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Route 29 Comidor StudY
Location Public Hearing

Format

The Location Public Hearing fclr the Route 29 Corridor Study was
held in Charlottesville, Virginia, June 26, 27 and 28, 1990- For
the first two days, Tuesday and Wednesday, June 26 and 27, the
hearing was held at the Days Hotel, 1901 Emmet Street, between
the hours of 2:00 p.n:- and B:00 p.m- The format on these two
days was an informal setting, with a slide show in one roon't.
displays and exhibits set uii for viewing and discussion in an
adjacent roon, and an area screened off where ci+-izens eould
provioe t"hrej-r stacements io a sienographe:-.

On the third day, Thursday, June 28, the hearing was held at the
Performin€; Arrs Center at Charlottesville High Seiroolo fron 4:00
p.m. to 8:30 p.m- The hearing this day was in an auditoriurn
setting. The sarne exhibits and displays as shown the first two
days were available in the lobby. Meanwhile, speakers were given
the opportunity to present their testimony before an audience in
the auditorium. Stenographers were also avaiiable on this day to
take individual statements from people.

ReEistratlon

At each hearing location, there was a registratiou tabler nannei
by VDCT personnel- Handouts were prcvided, ineluding a brochur'e
surunari-zing the DEiS, the VDOT Right- of Way brochure, coillillelt--
caris for written comnents, and highway naps and u'ther VDOT
informaiional pamphLets- On the first, two days attendance councs
were taken and peo;,le were asked t': sigrr an atiendance l'€gis*u€r .

On the third day, persons wishing to make a publie statemen! wer'e
asked to sign up ai the registration 'bab1e.

The number of people attending the hearing was estimated to be
r i15 orr June 28, 180 on June 27. and 35C on June 28-
Ir Sltde Preeentatlon

The slide show was an autourateci ?5-minute progra$ suurmar:-zing tn+
Drr.,'ie{:t ancl the CanCidate Build Aiiernaiives- It cFened witl-l :il-r
F- vL, vv v

introduetion L-:.ovided by VttOT anci conciuded with a 6u:nmarl' c:
VDOT right af way procedures. Ti:e progl'am consi.sted cf LZA
slicies accompanied b1' s taped narration done by a professional-
announcer. For. the first two rlays of the hearinE;, the sliie show
was presented continuously in the roo$r that people firs" entereC
after:' Li:ey passei the legi,stration table- On the third day, the
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slide show was shown one time in the auditori-um at the sta.rt of
the publ:e hearing session.

DiEt>lave

During a1l- three days of the hearing, a variety of informational
material and displays was provided- On the first two days, dt
the Days Hotel, this naterial was set up in the room adjaceni to
the continuous slide show. On the third d.y, at the Perforning
Arts Center" the display materiaL was set up in the lobby outside
of the auditor'ium- Four large folding panels addressed the
gene:'a1 topies of "Engineering," "Traffic, " "Socio-eeonomics,"
and "ltaturai Enviz'onment. " Each of these panels held si.'i or
eight 30"x4C" boards with mapg, charts, tables, photos ar:d other
infcrmaiion aboui the prc,ject. Near the Traffj-c panel, a
computer anci monitor was set, up to dennonstrate the MinUTF traffrt-'
mode^- Anotrrer sei c-1-' p'aueis heic 76":<2C" cbiigue aeriai
photographs showing eight different views both wit,h and without
an artist-s rendering of a Candidate Build Aiterna-t ive.

Elsewhere in the roon with the displays \rere two identical
1"=1000' seale aerial mosaic photographs wit,h overlays showing
the Candidate Build Alternatives- Four sets clf 1"=200" scale
plan sheets for each alternative (1"=50- scale for Alternatlve g)
were located on tables around the room, arfd a set of profiles for
each alternative was also availabie to look at. Ten copies of
the DEIS and one cCIpy of each of the teeht:j-cal reports were
provideci and were locateci on tabies where peoplc could si*, and
revi,ew -r,hem-

Staffing

In the area of t,he dispJ"al' naterials, members of ihe s'uuciy teani
and other VDOT staff were present at al-1 times to explain the
mater-ia-i-. answer questions from the public and diseuss the
project. Study team members included planners and engineers fr,ru:
Sverdrup; technical specialists from COMSIS (traffj-e), J.R. Reed
and Associates (natural environment), and Milner Associates
( cultur.al- resources ) ; and VDOT staff from the environm€n-r,&1,
Locatior: and desigr:, and transportati-on planning divisions.
Ctirer VDCT engineers ar:d right of way specialists represented ti:e
Culpeper district office and the Charl-ot,tesvilie resiciency
offiee -

Public Comnents

Staten:ents fsr tire public hearing record were accepted in three
ways--wri-tten eom.:nents, indiviciual reeorded si,atements, and
public testimony. PreFrir:ied comnent sheets were handeC out at
tire regj-st,raiion table, and also were stacked on tables near ihe
displays, fcr. tire convenience of those whc, wanted to make wrii:e::
stat,enenis - A Lrcx waEi provided to depos:t cou:::rent shee--e. ci'
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they eould be nailed :n *.c VDOT- Sixty-five comment sheets were
subnitred du:.ing tire three days of the hearing- Writterr contments
receiveci before July 16, i990, will also be a part of the hea.ring
record. The due date originally announced for comments was July
9, 199C, but before the hearing this was extended to July 16.
The public was not,ifie.C of the e>:tension as they registerec ai
the heari-ng, and signs were posted around the display area with
the new daie- (Afre:' the i:earing, the due ciate for eonunents was
extended again, to August 15, 1990- )

On all three days of the hearing, an area was set aside near the
displays where individuals could nrake an oral statement to a
ster:ographer who would transcribe it as a part of the hearing
record- Seventy-si>: persons proviciec oral tes;imony in t'his
manrre| during the hea.r'ing-

Cn tl.e tj:ird da,l ':,: t,i:**. rieai'ing, .)ut:e :e , spea':ers couLci ali;ic
make public siatements in tlre Performing Arts Center audiiorium-
District Engineer Ton Farley and ltesicient Engineer Dan Rooeevelt
serr,'ed as ti:e public hearing offieers- Fersons wishing to speak
were asked to sign up at the registrat,ion table on the third day
of the hea:'ing. Following the sLide show, eleeted offieiais were
first given tl:e opportunity to speak, then members of the public
were ealled on in the order they had signed up- Speakers were
asked to limit themselves to five ninutes and to provide any
supplementary material by written comment- 9i::ty-five persons
gave public testimony. Following the last speaker, the hearing
was adjourned short,l1' before 8:30 p-ni- on June 28, 199C.

Ri{ 7 /€,,/9C'
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LOCATION PUBLIC HEARING

A. Purpose

The purpose of this Location Public Hearing
is to present engineering, traffic, right of way,
and environmental information relating to al-
ternatives under consideration for relieving
traffic congestion on U.S. Route 29 in Char-
lottesville and Albemarle County and to re-
ceive public comments on the information
and alternatives presented.

