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U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

REEVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
AND PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

ROUTE 29 BYPASS
State Project Number:6029-002-F22,PE 101; RUVA-002-001, PE 101

Federal Project Number: NH-037-2 (130)
Albemarle County, Virginia

Prepared by
FEDERAL HIG}IWAY ADMINISTRATION

and
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANS PORTATION

The proposed project involves construction of a new four-lane, limited access bypass to the west of
existing Route 29 to relieve congestion on existing Route 29 and to improve the movement of
through traffic. Included in the project is a new access into the North Grounds of the University of
Virginia. This Reevaluation covers changes in the project design, new issues that have arisen, and
resulting changes in environmental impacts since the original environmental documents were
completed.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

vve.. rY. Yt

Monday, April 17, 2000 7:18 AM
Long, Stephen J.
FW: Letter to Mr. Southard for 4/18 meeting

Message Flag: Follow uP

Flag Status: Flagged

Since Earl is out of town, maybe you can help with this.
Jeffrey C. Southard

Assistant Commissioner
Environment Transportauon Planning

And Regulatory Affairs
Virginia Department of Transportation

12101 East Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Ph: 8(X-785-2703
Fx: 80&786-2940

email: Southard JC@VDOT.State.Va.US

---Original Message--
Fioliil"i''i w;tff"s,r$D-0:A"t!i$1.fi#Fj il:T.:i ljir::i#.H$iifiit5j ,,:fi.,:r., - ,

Sent: Friday, APril 14, 2000 9:50 AM
To: Robb, EarlTaYlor
Cc: Southard, Jeffrey C.; LanE, Kenneth E.
Subject: FW: Letter to Mr. Southard for 4/18 meeting

Earl- Jeff plans to attend the Charlottesville MPO meeting on April 18. The MPO has submitted
the following list of questions and concems they would like to have addressed during Jeffs
presentation. Most are related to environmental issues. We would be most appreciative if you
could prepare some information that will assist Jeff in the discussion of these issues. Please
provide us with a copy of your comments.

It is our intent to provide Jeff with comments related to the Transportation and Land Use issue
and the two issues related to the Statewide Multi-modalTransportation Plan.

Thanks in advance for your assistance. Give me a call at X6-2981 if you have any questions.

Don Wells

---Original Message--

From :', H3-n nahll{MadifeF TSilTP:hturddil6l[tiOd@StitbtVC;usl
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2000 1:20 PM
To: sthomas@albemarle.orq: chumphri@albemarle.orq: mmrich@cstone.net:

mdcSe@virqinia.edu: wells dh@vdot.state.va.us
Subiect: LeAer to.Mr. Southard tor 4118 meeting
TO: MPO Policy Board & staff

Below is the text of the letter emailed and faxed to Mr. Southard today. Thank you for your
advice and suggestions; I was able to organize and tighten the letter, but did not cut any
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significant content. I will also attach it for those who would like to print it out, and will bring some
extra copies of the letter with attachments to the meeting.

Aprif 11,2004

Mr. Jeffrey Southard
VDOT Assistant Commissioner for Planning and Environment
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Southard:

We are looking forward to your visit with the MPO next Tuesday April 18 at 4:00 p.m. The
meeting will be in Charlottesville City Hall Basement Conference Room. Enclosed is an agenda
for your information.

At their last meeting, the MPO formed some questions relevant to the areas addressed in your
new position. I was asked to summarize these questions and fonrard them to you to help you
prepare for the discussion. Although you may not be able to provide detailed answers to each
question, the MPO hopes you willfind them a helpful starting point for understanding issues of
importance to this region and stimulating a productive dialogue.

Status of VDOT Policies on Planning and the Environment

o What are the scope and authority of the new Assistant Commissioner position? ls the
creation of this position a sign that VDOT policies on planning and environmental
preservation are changing and, if so, how?

lncorporating Local Input into Roadway Design Decisions

. The MPO has become increasingly involved in issues of roadway design, particularly with the
Route 29 Bypass and Meadow Creek Parlcway. \Mrat ideas do you have on how we can
work with VDOT to improve roadway design so it supports environmental preservation and
neighborhood livability? This issue applies to a broad spectrum of roads, from rural gravel
roads and bridges to subdivision streets, arterials such as Route 29 in Charlottesville which
serve a mix of local and through travelers, and city streets.

Case Study: As you may be aware, the TJPDC (which houses the MPO) is administering a
locally funded study of water quality and quantity impacts associated with the proposed Route 29
bypass. Attached for your information is a copy of the study scope; recommendations are
expected in July. How can VDOT incorporate the sorts of recommendations the study may
provide into its design and funding plan for the bypass? We are aware that you may not be able
to speak specifically about the bypass project due to the cunent lawsuit, but we would appreciate
any general insights you may have.

. How can VDOT and localities improve the opportunities to mitigate noise impacts of new
roads in rural and low density areas? We have found with the Route 29 bypass project that
a critical criterion for mitigation such as noise barriers is population density. This means that
areas with low densi$ (more or less our entire region) can't qualiiT for noise mitigation, which
has a real impact on qualig of life.

. How is VDOT addressing aesthetic issues such as celtowers and billboards in public rights
of way?

Environmental Review Process and Accou ntability

. The MPO has a responsibility to ensure that projects in the TIP have had appropriate
environmental review. However, it is sometimes difficult to track the status of each project
and to obtain the various reports and documents in a timely fashion. How can VDOT improve



..

its process of accounting for each stage of environmenhl review and making all information
about a project easily accessible to MPO's and the general public?

. How do environmental compliance and planning processes differ when a project is state
funded rather than federally funded? How can we ensure that environmental impacts, such
as noise, are addressed in the best possible manner regardless of funding source?

Transportation and Land Use

. How can VDOT and localities work more closely together to create transportation systems
that support local land use plans? For example, Atbemarle has committeed to a plan of
urban streets which will support planned development and provide improved transit access.
But VDOT policies tend to support building roads reactively, after development occurs, rather
than proactively. This creates situations in which roads must be built after communities are
established, which creates traffic and political problems.

Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan

. We understand the VDOT is developing a multimodaltransportation plan.
How will you assure that all elements of the plan, including bansit and other highway alternatives,
are reflected in the transportation funding process, particularly the Six Year lmprovement
Program and State TIP?

. We would like to suggest an idea for your consideration in the statewide plan: create new
design and funding categories for urban county streets and parlanays. Both are roadway
$pes planned for our region and we have developed, with locally funded consultant studies,
several recommendations on how these types of roads could be designed.

Thank you again for agreeing to speak with the MPO. Please feel free to contact me if you have
any questions or have any requests for materials or equipment to support your participation the
meeting.

Sincerely,

Hannah Twaddell, Assistant Director

CC:Ken LanE and Don Wells, Transportation Planning Division

enc: 4/18/00 Meeting agenda, Rt 29 Bypass Water Study Scope of Work
(attachments not inclffi in email coOVffi to MPO Policy Board, avaitabtereI HI
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MPO Policy Board Meeting

Agenda

l) Matters from the Public

?) Discussion with Jeffrey Southard, VDOT Assistant Commissioner for Environment and
Transportation Planning

3) VDOT Presentation: Route 250 East and West Conidor Study Recommendations

4) Report on April l0 City-County Transportation Work Session

5) Updates on Area Studies (see enclosed progress report)

6) Consent Agenda:
6a) Minutes of March 21,2000

7) Other Business

8) 5:30 PUBLIC HEARING: Final Draft FY 2001 Work Program*
8a) Discussion/ Adoption of Work Program

9) Additional Matters from the Public

*available here as a289 K PDF file; for more information about PDF files, click here)

Charlottesville-Albemarle Metropolitan Planning Organization
. . P_Oq 1505, Charlottesville, vA 22902; (804) 979-7310; fai: (S04) 979-1597

Virginia Relay Center for hearing impaired: (S00) 82S-l140 (voice); (gO0) 828-il20 (TDD)
email : tipd(E state.va.us

MPO Policy Board Meeting
Tuesday, "April 18, 2000

4:00 p.m.
Charlottesville City Hall Basement Conference Room

Page I ofl

About the Thomas Jefferson Transportation Planning Program

Minutes of previous MPO Policv Board meetings (approved minutes onlvl

BacK to TJPDC

http : //monticello. avenue. org/Gov/TJPDC/agmpopb.html 4/t7/2000



From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:

Jeffrey C.
Monday, Apnl 17, 2000 7:18 AM
Long, Stephen J.
FW: Letter to Mr. Southard for 4/18 meeting

Message Flag: Follow uP
Flag Status: Flagged

Since Earl is out of town, maybe you can help with this.
Jeffrey C. Southard

Assistant Commissioner
Enyironment, Transportation Planning

And RegulabryAffai6
. Virginia Department of Transportation

1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Ph: 804-786-2703
Fx: 804-786-2940

emait: Southard JC@VDOT.State.Va.US

IFigm:
I Sent:
lro:
I cc:
lSubjer

Sent: Friday, April 14, 2000 9:50 AM
To: Robb, EarlTaylor
Cc: Southard, Jeffrey C.; LanE, Kenneth E.
Subject: FW: Letter to Mr. Southard for 4/18 meeting

Earl- Jeff plans to aftend the Charlottesville MPO meeting on April 18. The MPO has submitted
the following list of questions and concerns they would like to have addressed during Jeffs
presentation. Most are related to environmental issues. We would be most appreciative lf you
could prepare some information that will assist Jeff in the discussion of these issues. Please
provide us with a copy of your comments.

