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Background     
 
The purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel 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 I-64, I-664, I-564, and Route 164 corridors (Figure 1).  The four build alternatives (A, B, C, 
and D) that have been retained for full analysis in the SEIS were described in detail in our 
February 2016 letter.  The location and configuration of each is shown in Figure 2.   
 
Figure 3 depicts the 500-foot-wide Study Area Corridors associated with each build alternative 
(along with expanded areas at the locations of potential interchange improvements) which, for 
the purposes of Section 106, constitute the Area Potential Effects (APE) for direct effects.   We 
would like to emphasize that the 500-foot Study Area Corridors are so-called “worst-case 
scenarios” for direct impacts.  As work on the SEIS proceeds, more realistic and presumably 
narrower Limits of Disturbance will be delineated for each alternative based on early preliminary 
engineering.  For example, VDOT and FHWA have already agreed that improvements proposed 
in the HRCS SEIS to the I-64 corridor largely would be confined to existing highway right-of-
way.  
 
In general, in undeveloped areas or in areas where alternatives cross water, VDOT defined the 
APE for indirect effects (e.g., visual or auditory effects) as extending 500 feet beyond each side 
of the 500-foot Study Area Corridor.  In developed areas where the build alternatives would 
involve improvements to existing highways, the indirect effects APE extends across tax parcels 
directly abutting the 500-foot Study Area Corridor and across any parcels immediately adjacent 
to the abutting properties.  
 
Architectural Resources 
 
VDOT has recently completed background research and Phase I field survey to identify all 
architectural properties that would be 50 or more years of age as of 2026 located within the 
direct and indirect APE for the HRCS that are already listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), have previously been determined eligible for listing, or, in our opinion, are 
potentially eligible for listing.   The results of this effort are presented in the report, Architectural 
Survey:  Management Summary, HRCS SEIS, prepared by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 
(Stantec), a subcontractor to VDOT’s consultant Rummel Klepper and Kahl, LLP.  Two paper 
copies of this report and one copy in Portable Document Format (PDF) on compact disc are 
enclosed for your department’s review.  One copy in PDF format is also being provided to each 
of the other consulting parties. 
 
As discussed in further detail in the architecture management summary, the direct and indirect 
effects APE for the HRCS contain the following resources: 
 

• 12  properties previously listed on the NRHP (two of which—Hampton Institute 
Historic District and Fort Monroe--are also National Historic Landmarks) (Table 1) 
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• 8 properties  previously determined by your department to be eligible for listing on 
the NRHP, or considered eligible for listing  by Commander Navy Region Mid-Atlantic 
(CNRMA) (Table 2) 
 

• 2 National Historic Trails designated by Congress which VDOT is assuming are 
eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of assessing the effects of the HRCS on historic 
properties pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Table 2) 
 

• 505      previously surveyed resources, recorded in your department’s Virginia Cultural 
Resources Information System (V-CRIS) between 2010 and 2015, and previously 
determined by your department not to be eligible for the NRHP 

 
• 170      previously surveyed resources, recorded in V-CRIS more than five years ago, and 

re-surveyed for the HRCS 
 

o 3 of these properties are recommended on the basis of the present HRCS survey to 
be eligible for the NRHP; the remainder (167) are recommended not to meet 
NRHP eligibility criteria (Table 3) 

 
• 628      newly surveyed resources recorded in V-CRIS for the HRCS 

 
o 2 of these properties are recommended on the basis of the present HRCS survey to 

be eligible for the NRHP;  the remainder (626) are recommended not to meet 
NRHP eligibility criteria (Table 3) 
 

 
Hard copies of the forms Stantec has completed in V-CRIS, associated property sketches, and 
photographic documentation for the 170 properties that Stantec resurveyed and the 628 
properties they surveyed for the first time are being provided to your department under separate 
cover.  If any of the other consulting parties so request, VDOT would happy to provide them a 
PDF copy of this detailed documentation. 
 
It should be noted that property access refusals prevented Stantec from examining eight 
additional structures in the HRCS APE that meet the age criteria VDOT established for the 
architectural study.  Two of the five dwellings on the tax parcel at 2300 Jolliff Road (located 
outside the direct but inside the indirect APE in the City of Chesapeake) could not be examined 
(Figure 4); however, VDOT believes it is unlikely that these two buildings meet NRHP 
eligibility criteria based on their similarity to the other three ca. 1960, one-story, concrete block 
dwellings on the property (VDHR File Nos. 131-5787, 131-5829, 131-5830).    Four properties 
in the City of Newport News (DHR Nos. 121-0055, 121-0057, 121-0058, 121-0059) and one 
property in the City of Norfolk (DHR No. 122-0334) had previously been recorded in V-CRIS, 
but access was denied for Stantec’s planned re-survey.  The locations of these properties are 
depicted in Maps D-26 and D-27 in the enclosed management summary.  Two of the properties 
are within the HRCS direct effects APE, and VDOT will likely attempt again to gain access for 
the purpose of assessing the NRHP eligibility of the structures.        
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Archaeological Resources 
 
Also enclosed for your department’s review and review by other consulting parties is the report, 
Archaeological Assessment, HRCS SEIS, prepared by Stantec for VDOT.  Two paper copies of 
this report and one copy in PDF on compact disc are enclosed for your department’s review.  
One copy in PDF format is also being provided to each of the other consulting parties. 
 
The direct effects APE for the HRCS has been the subject of several previous terrestrial and 
underwater archaeological technical studies conducted by VDOT to support the 2001 HRCS 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and 2011 Re-evaluation and the 2012 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel study.  The 
purpose of the archaeological assessment was to consider the geographic coverage and findings 
of these and other previous studies in relation to the present HRCS APE, along with present land 
use conditions, to determine where within the direct effects APE survey still needs to be 
conducted to complete efforts to identify potentially significant archaeological sites at the Phase 
I level of investigation.  Section 5 of the assessment report identifies several areas of the APE not 
examined sufficiently in previous surveys where additional survey is warranted.  VDOT 
proposes to defer this additional Phase I level survey (as well as any Phase II level investigations 
that also might be needed to identify the archaeological sites eligible for the NRHP potentially 
affected by the HRCS) until after a build alternative has been selected.    The assessment report 
review of the archaeological sites presently known to be located within the HRCS direct effects 
APE, and the review of the APE’s potential to contain additional sites, has lead VDOT to 
conclude that, in relation to their historical significance, any archaeological historic properties 
that might be affected by the HRCS would meet the regulatory exception to the requirements of 
Section 4(f) approval:  the sites would be important chiefly for the information they contain, 
which can be retrieved through data recovery, and would have minimal value for preservation in 
place [23 CFR §774.13(b)(1)].  
 
Preliminary Assessment of Effects on Battlefield and Historic Trail Resources 
 
Each of the proposed build alternatives for the HRCS traverses extensive historic resources that 
have been identified by sub-units of the National Park Service as being potentially eligible for 
the NRHP.  These resources include one War of 1812 battlefield – Battle of Craney Island (DHR 
Inventory No. 124-5267) – two Civil War battlefields – Battle of Hampton Roads (114-5471) 
and Battle of Sewell’s Point (122-5426) – and two national historic trails --  Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail and Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National 
Historic Trail.   Alternatives B, C, and D cross land associated with the Battle of Craney Island 
and identified by the American Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP) as potentially eligible for 
the NRHP (PotNR).  All four build alternatives cross the two national historic trails and the 
ABPP-defined PotNR for the battles of Hampton Roads and Sewell’s Point.   
 
The current condition of each of these five battlefield and trail resources and their historic 
settings are reviewed in detail in the enclosed architecture management summary and 
archaeological assessment reports.  In sum, these resources are located within what is now a 
highly industrialized and developed area in which few remnants of the historic landscape 
survive.  Additionally, much of the construction associated with the four proposed build 
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alternatives for the HRCS would involve improvements of or improvements immediately 
adjacent to existing infrastructure, such as the Monitor-Merrimac Memorial Bridge-Tunnel and 
the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel.  Given the limited design and engineering that has been 
developed for the build alternatives to date it would be premature for VDOT to definitively 
assess the effect of the HRCS on these battlefield and trail resources; however, we do believe the 
effect is not likely to be adverse.  In comments submitted to VDOT by letter of January 4, 2016, 
the National Park Service’s Chesapeake Bay Office has expressed a similar conclusion in regard 
to the effects of the HRCS on the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail 
(CAJO):  “While there may be significant CAJO resources currently known or potentially to be 
discovered within the still-developing APE of the proposed project alternatives, the integrity of 
many CAJO resources within this particular area has been diminished over time by the impacts 
of extensive existing development and infrastructure.  All project alternatives of the HRCS 
appear to propose actions that are generally consistent with the existing conditions in the area.”   
The FHWA may use VDOT’s findings in regard to the battlefield and historic trail resources to 
make preliminary de minimis impact determinations in the Draft SEIS pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act [23 CFR §774.3(b)].  
 
VDOT has summarized our present findings in the signature block below, and we invite your 
agency to indicate your concurrence with these determinations by completing the signature block 
and returning your original signature to my attention.  We would appreciate receiving any 
comments you or other consulting parties may have within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of 
this letter.       
 
Thank you for your assistance.  If you or other consulting parties have any questions about the 
HRCS, please don’t hesitate to contact me by email at me.hodges@vdot.virginia.gov or by phone 
at 804-786-5368.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mary Ellen N. Hodges 
District Preservation Program Coordinator 
Enclosures 
 
c. Mr. Ed Sundra, FHWA 
 Mr. Scott Smizik, VDOT Locations Study Manager 
 Ms. Britta Ayers, City of Newport News 

Mr. Scott Mills, City of Suffolk 
Ms. Mae Breckenridge-Haywood, African American Historical Society of Portsmouth 
Mr. Patrick R. Jennings, American Battlefield Protection Program 
Ms. Martha F. Morris, Buckroe Historical Society 
Mr. Mark Perreault, Citizens for a Fort Monroe National Park 
Mr. J. Brewer Moore 
Mr. Matt Jagunic, National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office 
Ms. Peggy McPhillips, Norfolk Historical Society 

mailto:me.hodges@vdot.virginia.gov
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Mr. Carter B. S. Furr, Norfolk Preservation Alliance 
Mr. James R. Turner, Partnership for a New Phoebus, Inc. 
Mr. John Haynes, U.S.  Army Corps of Engineers 
Captain Brenda Kerr, U.S.  Coast Guard Base, Portsmouth 
Mr. Rob Reali, Army Caretaker, Fort Monroe 

 Mr. W. Keith Cannady, City of Hampton, Community Development Department 
Mr. Josh Gillespie, Fort Monroe Authority 
Dr. Rodney Smith, Hampton University 
Ms. Kirsten Talken-Spalding, Fort Monroe National Monument 
Mr. Clyde Christman, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (Fort Wool) 
Ms. Luci Talbot Cochran, Hampton History Museum 
Mr. Hunter D. Smith, Smith/Packett (The Chamberlin) 
Ms. Jacqueline Post, U. S. Department of Veterans Affairs  
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HAMPTON ROADS CROSSING STUDY 
Project Number: 0064-965-081, P101 
UPC: 106724 
OHR File No. 2015-0783 

The Department of Historic Resources (OHR) concurs with the following findings of the 
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT): 

• VDOT' s National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility determinations for the 
architectural resources listed in Appendices B, C, and D of the report, Architectural 
Survey: Management Summary, HRCS SEIS, dated April I, 2016 and prepared by Stantec 
forVDOT; 

• VDOT' s findings that survey within the areas described in Section 5. I of the report, 
Archaeological Assessment, HRCS SEIS, dated April I, 2016, and prepared by Stantec for 
VDOT, would be sufficient for completing efforts to identify, at the Phase I level, all 
archaeological sites within the HRCS direct effects Area of Potential Effects (APE) that 
may be eligible for the NRHP; 

• Any archaeological sites located within the direct effects APE for the HRCS likely would 
be potentially important chiefly for the information they may contain (which can be 
retrieved through data recovery) and have minimal value for preservation in place. 