B. Format

To ensure that all interested persons may
participate, two hearing formats are being
offered over a period of three days. On June
26 and 27,lrom 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., an in-
formalformat is planned with a continuous
slide presentation. Displays, maps, drawings,
a Draft Environmental lmpact Statement, and
other information are available Jor review.
Virgin ia Department of Transportation
(VDOT) and consultant staff are available to
assist citizens and to respond to questions,
Citizens may orally present their comments
for the record to stenographers and tape re-
corders. No formal presentations will be
made.

On June 28, there is a formal presentation at
4:00 p.m. followed by an opportunity for per-

sons to provide testimony, Speakers will be
taken on a first-come basis and will be limit-
ed to five minutes of testimony. Organiza-
tions are encouraged to select one person to
present their views. Stenographers and tape
recorders are also available to receive public
comments. Department and consultant staff
are again available to assist citizens and to
respond to questions. Maps, drawings, a
Drafi Environmental lmpact Statement, dis-
plays, and other information are also availa-
ble for citizen review.

Written statements, by letter or on the com-
ment sheet provided, and other exhibits rela-
tive to the proposed project, may be present-

ed in place of, or in addition to, oral state-
ments at the hearing. Written statements
may be submitted at this hearing or they may
be mailed to the address below. Pre-
addressed envelopes are available at this
hearing for use in submitting comments.

Written statements
and exhibits must be
submitted by 5:00
p.m. on July 9, 1990,
to:

Mr. T.F. Farley
D istri ct Ad mi ni strator
Virginia Department of

Transportation
P.O. Box 671
Culpeper, Virginia 22701

All comments received,
both oral and written, are
made part of the public
hearing record and are
given proper consideration
by the Department. A
transcript of public hearing
proceedings and all
comments received will be
prepared.

The transcript will be available for public
inspection and copying at the Virginia
Department of Transportation's District office
located on Business Route 15, just south of
Route 3, in Culpeper.
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II. PROJECT PURPOSE

The purpose of the Route 29 Corridor Study is to
find a solution to existing and future traffic
congestion on a three-mile seetion of U.S.
Route 29 between U.S. Route 250 Bypass
and the South Fork Rivanna River in the City
of Charlottesville and Albemarle County north of
Charlottesville and to achieve Route 29's func-
tion as an arterial highway.

Arterial highways, as mandated by the Virginia
General Assembly, are multilane divided, high-
speed facilities serving most major towns and
cities in the state. U.S. Route 29 is part of the
arterial network.

For most of its length through Virginia, Route 29
is a four-lane-divided highway, with controlled
access features on some sections. lt connects
the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area with oth-
er urbanized areas through central Virginia such
as Warrenton, Culpeper, Lynchburg, and
Danville.

The section of Route 29 under study is an un-
control led access, fou r-lane-d ivided h i g hway
with a grass median and at-grade signalized in-
tersections. This facility provides direct access
to the numerous businesses located along both
sides of the road.

This section of Route 29 is the most heavily trav-
elled highway in the Charlottesville area, carry-
ing twice as much traffic as lnterstate Route 64.
It is the only major north-south highway serving
the expanding development north of Charlottes-
ville and surrounding portions of Albemarle
County. Route 29 is the only major route con-
necting this development with other population
and employment centers in Charlottesville. lt
also is the only route connecting points north of
Charlottesville with points south of Charlottes-
ville.

The growing development, increasing traffic vol-
umes, and the inadequate capacity of the exist-
ing road are causing increasing congestion and
deteriorating levels of service as this section of

Route 29 has become overloaded. The road
functions more like an urban street than an
arterial route. In 1987, traffic volumes on Route
29 between Route 250 Bypass and the South
Fork Rivanna River ranged trom 25,280 to
45,990 vehicles per day. The highest traffic vol-
ume was recorded between Hydraulic Road and
Rio Road.

With no improvements, by the year 2010, Route
29 between the Route 250 Bypass and the
South Fork Rivanna River is projected to carry
between 53,200 and 57,7O0 vehicles per day.
This represents a relatively modest increase in
traffic volumes between the existing and design
years. The reason is that the existing road is al-
ready near capacity and cannot handle substan-
tial volume increases. In other words, the pro-
jected volumes reflect capacity limitations
rather than demand.

At present during the afternoon peak hour, aver-
age travel speeds decline to 24 miles per hour
and delays at some signalized intersections
mount to more than three minutes per vehicle.
By the year 2010, afternoon peak hour travel
speeds are projected to be as low as 10 miles
per hour with delays as long as 17 minutes per
vehicle.

As a result of the above factors, a range of alter-
native solutions have been evaluated.
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III. PROJECT HISTORY

Plans for improving and upgrading the Route 29
Corridor north of Charlottesville have been under
discussion for nearly 20 years. An earlier Route
29 Corridor Study completed by the Virginia De-
partment of Transportation in January of 1979
recommended widening Route 29 to six lanes,
building an eastern residential collector road (on
similar alignment as alternatives 7 and 7A in the
current study), and building a limited access
western bypass.

The Piedmont Highway Corridor Study was pre-
pared by VDOT to identify the types and loca-
tions of improvements needed for north-south
transportation through the central part of the
state. The study, provided to county officials in
1984, included a 21-mile-long western bypass.

Between 1975 and 1985, the Charlottesville
Area Transportation Study (CATS) Year 2000
Transportation Plan was prepared through the
cooperative efforts of the City of Charlottesville,
Albemarle County, VDOT, and the Federal High-
way Administration. The major purpose of
CATS was to update the 1967 Major Arterial
Street and Highway Plan and define highway
and public transportation improvements needed
through the year 2000. The CATS Year 2000
Plan was approved by the Charlottesville-
Albemarle Metropolitan Planning organiza-
tion on August 28, 1985. The initial CATS plan
included both six-laning of existing Route 29 and
the construction of a western bypass. However,
the plan adopted in 1985 deleted the proposed
western bypass.

Since 1982, other studies have attempted to re-
fine the CATS plan by focusing on the Route 29
corridor from the Route 250 Bypass to the
Greene County line. VDOT completed an in-
depth planning and engineering study in 1985.
Nine alternatives involving various widening
schemes, service roads, and an eastern bypass
were considered. None of the nine alternatives
considered at that time appeared to provide ade-
quate capacity to accommodate projected year
2000 travel demands in the corridor.

In April 1986, the Gity and Albemarle County
made a joint presentation to the Governor's
Commission for Transportation in the Twenty-
First Century, requesting funding for an eastern
bypass. In May, 1986, in response to a request
by the Commission, Albemarle County indicated
support for widening existing Route 29.

ln an effort to improve efficiency of the exist-
ing road, in October 1986, a location and de-
sign public hearing was held for the upgrading
of Route 29 from Hydraulic Road north to the
South Fork Rivanna River bridge. This proposal
included reconstruction of existing Route 29 to
six lanes, with continuous right turn lanes be-
tween Hydraulic Road and Rio Road. North of
Rio Road, a six-lane road was to have been pro-
vided to the South Fork of the Rivanna River. A
grade-separated interchange was proposed at
Rio Road. Due to concerns expressed at the
public hearing regarding impacts of the inter-
change, and due to suggestions that an express-
way concept should be studied, the improve-
ments were postponed pending further study.

