "hybrid" alternative may also be developed which
could result in lower costs and impacts. Any hybrid alternative must also sufficiently
address the project purpose and need, must have logical termini, and should reduce
impacts to aquatic resources. Wetland impacts for segment 1 (23.6 acres) and segment
13 (61.6 acres) are especially large and should be avoided in the identification of your
preferred alternative. If either of these segments are included in your preferred
alternative, and you can sufficiently document that these impacts cannot be avoided,
then you should incorporate measures to minimize impacts (such as bridging,
elimination of the median, reduced fill slopes/retaining walls, etc.).
Tolls: It is our understanding that managed lanes may be an option on the Monitor

Merrimac Bridge Tunnel (MMBT) and the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel (HRBT). We
also understand that any additional crossings of the Elizabeth River will require tolls,
and the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report assumes that the 1564 and the 1664
connectors will each have a $1 toll. If the preferred alternative includes a toll, highoccupancy toll (HOT) lane, or other managed lane, we would expect that toll scenario to
be analyzed and documented in the FSEIS.
We have concerns about potential Environmental Justice issues related to
implementation of tolls. Since the inception of the tolls on the Elizabeth River crossings
(i.e. the Midtown Tunnel and the Downtown Tunnel), drivers without credit cards have
been paying consistently higher toll rates using the pay-by-plate method. In addition, the
current tolls may have formed a barrier to some drivers, minimizing trips between
Portsmouth and Norfolk. Local businesses, especially in Portsmouth, have reported that
they have experienced a drop in revenues since the tolls went into effect. If the VDOT
preferred alternative includes any tolls, the analysis should consider and assess these
types of effects, and document whether there will be any disproportionate effect on
minority or low-income communities.

Transit: Alternative C is the only alternative that includes dedicated transit lanes on
1564, the 1564 and 1664 connectors, and then on Route 1664 beginning at the
interchange with the MMBT. Bus rapid transit (BRT) will be the transit mode. Based on

Attachment 16-B

meetings leading up to the signing of the DSEIS, it was our understanding that transit
may be included in the VDOT preferred alternative, even if alternative C is not VDOT's
preferred alternative. When you propose your preferred alternative, you should include
a discussion of transit options, including HOT, HOV, or dedicated transit lanes. If there
is no transit component included in the preferred alternative, you should document
reasons for that. The dedicated transit lanes shown on Alternative C would provide bus
travel from Norfolk across the Elizabeth River to Newport News and Hampton but
appear to bypass Portsmouth and Suffolk. We understand that the City of Suffolk has its
own transit system but please provide justification why the BRT lanes would not serve
these two cities.
Wetlands and other aquatic resources: You have presented wetland impacts
based on GIS analysis with limited ground-truthing. There seem to be discrepancies
between the wetland impacts as depicted on tables 3-35, 3-36, and 3-37. Please clarify
which of the tables accurately estimates the different alternatives' wetland impacts. We
understand that the NEPA-level analysis only allows for a certain level of wetland
impact analysis and functional assessment, but it is important to note that when you
select your preferred alternative you will need to delineate the wetlands and streams
and obtain ajurisdictional determination from USAGE.
Several of the figures in the DSEIS refer to altered or fragmented wetlands. We
understand that in the urban/suburban setting of this project many of the wetlands have
been altered, but they still perform valuable functions in these landscapes. More sitespecific functional analysis of impacted wetlands may be required after the VDOT
preferred alternative is selected and as design advances. You should also provide
information on what type of alterations and additional fragmentation may be expected
from the different alternatives. Stormwater management facilities should not be located
in wetlands or streams.

Most of the predicted impacts for the VDOT preferred alignment will probably occur

within the Hampton Roads Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC 02080208, which includes the
Lower James River basin. You should evaluate mitigation options for all unavoidable
impacts to wetlands and streams associated with your preferred alternative, and you
should provide at least a conceptual mitigation plan in the FSEIS. You may be expected
to compensate for impacts to mudflats, shallow water habitats, subaqueous bottom and
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAVs). Please be aware that there is no existing
commercial tidal mitigation bank with available credits in this drainage basin, nor are
any anticipated to come on line in the near future.
Sediment Transportation, Bank Erosion, ShoalinQ and Hydrodynamic Modeling
Report: The Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) is in the process of finalizing a
report regarding these processes for the HRCS, and you state that a complete
assessment of these factors will be included once the VDOT preferred alternative has
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been identified. In the interim findings on page 3-102, the DSEIS discusses an increase
in surface and bottom salinities on the order of 0.3 practical salinity units (PSU) for
Alternative A and for another alternative,.an increase in turbulence mixing and retention
time that would lead to a larger increase in surface salinity. Once you have identified the
VDOT preferred alternative, an explanation is needed of exactly what these numbers
mean and the nature and extent of impacts that can be expected to aquatic organisms,
including fish and benthic species. This explanation should account for other
construction within the project area, including the recently completed parallel Midtown
Tunnel which spans the Elizabeth River.
VDOT has indicated that its next step will be to select their preferred alternative
and request USAGE concurrence that the VDOT preferred alternative appears to be the
preliminary LEDPA. USAGE will review the public input received during the comment
period on the DSEIS and the justification for the selection of your preferred alternative.
VDOT should provide documentation and information explaining why the VDOT
preferred alternative was selected, and why the other alternatives were not selected. If
you identify a hybrid alternative as the VDOT preferred alternative, you should clearly
and thoroughly document the steps you followed to arrive at that conclusion. Avoidance
and minimization measures that have been evaluated and incorporated to reduce
wetland and waters impacts should be detailed, including bridging wetlands and
streams, alignment shifts, and minimizing fill footprints.
As part of the alternatives analysis, you must continue to coordinate road
alignments, design, and ultimately construction with the USAGE Operations Branch to
ensure that there will be no adverse effects to operations at the existing CIDMMA or to
the ongoing expansion of the facility, or to other Civil Works projects. If potential impacts
to Civil Works projects are not sufficiently identified and addressed during the
alternatives analysis, we will not be able to make a preliminary LEDPA determination.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations on the
HRCS DSEIS. You may contact the USAGE Regulatory project manager George Janek
atgeorQe.a.ianek(a)usace.army.mil or 757-201-7135 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Gregoty C. Steele, P.E.

Chief, Water Resources Division
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Copies Furnished:
Environmental Protection Agency, Philadelphia, ATTN: Ms. Barbara Okorn
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Gloucester
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Gloucester Point, ATTN: Mr. David
O'Brien

NAVFAC Mid-Atlantic Region, Norfolk, ATTN: Ms. Rhonda P. Murray
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