ZB A-,J/? 
Date 
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Figure 1.  HRCS roadway alignments. 
 

 



HRCS; Ms. Ms. Julie V. Langan; April 1, 2016 
Page 9 of 14   
 
Figure 2.  The four build alternatives for the HRCS. 
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Figure 3.  Study Area Corridors associated with the four HRCS build alternatives. 
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Figure 4.  Location of the two dwellings (circled with a pink line) at 2300 Jolliff Road for which 
access to survey was denied.  The adjacent dwellings, labeled with DHR File Nos., were 
surveyed. 
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Table 1.  Architectural properties previously listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
 
VDHR 

No. 
City Resource NRHP Status SEIS 

Alternative 
Direct 
 APE 

Indirect 
APE 

114-
0002 

Hampton Fort Monroe NHL 1960; 
NRHP-listed 
1966 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
0006 

Hampton Hampton Institute 
Historic District 

NRHP-Listed 
1969; NHL 
1974; NHL 
Boundary 
Revised 1976 

A, B, & D Yes Yes 

114-
0021 

Hampton Old Point Comfort 
Lighthouse 

NRHP-Listed 
1973 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
0041 

Hampton Fort Wool NRHP-Listed 
1969 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
0101 

Hampton Hampton Veterans 
Affairs Medical 
Center Historic 
District 

Federal 
Determination 
of Eligibility 
1981 by the 
Keeper of the 
NRHP 

A, B, & D Yes Yes 

114-
0114 

Hampton Chamberlin Hotel NRHP-Listed 
2007 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
0118 

Hampton Pasture Point Historic 
District 

NRHP-Listed 
2012 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
0148 

Hampton Hampton National 
Cemetery 

NRHP-Listed 
1996 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
5002 

Hampton Phoebus-Mill Creek 
Terrace Neighborhood 
Historic District 

NRHP-Listed 
2006 

A, B, & D Yes Yes 

121-
0032 

Newport 
News 

St. Vincent de Paul 
Catholic Church 

NRHP-Listed  
2005 

C & D  Yes 

121-
0299 

Newport 
News 

Noland Company 
Building 

NRHP-Listed 
2010 

C & D Yes Yes 

131-
5325 

Chesapeake Sunray Agricultural 
Historic District 

NRHP-Listed 
2008 

C & D   Yes 
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Table 2.  Architectural properties previously determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places or assumed eligible for the purposes of this study. 
 
VDHR 

No. 
City Resource NRHP 

Eligibility 
Status 

SEIS 
Alternative 

Direct 
APE 

Indirect 
 APE 

114-
5471 

Hampton Battle of Hampton 
Roads (ABPP VA008) 

NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 2007) 

A, B, C, & D Yes Yes 

122-
0410 

Norfolk Norfolk Naval Base 
Historic District 

Portions 
Considered 
NRHP-
Eligible by 
the 
CNRMA 

A, B, & D Yes Yes 

122-
0531 

Norfolk Forest Lawn Cemetery NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 2012) 

A, B, & D Yes Yes 

122-
0954 

Norfolk Ocean View 
Elementary School 

NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 1998) 

A, B, & D  Yes 

122-
5045 

Norfolk Norfolk Naval Base 
Golf Club Historic 
District 

NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 1997) 

B, C, & D Yes Yes 

122-
5426 

Norfolk Battle of Sewell’s Point 
(VA001) 

NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 2007) 

A, B, C, & D Yes Yes 

122-
5434 

Norfolk Merrimack Landing 
Apartment 
Complex/Merrimack 
Park Historic District 

NRHP-
Eligible 
(DHR 2012) 

A, B, & D   Yes 

124-
5267 

Portsmouth Battle of Craney Island NRHP-
Eligible 
(ABPP 2007)  

B, C, and D Yes Yes 

Not 
assigned 

Hampton, 
Newport 
News, 
Norfolk, 
Portsmouth, 
Suffolk 

Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National 
Historic Trail 

Assumed 
Eligible for 
the Purposes 
of this Study 

A, B, C, & D Yes Yes 

Not 
assigned 

Hampton, 
Newport 
News, 
Norfolk, 
Portsmouth, 
Suffolk 

Washington-
Rochambeau 
Revolutionary Route 
National Historic Trail 

Assumed 
Eligible for 
the Purposes 
of this Study 

A, B, C, & D Yes Yes 
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Table 3.  Architectural properties recommended potentially eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places.  
 
VDHR 
No. 

City Resource NRHP 
Eligibility 
Status 

SEIS 
Alternative 

Direct 
APE 

Indirect 
APE 

114-
0155 

Hampton Elmerton Cemetery Recommended 
Potentially 
Eligible 2016 

A, B, & D  Yes 

114-
5600 

Hampton Hampton Coliseum Recommended 
Potentially 
Eligible 2016 

A, B, C, & 
D 

Yes Yes 

121-
0033 

Newport 
News 

Brown Manufacturing, 
Coca-Cola Bottling 
Works, Daily Press 
Building 

Recommended 
Potentially 
Eligible 2016 

C & D  Yes 

121-
0157 

Newport 
News 

Peninsula Catholic High 
School/St. Vincent’s 
School for Girls 

Recommended 
Potentially 
Eligible 2016 

C & D Yes Yes 

122-
5930 

Norfolk Willoughby Elementary 
School 

Recommended 
Potentially 
Eligible 2016 

A, B, & D  Yes 

 















From: Gibson, Anthony J (VDOT)
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Subject: Fwd: HRCS
Date: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 10:56:14 AM

Scott-

Please see the below email from the City of Portsmouth.

  Regards,

Tony Gibson, AICP 
HRTAC Program Manager
VDOT- Hampton Roads District 
1700 N. Main Street- Suffolk, VA 23434 
757-925-2274- phone
757-556-7885 -mobile

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Wright, James" <wrightj@portsmouthva.gov>
Date: December 15, 2015 at 10:31:54 AM EST
To: "Gibson, Anthony J (VDOT)" <Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov>
Subject: RE: HRCS

Mr. Gibson,
 
I am pleased to accept the invitation on behalf of the City of Portsmouth to become a
 cooperating agency in the development of the SEIS for the Hampton Roads Crossing
 Study.  Please ensure that I am copied on all correspondence as it relates to this
 project.  If you need additional information, do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Once again, thank you for consideration.
 
JW
 

From: Gibson, Anthony J (VDOT) [mailto:Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 7:42 AM
To: Wright, James
Subject: RE: HRCS
 
James-
 
To officially document the City of Portsmouth’s acceptance to become a cooperating
 agency for the HRCS, please provide an email or letter accepting the invitation. 

mailto:Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov
mailto:wrightj@portsmouthva.gov
mailto:Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov


 
 
Best regards,
Tony Gibson, AICP
HRTAC Program Manager
VDOT- Hampton Roads District 
1700 N. Main Street- Suffolk, VA 23434 
757-925-2274- phone
757-556-7885 -mobile
 

From: Wright, James [mailto:wrightj@portsmouthva.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: Miller, Paula (VDOT)
Subject: RE: HRCS
 
Thank you
 

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) [mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 3:39 PM
To: Wright, James
Cc: Miller, Paula (VDOT)
Subject: RE: HRCS
 
Nothing more than an email. If you prefer to send a letter, that is fine as well.
 

From: Wright, James [mailto:wrightj@portsmouthva.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 3:35 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: Miller, Paula (VDOT)
Subject: RE: HRCS
 
Thank you.  What type of response do you need to accept the invitation?
 

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) [mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 1:37 PM
To: Wright, James
Cc: Miller, Paula (VDOT)
Subject: HRCS
 
Mr. Wright –
 
We received your inquiry about the City of Portsmouth’s invitation to be a participating
 agency. I have attached the original letter in which this invitation was extended. You
 are still welcome to accept the invitation at this date.
 
Thank you for your continued interest in our study.
 
Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager

mailto:wrightj@portsmouthva.gov
mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov
mailto:wrightj@portsmouthva.gov
mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov


Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk:  (804) 371-4082
Cell:    (804) 306-0920
Fax:    (804) 786-7401
Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov

 

mailto:scott.smizik@vdot.virginia.gov




From: Bunting, Mary
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: "Ed.Sundra@dot.gov"; Gibson, Anthony J (VDOT); Allsbrook, Lynn; DeProfio, Brian
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study Cooperating Agency Response
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 6:48:27 PM

Mr. Smizik,
 
I am responding to the November 9, 2015 letter from Ed Sundra of FHWA regarding the
 City of Hampton’s designation as a cooperating agency in the Hampton Roads Crossing
 Study.  First please accept my apology for responding late and the City not being in
 attendance at the November 16, 2015 cooperating agency meeting. The City of Hampton
 accepts the offer to be a Cooperating Agency and looks forward to actively participating in
 the study moving forward.
 
I am designating Lynn Allsbrook, Director of Public Works (lallsbrook@hampton.gov) and
 Brian DeProfio, Director of Budget and Strategic Priorities (bdeprofio@hampton.gov) as
 the City’s representatives. 
 
Mary Bunting
City Manager
 

mailto:mbunting@hampton.gov
mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov
mailto:Ed.Sundra@dot.gov
mailto:Anthony.Gibson@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:lallsbro@hampton.gov
mailto:bdeprofio@hampton.gov
mailto:lallsbrook@hampton.gov
mailto:bdeprofio@hampton.gov


































 

 
 

August 6, 2015 
 
Mr. Scott Smizik 
VDOT Project Manager        VIA EMAIL 
HRCSSEIS@VDOT.Virginia.Gov 
 

Re: Scoping Comments for Hampton Roads Crossing Study Supplemental EIS 
 
Dear Mr. Smizik: 
 
 The Southern Environmental Law Center would like to provide the following comments 
on scoping for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study (HRCS) Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).  SELC is a non-partisan, non-profit organization that works throughout Virginia 
to promote transportation and land use decisions that protect our natural resources, strengthen 
our communities, and improve our quality of life. 
 