The current study, the results of which are being
presented at this hearing, was begun in 1987. lt
included development of a complete traffic and
land use model, evaluation of bypass alterna-
tives, and evaluation of an expressway alterna-
tive within the existing Route 29 corridor.

Throughout the study, public input has been ac-
tively solicited through citizen information meet-
ings, regular sessions with the Joint Transporta-
tion Committee, civic organization meetings,
newsletters, and a toll-free telephone hotline.
This input factored heavily in development of
preliminary plans and technical studies, culmi-
nating in a Draft Environmental lmpact State-
ment.
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IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Alternatives Considered

Between October, 1987, and June, 1988,
many potential bypass alternatives were
examined. These were screened based on
environmental, tratfic, and engineering
factors and those that were not feasible, did
not satisfy the need, or had severe impacts
were eliminated. In June, 1988,27
conceptual alternatives were presented to
the public with a recommendation that five be
retained as Candidate Build Alternatives in
addition to the Base Case and the Express-
way Alternative. Subsequently, two additional
Section 4(f) avoidance alternatives were
added to avoid impacts to Mclntire Park, Pen
Park, and Rivanna Park. All of the alterna-
tives were then refined as additional data be-
came available. The Candidate Build Alterna-
tives were studied in detail in the Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement.

B. Design Features

The candidate Build Alternatives
considered assure a safe, hlgh-speed,
limited access arterial facility.

The typical section of the bypass alternatives
is illustrated in this brochure. These features
include four twelve-foot-wide lanes, a graded
median 84 feet wide, and safety shoulders,
all within a right of way approximately 300
feet wide. Grade-separated interchanges
would provide access at selected cross
roads.

Typical sections of the Expressway Alterna-
tive are also illustrated in this brochure. The
features include four twelve-foot-wide ex-
press lanes, six twelve-foot-wide local lanes,
concrete barriers separating express lanes
from local lanes, safety shoulders on express
lanes, and curb and gutter on local lanes, all
within a right of way 182 to 242teet wide.
Slip ramps at various locations would con-
nect the express lanes and the service roads.

C. Costs

Cost calculations have been compiled using
VDOT unit costs and applying the features
and quantities specific to each alternative.
Construction, right of way, and utility
adjustment costs are summarized in the
Comparative Summary of lmpacts matrix.
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ALTERNATIVES

Base Case
As contained in the Virginia Department of Transportation's six-
year improvement plan, the Base Case consists of widening
three miles of Route 29 from the existing four lanes divided to six
lanes divided between Hydraulic Road and the South Fork Ri-
vanna River. At-grade signalized intersections would remain at
major intersections. Left turn lanes and continuous right turn
lanes would be provided. A variant of the Base Case incorporat-
ing grade-separated interchanges at Rio Road, Greenbrier Drive,
and Hydraulic Road has also been evaluated for its implications
to trafiic levels of service.

Transportation System Management fiSM)
This alternative consists of relatively low-cost actions designed to
maximize efiiciency of the existing transportation system. Such
actions include high occupancy vehicle lanes, intersection im-
provements, and signal optimization. Evaluation of TSM actions
revealed none that would solve the transportation problems.

Mass Transit
This alternative involves improvements to the existing bus sys-
tem. There are no mass transit improvements that will solve the
transportation problems.

CANDIDATE BUILD
ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 6
This alternative, 8.'l miles long, is located to the east of Route
29. lts northern terminus is at Route 29, just north of Route 649,
and its southern terminus is at Route 250 in the Pantops area
east of the Rivanna River. lt has interchanges where it crosses
Route 20 and Route 643.

Alternative 6B
This alternative is 7.8 miles long, has the same terminus points
as Alternative 6 but for most of its length is located farther east.
It has interchanges where it crosses Route 20 and Route O43.
This alternative is designed to avoid the park land impacts of
Alternative 6.

Alternative 7
This alternative, 7.3 miles long, follows the general corridor of the
proposed CATS Plan Meadowcreek Parkway. lt has the same
northern terminus as Alternatives 6 and 68. At its southern end,
it connects with Mclntire Road south of Route 250 Bypass, and
relocates the Mclntire Road intersection with Route 250 Bypass.
It has grade separated interchanges with Rio Road (Route 631)
and Route 643. This alternative is designed to avoid the impacts
on Mclntire Park.

Alternative 7A
This alternative, 7.0 miles long, is identical to Alternative 7,
except for the southern terminus. Instead of remaining east of
Mclntire Park, this alternative passes through the eastern third of
the park and connects with Route 250 Bypass just opposite
Mclntire Road.

Alternative 9
This alternative, also called the "Expressway Alternative" follows
the existing conidor of Route 29 North. lt is 3.3 miles long, from
its southern end near the intersection of Route 29 and 250 By-

pass to its northern end at the South Fork of the Rivanna River.
The facility would have a four-lane limited access freeway in the
center of the right of way flanked by one-way three-lane service
roads on either side. Existing cross streets would be maintained
with the expressway lanes generally depressed below the at'
grade intersections. Slip ramps at various locations would con-
nect the express lanes and the service roads.

Alternative 10
This alternative, 5.4 miles long, is the nearest new location
alternative on the west side of Route 29. lts southern terminus is

at the interchange of Route 29 Bypass, Bypass 291250, and
Business 250 (lvy Road). lt has its northern terminus at Route
29 near Woodbrook Drive, with additional grade-separated
interchanges at Route 654 (Barracks Road) and Route 743
(Hydraulic Road). This alternative avoids impacts to the
Schlesinger Farm, a property determined by Virginia Department
of Historic Resources to be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places.

Alternative 11
This alternative, 9.4 miles long, has the same southern terminus
as Alternative 10. lt crosses the South Fork Rivanna River Res-
ervoir and connects with Route 29 south of the Charlottesville-
Albemarle Airport. lnterchanges are located at Route 654, Route
676, and Route 743 (Miller Road).

Alternative 12
This alternative, 12.9 miles long, is the farthest west and the
longest of the Candidate Build Alternatives. lt has the same
southern terminus as alternatives 10 and 11, crosses the reser-
voir, and connects with Route 29 approximately 0.3 miles north
of the North Fork Rivanna River. lt has interchanges with the
same roads as Alternative 1 1.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

lvy Creek Parkway
The lvy Creek Parkway is a concept proposed by the City, in the
autumn of '1989, which closely follows combinations of several
segments previously considered in the early stages of the Route
29 Corridor Study. Uke the Meadowcreek Parkway, but located
to the west of Route 29, the lvy creek Parkway would have a re-
duced design standard. This conceptual alignment was rejected
in this study because the connection at Route 291250 Bypass
near the North Campus of the University of Virginia cannot be
provided due to the closeness of nearby interchanges and ac-
cess.ramps. The alignment is placed in a heavily populated
area, integrates Hydraulic Road traffic with the new facility, and
appears unable to adequately improve the levels of service on
Route 29.