It is our intent to provide Jeff with comments related to the Transportation and Land Use issue
and the two issues related to the Statewide Multi-modal Transportation Plan.

Thanks in advance for your assistance. Give me a call at X6-2981 if you have any questions.

Don Wells

---Original Message-----

.Froml:.:,.:, i 'Cj.nnih':T;waCOU!* 
.,,,i;i;,lii:.,iistiliii=.,.Sent: Thursday, April 13,2000 1:20 PM

To: sthomas@albemarle.orq:chumphri@albemarle.orq:mmrich@cstone.net:
mdcSe@virqinia.edu: wells dh@vdot.state.va.us

Subject: Letter to Mr. Southard for 4118 meeting
TO: MPO Policy Board & staff
FROTT

Below is the text of the letter emailed and faxed to Mr. Southard today. Thank you for your
advice and suggestions; I was able to organize and tighten the letter, but did not cut any
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significant content. I will also attach it for those who would like to print it out, and will bring some
extra copies of the letter with attachments to the meeting.

April 11, 2000

Mr. Jeffrey Southard
VDOT Assistant Commissioner for Planning and Environment
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Southard:

We are looking forward to your visit with the MPO next Tuesday April 18 at 4:00 p.m. The
meeting will be in Charlottesville City Hall Basement Conference Room. Enclosed is an agenda
for your information.

At their last meeting, the MPO formed some questions relevant to the areas addressed in your
new position. I was asked to summarize these questions and forward them to you to help you
prepare for the discussion. Although you may not be able to provide detailed answers to each
question, the MPO hopes you will find them a helpful starting point for understanding issues of
importance to this region and stimulating a productive dialogue.

Status of VDOT Policies on Planning and the Environment

. What are the scope and authori$ of the new Assistant Commissioner position? ls the
creation of this position a sign that VDOT policies on planning and environmental
preservation are changing and, if so, how?

Incorporating Local Input into Roadway Design Decisions

. The MPO has become increasingly involved in issues of roadway design, particularly with the
Route 29 Bypass and Meadow Creek Parkway. \A/hat ideas do you have on how we can
work with VDOT to improve roadway design so it supports environmentalpreservation and
neighborhood livability? This issue applies to a broad spectrum of roads, from rural gravel
roads and bridges to subdivision streets, arterials such as Route 29 in Charlottesville which
serve a mix of local and through travelers, and city streets.

Case Study: As you may be aware, the TJPDC (which houses the MPO) is administering a
locally funded study of water quality and quantity impacts associated with the proposed Route 29
bypass. Attached for your information is a copy of the study scope; recommendations are
expected in July. How can VDOT incorporate the sorts of recommendations the study may
provide into its design and funding plan for the bypass? We are aware that you may not be able
to speak specifically about the bypass project due to the current lawsuit, but we would appreciate
any general insights you may have.

. How can VDOT and localities improve the opportunities to mitigate noise impacts of new
roads in rural and low density areas? We have found with the Route 29 bypass project that
a critical criterion for mitigation such as noise bariers is population densig. This means that
areas with low density (more or less our entire region) can't qualiff for noise mitigation, which
has a real impact on quality of life.

. How is VDOT addressing aesthetic issues such as celtowers and billboards in public rights
otway?

Environmental Review Process and Accou ntability

. The MPO has a responsibili$ to ensure that projects in the TIP have had appropriate
environmental review. However, it is sometimes difficult to track the status of each project
and to obtain the various reports and documents in a timely fashion. How can VDOT improve



its process of accounting for each stage of environmental review and making all information
about a project easily accessible to MPO's and the general public?

. How do environmental compliance and planning processes differ when a project is state
funded rather than federally funded? How can we ensure that environmental impacts, such
as noise, are addressed in the best possible manner regardless of funding source?

Transportation and Land Use

. How can VDOT and localities work more closely together to create transportation systems
that support local land use plans? For example, Albemarle has committeed to a plan of
urban streets which will support planned development and provide improved transit access.
But VDOT policies tend to support building roads reactively, after development occurs, rather
than proactively. This creates situations in which roads must be built after communities are
established, which creates traffic and political problems.

Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan

. We understand the VDOT is developing a multimodaltransportation plan.
How will you assure that all elements of the plan, including transit and other highway alternatives,
are reflected in the transportation funding process, particularly the Six Year lmprovement
Program and State TIP?

o We would like to suggest an idea for your consideration in the statewide plan: create new
design and funding categories for urban county streets and parlarrrays. Both are roadway
types planned for our region and we have developed, with locally funded consultant studies,
several recommendations on how these types of roads could be designed.

Thank you again for agreeing to speak with the MPO. Please feel free to contact me if you have
any questions or have any requests for materials or equipment to support your participation the
meeting.

Sincerely,

Hannah Twaddell, Assistant Director

CC:Ken Lantz and Don Wells, Transportation Planning Division

enc: 4118100 Meeting agenda, Rt 29 Bypass Water Study Scope of Work
(attachments not included in email copy sent to MPO Policy Board, availableffi 'Ex

EJ I=J
4-1840 Qu€stions tor J ATT.t02021.txt

upon request) southa'.
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ROUTE 29 BYPASS
STATE PROJECT NUMBER: 6029-002-F22,PE 101; RUVA-002-001, PE 101

FEDERAL PROJECT NIIMBER: NH-037-2 (130)
ALBEMARLE COLTNTY. VIRGINIA

This Reevaluation has been prepared to:

X Review changes in the proposed project and its environmental impacts since completion of
the original Final Environnrental lmpact StatementlRecord of Decision and Environmental
Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact. This review is in accordance with Federal
Highway Administration regulations (23 CFR 771) and Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 CFR 1502.9).

X Determine if changes in the proposed project and its impacts that are relevant to
environmental concerns are substantial enough to warrant preparation of a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

X Determine if new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and

bearing on the proposed action or its impacts are significant enough to warrant preparation

of an SEIS.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has determined that the changes in the proposed
project design and the new circumstances and information described in this Reevaluation will not
result in significant impacts to the human environmen! either individually or cumulatively, when

taken into account with the irnpacts identified in the original Final Environmental Impact Statement

and the zubsequent Finding ofNo Significant Impact. Based on its review, FHWA has determined
that this Reevaluation adequately and accurately describes the environmental issues and impacts
resulting from the design changes and new information. Furthemrore, this Reevaluation provides

sufficient analysis and evidence to support the conclusion that the preparation of an SEIS is not
required.
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I 1. rNrRoDUcrroN

During the Route 29 Conidor Study conducted between 1987 and 1993, anumber of alternatives
were evaluated to relieve traffic congestion and improve the movement of through traffic on Route
29 in Albemarle County north of the City of Charlottesville- The alternatives included a Base Case
Alternative (the No-Build Altemative), a Base Case with Three Grade-Separated Interchanges (at
Hydraulic Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road), seven corridor alternatives for a bypass on new
location, an Expressway Alternative along existing Route 29, a Mass Transit Alternative, and a
Transportation System Management Alternative. The Base Case involved improvements (since
completed) that already had been planned and programmed for existing Route 29. Based on
information in the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS), cornrnents on the DEIS following
its circulation, and comments received during and after the Location Public Hearing, the
Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) on November 15, 1990 selected a combination of
improvements to be implemented over a number of years. These improvements would consist of
the Base Case with Three Grade-Separated Interchanges on existing Route 29 (at Hydraulic Road,
Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road), access off the Route 250 Bypass to the North Grounds of the
University of Virginia, and the Altemative l0 Bypass around the west side of Charlottesville. An
agreement executed in December 1991 by County and City officials, and in February l992by the
University of Virginia, supported those improvements selected by the CTB, with the additional
request that the Meadow Creek Parkway be constructed as soon as funding was available. A Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) documenting the CTB's decision and the reasons for it was
approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on January 20,1993, and a Record of
Decision (ROD) was issued by FHWA on April 8, 1993. The Meadow Creek Parkway was not
identified in the CTB's resolution, the FEIS, or the ROD as part of the selected improvements.