 We recognize the significant congestion issues in Hampton Roads, highlighted most 
recently in the draft needs assessment for the VTrans Multimodal Transportation Plan.  
However, as this draft needs assessment and prior environmental documents for the HRCS have 
made clear, any solution for this region must incorporate multimodal transportation components 
and must adequately protect the sensitive environmental resources of this area.  It is essential that 
this Supplemental EIS incorporate multimodal transportation options such as rail and transit into 
each of the build alternatives under consideration, and that it carefully consider and minimize the 
adverse impacts that would result from this project.  This includes the potential for substantial 
impacts to aquatic resources such as wetlands, streams, and the Chesapeake Bay, as well as air 
pollution, climate change, and other impacts resulting from the project’s potential to induce 
significant additional traffic and land development in the region. 
 
Alternatives Analysis 

 
For the Peninsula-Southside Crossing, the VTrans draft needs assessment notes that 

congestion and connectivity issues in the region are exacerbated by limited mode choice, and it 
identifies the need for crossings to provide dedicated transit access and better access to regional 
transit networks, as well as the need for additional transit options such as light rail, bus rapid 
transit, and/or rapid ferry service in the area.1  This need for expanded travel options has long 
been recognized.  The HRCS’s initial 2001 Record of Decision (ROD) incorporated a 
multimodal tube in its preferred Candidate Build Alternative 9 (“CBA 9”),2 and in its comments 
on the 1999 Draft EIS, Hampton Roads Transit identified the inclusion of a multimodal tube to 
accommodate high-occupancy vehicle, bus, and passenger rail service as a “critical element” of 
the project and an “integral part of any Phase I construction.”3 

1 See VTrans Multimodal Transportation Plan, Hampton Roads Region Draft Needs (July 28, 2015), available at 
http://vtrans.org/vtrans_multimodal_transportation_plan_2025_needs_assessment.asp. 
2 2001 Record of Decision at 3. 
3 Letter from Michael Townes, Hampton Roads Transit to J.C. Cleveland, VDOT (Mar. 15, 2000). 

 
 

                                                        

mailto:HRCSSEIS@VDOT.Virginia.Gov


 
 

 
 In light of the continuing importance of alternative travel modes in alleviating traffic 
congestion and improving accessibility in the region, it is imperative that the Supplemental EIS 
incorporate dedicated multimodal facilities (such as the multimodal tube identified in the 2001 
ROD’s preferred alternative) into each build alternative.  In addition, given the potential of 
alternative modes to substantially reduce the environmental impacts of this project, the 
Supplemental EIS should also evaluate expanded freight rail, passenger rail, bus, and bus rapid 
transit service individually and in combination as alternatives to expanded highway capacity that 
may satisfy all or a substantial part of the purpose and need of the project. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 

The Supplemental EIS must also include a thorough analysis of the substantial effects 
this project would have on both natural and community resources in the study area, including 
impacts on various types of aquatic resources, endangered species, and historic and community 
resources, as well as the potential traffic and growth-inducing effects that a significant expansion 
in highway capacity would have.  Recognizing the potential extent of these effects, the HRCS’s 
original EIS stated in its list of needs for the project that “[o]f equal importance in planning for 
transportation needs in the Hampton Roads area is environmental protection and enhancement,”4 
and it is crucial that this principle be carried forward into the purpose and need and scope for the 
Supplemental EIS as well, and rigorously applied in conducting the analysis for this document. 
 

I. Aquatic Resources 
 
 Previous environmental documents for the HRCS and Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel 
(HRBT) projects have made clear that significant damage to aquatic resources would result from 
constructing any of the build alternatives.  This includes the loss of substantial wetland habitat, 
potentially over ten miles of water crossings, and significant dredging of the Elizabeth River.  In 
comments on the 1999 Draft EIS, a number of state and federal agencies (including the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Virginia Department 
of Environmental Quality, and the Virginia Institute of Marine Science) raised concerns about 
the extent of these dredging activities, such as potential negative effects on aquatic life and in 
stirring up contaminated sediments that could further degrade water quality in this area.5   
 

These considerations are especially important today, given that the project is adjacent to 
the Chesapeake Bay and could impact the historic Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
designed to restore the Bay.  This Supplemental EIS must include a thorough, updated evaluation 
of impacts to aquatic resources in the area, measures to mitigate and minimize these impacts, and 
the project’s compliance with relevant water quality protection standards and safeguards such as 
the Chesapeake Bay TMDL.  In addition, this analysis must assess the cumulative effects of the 

4 2001 Final EIS at 8. 
5 See, e.g., Letter from Thomas Slenkamp, EPA to Earl Robb, VDOT (Mar. 15, 2000); Letter from Robert Hume III, 
Corps of Engineers to Ken Wilkinson, VDOT (Apr. 14, 2000); Letter from Ellen Gilinsky, DEQ to Ken Wilkinson, 
VDOT (Oct. 17, 2000); Letter from Thomas Barnard Jr., VIMS to Ken Wilkinson, VDOT (Feb. 4, 2000). 
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project with other “reasonably foreseeable” activities in the area, such as the construction of the 
Craney Island Eastward Expansion and the Craney Island Marine Terminal.6 
 

II. Endangered Species 
 
Previous environmental documents identified potential habitat for a number of threatened 

and endangered species in the project area, including the Loggerhead Sea Turtle, Kemp’s Ridley 
Sea Turtle, and the Piping Plover.  It may be necessary as part of this Supplemental EIS to 
update previous Biological Assessments and/or reinitiate consultation for these species and 
others identified in the project area, and the SEIS must consider measures to minimize any 
potential effects to threatened and endangered species, such as the time of year restrictions on 
dredging that were incorporated into the 2001 ROD to avoid impacts on sea turtle populations. 
 
III. Historic and Community Resources 
 

The Supplemental EIS must also include an updated analysis of historic and community 
resources that may be affected.  Of particular significance, the HRBT 2012 Draft EIS indicated 
that the build proposals for that project have the potential to impact numerous community 
facilities, parks and recreation areas, and historic sites (including Hampton Institute, Hampton 
National Cemetery, two battlefields, and a number of designated historic districts).7  To ensure 
that impacts to these and other important community resources in the region are adequately 
considered and minimized, the Supplemental EIS should incorporate updated Section 4(f), 
Section 106, and other necessary historic and cultural resource reviews. 

 
IV. Induced Traffic and Development 

 
Given that each of the HRCS build alternatives proposed thus far would add significant 

capacity to highly-traveled roadways, the Supplemental EIS must evaluate and compare the 
potential traffic- and growth-inducing effects of these proposals.  For instance, the 2001 Final 
EIS projected that its preferred CBA 9 would add roughly 42,000 trips per day between the 
Peninsula and Southside, representing a 17% increase over the no-build scenario.8  As EPA 
noted in their comments on the Draft EIS, this substantial increase in highway capacity may 
increase pressure to convert farmlands, wetlands, and forests in the study area to residential and 
commercial use,9 and these secondary effects warrant careful consideration in the SEIS.   

 
V. Air Quality and Climate Change 

 
The potential increase in traffic and land conversion from the proposed project is also 

likely to impact air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. Not only is the projected increase in 

6 Although the 2001 Final EIS acknowledged these future projects, it excluded them from its impacts analysis as not 
yet being “reasonably foreseeable” at that time.  2001 Final EIS at 274.  However, as noted in the 2011 
Environmental Assessment (EA) Reevaluation, construction of these projects is now underway, and thus they appear 
to clearly qualify as reasonably foreseeable projects that must be included in the HRCS analysis.  2011 EA 
Reevaluation at 39. 
7 See HRBT 2012 Draft EIS at S-9; HRBT Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation at 17. 
8 2001 Final EIS at Table 4-2. 
9 Letter from Thomas Slenkamp, EPA to Earl Robb, VDOT (Mar. 15, 2000). 

3 

                                                        



 
 

traffic volume likely to increase emissions, but it is likely that a greater proportion of these future 
vehicles will be heavy, more polluting trucks due to the expansion of nearby port facilities that a 
number of the build alternatives are designed to help facilitate. These impacts must be studied.  
In addition, the project has the potential to further increase greenhouse gas emissions by spurring 
the conversion of important carbon sinks such as wetlands for development.  These resources 
also serve the important function of providing natural resiliency to the impacts of climate 
change.  These climate change-related issues are especially important for the Hampton Roads 
area, which is among the areas most threatened by future sea level rise in the world.  Governor 
McAuliffe has recognized the urgent need to address these issues, recently reconvening the 
Governor’s Climate Change Commission to help “prepare Virginia’s coastal communities to deal 
with the growing threat of climate change.”10  It is therefore imperative that the Supplemental 
EIS include a thorough analysis of these impacts, as well as potential mitigation measures. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 Again, we recognize the need to address congestion in Hampton Roads and the 
importance of this study in helping to identify solutions.  However, to be effective and improve 
quality of life in the region, any solution should incorporate multimodal elements and adequately 
protect the area’s considerable natural and community resources. We urge you to incorporate the 
recommendations above in the scope of the upcoming Supplemental EIS, and we look forward to 
continuing to participate in this environmental review process as it moves forward.    
 

Sincerely, 

      
      Trip Pollard 
      Director, Land and Community Program 

 
 
 
 Travis Pietila 
 Staff Attorney 
 
 

cc: Edward Sundra, FHWA Virginia Division 
Colonel Jason Kelly, Norfolk District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Barbara Rudnick, U.S. EPA Region III 
Jeffrey Lapp, U.S. EPA Region III 
Jennifer Mitchell, DRPT 
David Paylor, DEQ 
Robert Crum, HRDPC 
Dr. John Wells, VIMS      

10 See Press Release, Governor McAuliffe Signs Executive Order Convening Climate Change and Resiliency Update 
Commission (July 1, 2014), available at https://governor.virginia.gov/newsroom/newsarticle?articleId=5342. 
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From: Eric Almquist
To: andrew griffey
Subject: FW: Scoping Comments on the SEIS Hampton Roads Crossing Study
Date: Thursday, August 06, 2015 9:52:20 PM

Andrew – please add to the scoping agency comment package.  Sierra Club is in the “other” category.

Thanks, Eric
 

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) [mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 6, 2015 3:53 PM
To: Eric Almquist <ealmquist@rkk.com>; Deem, Angel N. (VDOT) <Angel.Deem@VDOT.Virginia.gov>
Subject: FW: Scoping Comments on the SEIS Hampton Roads Crossing Study
 
Eric –
 
Please add to the comment record. Note the email change and their collaboration.
 
From: Glen Besa [mailto:glen.besa@sierraclub.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT); Ed.Sundra@dot.gov
Subject: Scoping Comments on the SEIS Hampton Roads Crossing Study
 
Scott Smizik and Ed Sundra 
 
We look forward to having an opportunity to comment more extensively on the Draft SEIS. Could you
 tell us the time line for the the NEPA and project approval process and when we can expect to see the
 Draft SEIS?
 