Combination of Alternatives
The Project Study Team received several requests to evaluate
combinations of alternatives such as providing both an eastern
bypass and a western bypass. Such combinations have been
looked at but are not addressed explicitly in this document be-
cause the cumulative impacts and costs appear to be prohibitive.
Those wishing to contemplate the costs and impacts of various
combinations may do so by adding the numbers in the summary
matrix in this brochure.
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF IMPACTS(")

6 7 7A 9 10 11 12 BASE

TRAFFIC IMPACTS ON ROUTE 29
% ChangB in Tratfic trom
Baso Cas6 Eotweon:

Rte 250 and Hydraulic Rcl

tlydraulic Rd and Rio Rd
Rio Rd and S. Fork Rivanna
Rte 29 Ane.ial LOS

RrGHT OFWAY REQUIRED (ACRES):

DISPLACEMENTS:
Families
Busin6SS€s
Non profit org8nizations

ESTIMATED TAX RA/ENUE LOSST

Albemarlo County
City of Charlottesville
Total

CULTUML RESOURCES IMPACTED:
Stsnding Structures Eligible
for National R€gister

Archaeological Sites

4(0 TNVoLVEMENTS:
Parks
Historic Sites

NOISE RECEPTORS IMPACTED:

AGRICUTTURAUFORESTAL
LAND USE(ACRES):

Agricultural (c)

Forostal (c)
Ag/Forestal District
Prime Farmland

AOUATIC AND WATER RESOURCES:
Stream Crossings (Numbe0
Lenglh Across Watershod (Miles)
Reservoir Crossings (Number)
Wetland Sit€s (Number)
Wetland (Acr€s)
Floodplains Crossed (Number)

COSr ($1000s):
Construction 8nd Engineering
Right of Way
Utility
Total

Notes:

0.0
0.0
0.0

F

2

0
7
0

-8.0
-9.2
-7.5

F

-2.2 -3.1
-3.8 -4.3
-5.0 -3.8

FF

335127015
'1 2175
0 1 0 0 0(b)

41 4
8.4 0
10
4'l

0.6 0.1

80

42 -1.1 +16.2
4.4 -2.3 +2O.2

-3.8 -8.3 +18.8
FFF

-16.4
-17.9
-26.9

F

-11.4
-12.8
-10.0

F

473

13
0
0(b)

$73,161
s0

$73,161

4
2

373 420 311 305 24 325

s52,270 $49,6s8 $39,662 839,662 $98,018 $162,615
$0 $0 $37,575 $s,650 $47,241 S0

Es2,270 $49,658 977,237 $45,312 $14s,259 $162,615

27.9 47.6 11.9 11.9 o.O 31.7
18.8 16.8 7.9 7.9 0.0 o.o
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 13.5

89.5 78.1 78.2 78.2 o.O 4e.7

$103,287 $108,304 887,732 S89,395 $133,S59 $77,523
$10,078 $9,802 $12,095 $8,102 $23,618 $30,429

$927 s836 $74s $567 $3,684 $1,150
$114,292 $118,942 $100,572 $98,064 $161,161 $109.102

40
1

0

o20002
6210601

500

't9

2
0 (b)

$82,804 $,f4,909
s0 $0

s82,8(X $44,909

133.9 0.0
0.0 0.0

174.2 0.0
157.6 0.0

0
0

44

0
t

46

0
2

200100
000000

138 53 172 177 48 56

28
7.4

I

3

0.3
4

27262627413
000004.2
000000
534411

1.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
759900

43

100.1
0.0

116.3
101.7

$98,Sit8
$16,890
$1,3s9

sl16,587

sl80,315
$16,$4

82,228
8198,607

sl7,584
s8,487

$343
$26,414

(a) Csndidato Build Alternatives do not include Base Caso costs or impacts
(b) Displaces two support units ot University ot Virginia
(c) These ar6as do not include ,AgriculturauForestat Districts"
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TYPICAL SECTIONS

12:

cuT sEcnoN

PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY 3OO, MAXIMI'M

NEW LOCATION ROADWAY
ALTERNATIVES 6, 68, 7,7A,10, 11, AND 12

APPBOXIMATELY 182'

EXPRESSWAY

NORTHBOUND
SERVICE

ROAD

SOUTHBOUND
SERVICE

ROAD



EXPR ESSWAY INTERSECTION APPROACH

EXPRESSWAY FLYOVER

EXPRESSWAY WITH SLIP RAMPS
NOTE: Bus turnouts wlll be provided on Routs 29 Service roads as approprlate.
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ARTERIAL LEVELS OF SERVICE AND OPERATING SPEEDS

Alternative

2010 Base Case

Alt. 6

Att. 68

Alt. 7

Alt. 7A

Alt. 9 Express Lanes
Service Lanes

Att. 10

Att. 11

Att. 12

Candidate
Build

Alternatives

B (>57 MPH)

B (>57 MPH)

c (>54 MPH)

c (>54 MPH)

D (>42 MPH)
F (<10 MPH)

A (>60 MPH)

A (>60 MPH)

A (>60 MPH)

Route 29 with
All lntersections

at Grade

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

(<10 MPH)

Route 29 with
Grade Separations at

Rio, Hvdraulic. Greenbrier

F

F

F

F

F

:r
F

F

Fr

B

B

A

A

A

A

(30 MPH)

(2e MPH)

(32 MPH)

(32 MPH)

(31 MPH)

(33 MPH)

(33 MPH)

(33 MPH)

V. ENVIRONMENTALCONSEQUENCES

Environmental consequences of the alternatives
are summarized in the Comparative Summary of
lmpacts matrix.

Traffic - With the Base Case, tratfic on Route
29 in the year 2010 is projected to be 64,700
vehicles per day on the segment just north of the
Route 250 Bypass. This compares to existing
daily traffic of almost 46,000 vehicles. The
Candidate Build Alternatives were compared to
the Base Case with respect to future Route 29
traffic. lt should be noted that for all of the
alternatives except the Expressway, it was
assumed that the Base Case improvements
would also be built. The Expressway Alternative
(Alternative 9), with its higher capacity freeway
lanes, would increase total traffic on Route 29,
depending on the location, between 16.2 percent
and 20.2 percent compared with the Base Case.
The east side alternatives, 6, 68, 7, andTA
would decrease traffic between 1.1 and 8.3
percent, compared with the Base Case. The
west side alternatives would decrease traffic on
Route 29 between 7.5 and 26.9 percent.