After FHWA issued the ROD, several changes were made to the selected improvements. One
change involved shifting the bypass termini. The southern terminus was shifted from the west side
to the east side of St. Anne's Belfield School to reduce impacts to the school and to allow a direct
connection into the North Grounds of the University of Virginia, as requested by the City, the
County, and the University. The northern terminus was shifted to the north side of the South Fork
Rivanna River to reduce business displacements. These shifts and their environmental impacts were
documented in a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that was presented, along with other
information, at a Location Public Hearing on February 13,1995. After a decision by the CTB to
adopt the termini shifts, a Final EA was prepared and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
was issued by FHWA on July 6, 1995.

Another change involved eliminating the proposed grade-separated interchanges at Hydraulic Road,
Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road. During the design of these interchanges, a Public Information
Meeting was held on October 26, 1994. Substantial citizen opposition to the interchanges was
expressed at the meeting, particularly from the business community that would be most directly
affected by them. Of the 4,372 citizens who submitted comments during or following the meeting,
3,274 opposed construction of any of the interchanges and 2,297 requested that the bypass be
constructed rather than the interchanges. The City of Charlottesville passed a resolution requesting
that the proposed Hydraulic Road interchange be eliminated. Based on these sentiments and other
considerations involving projected construction costs, available funding, and the apparent need to
reconstruct a substantial portion of the Base Case improvements, then under construction, to
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accommodate the interchanges, the CTB terminated the design and development of plans for the
interchanges by resolution on March 16,1995. The CTB also reassigned funds from interchange
studies to enhancements of the Base Case improvements and to plan development and right of way
acquisition for the bypass.

Additional refinements to the bypass alignment and design features have been developed in close
coordination with a Design Advisory Committee composed of local community representatives.
Recommendations from citizens at several Citizens Information Meetings and at the Design Public
Hearing, held February 25, L997, also were considered in adjusting the design at several locations.

Figure 1 shows the project location. Figure 2 shows the project area, the original Alternative 10
alignment for the bytrrass, and the current design alignment for the bypass. Figure 3 shows the
locations of the three grade-separated interchanges previously proposed for existing Route 29 aspafi
of the overall proposed improvements.

This Reevaluation provides a summary of previous documents prepared under the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the implementing regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and FI{WA. It then describes the changes to the proposed project that
have occurred since issuance of the FEIS and ROD, describes changes in the project surroundings,
and describes new issues and information that have arisen since completion of the ROD. It then
provides a comparative sumrnary of the potential impacts of the current design and those identified
during previous studies of earlier preliminary designs. A summary of previous public involvement
activities also is provided. Finally, conclusions are presented regarding the adequacy of previous
NEPA documentation and the need for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).
Appendix A provides a chronology of all the activities leading up to this Reevaluation. Appendix
B lists the supporting documents and related studies or reports.

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

On April I7, lggT ,the CTB approved the major design features of the proposed bypass as presented
at the Design Public Hearing of February 25,1997, with modifications to the interchange design at
the north end. The proposed improvements would provide a new four-lane divided, limited access
bypass to the west of existing Route 29. It would extend from the Route 250 Bypass and the North
Grounds of the University of Virginia on the south end to existing Route 29 north of the South Fork
Rivanna River on the north end. The project also would include construction of a connector road
into the North Grounds of the University of Virginia, located on the south side of the Route 250
Bypass. Access to the new highway would be via interchanges at both ends, with no intermediate
access points to crossroads or adjacent properties. The proposed bypass would be approximately
6.24 miles long; its proposed alignment is shown on Figure 2. This alignment is referred to
throughout this document as the "Current Design." As presented in the IIEIS, the proposed action
had also included construction of grade-separated interchanges at three locations (Hydraulic Road,
Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road) along existing Route 29, as shown on Figure 3. These interchanges
previously proposed for existing Route 29 are no longer part of the project. Additional details are
provided in Section 6, Changes to the Project.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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The need for the proposed project is based on the inability of existing Route 29 to adequately
accommodate projected traffic volumes, particularly through traffic volumes. As stated in the FEIS,

The purpose of the Route 29 Conidor Study is to find a solution to existing and

future traffic congestion on athree-mile section 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 Charlottesviile. A secondary purpose of the study is to
complete a gap in ongoing improvements to U.S. Route 29 through central Virginia.

Existing Route 29 fuomjust north of the Route 250 Bypass to the South Fork Rivanna River has

eight lanes (three througtrlanes and a continuous right-turn lane in both directions) with a variable-
width median of concrete or grass. This configuration is the result of the recently completed Base

Case improvements. This section of Route 29 serves as "Main Street" for "downtown" Albemarle
County. There are 13 signalized intersections and l0 unsignalized intersections on this 3.5-mile
stretch of Route 29. The posted speed limit is 45 miles per hour. There are approximately 28 curb

cuts on the east side of Route 29 and approximately 32 curb cuts on the west side providing ingress

and egress to businesses. Lining Route 29 are four regional shopping centers, three industrial sites,

aWal-Mart, a Sam's Club, a post office, and many gas stations, motels, fast food outlets, restaurants,

and grocery stores. Behind the commercial areas are some of the most densely developed residential

areas of Albemarle County. These land uses generate traffic on Route 29 and adjacent local streets.

Some of this traffic circulates within the corridor and some of it travels beyond the immediate area.

Route 29 thus serves as a major thoroughfare providing access to the main commercial and

residential areas of Albemarle County. Figures 2,3, and4 illustrate the extensive development along

and near this section of Route 29.

Route 29 also has been long identified as part of the State Arterial System, mandated by the Virginia
General Assembly to provide multi-lane divided, high-speed highways serving major towns and

cities in the state. Route 29 is the only north-south highway linking the urbanized areas through and

beyond central Virginia (Danville, Lynchburg, Charlottesville, Culpeper, Warrenton, Fairfax, Falls

Church, and Arlington, Virginia; Greensboro, North Carolina; and Washington, D.C.). As such, it
provides mobility and vital linkage for economic and personal activities throughout central Virginia,
as well as connections to other arterial and interstate routes that enable travel throughout the state

and the nation.

The importance of Route 29 beyond the limits of Charlottesville and Albemarle County has been

recognized in the route's designation by Congress as part of the National Highway System and also

as a Highway of National Significance. This importance also is attested to by the resolutions passed

by at least adozenother localities along Route 29 supporting a bypass of Charlottesville to enhance

mobility for through traffic. However, mobility is reduced by the intemrption of flow by traffic
signals and by the friction caused by traffic entering and leaving the roadway at numerous

intersecting streets and access points serving adjacent properties. The existing section of Route 29

between the Route 250 Bypass and South Fork Rivanna River functions as a low-speed urban street

and no longer adequately serves the mobility function intended for the State Arterial System and the

National Highway System.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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This section is one of only a handful of sections along the 230 miles of Route 29 between North
Carolina and Interstate 66 with a posted speed limit of less than 55 mph. It has a greater density of
traffic signals than any other section except for one north of Lynchburg. These features represent

a bottleneck that causes delays and inconvenience for traffic with origins and destinations beyond

this urbanized section of roadway. Every other urban area along Route 29 has, or soon will have,

a limited access bypass to provide the mobility needed for moving people and goods efficiently
through the corridor.

By diverting through traffic and traffic destined for the North Grounds of the University of Virginia,
the proposed blpass would relieve congestion on existing Route 29. Year 2010 traffic estimates in
the FEIS indicated diversions of approximately 167o to 27Vo of the traffic from existing Route 29.

By the year 2022,the bypass is projected to carry approximate|y 24,4O0 vehicles per day. These are

vehicles that would otherwise travel on existing Route 29 or other local streets. The bypass also

would provide ahigh-speed route for through taffic to avoid the lower-speed conditions on existing

Route 29 through the business district, thus enhancing the mobility of traffic with origins and

destinations beyond the local Charlottesville area. Direct access into the North Grounds of the

University would expedite movement of traffic into facilities there.