As to matters we'd like to see addressed in the SEIS, please accept these comments in this scoping
 process:

It is critically important that transit be incorporated in any third crossing. Any configuration must
 provide a dedicated lane to accommodate rail or dedicated bus rapid transit
We are concerned with increased air pollution from increased traffic especially in communities
 adjacent to this infrastructure project. As these improvements are linked to a major port expansion,
 the air pollution from increased truck traffic is a special concern.
We are also concerned with wetlands impacts and dredging associated with this infrastructure
 project would like to see these impacts minimized and mitigated as much as possible. 

These are the three major concerns we would like to see addressed in the Draft SEIS. Thank you for the
 opportunity to comment.
 
 
Glen Besa, Director
Sierra Club-Virginia Chapter
422 E. Franklin St, Suite 302
Richmond, VA 23219
glen.besa@sierraclub.org 
P-804-387-6001
F-804-225-9114

http://vasierraclub.org/

 
 
On Thu, Aug 6, 2015 at 1:50 PM, Trip Pollard <tpollard@selcva.org> wrote:

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DD195C3BF4E64854B8D328DD70B0D6DA-ERIC ALMQUI
mailto:agriffey@rkk.com
mailto:glen.besa@sierraclub.org
mailto:Ed.Sundra@dot.gov
mailto:glen.besa@sierraclub.org
tel:804-387-6001
tel:804-225-9114
http://vasierraclub.org/
mailto:tpollard@selcva.org


Glen,
 
Thanks for sending.
As i mentioned in earlier email, we are drafting some brief comments as well. On quick read, largely hitting
 similar points. Hope to circulate shortly.
As for deadline, it was not in Register notice but was in VDOT notice of public meetings so we are planning file
 today
(http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/hampton_roads/2015/citizen_information_meetings_planned84574.asp)
 
 
From: Glen Besa [mailto:glen.besa@sierraclub.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 12:56 PM
To: Stewart Schwartz; Trip Pollard; Eileen Levandoski; Douglas Stewart; Skip Stiles; Bill Penniman
Subject: Stewart, Trip, Skip, Douglas - DRAFT Comments on the SEIS Hampton Roads Crossing Study
 
Folks,
Here is my draft on scoping comments on the 3rd crossing--best I could do with no real time to work on
 this.  Please offer edits and advise if CSG and SELC would like to sign on or send a similar letter.
 Should I conceded possible bus rapid transit of just mention rail?  
 
We are under the impression that the comments are due today but the DOT official just said to get them
 in ASAP.  I never found a formal scoping notice with a deadline for comments-- did any of you see it?  
 Thanks, Glen
 
 
Ed Sundra and Scott Smizik
 
Perhaps we missed a subsequent federal register notice after June 23, 2015, but we didn't see a formal
 notice with a deadline for comments on the SEIS scoping process for the Hampton Roads Crossing.  
 
We look forward to having an opportunity to comment more extensively on the Draft SEIS. Could you
 tell us the time line for the the NEPA and project approval process and when we can expect to see the
 Draft SEIS?
 
As to matters we'd like to see addressed in the SEIS, please accept these comments in this scoping
 process:
 

It is critically important that transit be incorporated in any third crossing. Any configuration must
 provide a dedicated lane to accommodate rail or dedicated bus rapid transit
We are concerned with increased air pollution from increased traffic especially in communities
 adjacent to this infrastructure project. As these improvements are linked to a major port expansion,
 the air pollution from increased truck traffic is a special concern.
We are also concerned with wetlands impacts and dredging associated with this infrastructure
 project would like to see these impacts minimized and mitigated as much as possible.

 
These are the three major concerns we would like to see addressed in the Draft SEIS. Thank you for the
 opportunity to comment.
 
 
Glen Besa, Director
Sierra Club  Virginia Chapter
 
 
 
Glen Besa, Director

http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/hampton_roads/2015/citizen_information_meetings_planned84574.asp
mailto:glen.besa@sierraclub.org


Sierra Club-Virginia Chapter
422 E. Franklin St, Suite 302
Richmond, VA 23219
glen.besa@sierraclub.org 
P-804-387-6001
F-804-225-9114

http://vasierraclub.org/
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From: Eric Almquist
To: andrew griffey; Nicholas Nies
Subject: FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
Date: Friday, July 31, 2015 9:27:34 AM
Attachments: levine_state.pdf

ATT00001.htm
Environmental Justice Reports.pdf
ATT00002.htm
All charts-Hampton Roads Crossing2-charts.xlsx
ATT00003.htm
HamptonRoads-EnvHealthEquity_edit1.pptx
ATT00004.htm

 
 

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) [mailto:Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 4:49 PM
To: Eric Almquist <ealmquist@rkk.com>
Subject: Fwd: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Soto, Roy (VDH)" <Roy.Soto@vdh.virginia.gov>
To: "Smizik, Scott (VDOT)" <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov>
Cc: "McFadden, Adrienne (VDH)" <Adrienne.McFadden@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Levine, Marissa
 (VDH)" <Marissa.Levine@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Trump, David (VDH)"
 <David.Trump@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Hilbert, Joseph (VDH)" <Joe.Hilbert@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Gordon, Christopher (VDH)" <Christopher.Gordon@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Glasheen, Nancy
 (VDH)" <Nancy.Glasheen@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Knapp, Allen (VDH)"
 <Allen.Knapp@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Hicks, Robert (VDH)" <Robert.Hicks@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Douglas, Susan (VDH)" <Susan.Douglas@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Aulbach, John (VDH)"
 <John.Aulbach@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Warren, Arlene (VDH)"
 <Arlene.Warren@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Bowles, James (VDH)" <Jim.Bowles@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Teule-Hekima, Nzinga (VDH)" <Nzinga.Teule-Hekima@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Lindsay,
 Demetria (VDH)" <Demetria.Lindsay@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Chang, David (VDH)"
 <David.Chang@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Welch, Nancy (VDH)" <Nancy.Welch@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Kulberg, Heidi (VDH)" <Heidi.Kulberg@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Heisey, William (VDH)"
 <William.Heisey@vdh.virginia.gov>, "King, Kisha (VDH)" <Kisha.King@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Roadcap, Dwayne (VDH)" <Dwayne.Roadcap@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Henderson, Julie (VDH)"
 <Julie.Henderson@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Skiles, Keith (VDH)" <Keith.Skiles@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Revis, Danna (VDH)" <Danna.Revis@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Tiller, David (VDH)"
 <Dave.Tiller@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Horne, Clifton (VDH)" <Dan.Horne@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Smith, Carol S. (VDH)" <Carol.Smith@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Duell, Jay (VDH)"
 <Jay.Duell@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Bennett, Harry (VDH)" <Harry.Bennett@vdh.virginia.gov>,
 "Gregory, Lance (VDH)" <lance.gregory@vdh.virginia.gov>, "Pemberton, Amy (VDH)"
 <Amy.Pemberton@vdh.virginia.gov>
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
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uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice


Selected Variables


Environmental Indicators


Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA Diesel PM (µg/m3)*


NATA Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)*


NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*


NATA Neurological Hazard Index*


Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
NPL Proximity (site count/km distance)


* The National-scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) environmental indicators and EJ indexes, which include cancer risk, respiratory hazard, neurodevelopment 
hazard, and diesel particulate matter will be added into EJSCREEN during the first full public update after the soon-to-be-released 2011 dataset is made 
available. The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the 
NATA to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of 
health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/index.html.


for the User Specified Area, VIRGINIA, EPA Region 3


Approximate Population: 2477


July 09, 2015


50.5


9.31


N/A


0.67


0.0091


0.11


0.17


0.44


360


N/A


N/A


N/A


63%


71%


15%


6%


18%


0%


55%


48.6


9.41


N/A


0.21


0.03


0.16


0.084


0.23


130


N/A


N/A


N/A


31%


35%


26%


3%


13%


6%


12%


29%


30%


28%


2%


12%


6%


14%


35%


36%


34%


5%


14%


7%


13%


48.2


10.1


N/A


0.28


0.037


0.25


0.11


0.38


110


N/A


N/A


N/A


46.1


9.78


N/A


0.25


0.054


0.31


0.096


0.3


110


N/A


N/A


N/A


87


41


N/A


94


21


63


91


84


90


N/A


N/A


N/A


92


88


91


54


73


46


65


90


85


89


56


77


50


57


84


80


82


45


70


45


64


79


22


N/A


90


20


47


86


63


93


N/A


N/A


N/A


74


34


N/A


92


25


39


88


70


93


N/A


N/A


N/A



http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice





State


Percentile


EPA Region


Percentile


USA


Percentile


1/3


Selected Variables


EJ Index for PM2.5


EJ Index for Ozone


EJ Index for NATA Diesel PM*


EJ Index for Proximity to Major Direct Dischargers


EJ Indexes


This report shows environmental, demographic, and EJ indicator values. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the estimated concentration of 
ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the selected block group or 
buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this means that only 5 
percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the data are available, 
and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is essential to understand 
the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using 
reports.


EJ Index for NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk*
EJ Index for NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*
EJ Index for NATA Neurological Hazard Index*
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity and Volume


EJ Index for Lead Paint Indicator 


EJ Index for Proximity to NPL sites


EJ Index for Proximity to RMP sites


EJ Index for Proximity to TSDFs
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Demographic Index


Population over 64 years of age


Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age


Demographic Indicators


EJSCREEN is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice


Selected Variables


Environmental Indicators


Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA Diesel PM (µg/m3)*


NATA Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)*


NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*


NATA Neurological Hazard Index*


Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
NPL Proximity (site count/km distance)


* The National-scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) environmental indicators and EJ indexes, which include cancer risk, respiratory hazard, neurodevelopment 
hazard, and diesel particulate matter will be added into EJSCREEN during the first full public update after the soon-to-be-released 2011 dataset is made 
available. The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the 
NATA to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of 
health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/index.html.
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Selected Variables


EJ Index for PM2.5


EJ Index for Ozone


EJ Index for NATA Diesel PM*


EJ Index for Proximity to Major Direct Dischargers


EJ Indexes


This report shows environmental, demographic, and EJ indicator values. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the estimated concentration of 
ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the selected block group or 
buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this means that only 5 
percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the data are available, 
and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is essential to understand 
the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using 
reports.


EJ Index for NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk*
EJ Index for NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*
EJ Index for NATA Neurological Hazard Index*
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity and Volume


EJ Index for Lead Paint Indicator 


EJ Index for Proximity to NPL sites


EJ Index for Proximity to RMP sites


EJ Index for Proximity to TSDFs
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Demographic Index


Population over 64 years of age


Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age


Demographic Indicators


EJSCREEN is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice


Selected Variables


Environmental Indicators


Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA Diesel PM (µg/m3)*


NATA Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)*


NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*


NATA Neurological Hazard Index*


Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
NPL Proximity (site count/km distance)


* The National-scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) environmental indicators and EJ indexes, which include cancer risk, respiratory hazard, neurodevelopment 
hazard, and diesel particulate matter will be added into EJSCREEN during the first full public update after the soon-to-be-released 2011 dataset is made 
available. The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the 
NATA to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of 
health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/index.html.
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Selected Variables


EJ Index for PM2.5


EJ Index for Ozone


EJ Index for NATA Diesel PM*


EJ Index for Proximity to Major Direct Dischargers


EJ Indexes


This report shows environmental, demographic, and EJ indicator values. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the estimated concentration of 
ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the selected block group or 
buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this means that only 5 
percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the data are available, 
and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is essential to understand 
the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using 
reports.