Level of service (LOS) is a letter designation,
from A to F, used to represent the operating
efficiency of a roadway. LOS A represents the
best level of service with free flow traffic
conditions. LOS F represents the worst level of
service with forced flow, congested traffic
conditions. A comparative LOS summary for the
various alternatives with and without grade-
separated interchanges in the Base Case
Alternative is shown above.

It appears that construction of the Base Case
Alternative with grade-separated interchanges at
Rio Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Hydraulic Road
would provide an acceptable level of service
until the year 2010, although operating speeds
would remain low. To achieve operating speeds
associated with arterial routes, a bypass would
still be needed. Beyond 2010, the situation
would intensify. This, of course, assumes all
other proposed improvements in the
Charlottesville Area Transportation Study
PAfq would be constructed by the year
2010 and that there will be no major changes
in future land use trends upon which the tratfic
forecasts were based.
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Should all the facilities contained in the CATS
plan not be constructed, or should future devel-
opment exceed projections, there would be an
even greater need for a bypass to handle the ad-
ditionaltraffic burdens placed on Route 29.

The service roads adjacent to the Expressway
Alternative would operate at Level of Service F
in 2010 unless flyover ramps, three-level
interchanges, or major improvements to cross
streets, are provided at critical intersections.
These improvements would increase costs
substantially and would also cause additional
righfof-way impacts on Route 29.

Likewise, the addition of interchanges to the
Base Case would increase this alternative's
costs substantially and cause additional
right-of-way impacts. For the interchanges to
function properly, limited access features would
have to be employed. Service roads or other
alternate access provisions would then have to
be made to serve businesses next to the
interchanges.

Socioeconomic - The principal socioeconomic
impact would be displacements of residences
and businesses. Alternative 6 would displace 40
residences and one business; Alternative 68, 33
residences and one business; Alternative 7, 51
residences, two businesses and a non-profit
organization; and Alternative Z A, 2Z residences
and one business. The Expressway would
displace seven businesses, but no residences.

On the west side, Alternative 10 would displace
12 residences, five businesses, and two support
units of the University of Virginia; Alternative 11,
15 residences and two support units of the
University of Virginia; and Alternative 12,21
residences, two businesses, and two support
units of the University of Virginia. The initial loss
in ]ocal annual property tax revenue (for the land
removed from tax rolls) would range from
$45,000 for Alternative 7A to $16C,000 for
Alternative 10.

Two of the alternatives go through public parks.
Alternative 7A takes a part of Mclntire park.
Alternative 6 goes through Rivanna park and
Pen Park. The proposed alternatives will have
no other major impacts on community facilities.

Cultural Resources - Seven standing
structure historic sites on or eligible for the
National Register would be atfected by one or
more of the Candidate Build Alternatives. Most
of these would only be atfected visually and
none of the structures would be disolaced.
Alternative 11 would require the use of property
from two sites. Alternative 12 would require the
use of property from one site. Use of these
properties constitutes Section 4(f) involvement.

Archaeological surveys located 17 sites
recommended for Phase ll investigation.
Alternative 6 atfects 6 sites, Alternative 68 - two
sites, Alternative 7 - 10 sites, Alternative 7A - six
sites, Alternative 10 - one site, Alternative 1 1 -
two sites, and Alternative 12 - one site.

Air Quality -While carbon monoxide
concentrations would increase slightly at several
locations, in all cases the concentrations would
remain well below the NationalAmbient Air
Quality Standards. The project area is
designated "attainment" for all automotive
related pollutants and the State lmplementation
Plan contains no transportation control
measures for the area, The project conforms
with the State lmplementation Plan and will not
interfere with attainment and maintenance of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Noise -A noise analysis at 35 representative
sites showed potential impacts at 32 of the sites.
Future noise levels would exceed existing noise

levels by two to 23 decibels. Twenty-five sites
would potentially experience substantial increas-
es (10 decibels or more). Nineteen sites would
potentially experience noise levels equalling or
exceeding the Federal Highway Administration
Noise Abatement Criteria. Potential noise im-
pacts would also occur at Mctntire Park, Rivanna
Park, Pen Park, and Chris Greene Lake park,
and several churches and schools. lf the total
numbers of impacted receptors represented by
the sites are counted, the alternatives have the
following impacts: Alternative 6 - 138; Alterna-
tive 68 - 53; Alternative 7 - 172: Alternative 7A -
177; Alternative 9 - 48; Alternative 10 - 56; Alter-
native 11 - 43; Alternative 12 - 46.

A variety of noise abatement measures was
considered, including rerouting through trucks,
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shifting alignments, depressing the roadway,
and constructing sound barriers. The only
measure found feasible and reasonable is

depressing the roadway at several locations.

Aquatic Resources and Water Quality - The
Expressway Alternative would cross four
streams. The number of stream crossings on
the new-location alternatives is roughly
proportional to length, ranging from 13 for
Alternative 10, to 41 for Alternative 12. Only the
western alternatives cross the South Fork
Rivanna River Reservoir or its watershed.
Alternative 10 does not cross the reservoir but
has 4.2 miles in its watershed. Alternatives 11

and 12 cross the reservoir and have 7 .4 and 8.4
miles, respectively, in the watershed. Modeling
for pollution loads of highway runoff showed that
no violations of water quality standards would
occur as a result of the Project.

Wetland impacts are minimal, with Alternative 6
impacting the most, 1.5 acres. Other
alt-ernatives impact between 0.1 and 0.6 acres of
wetlands.

The alternatives cross from zero to nine
designated 1OO-year floodplains. All of the
proiect alternatives will have minimal effect on
flooding risks. All drainage structures will be
designed so that potential increases in flood
levels will be minimal. No major impacts on
natural and beneficial floodplain values have
been identified. None of the alternatives will
support incompatible floodplain development.

VI. REMAINING ACTIONS

After the close of the comment period on July 9,

a transcript of all public hearing comments
received will be prepared. This transcript, along
with all comments received on the Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement and
engineering and environmental data, will be
carefully considered by the Commonwealth
Transportation Board in making a decision.

It is anticipated that this information will be
available for the Commonwealth Transportation
Board's consideration within approximately three
months of this hearing. Following Board
action, a Final Environmental lmpact

Statement witt then be prepared for approval
by the Federat Highway Admlnistration.
Ailproval of the Final Environmental lmpact
Slatement will constitute project location
approval.

Following corridor location approval,
development of detailed plans for the selected
alternaiive could begin. Following preparation of
plans, a design public hearing would then be

held to receive public input on the proposed
design. Atter design completion and approval,
right of way could be acquired and construction
could begin. Currently, plan development, right
of way acquisition, and construction have not
been funded or scheduled.

Any alternative selected could be a candidate for
fed-eralfunding should such funds be available.
Therefore, this study has been conducted in

accordance with federal policies and
procedures.