These benefits led the County, the City, and the University to endorse the bypass as part of the

selected improvements and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to include the bypass

in the regional transportation plan. The bypass remains a component of the County of Albemarle
Land Use Plan (see Figure 4), adopted in June 1996:

The Western Bypass is a proposed 6 mile long roadway from the interchange of
Route 29 and 291250 Bypass to just north of Route 643 (Polo Grounds Road). It is
planned to connect with Route 29 andthe proposed Meadow Creek Parkway. The

purpose of the Bypass is to alleviate traffic on Route 29 North and allow the roads

network to operate at a higher level of service in the State. (p. 175)

The bypass also remains a committed project in the MPO's regional transportation plan

(Charlottesville Area Transportation Study Year 2015 Project Plan, or CATS Plan, adopted in
January 1998; see Figure 5). It is identified as among a gtoup of projects intended to "improve the

existing network of primary roads for local and through travelers." (p.37). Figure 6 illustrates traffic
data from the CATS Plan showing the differences in projected traffic volumes in the year 2015 on

existing Route 29 with and without the transportation improvements included in the CATS Plan.

Clearly, the proposed bypass is an important element of the overall improvements included in the

PIan.

The proposed bypass also remains an important element of statewide transportation planning as

evidenced by its continued inclusion in VDOT's Six-Year Improvement Program.

The three grade-separated interchanges that had been part of the original selected alternative would
have helped further alleviate congestion for portions of existing Route 29 . The interchanges, which

would have been located as shown on Figure 3, would improve traffic flow on three sections of the

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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mainline of Route 29 by separating cross traffic movements from the mainline movements and by
eliminating five of the 13 traffic signals on the mainline of Route 29. However, traffic studies

conducted as part of the design efforts for the interchanges showed that overall traffic benefits of the

interchanges would be less than originally anticipated. This, and other factors discussed further in
Section 6.1, led the CTB to eliminate the interchanges. Although elimination of the interchanges

incrementally reduces the overall effectiveness of the original selected alternative, the CTB believed
that there were valid reasons for not proceeding with them. The bypass is still a critical and

necessary facility and proceeding with it independently is a reasonable decision even in the absence

of other previously proposed improvements that would enhance travel conditions within the corridor.

On April g, l9g7,the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors passed a resolution withdrawing
support for the bypass, citing the CTB's 1995 elimination of the interchanges as one of the reasons.

The MPO adopted a resolution on July 25,1996 (final wording approved 919196 and endorsed by the

MPO 8llll97 for inclusion in the FY98 Transportation Improvement Program) to withhold
allocations of federal construction funds for the bypass, also citing the CTB's elimination of the

interchanges as one of the reasons. VDOT will continue to work with Albemarle County, City of
Charlottesville, and MPO officials to develop transportation facilities that further reduce congestion

on Route 29. These include the Meadow Creek Parkway (a proposed roadway that would run east

of Route 29), which is estimated to carry approximately 22,95A vehicles per day at the north end by
the year 2022, diverting roughly 9,900 vehicles per day from existing Route 29.

As commercial development fills in undeveloped lands south of the South Fork Rivanna River, the

undeveloped lands north of the river become more attractive to developers. Lands along Route 29

north of the South Fork Rivanna River are included in growth areas designated by Albemarle
County. As development increases, traffic volumes also would increase. Some people have

suggested that the proposed bypass would become obsolete because of this additional development

and growth in traffic volumes. However, such growth has already been accounted for because land

use projections by Albemarle County planning officials were used in developing the traffic forecasts

during project studies. Also, following a recent study of Route 29 between the proposed bypass and

Warrenton, officials from Albemarle and other counties along the corridor agreed to develop land

use and access controls that might reduce future degradation of the mobility functions of Route 29.

Funding is provided for such access control studies in VDOT's current Six-Year Improvement
Program. A separate study is also currently being conducted to examine the need for additional

highwaycapacitybetrveenthenorthernterminus of thebypass andRoute 649 (AirportRoad). Future

studies may involve additional improvements as the need arises.

The purpose and need for the project remain the same as before: reduce congestion on existing Route

29 andenhance mobility for through traffic. The proposed bypass will meet these needs by diverting

traffic away from existing Route 29 and providing a high-speed route for through traffic. The

proposed project thus addresses both local and regional transportation needs. Although the

Albemarle County Board of Supervisors has withdrawn its official support for the bypass, the bypass

remains a component of the Albemarle County Land Use Plan. And although the MPO has

expressed reservations about certain impacts of the bypass and has withheld federal funding for its
construction, the MPO's regional transportation plan contains the bypass as a committed project and

also continues to fund plan development and right of way acquisition.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 11
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This Reevaluation has been prepared to:

. Review changes in the project and its environmental impacts since completion of the original
IIEIS/ROD and FEAIFONSI. This review is in accordance with FHWA regulations (23 CFR

771) and CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.9).

. Determine if changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns are

substantial enough to warrant preparation of an SEIS

. Determine if new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and

bearing on the proposed action or its impacts are significant enough to warrant preparation

of an SEIS.

The discussion below identifies the changes in the project, the affected environment, and the

environmental impacts.

5. STATUS OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

In July 1986, F[{WA approved a Draft Environmental Assessment for widening Route 29 in
Albemarle County. The widening was to entail expansion of the road, which at that time was four
lanes with a graded median, to provide six through lanes and continuous right-turn lanes between

Hydraulic Road and the South Fork Rivanna River, with additional left-turn and right-turn lanes at

selected intersections. A grade-separated interchange was proposed at Rio Road. Following the

October 1986 Location and Design Public Hearing, it was recommended to proceed with the

proposed improvements, except that the interchange at Rio Road would not be included. The

interchange was eliminated because of its adverse effects on businesses and their accesses and

because of opposition expressed at the hearing. These improvements came to be called the "Base

Case" in subsequent studies. kr July 1991, aFinat Environmental Assessment and Finding of No

Significant Impact (FONSD were approved by FHWA for the Base Case, and construction of these

improvements was completed rn 1997.

A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), approved by FFIWA on January 20, 1993,

presented the findings of studies of a wide range of alternatives to relieve congestion and improve

mobility in the Route 29 corridor between Route 250 Bypass and the South Fork Rivanna River.

These alternatives included the Base Case (programmed improvements to existing Route 29,now
completed, that served as the No-Build Alternative), the Base Case with Grade-Separated

Interchanges, three bypass alternatives to the west (Alternatives 10, 11, and 12), four bypass

altematives to the east (Alternatives 6,6F.,7, andTA), an Expressway Alternative following existing

Route 29, andTransportation System Management and Mass Transit Alternatives. Analyses of the

bypass alternatives were presented with and without the three grade-separated interchanges on

existing Route 29. TheFEIS described the alternatives development and screening process whereby

all reasonable alternatives were considered based on engineering obstacles, environmental
constraints, and input from local government representatives and the public. Traffic projections for
the alternatives were generated with a widely used commercial software model, MINUTP, which is

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation T2
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the same model used by the MPO for its regional traffic forecasting and transportation planning.

Inputs to the model included land use and socioeconomic data provided by the County and the City.

The model was calibrated using counts of existing traffic and origin/destination survey data.

The text and graphics in the FEIS also provided detailed information on human and natural resources

that were identified through consultations with federal, state, and local officials; reviews of maps and

aerial photographs; reviews of City and County Comprehensive Plans and Land Use Plans; public
involvement activities; and field reconnaissance. A systematic, interdisciplinary approach was used

to assess the impacts on these resources by the altematives. Among the topics discussed were traffic
and traffic pattems, communities, community facilities (including schools), land use, historic and

archaeological resources, scenic resources, water resources (including the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir and its watershed), agricultural and forestal resources, air quality, noise levels, energy

consumption, habitat and wildlife, parks and recreation, and threatened and endangered species.

Additional detailed information was presented in technical reports, listed in Appendix B, which were

provided to local officials and were available for public review along with the DEIS and FEIS. A
Final Section 4(0 Evaluation and a Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement also were included in

thE FEIS.

The FEIS summarized the extensive coordination that was conducted with the public, local officials,

interest groups, and state and federal agencies during the study. Eight newsletters were produced

and mailed to more than a thousand people. A telephone hotline was maintained throughout the

study. Two citizen information meetings, an open house meeting, and a three-day Location Public

Hearing were held over the course of the study. At each meeting, mapping and information about

the project and the alternatives were displayed for public review. More than 20 meetings were held

with local interest groups, such as neighborhood associations, the Charlottesville-Albemarle

Transportation Coalition, and the Irague of Women Voters. Meetings were held regularly with a

Joint Transportation Committee composed of elected officials and staff from Albemarle County, the

City of Charlottesville, the MPO, and the University of Virginia. These meetings also were open

to the press and the public. Representatives of the Piedmont Environmental Council, community

associations, and other interested citizens regularly attended. The FEIS provided point-by-point

responses to substantive comments on the DEIS and the Location Public Hearing from the public

and review agencies.