EJ Index for NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk*
EJ Index for NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*
EJ Index for NATA Neurological Hazard Index*
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity and Volume


EJ Index for Lead Paint Indicator 


EJ Index for Proximity to NPL sites


EJ Index for Proximity to RMP sites


EJ Index for Proximity to TSDFs
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Demographic Index


Population over 64 years of age


Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age


Demographic Indicators


EJSCREEN is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice


Selected Variables


Environmental Indicators


Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA Diesel PM (µg/m3)*


NATA Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)*


NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*


NATA Neurological Hazard Index*


Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
NPL Proximity (site count/km distance)


* The National-scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) environmental indicators and EJ indexes, which include cancer risk, respiratory hazard, neurodevelopment 
hazard, and diesel particulate matter will be added into EJSCREEN during the first full public update after the soon-to-be-released 2011 dataset is made 
available. The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the 
NATA to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of 
health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/index.html.
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Selected Variables


EJ Index for PM2.5


EJ Index for Ozone


EJ Index for NATA Diesel PM*


EJ Index for Proximity to Major Direct Dischargers


EJ Indexes


This report shows environmental, demographic, and EJ indicator values. It shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the estimated concentration of 
ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how the selected block group or 
buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile nationwide, this means that only 5 
percent of the US population has a higher block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed. The years for which the data are available, 
and the methods used, vary across these indicators. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this screening-level information, so it is essential to understand 
the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using 
reports.


EJ Index for NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk*
EJ Index for NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*
EJ Index for NATA Neurological Hazard Index*
EJ Index for Traffic Proximity and Volume


EJ Index for Lead Paint Indicator 


EJ Index for Proximity to NPL sites


EJ Index for Proximity to RMP sites


EJ Index for Proximity to TSDFs
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Demographic Index


Population over 64 years of age


Minority Population
Low Income Population
Linguistically Isolated Population
Population With Less Than High School Education
Population Under 5 years of age


Demographic Indicators


EJSCREEN is a screening tool for pre-decisional use only. It can help identify areas that may warrant additional consideration, analysis, or outreach. It does not 
provide a basis for decision-making, but it may help identify potential areas of EJ concern. Users should keep in mind that screening tools are subject to substantial 
uncertainty in their demographic and environmental data, particularly when looking at small geographic areas. Important caveats and uncertainties apply to this 
screening-level information, so it is essential to understand the limitations on appropriate interpretations and applications of these indicators. Please see 
EJSCREEN documentation for discussion of these issues before using reports.  This screening tool does not provide data on every environmental impact and 
demographic factor that may be relevant to a particular location. EJSCREEN outputs should be supplemented with additional information and local knowledge 
before taking any action to address potential EJ concerns.


For additional information, see: www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice


Selected Variables


Environmental Indicators


Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 in µg/m3)
Ozone (ppb)
NATA Diesel PM (µg/m3)*


NATA Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million)*


NATA Respiratory Hazard Index*


NATA Neurological Hazard Index*


Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road)
Lead Paint Indicator (% Pre-1960 Housing)
NPL Proximity (site count/km distance)


* The National-scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) environmental indicators and EJ indexes, which include cancer risk, respiratory hazard, neurodevelopment 
hazard, and diesel particulate matter will be added into EJSCREEN during the first full public update after the soon-to-be-released 2011 dataset is made 
available. The National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) is EPA's ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. EPA developed the 
NATA to prioritize air toxics, emission sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that NATA provides broad estimates of 
health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. More information on the NATA analysis can be found 
at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/natamain/index.html.
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Data Compilation 1





Hampton Roads Poverty and TRI Statistics

Total Population in Hampton Roads:  1,445,598

Sum Population Living 2FPL  or Less:	 377,070

 26.1% of total Population of Hampton Roads

49 Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) Program Facilities registered in Hampton Roads



Data Sources:  EPA, Toxic Release Index (TRI) and U.S. Census, 2010











Hampton Roads Disease Statistics

9045 Total Lung Cancer Diagnoses in Hampton Roads (2003-2012)

1276 Lung Cancer cases within 1 mile TRI facilities (2003-2012)-

14.1% Total Cases

8487 Lung Cancer cases within 5 mile TRI facilities (2003-2012)-

93.8% Total Cases

19.8% of Virginia Comorbidities/Hospital Readmissions are in Hampton Roads, for ages 35 or over  (2007-2011)



Data Sources: Virginia Hospital Information (VHI)and the 

	Virginia Cancer Registry
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TRI Facilities and Proximity to High Poverty Areas:
Hampton Roads (2007-2011)

Data Sources
“EPAToxic Release Index
“US Census, 2010
“NLCD, 2011 (USGS)
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Project Name: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
Project #: 0064-965-081-P101
UPC #: 106724
Location: Cities of Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, Norfolk, Portsmouth,
 Suffolk, Virginia Beach, and Isle of Wight County
 
VDH – Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the above project.  Below are our
 comments as they relate to proximity to public drinking water sources (groundwater
 wells, springs and surface water intakes). Potential impacts to public water
 distribution systems or sanitary sewage collection systems must be verified by the
 local utility.               
 
The following public groundwater wells are located within a 1 mile radius of the
 project site (wells within a 1,000 ft radius are highlighted in red):
PWSID District CNYCTY SYSNAME FACNAME
3550775 20B CHESAPEAKE SUNRAY ARTESIAN WATER SUPPLY DRILLED WELL

 
The following surface water intakes are located within a 5 mile radius of the project
 site:
PWSID SYSNAME FACNAME
3710100 NORFOLK, CITY OF IN-TOWN LAKES

 
The project is not within the watershed of any public surface water intakes.
 
Best Management Practices should be employed on the project site including Erosion
 & Sedimentation Controls as well as Spill Prevention Controls & Countermeasures.
 
Care should be taken while transporting materials in and out of the project site, as to
 prevent impacts to surface water intakes within 5 miles.
 
There may be impacts to public drinking water sources due to this project if the
 mitigation efforts outlined above are not implemented.
 
Regards,
 
Roy Soto, PE, PMP
Special Projects Engineer
Virginia Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water
James Madison Building
109 Governor St, Room 628
Richmond, VA 23219
804.864.7516 (D)
www.vdh.virginia.gov/ODW/SourceWaterPrograms

http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/ODW/SourceWaterPrograms/index.htm


 
 
Comments From VDH – Office of Environmental Health Services, Division of Onsite
 Sewage and Water Services:

I queried the local health districts as well as the OEHS staff for input on the
 request.  This e-mail is our response.  If you need additional information or
 interpretation of any of this information, please let me know.  We will be
 happy to continue to participate in this project.
 
In regard to the question about environmental justice, Danna Revis queried the
 EPA EJScreen Report for the areas included (see attached PDF file titled
 “Environmental Justice Reports”).  Those reports are attached.  In addition,
 she produced the attached spreadsheet which summarizes the data.  This
 information shows environmental and demographic raw data (e.g., the
 estimated concentration of ozone in the air), and also shows what percentile
 each raw data value represents. These percentiles provide perspective on how
 the selected block group or buffer area compares to the entire state, EPA
 region, or nation. For example, if a given location is at the 95th percentile
 nationwide, this means that only 5 percent of the US population has a higher
 block group value than the average person in the location being analyzed.
 
The Norfolk Naval Base, Hampton, and Newport News segments show
 populations with percentiles exceeding 70 in Demographic Index, Minority
 Population, Low Income Population, and Population with less than HS
 Education will be affected by construction of the crossing.
 
In regard to the question concerning known health issues affecting low-income
 and minority populations, OEHS has no information.
 
In regard to the request for other information, we offer these comments:

1.       The location of the proposed construction looks as though it will
 cross either directly over or very near the Hampton Roads
 Sanitation District (HRSD) Nansemond Sewage Treatment Plant
 outfall diffuser.  If the construction requires that the outfall be
 relocated, it will require adjustment of shellfish closure zones and
 may impact currently open harvest areas. 

2.       This area is primarily public sewer and public water supply, so there
 would be a limited number of wells/septic in the area.  Without the
 benefit of street addresses to review files, it would be hard for us
 to make an accurate assessment of the impact this project may
 have on that.

3.    It appears that the area involved within Portsmouth is Federal
 property and should be analyzed through their domain.



4.       664 is the only part in Suffolk. Unless there is a major widening of
 the existing 664, I do not see an impact.

 
I believe that comment #4 is reflective of the general feeling that any
 comments provided before more specific information is available can only be
 very general in nature.  I know that at least one district EH manager is
 planning to attend one of the public meetings.  I’m sure that everyone
 involved would be willing to review any new or more specific information and
 to comment again.
 
Thanks,
Jim Bowles

 
 
Comments From VDH – Office of Environmental Health Services, Division of Onsite
 Sewage and Water Services:

Please find OMHHE’s input attached (see attached PowerPoint file).  Let
 me know if you require anything further.
 
Thanks,
 
Adrienne McFadden, MD, JD, FACEP, FAAEM, FCLM
Director, Office of Minority Health and Health Equity (OMHHE)
Virginia Department of Health
109 Governor Street, Suite 1016-E
Richmond Virginia 23219
office: (804) 864-7425
fax: (804) 864-7440

 
 
Comments From VDH – Virginia Beach Health District:

I have reviewed the attached letter and map. From what I can see the enclosed
 area does not encompass Virginia Beach. I therefore do not have any specific
 comments to offer. I do appreciate you reaching out to districts within the
 area.
 
Heidi
Heidi A. Kulberg, MD, MPH
Health Director, Virginia Beach Dept. of Public Health
4452 Corporation Lane
Virginia Beach, VA 23462
Office: 757-518-2672
Direct: 757-518-2630

 



 
Comments From VDH – Western Tidewater Health District:

From the map included in this memo I can’t imagine that there would be issues
 or any impact by the proposed project that are related to low-income and
 minority populations.  The new development does not even appear to come
 into the city of Chesapeake.
 
Nancy Welch, MD, MPH
Acting District Director
(757) 514-4705

 
 

From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT) 
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2015 12:08 PM
To: Levine, Marissa (VDH)
Cc: Aulbach, John (VDH)
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
Good afternoon –
 
Please find the attached scoping letter for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study Supplemental
 Environmental Impact Statement. We look forward to working with your office on this
 study. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
 
 
 
 
Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk:  (804) 371-4082
Cell:    (804) 306-0920
Fax:    (804) 786-7401
Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov

 

mailto:scott.smizik@vdot.virginia.gov




























 

 

 
           29 July 2015 
 
 
Mr. Scott Smizik 
VDOT Environmental Division 
1401 East Broad Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
 
Dear Mr. Smizik: 
 
This letter responds to your June 19, 2015 request for scoping comments regarding the preparation of a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Hampton Roads Crossings Study.  
 