VII. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Additional information concerning right of way
acquisition procedures or relocation assistance
may be obtained from:

Mr, J.W. Jenkins
District Right of WaY Manager
Vi rg i ni a D e partm e nt of Tran sportati on
P.O. Box 671
Culpeper, VA 22701
(703) 825-8300

Additional information concerning the corridor
study or the Draft Environmental lmpact
Statement may be obtained from:

Mr. K.E. Wilkinson
Conlract Manager
Environ me ntal D ivis io n
Vi rg i n i a D e p artm ent of Tran s portati o n
1401 E. Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
(804) 371-6758
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Location Public Hearing:
Project No.:

From:
To:

June 26, 27 , and 28, 1,990

6029-002-t22,PE r00
Route 250
0.3 Mi. North of North Fork Rivanna fuver

City of Gharlottesville
and Albemarle County

Gorridor Study

Name: Comments should be submitted by 5:00 p.m.,

JuIy 9,1990 to:

Mr. T. F. Farley
District Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 67L
Culpeper ,VA 22701

Address:
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ROUTE 29 Sr,rDE SEOW (6/1,3/90'

(Music)
( 1) (vDor slide)

(2) Welcome to the location public hearing on
the Route 29 Corridor Study. This hearing is
being conducted by the Virginia Department of
Transportation -Culpeper District and is
officially declared open between the hours of
2:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., oD June 26 and June
27, l-990. on June 28, a formal public hearing
format will be used at the Perforning Arts
Center at Charlottesville High School between
the hours of 4:00 p.m. and 8:30 p.m.

(3) Before we proceed with the various details
of the project, please notice the materials
given to you as you came in. These are the
PubIic Hearing rnformation Booklet, the Right
of Way Brochure, and a Comment Sheet for your
comments and recommendations. If you do not
have these pamphlets, they are available at
the entrance area.

(4) To further assist you in preparing your
comrnents, this audio-visual program is being
presented. This material will explain the
studies made, costs, traffic, and other
related data. It will also provide
information on the remaining actions and

explain the
procedures.

Departmentrs right-of-way
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(5) We also have for your revier,.r, in the
adjoining room, displays of roadway concepts
and possible alignments, summaries of the
studies, technical reports, and the Draft
Environmental Impact Staternent.

(6) A third area has been set aside where you
can give oral testimony. This can either be
given to a court reporter for transcribing or
you can speak into a recording device
provided. Someone will be available to assist
you with the recorders. On the 28th, you may

also give your testimony publicly, lirnited to
five minutes. If you are representing a group
or organization, you are encouraged to have
one speaker for the entire group or
organization. When speaking, please tell us
the number of citizens you represent,.

(7) Written comments are welcome and will
receive the same consideration. Written
testimony will be accepted by the Department
through the end of the work day (5:00 p.m.),
July gt L990. Pre-addreised envelopes are
here for your use should you need them.

(8) Employees of the Virginia Department of
Transportation and our consult,ing engineers
are here to assist you in locating information
you may be seeking or with this location
hearing process. If you have any questions,
please ask them for help.

I
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(9) The information provided today will assist
you in formulating your comments. Your
comments will be of great benefit to the
Virginia Department of Transportation and the
Commonwealth Transportation Board as they
consider the selection of alternatives for the
Route 29 Corridor Study. We will now move on
to the Engineering Presentation.

(10) The Virginia General Assembly designated
an arterial highway network for purposes of
extending the high speed, uninterrupted travel
benefits of rnultilane divided highways to rnost
major towns and cities in the state. (11)
U.S. Route 29 is part of that arterial
network.

For most of its length through central
Virginia, (12) Route 29 is a four-lane divided
highway, with controlled access features on
sections around rnost urbanized areas. For two
decades, a bypass around Charlottesville has
been under consideration.

(13) The section of Route 29 north of
Charlottesville is an uncontrolled access,
four-lane-divided highway with a grass median
and at-grade signalized intersections. This
facility provides (14) direct access to the
numerous shops, restaurants, motels, other
(15) businesses, and industries located along
both sides of the road.
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( f-6) with slow and congested travel
conditions, and continuing extensive adjacent
development, this section of (L7) Route 29

functions more like an urban street than the
arterial route it t s i-ntended to be. It is not
feasible to use the existing route to achieve
the design standards and traffic setrrice
characteristics associated with arterial
highways without turning this section of Route
29 into a linited access facility.

(18) The need for a lirnited access facility
was documented in a L979 study by VDOT, the
L984 Piedrnont Corridor Highway Study, and

earlier versions of the Charlottesville Area
Transportation Study. Meanwhile, travel
conditions have steadily worsened.

In an ef fort to irnprove ef f iciency of the
existing road, in L986, (L9) VDOT held a

public hearing on a proposed upgrade of Route
29 from the 25A Bypass to the South Fork
Rivanna River. Due to concerns expressed at
that hearing, (20) especially regarding
impacts of a proposed interchange at Rio Road,

and due to suggestions that an Expressway
concept should be studied, the improvements
were postponed pending further study.

(2L) Late in L987, the present study was begun

to develop detailed traffic forecasts, to
evaluate bypass alternatives, and to study the
merits of an Expressway alternative within the
existing Route 29 corrLdor. (22') The goals of
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the study were, one, to reduce existing
traffic congestion on Route 29...two, to
provide adequate capacity for future traffic
growth...three, to minimize social and

environmental impacts of any proposed
improvements. . .and, four, to optimize project
costs.

(23) The study began by napping a large nurnber

of potential bypass routes and developing
expressway design concepts using information
from topographic maps (24') and previous
studies and guidance from citizens and

officials. The Alternatives were refined
based on (25) comrnents at public information
meetings... review by the Joint Transportation
Committee, made up of representatives from the
City, County and the University of
Virginia... (26) a series of meetings with
locaI organizations and interest
groups...calls from citizens on the project
hot1ine...and detailed environmental and

engineeri-ng analyses.

(27) The eight Candidate Build Alternatives
that emerged from this process are shown here.
They include four bypass alignments to the
east of Route 29, three to the west, and an

expressway along the existing Route 29

corridor.

(28) Alternative 6, to the east of Route 29,
gloes frorn Route 25O in the Pantops area to
Route 29 north of Airport Road. (29) It
begins at Route 250 about a quarter mile west
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of State Farm Drive, where a partial
cloverleaf interchange would be provided.
Alternative 6 then turns west and crosses over
Route 20. (30) It, goes through two public
parks, Pen Park and Rivanna Park, crossing the
Rivanna River between these parks. (31) An

interchange north of Pen Park provides a

connection with Rio Road. Alternative 6 then
heads north, paralleling the Southern Railway.
(32') It crosses over the South Fork Rivanna
River and the railroad, and it interchanges
with Route 643 just west of the railroad. It
continues north, qoing over Route 649, (33)

then rneets Route 29, with ramps providing
direct access to and from Route 29.