The FEIS also documented the CTB's selection of a combination of improvements to be

implemented over a number of years. These improvements would include three grade-separated

interchanges on existing Route 29 (at Hydraulic Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road, as was

shown on Figure 3), access offRoute 250 Bypass to the North Grounds of the University of Virgini4
and the Alternative 10 Bypass to the west of existing Route 29. The justification for this selection

was as follows:

. Grade-separated interchanges at Hydraulic Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road, in

conjunction with the already-programmed Base Case improvements, would enhance the levei

of traffic service on Route 29.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation t3
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Alternative 10 would divert the greatest volume of traffic from existing Route 29,thereby
providing the most relief from congestion, and would provide a better level of traffic service
than would be provided by the Expressway Altemative.

Alternative 10 would provide the shortest and most direct route for through traffic.

Alternative 10 would have less environmental impact than other bypass alternatives because

it would not cross the South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir, would have no Section 4(f)
impacts fno longer true, as will be discussed later], would have fewer residential
displacements than most other altematives, would affect fewer acres of prime farmland, and

would affect less wetland and fewer streams.

. Altemative 10 would be closer to developed areas of Albemarle County near the City of
Charlottesville and would therefore be less intrusive to the more rural areas of Albemarle
County.

The so-called "Base Case" improvements served as the No-Build Alternative for the project studies.

These improvements, now completed, consisted of widening Route 29 from four lanes divided to
six lanes divided, continuous right-turn lanes in each direction, and left-turn lanes where warranted.

These improvements had been planned for some time and their environmental impacts were

evaluated in a separate Environmental Assessment and subsequent Finding of No Significant Impact,

as well as in the IIEIS. These improvements were programmed to be constructed regardless of which
Build Alternative was selected (except for the Expressway Alternative, in which case the Base Case

improvements would have been modified to accommodate an expressway in the median). Therefore,

the No-Build Alternative was not defined as doing nothing on Route 29,but as not implementing
further improvements (i.e., bypasses, expressways, interchanges, etc.) beyond those already

programmed. This definition of the No-Build Alternative was consistent with the normal practice

of considering programmed improvements as part of the future road network for analysis purposes.

It also was consistent with the expressed wishes of Albemarle County officials.

Based on the above information, the FEIS provided documentation of full and adequate

consideration of all known human and natural resources, the views of citizens, and the views of
agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise. That some of these views were not adopted

in the final recommendations in no way means that they were not fully considered. The FEIS

demonstrated compliance with all applicable NEPA requirements under CEQ and FHWA regulations

and all other applicable environmental protection laws, regulations, and executive orders in effect
at the time.

The Final Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact approved by FFIWA
on July 6, t995 presented the findings of studies to adjust the southern and northern termini of the

bypass. The adjustment at the south end was made in response to the request by the City, the

County, and the University to provide direct access into the North Grounds of the University of
Virginia and to reduce impacts to University support facilities (police headquarters and printing
services) and to the private St. Anne's Belfield School. The adjustment at the north end was made

to reduce the number of business displacements and to bypass additional commercial developments

that had occurred within the corridor. An additional shift was made in the vicinity of Woodburn

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation t4
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Road to avoid a cemetery and to avoid a new elementary school and associated playground areas that

the County constructed in the path of the original selected Alternative 10 alignment.

The Environmental Assessment was prepared to determine if the changes to the project and the

associated environmental impacts were substantial enough to warrant preparation of an SEIS,

consistent with the NEPA regulations of both CEQ and FHWA:

Agencies may prepare an environmental assessment on any action at any time in
order to assist agency planning and decision making. [40 CFR 1501.3(b)].

Where the Administration is uncertain of the significance of the new impacts, the

applicant will dovelop appropriate environmental studies or, if the Administration
deems appropriate, an EA [Environmenta] Assessment] to assess the impacts of the

changes, new information, or new circumstances. [23 CFR 771.130 (c)].

A Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) was initially prepared, which described the proposed

termini modifications, the reasons for them, the alternatives, and the impacts to historic resources,

endangered species, communitiep, recreational resources (including school playgrounds), ecological
resources, agricultural resources, water resources (including the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir), air quality, hazardous materials sites, and noise levels. The impacts discussions were

limited to the termini modification areas and did not revisit the unaffected portions of the selected

Alternative 10 alignment. The location and preliminary design of the modifications were

coordinated with an advisory goup comprised of representatives of affected neighborhoods and

community groups and also with local, state, and federal agencies. The DEA was available for
public review at the Location Public Hearing. The FEA documented the substantive comments

received at the Hearing. FHWA determined that the modifications would not have any significant

impact on the environment and issued a FONSI on July 6, t995.

Based on the above information, the FEA and FONSI provided documentation of full and adequate

consideration of all known human and natural resources, and the views of citizens and of agencies

with jurisdiction by law or special expertise, with regard to the termini modifications. The FEA and

FONSI demonstrated compliance with all applicable NEPA requirements under CEQ and FHWA
regulations and all other applicable environmental protection laws, regulations, and executive orders

in effect at the time. Based on the assessment, which indicated no significant impacts, a

determination was made not to prepare an SEIS, as evidenced by issuance of the FONSI.

In the summer of. 1996, several additional design changes were under consideration based on

recommendations of the Design Advisory Committee. FI{WA and VDOT determined to prepare

a Reevaluation of the environmental impacts of the project in accordance with 23 CFR 771.129.

This Reevaluation was begun in October 1996. Completion of the Reevaluation has been delayed

for several years because of additional changes to the design and because of new issues that were

identified, including the following:

. The CTB's decision on April 17, l9g7 on the design of the bypass instructed VDOT to
modify the design of the interchange at the northern terminus to eliminate effects on the

Brook Hill historic property.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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The CTB directed on January 15, 1998 that another design change be made to the design of
the North Grounds connector road, as requested by the University of Virginia.

Noise impacts were being evaluated as a result of a design shift at Stillhouse Mountain.

FHWA decided to enter into formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
based on new information on the James spinymussel.

A detailed delineation and mapping of wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the United
States was undertaken.

The use of a Section 4(f1 properry at the Albemarle County School Complex was discovered

late in the project development process. This discovery resulted in the need to conduct

additional consultations with County officials, identify and evaluate avoidance alternatives,
prepare and circulate a Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, and prepare a Final Section 4(0
Evaluation.

VDOT was evaluating additional design features to address local concerns regarding water

quality and potential risks to public water supplies in the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir.

. Additional issues were raised in the lawsuit filed in 1998 by the Southern Environmental
Law Center, on behalf of the Piedmont Environmental Council and the Sierra Club, which
required additional research and reevaluation.

The Reevaluation has now been completed and the findings are presented in this document. A
sepa.rate Section 4(f) Evaluation has also been prepared with detailed information on the late-

discovery Section 4(f) involvement.

6. CHANGES TO TTTE PROJECT

6.1, Phasing of Construction

As summarized in Section 1, the CTB's resolution of November 15, 1990 adopted a combination
of improvements to be implemented over a period of years. They consisted of the following:

. Phase I - Short-Range Recommendations. Construct the Base Case improvements, reserve

rights of way for the grade-separated interchanges on Route 29, restriction by Albemarle

County and the City of Charlottesville of further development within areas needed for the

rights of way for the interchanges, acquire rights of way as necessary through advance

acquisition procedures, develop a North Grounds access facility, and, with assistance of the

County, preserve rights of way needed for the Alternative 10 Bypass.

. Phase II - Medium-Range Recommendations. Construct the grade-separated interchanges

on Route 29 and continue right of way preservation for the Alternative 10 Bypass with
advance acquisition as needed.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 16
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. Phase III - Long-Range Recommendation. Construct the Alternative 10 Bypass.

The selected improvements were reaffirmed by the CTB in a resolution on Decemb er 19 , 199 1 . The

selected improvements also were supported by Albemarle County, the City of Charlottesville, and

the University of Virginia, except they also included the proposed Meadow Creek Parkway in their
statement of support. The County, the City, and the University entered into an agreement, now often

referred to as the "three-party agreement," executed in December 1991 by County and City officials
and in February 1992 by the University of Virginia, which supported and requested that

improvements in the Route 29 corridor be implemented in the following sequence:

. Widen Route 29 as provided for in the 1985 Charlottesville Area Transportation Study.

[These are the Base Case improvements that are now completed.]

. Design the North Grounds connector road facility.