The location of this project in the lower James River necessitates that we examine the project on its own 
and as it relates to the port expansion project. VIMS scientists from the Department of Physical Sciences 
have been contracted to provide hydrodynamic modeling to examine the water quality and physical 
characteristics of this greater project area and the results of this modeling effort with add greatly to the 
efficiency and accuracy of our review. 
 
All of the environmental studies conducted and issues raised in regards to the previous related proposals 
(particularly those found in comments dated February 4, 2000 and June 8, 1998 authored by Thomas 
Bernard, Jr) remain of concern and need to be updated. This includes all living resources located within 
the influence of the project and those that use this area as a migratory corridor. In addition to the marine 
fisheries species of concern discussed previously, Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) need to be 
included. Also, detailed sediment analyses, including toxicants, should be updated. 
 
These comments are preliminary and will be increasingly more substantive after the completion of the 
hydrodynamic model as well as after the timing and methods of construction are determined. We are 
happy to assist in any way possible with the environmental assessment, and thank you for the opportunity 
to comment. 
 
         Sincerely, 
 
 
       
         Mark Luckenbach 
         Associate Dean of Research 
         and Advisory Services 
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810 Union Street, #1101  Norfolk, VA 23510 
Phone: 757-664-4242  Fax: 757-664-4239 

Another regional document of critical importance is the HRTPO’s forecast of socioeconomic 
data (TAZ data) for use in the 2040 travel demand model (located at: 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2040_SocioeconomicForecast_TAZAllocation_Final
Report.pdf).  This product will have an immense influence on the traffic assignments and trip 
markets identified for the year 2040.  In the vein of this “planning judgment” question, it is 
critical to recognize that this data is an estimate of one possible future, and a short-term one 
at that considering the impact of this project.  These forecasts that allocated population and 
employment among local jurisdictions appear to be based more on the continuation of long-
standing trends toward suburbanization, rather than trends that are emerging. These emerging 
trends are noted in the draft VTrans 2040 Vision Plan, consistent with the apparent changes 
in urban living preferences for Millennials and aging Boomers.   
 
Planners have become more cognizant in recent years that transportation infrastructure and 
services can, rather than “chase” traffic, be the force that changes development patterns.  
While the estimates of travel characteristics from the model will provide important input, it 
must be recognized that this information is just one source and that planning judgment, with 
some sensitivity analysis regarding these items, is essential.  The best investment will create 
the best opportunity for the kind of future that is desired for the region, from the perspective 
of strong foundational planning principles associated with smart growth. 
 
The document referenced in the letter, Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of 

Transportation Projects, predominantly tackles most of the issues described above.  In some 
cases it references more sophisticated quantitative analytical techniques that can attempt to 
better capture some of these items.  Again, given the long-term nature of this investment, we 
don’t feel that additional analytical forecasts are a requirement, but that the principles 
discussed in this document are addressed through expert judgment.  That expert judgment is 
critical to the selection of the most appropriate alternative, and is arguably more meaningful 
than the gross quantitative estimates that will be produced along the lines of typical study 
analysis for transportation impacts. 

 
3. As part of the scoping package we have provided a snapshot of recent economic and social 

data from the United States Census Bureau, we seek your concurrence that this data reflects 
your current jurisdictional population profile.  Additionally, please identify locations in the 
study area where environmental justice populations may exist, or groups that interact with 
these environmental justice populations. 
 
The Census data generally provides an accurate snapshot of current conditions in Norfolk 
and the larger region.   
 

http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2040_SocioeconomicForecast_TAZAllocation_FinalReport.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/HR_2040_SocioeconomicForecast_TAZAllocation_FinalReport.pdf
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810 Union Street, #1101  Norfolk, VA 23510 
Phone: 757-664-4242  Fax: 757-664-4239 

With regard to Environmental Justice populations, there are numerous communities in 
Norfolk that meet one or more of Environmental Justice definitions.  The Hampton Roads 
Transportation Planning Organization recently updated its comprehensive Environmental 
Justice plan.  This document, including mapping of areas, is available at the link below.  
http://www.hrtpo.org/page/ej-methodology-tool/ 

 
4. What are the current planned projects within your jurisdiction/study area? Are there any 

public documents/permits that estimate the impacts of these projects? 
 

Current transportation projects impacting the proposed study area include the Hampton 
Boulevard/Greenbrier Avenue grade separation, the I-564 Intermodal Connector project, and 
the Air Terminal Interchange study.  The Virginia Department of Transportation is a full 
partner in each of these efforts and holds copies of all relevant documents and permits.  A 
more long range planned improvement in the area is the proposed highway/rail grade 
separation at the intersection of Hampton and Terminal Boulevard.  There is no funding or 
established planned schedule for this project at this time. 

 
5. Please provide any other comments or feedback that you feel may be beneficial to the 

development of the study. 
 
Clearly, the overall key to a successful effort at this time will be development and agreement 
on the Purpose and Need for the project. The primary Purpose and Need elements from the 
original crossing study provide a firm foundation for beginning the current study. Specifically 
the original Purpose and Need included: improving accessibility, mobility and goods 
movement, serving origin and destination patterns between the Peninsula and the Southside, 
and connecting to ports and freight corridors. In addition, new issues emerging over the last 
decade or more such as smart growth principles, including multi-modal capabilities and 
resiliency should be considered for addition to the project Purpose and Need.  In fact all of 
the items identified in the response to Question 1 should be reflected in some way through 
the Purpose and Need identification.  Further, it should be recognized that capacity and 
congestion have a dynamic relationship, particularly in instances where a large latent demand 
exists, as it clearly does in this case.  When capacity is added the outcome is likely to result in 
a similar “equilibrated” condition, with more cross-Hampton Roads travel.  The Purpose and 
Need reflecting improving accessibility and mobility is a sound objective, but we need to be 
careful about inferring that this and reducing peak-hour congestion at the HRBT necessarily 
have a strong relationship.  We look forward to participating fully in these early discussions 
to define and structure the study for a positive investment outcome. 
 
It must be considered that accessibility and mobility are criteria that are impacted in ways that 
go far beyond the congestion that occurs on typical weekday peak periods, and that the 

http://www.hrtpo.org/page/ej-methodology-tool/
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810 Union Street, #1101  Norfolk, VA 23510 
Phone: 757-664-4242  Fax: 757-664-4239 

List of Studies and Reports (supporting question 3) 

 
plaNorfolk2030 (Norfolk General Plan) http://www.norfolk.gov/index.aspx?nid=1376 
 
Hampton Roads Crossing Study EIS 
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/studyhro-crossing-feis.PDF 
 
Patriots Crossing Draft Environmental Assessment 
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/hampton_roads/Draft_HRCS_EA_11-30-11.pdf 
 
Virginia Modeling and Simulation Hampton Roads Transportation Alternatives 
http://www.hrtpo.org/MTG_AGNDS/HRTPO/2011/retreat/P5VMASC_Hampton_Roads_Altern
ative_Study.pdf 
 
Truck Delay Impacts of Key Planned Highway projects 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Truck%20Delay%20Impacts%20of%20Key%20Planned%20
Hwy%20Projects%20Final%20Report.pdf 
 
Existing and Future Truck Delay in Hampton Roads 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Existing%20and%20Future%20Truck%20Delay%20in%20H
R%20Final%20Report.pdf 
 
Hampton Roads Roadways Serving the Military – Sea Level Rise 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Roadways%20Serving%20the%20Military%20&%20Sea%2
0Level%20Rise-Storm%20Surge%20Report.pdf 
 
Hampton Roads Roadways Serving the Military – Needs Study 
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/T12-
11%20Military%20Commuter%20Survey%202012%20FINAL%20Report.pdf 
 
Virginia Port Authority Master Plan 
http://www.portofvirginia.com/pdfs/about/vpamasterplan052113.pdf 
 

http://www.norfolk.gov/index.aspx?nid=1376
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/studyhro-crossing-feis.PDF
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/resources/hampton_roads/Draft_HRCS_EA_11-30-11.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/MTG_AGNDS/HRTPO/2011/retreat/P5VMASC_Hampton_Roads_Alternative_Study.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/MTG_AGNDS/HRTPO/2011/retreat/P5VMASC_Hampton_Roads_Alternative_Study.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Truck%20Delay%20Impacts%20of%20Key%20Planned%20Hwy%20Projects%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Truck%20Delay%20Impacts%20of%20Key%20Planned%20Hwy%20Projects%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Existing%20and%20Future%20Truck%20Delay%20in%20HR%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Existing%20and%20Future%20Truck%20Delay%20in%20HR%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Roadways%20Serving%20the%20Military%20&%20Sea%20Level%20Rise-Storm%20Surge%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/Roadways%20Serving%20the%20Military%20&%20Sea%20Level%20Rise-Storm%20Surge%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/T12-11%20Military%20Commuter%20Survey%202012%20FINAL%20Report.pdf
http://www.hrtpo.org/uploads/docs/T12-11%20Military%20Commuter%20Survey%202012%20FINAL%20Report.pdf
http://www.portofvirginia.com/pdfs/about/vpamasterplan052113.pdf
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:   July 27, 2015 
    
TO:   Scott Smizik, VDOT 
      
FROM:   Roberta Rhur, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator  
 
SUBJECT:  VDOT HAMPTON ROADS CROSSING STUDY  
 
Division of Planning and Recreation Resources 
 
The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), Division of Planning and Recreational Resources 
(PRR), develops the Virginia Outdoors Plan and coordinates a broad range of recreational and 
environmental programs throughout Virginia.  These include the Virginia Scenic Rivers program; Trails, 
Greenways, and Blueways; Virginia State Park Master Planning and State Park Design and Construction. 
 
Please note that all proposed crossing scenarios are in a section of the James River that has been found 
worthy scenic river designation.  For questions regarding scenic designations please contact Lynn Crump at 
lynn.crump@dcr.virginia.gov. 
 

Division of Natural Heritage 
 
The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has searched its 
Biotics Data System for occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted 
map. Natural heritage resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and 
animal species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.  
 