(34) Alternative 68 was developed to avoid the
park impacts of Alternative 6. It has the
same beginning and ending points as

Alternative 6t but most of the alignment is
located farther to the east. (35) Heading
north from Route 25O, Alternative 68 traverses
the end of Franklin subdivision. It crosses
over Route 769, (36) then connects with Route
20 with a diamond interchange about a half
nile west of Chapman Grove Church. (37)

Alternative 68 then crosses over the North
Fork Rivanna River and a dianond interchange
connects it with Route 643. (38) It crosses
the Southern Railway tracks and then joins the
alignment of Alternative 6 west of Proffit.

(39) Alternatives 7 and 7A are also east of
Route 29, but are closer-in than 6 and 68.

6
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They connect, with Route 29 north at the same

place as 6 and 6-8, but follow the general
alignment of the proposed Meadowcreek Parkway,
and have their southern termini near Route 250

Bypass and Mclntire Road. (4o) Alternative 7

relocates Mclntire Road south of 25O Blpass.
It goes to the east of Mclntire Park, then
crosses over Melbourne Road east of the
Charlottesville High Schoo1 athletic fields.
(41) Alternative 7 has a diamond interchange
connecting it with Rio Road. Just north of Rio
Road, it joins the alignment of Alternative 6

for the rest of the distance to the northern
terminus at Route 29.

(42, Alternative 7A is the same as Alternative
7 except for the southern terminus.
Alternative 7A has its southern terminus in an

at-grade intersection with (43) Bypass 250 at
Mcfntire Road. It traverses the eastern edge

of Mclntire Park. Just north of the park, it
joins the alignment of Alternative 7 for the
rest of the distance to the northern terminus
at Route 29.

(44) Alternative 9, also cal}ed The Expressway
Alternative, would provide express lanes along
the existing Route 29 corridor from Barracks
Road at the southern end, to the South Fork
Rivanna River at the northern end. (45) For
most of its length, the expressway would
consist of two express lanes in each

direction, with a three-lane service road on

either side. (46) slip ramps would allow
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access between the express lanes and the
service road in several locations, and the
existing cross streets would be maintained.
(47) Flyover ramps would connect the express
lanes with Route 29/25O Bypass.

(48) On the west side of Route 29, all three
of the alternatives have their southern
terminus at the location of the existing Route
29, Route 25O | 25O Bypass interchange. (49)
The alignment for these alternatives stays to
the east of the historic Westover property,
which is eligible for the National Register of
Historic P1aces.

(50) Alternative L0 is the nearest and the
shortest western alternative. It diverges from
Alternatives l-L and L2 just east of Colthurst
and connects with Barracks Road with a diamond
interchange. (5L) Alternative 1-0 traverses
the western edge of Montvue, avoiding the
historic Schlesinger Farm (52) property. It
then curves to the east along the northern
edge of the Mary Greer Elementary School
property. Alternative L0 passes under Lambs

Road and under Roslyn Ridge Road, (53) then
has an urban diamond interchange with
Hydraulic Road just north of Rio Road. This
alternative goes under Woodburn Road (54) and
then connects with Route 29 at the northern
side of the Rio Hi1ls Shopping Center.

(55) Alternative l-L is the middle western
alternative. After leaving the common section
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hrith 10, Alternatives LL and L2 (56) connect
hrith Barracks Road with a diamond interchange.
North of Barracks Road, Alternative 1L

diverges from L2 and (57) passes through the
Ivy farm neighborhood, crossing under Ivy Farn
Drive. (58) The alternative has a diamond
interchange with Route 676 at Wyngate Road,

crosses the (59) South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir, then turns east to pass south of
the airport. There is a partial cloverleaf
interchange at Miller Road. (60) Alternative
LL ends at Route 29 north with a three level
interchange just south of Hollymead Memorial
Gardens.

(61) Alternative L2 is the farthest western
and the longest of the alternatives. After
leaving the conmon section with Alternative
11, (62') Alternative L2 goes west of Ivy
Farm, crossingr under Route 658. (63) It
connects with Route 676 with a diamond

interchange. The alternative crosses the
Reservoir, then goes to the west of the
airport, where there is a diamond interchange
with Route 743. (64) North of the airport,
the aligrunent turns east, near historic
Crenshaw Far:n, crossing under Routes 850 and

606 at Lake Acres, (65) and avoiding Chris
Green Lake Park. Alternative L2 connects with
(66) Route 29 just south of the North Fork
Rivanna River.

(671 The Candidate Build Alternatives have
been compared to the previously-studied Base
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Case alternative. The Base Case eonsists of
the improvements already planned along Route
29, widening the existing road to six lanes
with continuous right turn lanes, and

improving some intersections between Route 250

Bypass and the South Fork Rivanna River.

(58) Estimated costs of the Candidate Build
Alternatives range from 98 nillion dollars for
Alternative 7-A to 1,99 nillion dollars for
Alternative L2.

(59) Traffic, conmunity, and environmental
impacts of each of the alternatives were
analyzed and compared. This analysis is
present,ed in the Draft Environmental Irnpact
Statement and in various technical reports,
which are available for review at this
hearing. (70) Additional display material and
plan sheets are also available, and members of
the study team are present to answer guestions
and help interpret the data

(71) Traffic studies have been an important
part of this project. Existing traffic was

counted, and a computer model was developed to
look at the effects the various alternatives
would have on traffic throughout the
metropolitan area in future years. (72) The

future highway network was assumed to include
all improvements in the Charlottesville Area
Transportation Study Year 2000 Transportation
PIan adopted by the Metropolitan Planning
Organization.
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(73') Special attention was paid to the effects
of each alternative upon Route 29 north
traffic. These effects included the volumes
of traffic diverted (74) from Route 29 by the
alternatives as well as the levels of traffic
service. The bypass alternatives would divert
up to L4,ooo vehicles per day from Route 29,
depending on the alternative. The Expressway
would increase traffic in the Route 29

corridor, adding over l-2 r 0O0 vehicles per day.

(75, Level of Service represents the operating
efficiency of a highway. An rrArr represents a

very good operating condition while rtFtr

represent,s a very poor operating condition.

Projected levels of service (76l on the bypass
alternatives in the year 20Lo range from A to
C. The projected levels of service on the
Expressway Alternative are F for the service
roads and D for the express lanes. To achieve
acceptable levels of service on this
alternative would reguire the addition of
flyover ramps, three level interchangesr of,

rnajor improvements to cross streets at
critical intersections. This additional
construction would add substantially to the
already hiqh cost of this alternative and
would also cause additional right of way

impacts.

The projected. level of service on (77, the
Base Case in the year 201-0 would be F. This

LL
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level of service could be improved to B by
adding grade-separated interchanges at Rio
Road, Hydraulic Road, and Greenbrier Drive.