. Address each element of CTB Phase I recommendations of November 15, 1990. [These
were the short-range transportation improvements adopted by the CTB, which included
construction of the Base Case improvements, reservation of rights of way for the grade-

separated interchanges on Route 29, restriction by the County and City of further

development within areas needed for the rights of way for the interchanges, acquisition of
rights of way as necessary through advance acquisition procedures, development of a North

Grounds access facility, and preservation of rights of way needed for the Alternative 10

Bypass.l

. Construct the Meadow Creek Parkway from Route 250 Bypass to Route 29 as soon as

funding is available. [The CTB's resolution made no reference to the Meadow Creek

Parkway.l

. Construct grade-separated interchanges on Route 29 at Hydraulic Road (Route 743),

Greenbrier Drive (Route 866), and Rio Road (Route 631) with early acquisition of right of
way for these interchanges based upon hardship.

. Construct an alternative controlled vehicle access point for traffic bound for University areas

only, including the North Grounds, from Route 250 Bypass.

. Completeremainderof CTBPhasellrecommendationsofNovember15, 1990. [Thesewere
the medium-range improvements adopted by the CTB, which included construction of the

grade-separated interchanges on Route 29 andcontinuation of right of way preservation for
the Alternative 10 Bypass with advance acquisition as needed.l

. Construct Alternative 10 after completion of the above projects and when traffic on Route

29 is unacceptable and economic conditions permit, concurrent with the remainder of
facilities identified in the 1985 CATS.

On Februar y t8, 1992. the MPO passed a resolution amending the CATS Plan to include the

improvements adopted by the CTB.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation T7
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In contrast to the three-party agreement, the ROD issued by FHWA in 1993 reflected the CTB
resolution of 1990, which included short-range, medium-range, and long-range recommendations;

it did not include the Meadow Creek Parkway as part of the proposed improvements. It should also

be noted that elements of the bypass were included in all three phases of recommended

improvements adopted by the CTB. Phases I and tr included provisions for design and right of way

acquisition and Phase III provided for construction of the bypass. Construction of the bypass was

not predicated upon any performance evaluations of improvements to be constructed in Phases I or

II, nor was it contingent upon completion of other transportation improvements in the CATS Plan,

including the Meadow Creek Parkway.

Since the issuance of the ROD, the Base Case improvements have been completed, design work was

undertaken for the three interchanges and the North Grounds access, and development of right of
way and construction plans for the bypass was begun. The North Grounds access was

accommodated by revising the design of the southern terminus of the bypass, described more fully
in Section 6.2 below. Design and development of the three interchanges on Route 29 wete

subsequently terminated.

As explained in the CTB's resolution of February 16, lggs,the interchanges were terminated for a
number of reasons. These included a specific request by resolution from the City of Charlottesville,

substantial citizen opposition expressed ataCitizens Information Meeting held October 26, 1994,

funding limitations, disruption to the Base Case improvements that would occur, inconvenience to

the traveling public and businesses that would occur during construction, and a determination that

a less than anticipated improvement in the ultimate level of traffic service would occur.

As was shown on Figure 3, consffuction of the interchanges would still leave eight traffic signals in
place and would not improve conditions on the portions of Route 29 notinvolved in the construction.

Further, although five traffic signals would be eliminated for the through movements on Route 29,

these signals would have to be replaced to control movements from the interchange ramps to the

cross streets. Thus, through movements on Route 29 would be improved on those sections involved

in the interchange construction, which in tum would improve the overall average travel speed for
through movements on the entire section of Route 29. However, the overall average speed would

still remain in the range of 30-33 miles per hour and stop-and-go conditions would persist at the

remaining signalized intersections, as explained in the FEIS. Several intersections would continue

to operate at levels of service E or F.

In addition, consffuction of the interchanges would displace at least 11 businesses, and possibly as

many as 23 depending on whether impacts to parking and access would render the businesses

unviable, and ii would reduce available parking for 36 other businesses. It would take about two
years to build each of the interchanges and, during that time, traffic would be disrupted by temporary

constrictions and detours. Access to businesses also would be disrupted during the construction

period. Building the interchanges also would require substantial reconstruction of a major portion

of the Base Case improvements that were under construction at the time of the CTB's decision to

terminate development of the interchanges.

The CTB believed that the funding allocated for the interchanges could be more effectively spent on

enhancements (sidewalks and landscaping) to the Base Case and on design and right of way

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 18
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acquisition for the bypass. The CTB's resolution also affirmed support for continued development
of other projects in the CATS Plan, including the Meadow Creek Parkway and the Alternative 10

Bypass.

No NEPA document was prepared to document the environmental impacts of the elimination of the
grade-separated interchanges from the selected alternative. This approach is consistent with 23 CFR
771.I30(b)(1), which states that an SEIS will not be necessary where "the changes to the proposed
action, new information, or new circumstances result in a lessening of adverse environmental
impacts evaluated in the EIS without causing other environmental impacts that are significant and
were not evaluated in the EIS."

The FEIS contained evaluations of not including the grade-separated interchanges (i.e., the Base

Case) in conjunction with the bypass alternatives. The only differences from an environmental
impact standpoint were in the number of business displacements and the amount of right of way
required. Neither the Base Case nor the Base Case with Interchanges had any significant direct,
indirect, or cumulative effects on natural, cultural, recreational, historic, water, or other resources,

or on air quality or noise levels. This determination was further reinforced by FFfWA's issuance of
a FONSI for the Base Case improvements wherein the widening of Route 29 without the
interchanges was found to have no significant environmental impacts. Removal of the interchanges

from the overall proposed improvements eliminated the need to acquire several businesses,

eliminated the temporary disruptions that would have occurred during construction, and did not
result in any environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the FEIS. As noted in the

Introduction to this Reevaluation, substantial citizen opposition to the interchanges, and support for
the bypass, was expressed at the public information meeting held prior to the CTB's action to
terminate development of the interchanges. County and City officials were notified in advance that
discussion of the interchanges would be on the CTB's agenda for an upcoming workshop.

Some people have suggested that the CTB violated the so-called three-party-agreement by
terminating the three gtade-separated interchanges. However, VDOT, the CTB, and FHWA were
not parties to this agreement and therefore were not in aposition to violate it. The CTB acted within
its prerogatives under state law to cancel the proposed interchanges for what it considered valid
reasons, just as it had the prerogative to recognize the Meadow Creek Parkway as a separate project
to be advanced under different funding sources to help further improve traffic flow in the Route 29

corridor. In a similar respect, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors and the Charlottesville
City Council have changed their support for various transportation projects within their jurisdictions

on several occasions.

The Meadow Creek Parkway was never a part of the proposed project, nor was construction of the

bypass ever contingent upon completion of the Meadow Creek Parkway. The Meadow Creek

Parkway was not mentioned in the CTB's 1990 resolution adopting the location of the proposed

improvements. However, because it is in the CATS Plan, it was considered as part of the future
roadway network for traffic analysis purposes, as were the other projects in the CATS Plan.

Planning and design forthe Meadow Creek Parkway are proceeding independently of the Route 29

Bypass design. The Meadow Creek Parkway project remains in VDOT's Six-Year Improvement

Program.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 19
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A Design Public Hearing for a portion of the Meadow Creek Parkway between Route 250 Bypass

and Rio Road was held in July 1999. On September 15, 1999, the CTB approved this section of the

Meadow Creek Parkway as atwo-lane facility on four-lane right of way with a 35 mph design speed.

The reduced design speed and the initial construction as a two-lane roadway were in response to City
requests and citizen concerns to minimize the project's effects on Mclntire Park and adjacent

residential areas. Two additional lanes could be added in the future as traffic conditions warrant.

The other portion of the Meadow Creek Parkway, between Rio Road and Route 29, is being
developed as a separate project.

Funds for the Meadow Creek Parkway are being allocated from VDOT's Urban funds for the portion
in the City of Charlottesville and from Secondary Roads funds for the portion in Albemarle County.
The Route 29 Bypass project is being developed with Primary Road funds, which cannot be diverted

to the Meadow Creek Parkway. VDOT reJognizes that the Meadow Creek Parkway is currently
Albemarle County's top transportation priority, as repeatedly expressed by County officials at the

annual preallocation hearings. Accordingly, VDOT is doing everything possible to advance the

project within the constraints of available funds and allocation formulas for the various categories

of funds. However, VDOT and the CTB believe that a Route 29 Bypass is an integral and important
part of the regional transportation plan, that it will relieve congestion by diverting traffic from
existing Route 29,thatit will enhance mobility for through traffic, and that it will be needed in the

future even with the implementation of all the other projects in the CATS Plan- In short, the

Meadow Creek Parkway and Route 29 Bypass serve different travel patterns and both will be

advanced as available funding in applicable categories permits. Both projects are integral to the

circulation of traffic on Route 29 and the area's transportation network and both are committed
projects in the CATS Plan.