Segments CBA-1 and CBA-2 
 
According to the information currently in our files, this site is located within the Hampton Roads Bridge 
Tunnel Conservation Site. Conservation sites are tools for representing key areas of the landscape that 
warrant further review for possible conservation action because of the natural heritage resources and 
habitat they support.  Conservation sites are polygons built around one or more rare plant, animal, or 
natural community designed to include the element and, where possible, its associated habitat, and buffer 
or other adjacent land thought necessary for the element’s conservation.  Conservation sites are given a 
biodiversity significance ranking based on the rarity, quality, and number of element occurrences they 
contain; on a scale of 1-5, 1 being most significant.  Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel Conservation Site has 
been given a biodiversity significance ranking of B5, which represents a site of general significance.  The 
natural heritage resources of concern at this site are: 
 

mailto:lynn.crump@dcr.virginia.gov


Rynchops niger    Black skimmer   G5/S2B,S1N/NL/NL 
Gelochelidon nilotica   Gull-billed tern   G5/S2B/NL/LT 
Thalasseus maximus   Royal tern   G5/S2B/NL/NL 
Thalasseus sandvicensis  Sandwich tern   G5/S1B/NL/NL 
 
In addition, the Least tern (Sternula [=Sterna] antillarum, G4/S2B/NL/NL) has been documented within the 
project site on Willoughby Spit and the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus, G3/S2/LE/LT) has been 
documented within the project area.  
 
Furthermore, there is potential for Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta, G3/S1B,S1N/LE/LT) and Kemp’s 
Ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii, G1/S1N/LE/LE) to occur in the project area. To avoid and minimize 
impacts to sea turtles, DCR recommends adherence to time-of-year restrictions from 01 April – 30 
November of any year.  Due to the legal status of the Atlantic sturgeon, DCR also recommends coordination 
with VDGIF and NOAA Fisheries to ensure compliance with protected species legislation. Finally, due to the 
legal status of Loggerhead sea turtle and Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, DCR recommends coordination with 
USFWS and VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species legislation. 
 
Segments CBA-2 and CBA-9 
 
According to the information currently in our files, these sites are located within the Craney Island 
Conservation Site. Craney Island Conservation Site has been given a biodiversity significance ranking of B4, 
which represents a site of moderate significance.  The natural heritage resources of concern at this site are: 
 
Sterna antillarum   Least Tern   G4/S2B/NL/NL 
Himantopus mexicanus   Black-necked Stilt  G5/S1B/NL/NL 
Circus cyaneus    Northern harrier  G5/S2S2B,S3N/NL/NL 
 
In addition, the Atlantic sturgeon has been documented within the project areas.  
 
DCR recommends avoidance of the nesting sites for the Least Tern (April 15-August 1) and Black-necked 
Stilt (April 15-July 15).  Due to the legal status of the Atlantic sturgeon, DCR also recommends coordination 
with NOAA Fisheries and Virginia's regulatory authority for the management and protection of this species, 
the VDGIF, to ensure compliance with the Virginia Endangered Species Act (VA ST §§ 29.1-563 – 570). 
 
Segment CBA-9 
 
According to the information currently in our files, Elliott's Aster (Symphyotrichum elliottii, G4/S1/NL/NL) 
had been historically documented in the project site. Elliott’s aster is a perennial, colonial aster that grows 
up to 1.5 meters tall. Numerous stiff, thick leaves are found on the erect stems which terminate in a panicle 
or corymb of flower heads with pink or lilac ray flowers in mid-fall. In Virginia, this rare plant is known 
from tidal marshes, tidal swamps, and interdune swales from the cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach. 
(Weakley, et al., 2012). As of 2014, the Virginia Natural Heritage Program has documented 4 occurrences of 
this state rare plant, 1 extant and 3 historic. The plant is threatened by sea-level rise and competition with 
the common reed (Phragmites australis), an invasive grass that can choke out native species. 
 
Due to the potential for this site to support populations of Elliott’s Aster, DCR recommends an inventory for 
the resource in the study area in Goose Creek and Bailey Creek. With the survey results we can more 
accurately evaluate potential impacts to natural heritage resources and offer specific protection 
recommendations for minimizing impacts to the documented resources. 
 
Furthermore, the Canebrake rattlesnake and Atlantic sturgeon have been documented within 2 miles of the 
project area and there is potential for Loggerhead sea turtle and Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle to occur in the 



project area. To avoid and minimize impacts to sea turtles, DCR recommends adherence to time-of-year 
restrictions from 01 April – 30 November of any year.  Due to the legal status of the Canebrake rattlesnake, 
DCR recommends coordination with the Virginia's regulatory authority for the management and protection 
of this species, the VDGIF, to ensure compliance with the Virginia Endangered Species Act (VA ST §§ 29.1-
563 – 570). Due to the legal status of the Atlantic sturgeon, DCR also recommends coordination with VDGIF 
and NOAA Fisheries to ensure compliance with protected species legislation. Finally, due to the legal status 
of Loggerhead sea turtle and Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, DCR recommends coordination with USFWS and 
VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species legislation. 
 
General Comments 
 
According to DCR staff biologists there is the potential for the Northern Long-eared bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis, G1G3/S3/LT/NL) to occur within the project area. The Northern Long-eared bat is a small 
insect-eating bat characterized by its long-rounded ears that when folded forward extend beyond the tip of 
the nose. Hibernation occurs in caves, mines and tunnels from late fall through early spring and bats 
occupy summer roosts comprised of older trees including single and multiple tree-fall gaps, standing snags 
and woody debris. Threats include white nose syndrome and loss of hibernacula, maternity roosts and 
foraging habitat (NatureServe, 2014). Due to the decline in population numbers, the Northern Long-eared 
bat has been federally listed as “threatened” by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).     
 
To minimize adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem as a result of the proposed activities, DCR 
recommends the implementation of and strict adherence to applicable state and local erosion and sediment 
control/storm water management laws and regulations. Due to the proposed removal of trees and the legal 
status of the Northern Long-eared bat, DCR also recommends coordination with the USFWS to ensure 
compliance with protected species legislation. 
 
There are no State Natural Area Preserves under DCR’s jurisdiction in the project vicinity. 
 
Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the DCR, DCR represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts 
on state-listed threatened and endangered plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any 
documented state-listed plants or insects. 
 
New and updated information is continually added to Biotics.  Please re-submit project information and 
map for an update on this natural heritage information if the scope of the project changes and/or six 
months has passed before it is utilized. 
 
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) maintains a database of wildlife locations, 
including threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters that may contain 
information not documented in this letter.  Their database may be accessed from http://vafwis.org/fwis/ 
or contact Ernie Aschenbach at 804-367-2733 or Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov.   
 
The remaining DCR divisions have no comments regarding the scope of this project.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 
 
 
Cc: Amy Ewing, VDGIF 

 Troy Andersen, USFWS 
 Christine Vaccaro, NOAA 
  
 
 

http://vafwis.org/fwis/
mailto:Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov
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United States Department of the Interior 
 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Northeast Region 

200 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

 
 
 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
 
 

ER-15/0355 
 
July 22, 2015 
 
Edward Sundra 
Director of Program Development 
Federal Highway Administration  
400 Noth 8th Street, Suite 750 
Richmond, VA 23219 
ed.sundra@dot.gov 
 
Subject:   Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the Hampton Roads Crossing Study Final EIS, Cities of Newport News, Hampton, Norfolk, 
Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Chesapeake, VA (15/0355) 
 
Mr. Sundra: 
 
This is in response to a request for the National Park Service’s (NPS) review and comment on 
the Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Hampton Roads Crossing Study Final EIS, Cities of Newport News, Hampton, Norfolk, 
Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Chesapeake, VA.   
 
The National Park Service offers the following comments: 
 
The National Park Service’s Chesapeake Bay office works with multiple partners to manage and 
develop the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Water trails Network, the Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail, the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail, and the 
collaborative strategies to support President Obama's Executive Order 13508 for the protection 
and restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. 
 
They offer these comments, with particular emphasis on the Captain John Smith Chesapeake 
National Historic Trail.  
 
This project study area crosses the route of the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic 
Trail.  The Congressional designation of National Trail status was likely not considered in the 
March 2001 FEIS.  The SEIS should consider if there are Section 4(f) and/or Section 106 
impacts that are now required to be considered in the updated review.  Specifically, potential 
impacts to the resources and visitor experience of the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National 
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Historic Trail should be considered in the evaluation of all project alternatives and factored into 
the decision that recommends the selected alternative. 
 
Due to the known documentation of both American Indian archaeology and 17th Century 
activity in this area, there may be cultural and/or historic resources relevant to the John Smith 
Trail that could be impacted by the alternatives of this project.  There is also concern of how the 
cumulative impacts of how the proposed project could impact visitor experience and resources of 
the trail.  
 
In addition to these considerations, NPS Chesapeake Bay Office requests that the SEIS consider 
the MOU signed by Governor McAuliffe on 7/9/2015 that directs three Virginia state agencies 
(Virginia Department of Transportation, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and 
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation) to identify new potential public-access 
projects, particularly at bridge crossings and roads. 
 
This response has been complied on behalf of Matt Jagunic, Outdoor Recreation Planner at the 
Chesapeake Bay Office. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
/s/ 
 
Cheryl Sams O’Neill 
Interagency Review Coordinator 
Resource Planning and Compliance Program 
 
 
 
cc:  
OEPC (carol_braegelmann@ios.doi.gov) 
NPS-CBPO Matt Jagunic (matt_jagunic@nps.gov) 



this day of mine --  Dr. Ezeekiel Emmanuel was correct – everyone at age 75 should have a
“sit-down” to review glories of the past and consider what coming years hold. If only I
could recall 11 years ago today.  Cheers! olde brew
 
From: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT)
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2015 10:25 AM
To: joanbrew@verizon.net
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - Section 106 Consultation
 
Mr. J. Brewer Moore-
 
Because of your interest in War of 1812 resources and the Battle of Craney Island, the
Virginia Department of Transportation is providing you the opportunity to participate in
Section 106 consultation regarding the Hampton Roads Crossing Study and potential
effects on historic properties.  Please see the attached letter.  If you would like a hard copy
of this letter, please provide me a street or post office box address for mailing.
 
Thank you.
 
Mary Ellen Hodges
 
Mary Ellen N. Hodges
Preservation Program District Coordinator
--------------------------------------------------------------
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 E. Broad Street, Richmond, VA  23219
Tele:  804-786-5368
 

mailto:ME.Hodges@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:joanbrew@verizon.net


From: Brewer
To: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT)
Subject: Re: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - Section 106 Consultation
Date: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 11:16:39 AM

jBrewer Moore,  308 Bobby Jones Drive, Portsmouth, VA., 23701, 757-488-5239 -
 
My family took me to the newly upgraded east coast pizza (ne corner, Portsmouth Blvd and
Elmhurst Lane) which ranks with upscale Italian restaurants in cities such as Baltimore. A
good time was had by all. When VDOT brings you to towne, perhaps this is a place to grab
a bite to eat!  Portsmouth reputation is overshadowed by Norfolk and Virginia Beach – but
the truth is there to find and enjoy!  Thank you. jBrewer
 
From: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT)
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Brewer
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - Section 106 Consultation
 
Mr. Moore-
 
I hope you are continuing to have a wonderful birthday week!
 
Please note that my letter was conveyed as an attachment to the email you received.  If
you are not able to open the attachment, please let me know.  We don’t seem to have a
street address on file for you, so I cannot send you the letter by US mail (“snail mail”)
unless you provide me one.
 