If you look only at projected levels of
service, it may appear that construction of
the improved Base Case Alternative, with three
grade-separated interchanges, would satisfy
the travel needs for this corridor. However,
Ievels of service alone do not tell the whole
story. (78) While the projected level of
service is B, the average operating speed
would remain low at 30 miles per hour and
stop-and-go conditions would persist at the
remaining signalized intersections. This is
not consistent with an arterial routers
function as a high speed facility for
uninterrupted travel. Through traffic would
experience unwarranted delays. Local traffic
would have to contend with volumes of through
traffic, L6 percent of whieh is heavy trucks.
While an acceptable Level of Service may be
provided through the year 20L0, albeit at low
speeds, degradation could be expected in
subsequent years.

(79) An interchange at Rio Road had been part
of the proposed Base Case improvements
presented at a public hearing in 1,985. For
the interchange to function properly, lirnited
access features were to be employed. Service
Roads or other alternate access provisions
would then have to be made to serve businesses
next to the interchange. Citizen concerns

L2

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



t
I
I

I
I

about the increased right of way impacts of
the interchange caused it to be deleted fron
the proposed Base Case improvenents.

If interchanges are to be provided at all
three locations, linited access features
similar to those previously proposed would be
necessary. Provisions would also have to be
made to continue to serve businesses next to
the interchanges. Finally, the additional
space required for ramps and service roads
would increase right of way impacts at aII
three locations.

(80) It must be recognized that all levels of
service projections are based on the
assumptions that all facilities in the current
CATS plan will be in place by the year 20L0

and that there will be no dramatic variances
from land use and population projections
provided by the Metropolitan Planning
organization. Failure to construct one or
more of these facilities in a tinely manner

could result in greater traffic volumes on

Route 29. (81) For example, should the
Meadowcreek Parkway not be built by the year
2010, over L71000 additional vehicles per day
will be forced to use Route 29 or secondary
roads not designed to handle traffic volumes
of this rnagnitude. If future developrnent
outstrips projections, or does not, conform to
Ioca1 land use plans, additional traffic
burdens will be placed on Route 29.

I
I
I
I
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If developrnent continues at its present pace,
and no action is taken to provide for
alternate transportation routes, options for
pursuing such routes vrithout significant
community disruption will be foreclosed.

While traffic was a primary concern, (82) the
study also considered other project impacts.
The socioeconomic and land use analysis looked
at the ef fects of the alt,ernatives on

residential comrnunities, (83 ) on public
facilities, and (84) on displacements of
fanilies and businesses. (85) Cultural
resources, such as historic (86) buildings and

archaeological sites, were investigated. The

studies (87) included noise impacts of the
alternatives and the effects on air guality.
(88) Effects on the natural environment
including habitat and wildlife, aquatic
resources, and agricultural and forest
resources were also evaluated.

(89) A11 of this inforrnation is presented in
the displays and the reports in the adjacent
room. This hearing provides an opportunity
for you to review the findings of the study,
present your opinions, and express your
concerns. (90) You can make an oral or
written statement here, or you will have until
July 9th to submit written comments.

(91) Based on the findings in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and your
comments, VDOT staff will prepare a
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reconmended course of action. (92) The staff
reconmendation wiII be provided to the Chief
Engineer who in turn will make a

recommendation to the Conmonwealth
Transportation Board. The conmoru'/ealth
Transportation Board will consider the
reconmendation, the public hearing transcript,
agency comments, the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and aII technical data before
making a decision. After the Commonwealth

Transportation Board makes its decision, (93)
a Final Environnental Impact Statement, will
be prepared. The Final Environmental Impact
Staternent will document the Commonwealth

Transportation Boardrs decision and respond to
public and agency comments on the Draft
Environrnental Impact Statement.

(94, The Fina1 Environmental Impact Statement
will be subnitted to the Federal Highway
Adninistration for review and approval.
Approval of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement by the Federal Highway
Administration will constitute corridor
location approval.

(95) Now we briefly review the procedures the
Department follows in buying rights of way.
(96) The acguisition of right of way begins
once plans have been approved for this
project. As this acguisitj-on of right of way

proltresses, each property ovrner and renter who

will be affected by the project will be
personally contacted by one of our right, of
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way agent,s. (97') The agent will meet with
these individuals to explain the construction
features of the project and how their property
will be affected by it. During the visit the
agent will also go over the three (98) basic
processes involved in acquiring property.
They are the appraisal process, the
negotiation process, and the relocation
process.

(99) During the appraisal process property
owners will be contacted by an appraiser who

will seek infornation that will enable hin to
appraise the property. (1-00) The property
owner may accompany the appraiser while he
gathers such informat,ion as the location of
the property lines; (101) the location, size
and tlrpes of buildings that are on the
propertyi (LO2) and whether there are other
irnprovements that may have an effect on the
value of the property.

(L03) Once the appraisal has been completed,
the relocation staff then determines the
maximurn amount of relocation assistance and
payments that those to be displaced may be

entitled to receive. (L04) This determination
is made following an in-depth analysis of the
needs of each displacee.

(105) on this project, it appears that zero to
51 farnilies and zero to seven businesses and

zero to one non-profit organization will be

displaced, depending upon the alternative
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selected. No farms will be displaced by any
alternative.

(L05) Once relocation benefits and services
have been determined, a negotiating agent from
the Department will make an offer for the land
and improvements to be purchased. (LO7) The

negotiating agent wiII both point out, in
detail, the area the Department is going to
purchase for right of way and explain the
effects the completed project will have on the
property that remains after the purchase.
(L08) In addition, the monetary relocation
benefits that are to be offered will also be

explained at this tine. (109) All property
owners are then given sufficient time to
consider the offer made by the negotiating
agent before being asked to sign a purchase
agreement.

(LL0) once negotiations have been concluded
and a purchase agreement has been signed,
those persons being displaced will be given at
least 90 days to move. (LLL) They will also
be given assistance with scheduling the move

and reasonable costs of rnoving their personal
property.

(LL2) At this point, your attention is called
to our Right of Way Booklet that was given to
you as you came in. Please keep this booklet
handy because it will provide you with many

answers to questions you may have regarding
our acquisition procedures and relocation

L7
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benefits. (LL3) It also contains telephone
numbers of individuals you can reach should
further guestions or concerns arise.

(LL4) The Department's right of way staff will
do its utmost to assist those being displaced
to assure that they are aware of and receive
the benefits and services available. (115)
You should also keep in nind that benefits rnay

vary because of eligibility requirements, type
of occupancy, and other factors--so before you
move, (LL6) please contact Mr. J.W. Jenkins,
the District Right of Way Manager, to make

sure that you are thoroughly farniliar with the
policies that govern the relocation program.

,Hj-s telephone number can be found on page L3

of the right, of way booklet.

(l-l-7) We emphasize that it is the intention of
the Virginia Department of Transportation to
provide as much assistance as possible to a1l
persons (LL8) whose property will be affected
as a result of this project.

( f-19) Thanks for coming to this Location
Public Hearing. Members of the Project Study
Team and other VDOT staff are available to
answer your questions. (L20) Your comments

and participation in this study are
appreciated.

[]!usrc ENDI
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