In summary then, the termination of development of the interchanges represents a change in the

selected alternative adopted by the CTB and documented by FHWA in the ROD. This change was

made in response to a combination of factors. Although the change to the selected alternative

reduces its overall effectiveness in meeting the purpose and need for the project, the change does not

diminish the usefulness of the bypass. Alternatives without the interchanges (i.e., the bypass

alternatives, with the Base Case Alternative also in place) were presented in the FEIS- Elimination
of the interchanges results in no environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the FEIS and

lessens the impacts to the human environment. A new ROD will be developed to reflect the change

in the selected alternative pursuant to 23 CFR 771.130(b)(2).

Changes to Design of Bypass

6.2.1 SouthernTerminus

As shown on Figure 2,the original selected bypass alternative (Altemative 10) began at the existing

Route 250lRoute 250 Bypass interchange and proceeded northward between the Westover historic
property and St. Anne's Belfield School. Under the Current Design, the proposed interchange of the

propo."O Route 29 Bypass with the existing Route 250 Bypass is farther east on the Route 250

Bypass and proceeds northward on the east side of St. Anne's Belfield School. It also includes a

connector into the North Grounds of the University of Virginia, as requested by the City, the County,

and the University following the L,ocation Public Hearing in June 1990. This connector would serve
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as a gateway into the North Grounds area of the University, which includes the Darden Business

School and the Law School. The connection of the Route 29 Bypass and the North Grounds
Connector also provided an opportunity to eliminate impacts to the soccer fields at St. Anne's
Belfield School, as well as several University of Virginia properties at the existing Route 25OlRoute

250 Bypass interchange. Following extensive consultation and coordination, this revision was

supported by both the University and St. Anne's Belfield School. In consultation with University
of Virginia officials, final design efforts are underway for details such as street lighting, landscaping,

and pedestrian crossings.

The design at the southern terminus also has been developed with input from the Canterbury Hills
neighborhood, which is located just north of the Route 250 Bypass and east of the proposed Route

29 Bypass. In the CTB resolution of March 16, 1995 approving the location of the modified
terminus, VDOT was directed to consider the design presented by the Canterbury Hills Association
to minimize impacts to that community. The association's design was evaluated and incorporated

into the project design.

These changes at the southern terminus and their environmental consequences were presented in the

FEA and FONSI.

6.2.2 NorthernTerminus

As presented in the FEIS, Altemative 10 terminated at the north end on existing Route 29,

approximately halfway between Woodbrook Drive and Carrsbrook Drive south of the South Fork
Rivanna River. The preliminary design proposed an interchange at this location. In the interim
between location approval by the CTB and initiation of detailed design, additional development

occurred within and near the approved corridor. This development included Albemarle County's
Agnor-Hurt Elementary School and playground on the east side of Woodburn Road and commercial

development along Route 29 in the vicinity of the proposed interchange. Albemarle County officials

asked VDOT to study arelocation of the northem terminus to carry the bypass beyond the developed

area and to reduce the number of business displacements.

The Current Design carries the northern terminus across the South Fork Rivanna River to connect

with existing Route 29 in the vicinity of Ashwood Boulevard (Route 1670). These changes at the

northern terminus and their environmental consequences were presented in the FEA and FONSI.

It was originally thought that relocation of the interchange out of the commercial area of existing

Route 29 would allow an at-grade intersection at the northern terminus, and that was how it was

presented in the DEA. In its resolution of March 16, 1995 approving the new location of the

northern terminus, the CTB directed VDOT to develop traffic analyses to determine if the proposed

at-grade intersection would function adequately, or if a grade-separated interchange would be

required. The analyses indicated that a grade-separated interchange would be needed to serve future

traffic on the bypass and to allow for a smoother traffic flow on existing Route 29. In addition,

Albemarle County officials wanted a design that would accommodate connection to the future

Meadow Creek Parkway. The Meadow Creek Parkway was originally intended to tie into Route 29

farther north, but the County now plans to terminate it at Route 29 just north of the South Fork

Rivanna River. The additional design change to include an interchange at the north end increased
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to the provisions of Section a(0 of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act. Furthermore, the
entire 218-acre school property is designated by the County as a park. Therefore, the entire property,
not just the recreational resources, is now construed as a Section 4(f) resource. A Section 4(f)
Evaluation has been prepared that fully addresses the property, alternatives to avoid it, and measures

to minimize harm to it. This issue is discussed further in Section 9.1.3.

The Current Design was developed to minimize noise and visual impacts to the schools and the
school playgrounds. For example, the northbound lane would be approximately 130 feet from the
athletic field at Jack Jouett Middle School, but its elevation would be roughly 30 feet below the
elevation of the field. The southbound lane would be approximately 254 feet away and roughly 57
feet below the elevation of the field. At Greer Elementary School, the northbound lane would be
approximately 164 feet from the batting backstop and roughly 20 feet below the elevation of the
field. The southbound lane would be approximately 295 feet away from the batting backstop and
roughly 22 feet below the elevation of the field. As stated in the FEIS, Jack Jouett Middle School
is approximately 1,200 feet from the bypass alignment and Mary Greer Elementary School is
approximately 600 feet from the alignment.

No major changes have been made at the Lambs Road crossing. A temporary detour has been
designed along the east side of the road so that an overpass can be built to carry Lambs Road over
the proposed bypass.

6.2.5 Roslyn Ridge

The Roslyn Ridge subdivision is east of Lambs Road and north of Hydraulic Road. Access is by
Roslyn Ridge Road off of Hydraulic Road. The design for this area includes a bridge to carry Roslyn
Ridge Road over the proposed bypass. The design for this area was shifted slightly to the south so

that a cut through a ridge east of the neighborhood would screen much of the roadway from view.
This neighborhood also has been represented on the Route 29 Design Advisory Committee.

6.2.6 Woodburn Road Area

As mentioned earlier, in 1992 Albemarle County built the Agnor-Hurt Elementary School and

associated playgrounds in the path of the selected bypass alignment. This necessitated shifting the
proposed crossing of Woodbum Road approximately 400 feet to the north and slightly closer to the
South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir for a short distance. The remainder of the bypass to the north
was located to the east of the drainage divide so that runoff associated with this section of the
roadway would drain into the river below the reservoir. VDOT also worked with the Society for
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA) to eliminate any impacts to the pet cemetery on the nearby

SPCA property. This was a very sensitive issue, and VDOT adjusted the alignment to satisfy the
SPCA and concerned citizens. VDOT also is working with the SPCA in the purchase of the needed

right of way in this area and the relocation of the SPCA operation to another site. The Woodburn
Road area also has had a representative on the Route 29 Design Advisory Committee.
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6.2.7 Design Features to Protect South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir

The Current Design incorporates features to protect the South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir.
Extensive stormwater management provisions have been developed in coordination with County
representatives and Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority representatives. For example, t7
stonnwater retention ponds have been included in the current project design. Those within the South
Fork Rivanna River watershed have been designed as "wet" ponds to achieve higher pollutant
removal efficiency. These ponds feature:

. a shape using a 3:1 length to width ratio,

. an outlet wider than the inlet,

. 3;1 side slopes for easy maintenance access,

. a shallow safety ledge around the perimeter,

. a 3-foot maximum wet pond depth for safety reasons,

. fencing around the perimeter,

. a shallow sediment forebay at the entrance to the pond with rock riprap protection, and

. use of the pond as a temporary sediment control basin during construction.

In addition, VDOT has engaged a stormwater management expert from the University of Virginia
to develop additional measures and practices for incorporation into the project to further improve
the pollutant removal efficiencies. A monitoring program will be established to measure pollutant
concentrations at several outfall locations before, during, and after construction. This will help in
determining the percentage of pollutant runoff attributable to the proposed roadway. Additional
measures to be evaluated may include the use of perimeter vegetation in the wet ponds to increase

biological uptake, or the use of oil/grit separator chambers in the roadway drainage system. The
chambers could not only remove oil and gas pollution from the roadway runofi but also aid in
capturing hazardous spill material.

The design incorporates concrete curb along the entire length of fill sections of the roadway within
the reservoir watershed in order to capture 100 percent of the runoff from the roadway. Runoff
would be collected through a series of curb, median, and ditch inlets and conveyed to the stormwater
management facilities through concrete pipe systems.

There are several locations within the watershed where, through strategic placement of inlets and

drainage systems, runoff from about 10 acres of existing developed areas outside the project's right
of way would be collected and taken to the proposed ponds for treatment. These areas include
several businesses and existing roadways whose runoff currently drains untreated directly into the
reservoir.