Thanks.
 
Mary Ellen 
 
Mary Ellen N. Hodges
Preservation Program District Coordinator
--------------------------------------------------------------
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 E. Broad Street, Richmond, VA  23219
Tele:  804-786-5368
 
From: Brewer [mailto:joanbrew@verizon.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2015 1:38 PM
To: Hodges, Mary Ellen N. (VDOT)
Subject: Re: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - Section 106 Consultation
 
Mary Ellen – what a pleasant surprise – with Virginia closed out on the War of 1812
bicentennial.  However, I do recall that the alignment of the “THIRD CROSSING
CONNECTOR” was in the area of the Craney Island battlefield. Look forward to your letter
after today’s celebration of my 86th birthday. But hearing from you is an added positive to

mailto:joanbrew@verizon.net
mailto:ME.Hodges@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:ME.Hodges@VDOT.Virginia.gov
mailto:joanbrew@verizon.net
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From : Scott Smizik (VDOT) <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov>

Subject : FW: ESSLog 32896; VDOT preliminary scoping request
for NEPA re-evaluation for Hampton Roads Crossing
Study SEIS

To : Ricky Woody <rwoody@rkk.com>

Zimbra rwoody@rkk.com

FW: ESSLog 32896; VDOT preliminary scoping request for NEPA re-evaluation for
Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS

Wed, Jun 24, 2015 10:30 AM

1 attachment

 
 
From: ProjectReview (DGIF)
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: ProjectReview (DGIF); Fernald, Ray (DGIF); Boettcher, Ruth (DGIF)
Subject: ESSLog 32896; VDOT preliminary scoping request for NEPA re-evaluation for
Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
We previously reviewed this project and reiterate our existing recommendations:
 
DGIF appreciates your interest in submitting your project for review by VDGIF to ensure the
protection of sensitive wildlife resources during project development.  Please note that DGIF
no longer has Fish and Wildlife Information Service (FWIS) staff to perform preliminary
project scoping reviews and provide preliminary scoping comments.  DGIF provided VDOT
with access to our VAFWIS and WERMS data for the VDOT-CEDARs so that VDOT can
perform their own preliminary scoping reviews. 
 
Therefore, thank you for not mailing paper-copies of project scoping materials to DGIF and
expecting our customary preliminary scoping comments.  No response from VDGIF does not
constitute “no comment” nor does it imply support of the project or associated activities.  It
simply means VDGIF has not been able to respond.   Please make a note of this for future
reference. 
 
If instream impacts are proposed, we anticipate a Joint Permit Application (JPA) for our
review. If this is the case, we will review JPA and provide comments, as appropriate.  We
recommend continued coordination with DGIF as more information becomes available. 
 
Thanks.
 
Ernie Aschenbach
Environmental Services Biologist
Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries
Phone: (804) 367-2733
Email: Ernie.Aschenbach@dgif.virginia.gov

Zimbra https://webmail.rkk.com/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=24848

1 of 2 6/24/2015 4:31 PM



 
We moved!  Our new address is:
 
Physical
7870 Villa Park Dr, Suite 400
Henrico, VA   23228
 
Mailing
P O Box 90778
Henrico, VA   23228
 
From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2015 12:03 PM
To: Fernald, Ray (DGIF)
Cc: Aschenbach, Ernie (DGIF)
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
Good aŌernoon –
 
Please find the aƩached scoping leƩer for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement. We look forward to working with your office on this study. If you
have any quesƟons, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
 
 
 
Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk:  (804) 371-4082
Cell:    (804) 306-0920
Fax:    (804) 786-7401
Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov

 

fernald_state.pdf
4 MB 

Zimbra https://webmail.rkk.com/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=24848
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From : Scott Smizik (VDOT) <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov>

Subject : FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS

To : Ricky Woody <rwoody@rkk.com>, Nicholas Nies
<nnies@wrallp.com>

Zimbra rwoody@rkk.com

FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS

Wed, Jun 24, 2015 03:26 PM

 
 
From: Harrington, Rusty N. (DOAV)
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:26 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
Scott,
 
Cooperating- we will not.
Participating- it is our understanding that the document will be circulated by DEQ for agency
review. We are on their list for review and comment for potential transportation impacts,
SCC permitting applications for utilities and solid waste permits for landfills. We’ll either be
asked (or not) and will issue comments then.
 
From: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:18 PM
To: Harrington, Rusty N. (DOAV)
Subject: RE: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
Rusty –
 
Good to speak to you this morning as well. To clarify, you are declining an invitation to be a
participating agency in the study (cooperating and participating have different requirements
for FHWA).
 
We have updated our contact list for the study to identify you as the POC for any future
communication.
 
Thanks again for your call this morning.
 
 
Scott Smizik
Location Studies Project Manager
Virginia Department of Transportation
Environmental Division
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1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Desk:  (804) 371-4082
Cell:    (804) 306-0920
Fax:    (804) 786-7401
Scott.Smizik@VDOT.Virginia.gov

 
 
 
From: Harrington, Rusty N. (DOAV)
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 3:11 PM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: Burdette, Randall P. (DOAV); Burnette, Cliff (DOAV)
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study SEIS
 
ScoƩ,
 
It was good speaking to you earlier today. Just to recap, we appreciate the invitaƟon to join as a
cooperaƟng agency, but aŌer consideraƟon of the scope of the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Hampton Roads Crossing Study, we believe that the potenƟal impact on the
airport system would not require any direct involvement from our agency. In addiƟon, the fact that
our interest in the study would not result or require a permit to be issued, we respecƞully decline to
offer comment at this Ɵme or accept the offer to be listed as a cooperaƟng agency. We will be happy
to issue comment at the appropriate Ɵme during the agency review and circulaƟon by DEQ during
the agency review period.
 
For future reference, the Planning and Environmental SecƟon of the Department of AviaƟon would
be you point of contact in such maƩers. I will be happy to assist you or direct any inquiries to the
responsible staff member in our secƟon. My contact informaƟon is listed below. Best of luck as you
pursue this endeavor.
 
Thank you again for your consideraƟon.
 
‐‐R.N. (Rusty) Harrington, MBA
   Manager, Planning and Environmental SecƟon
   Virginia Department of AviaƟon
   5702 Gulfstream Road
   Richmond, Virginia 23250
   (804) 236‐3522
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From : Scott Smizik (VDOT) <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov>

Subject : FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - NRCS response

To : Ricky Woody <rwoody@rkk.com>

Zimbra rwoody@rkk.com

FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - NRCS response

Wed, Jun 24, 2015 07:49 AM

1 attachment

 
 
From: Hammer, Greg - NRCS, Chesapeake, VA [mailto:Greg.Hammer@va.usda.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 7:47 AM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: Williams, Robert - NRCS, Chesapeake, VA; Harper, John - NRCS, Richmond, VA
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study - NRCS response
 
ScoƩ,
 
NRCS has no comment in regards to VDOT Project # 0064‐965‐081
 
Greg Hammer
NRCS, Soil ScienƟst
Office: 757‐547‐7172 x107
Cell: 804‐683‐4189
Fax: 757‐436‐0285
 
You can help the Area IV staff improve our service by clicking here to provide feedback directly to the
ASTC‐FO.
 

715-HamptonRdCrossingStudy.pdf
3 MB 
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From : Scott Smizik (VDOT) <Scott.Smizik@vdot.virginia.gov>

Subject : FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study UPC: 106724

To : Ricky Woody <rwoody@rkk.com>

Zimbra rwoody@rkk.com

FW: Hampton Roads Crossing Study UPC: 106724

Wed, Jun 24, 2015 10:36 AM

1 attachment

 
 
From: Hallock-Solomon, Michael (VOF)
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2015 10:34 AM
To: Smizik, Scott (VDOT)
Cc: Little, Martha (VOF); Baskette, Bradford (VOF)
Subject: Hampton Roads Crossing Study UPC: 106724
 
Mr. Smizik,
 
The Virginia Outdoors FoundaƟon has reviewed the three alternaƟves presented in the project
referenced above and described in the aƩached leƩer and map.  As of 24 June 2015, there are not
any exisƟng nor proposed VOF open‐space easements within the immediate vicinity of the CBA‐1,
CBA‐2 or CBA‐9 corridors as shown on the aƩached map.
 
Please contact VOF again for further review if the project area changes or if this project does not
begin within 24 months.  Thank you for considering conservaƟon easements.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 
 
 
Mike Hallock-Solomon, AICP
GIS/IT Specialist
Virginia Outdoors Foundation
600 E. Main St., Suite 402
Richmond, VA 23219
(804) 371-0114 office
(804) 337-9780 cell
(804) 225-3236 fax
 
 

vdot HR crossing study.pdf
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	HRCS  VDOT Identification Ltr to VDHR 4-1-16_New Concur Page.pdf
	Background
	The purpose of the HRCS is to relieve congestion at the I-64 Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel in a manner that improves accessibility, transit, emergency evacuation, and military and goods movement along the primary transportation corridors in the Hampton ...
	Figure 3 depicts the 500-foot-wide Study Area Corridors associated with each build alternative (along with expanded areas at the locations of potential interchange improvements) which, for the purposes of Section 106, constitute the Area Potential Eff...
	In general, in undeveloped areas or in areas where alternatives cross water, VDOT defined the APE for indirect effects (e.g., visual or auditory effects) as extending 500 feet beyond each side of the 500-foot Study Area Corridor.  In developed areas w...
	Architectural Resources
	VDOT has recently completed background research and Phase I field survey to identify all architectural properties that would be 50 or more years of age as of 2026 located within the direct and indirect APE for the HRCS that are already listed on the N...
	As discussed in further detail in the architecture management summary, the direct and indirect effects APE for the HRCS contain the following resources:
	 12  properties previously listed on the NRHP (two of which—Hampton Institute Historic District and Fort Monroe--are also National Historic Landmarks) (Table 1)
	 8 properties  previously determined by your department to be eligible for listing on the NRHP, or considered eligible for listing  by Commander Navy Region Mid-Atlantic (CNRMA) (Table 2)
	 2 National Historic Trails designated by Congress which VDOT is assuming are eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of assessing the effects of the HRCS on historic properties pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Table 2)
	Archaeological Resources
	Also enclosed for your department’s review and review by other consulting parties is the report, Archaeological Assessment, HRCS SEIS, prepared by Stantec for VDOT.  Two paper copies of this report and one copy in PDF on compact disc are enclosed for ...
	Thank you for your assistance.  If you or other consulting parties have any questions about the HRCS, please don’t hesitate to contact me by email at me.hodges@vdot.virginia.gov or by phone at 804-786-5368.
	Sincerely,
	Mary Ellen N. Hodges
	District Preservation Program Coordinator
	Enclosures
	c. Mr. Ed Sundra, FHWA
	Mr. Scott Smizik, VDOT Locations Study Manager
	Table 2.  Architectural properties previously determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or assumed eligible for the purposes of this study.