A dry sump area also would be created at the outfall of each drainage system where runoff is
conveyed to a wet pond. The sump area would be sized to hold a volume equal to the capacity of
a tanker truck, approximately 1,100 cubic feet. Runoff from the loadway would first have to fill the
dry sump area before being conveyed into the shallow sediment forebay of the pond.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 24



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

In addition, rock check dams would be used in all the fill ditches of the proposed roadway within the

reservoir's watershed. The purpose of these dams is to increase the travel time for runoff to reach

the reservoir, which would improve the pollutant removal capability of the ditches.

Turbidity curtains would be used during construction at three locations along the reservoir. The

turbidity curtains would be located where existing drainage swales would convey runoff discharging

from the stormwater management facilities that would eventually reach the reservoir. VDOT plans

to purchase permanent drainage easements along these existing swales and proposes the construction

of rock check dams in the swales. The easements would allow VDOT to access the swales before,

during, and after construction should the need arise.

6.2.8 Miscellaneous

The Alternative 10 Bypass called for a depressed grass median approximately 84 feet wide. The

Current Design calls for a variable-width median developed in cooperation with the Design Advisory

Committee to reduce environmental impacts at sensitive locations and to provide a more aesthetic

appearance. Adjustments have been made in the design, such as reducing the median width and

introducing retaining walls to reduce right of way impacts, and lowering the grade of the roadway

to minimize noise and visual impacts where it has been possible to do so. At some locations, it was

impossible to lower the grade due to crossing secondary roadways and the rolling terrain.

6.2.9 Other Design Changes Considered but Not Included in Current Design

Old Ivy Road. Design revisions were considered in the vicinity of Old Ivy Road just north of the

railroad that passes through the Route 250/Route 250 Bypass interchange near the southern terminus.

These revisions were rejected due to safety considerations for local traffic generated by nearby

business and residential developments.

Stillhouse Mountain. Cutting a tunnel through Stillhouse Mountain just south of Barracks Road

(Route 654) was considered. The tunnel would have reduced right of way impacts to adjacent

properties and the visual impacts associated with the large cut through Stillhouse Mountain.

However, a tunnel at this location was rejected because its length would require the use of ventilation

devices, which would greatly increase construction and maintenance costs, and because long-term

maintenance of the tunnel itself would be more costly than roadway maintenance. An alignment

shift was considered that would place the bypass on the east side of Stillhouse Mountain instead of
the west side. This shift was rejected due to impacts on The Colonnades retirement community and

the Old Salem residential neighborhood north of Barracks Road.

Montvue Neighborhood. Several attempts were made to reduce impacts in the Montvue

neighborhood. This is one of the areas where VDOT had purchased several residential parcels at the

request of the property owners. This neighborhood is bordered to the west by the Schlesinger Farm,

a property determined by the Virginia Deparftnent of Historic Resources (VDIIR) to be eligible for
the NRHP). As part of the effort to lessen impacts, the MPO petitioned VDHR to adjust the

boundary of the Schlesinger Farm to enable an alignment shift from residential lots to farmland.

Although the owner of the property had agreed to work with VDOT to allow some minor impacts

to her property in an effort to reduce impacts for the Montvue residents, VDHR would not agree to

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 25



I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
t
t
I
t
t
I

watershed of the South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir, some near the banks of the reservoir. Farms

along secondary roads are gradually being carved into mini-estates with large houses on large lots,

as retirees and others move into the area.

The County also adopted a new Land Use Plan on June 5, 1996 that makes specific provisions for
the proposed project. For example, there is a separate subsection entitled "Route 29 (Western)

Bypass," in which the future land use maps show the alignment for the project, and there is a
recommendation to discourage development that affects the bypass project.

None of these changes have resulted in environmental concerns bearing on the proposed project or

its impacts that were not evaluated in the FEIS or FEA. Consequently, no new significant

environmental impacts have been identified as a result of changes in the surroundings.

8, NEW ISSUES AND INFORMATION

With the passage of time, new regulatory initiatives and interpretations have occurred and new issues

have been raised by interested citizens, as listed below. Additional details on these issues are

presented in Section 9.

Endangered Species. Concemed citizens in the area engaged an ecologist to conduct a survey for
the James spinymussel (Pleurobema collina), a federally listed endangered species. The ecologist

reported finding live specimens and shells of the mussel in Ivy Creek, a stream that would not be

crossed by the bypass, but which is downstream from the proposed bypass alignment. VDOT

engaged a malacologist who confirmed the existence of the James spinymussel in Ivy Creek.

Cultural Resources. Brook Hill, an antebellum brick dwelling located east of Route 29 and north

of the South Fork Rivanna River, was identified as being eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C.

Wetlands. Previous wetland evaluations relied on readily available mapping (National Wetland

Inventory) and limited field reconnaissance. An intensive wetlands delineation has now been

conducted to map wetland areas within the proposed construction limits. As a result, the quantity

of wetlands that would be displaced is higher than reported in the FEIS and FEA.

Albemarle County School Complex, Section 4(f) Resource. The Albemarle County School

Complex includes Albemarle High School, Jack Jouett Middle School, Mary C. Greer Elementary

School, and the Piedmont Regional Education Program School. The Albemarle County School

Board owns the Complex, which has a total acreage of approximately 218.06 acres. The Complex

is designated in the Albemarle County Community Facilities Plan, 1990-2A00 as a District Park.

After school hours, the facilities at the Complex provide a variety of recreational activities such as

tennis, field sports, and walking. Previously, only the athletic fields and other recreational facilities

(not including the recently discovered trails) were treated as Section 4(f; resources. Now, the entire

property is construed as a Section 4(f) resource.

Executive Order 1.2898, Environmental Justice. This Executive Order, issued in 1994, requires

that federal agencies determine whether their actions have disproportionately high and adverse

human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income populations.
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Canterbury Hills is located north of the Route 250 Bypass and east of the relocated southem
terminus of the proposed Route 29 Bypass. There would be no relocations or impacts to the

Canterbury Hills neighborhood.

Alternative 10 would have displaced two houses on Faulconer Drive between Westover and

Stillhouse Mountain. These homes were acquired under VDOT's advance acquisition provisions
following adoption of that alignment and completion of the FEIS/ROD, but would no longer be

needed for the proposed right of way due to the eastward shift of the Current Design's alignment.

Colthurst is located south of Barracks Road and west of the proposed Route 29 Bypass. Four homes

along the eastern edge of Colthurst have been acquired that were not displaced by the previous

design. This is due to a westward shift in the alignment to reduce the amount of cut across Stillhouse

Mountain, which also reduces the construction cost.

Montvue is located north of Barracks Road and east of the proposed Route 29 Bypass. Seven

homes along the western edge of Montwe have been acquired, three of which were purchased under

advance acquisition provisions following compietion of the FEISIROD.

One home located north of Montvue was moved outside the proposed right of way after the

property was acquired under advance acquisition procedures

Three homes on the west side of Lambs Road (Route 657) have been acquired, the same number

of displacements as under the Alternative 10 presented in the FEIS/ROD.

Roslyn Ridge is located east of Lambs Road and north of Hydraulic Road. One home on the

southern edge of Roslyn Ridge was acquired under advance acquisition procedures at the request of
the property owner following completion of the FEIS/ROD.

Squirrel Ridge is located east of Route 743 andnorth of Rio Road. Nine homes on the southern

edge of Squinel Ridge have been acquired, five of which were acquired under advance acquisition
procedures following completion of the FEIS/ROD.

Thirteen homes along Woodburn Road (Route 659) have been acquired. Four of these are

apartments in a single building, one is a mobile home, one is an apartment associated with the SPCA,

and the other seven are single-family homes. The FEA estimated five residerrtial displacements in
this area, so there was an increase of eight due to additional design revisions.

Community Cohesion. Impacts on coulmunity cohesion would be essentially the same as those

reported in the FEIS. No new communities would be divided and access pattems would not be

diirupted except temporarily during construction. Homes along the edges of the Colthurst, Montvue,

Roslyn Ridge, and Squirrel Ridge subdivisions have been acquired. Residents remaining in these

subdivisions may perceive the project as detrimental to their communities due to the proximity of
a new road where none culTently exists and the associated noise impacts.

Community Facilities. No community facilities such as schools, churches, or emergency services

would be displaced by the project. The SPCA on Woodburn Road would be displaced, but VDOT
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is working closely with SPCA representatives to relocate this facility satisfactorily. The alignment
would cross school property at the Albemarle County School Complex but would not encroach on
any of the athletic fields or playground facilities. [See Section 9.1.3 and the separate Section 4(f)
Evaluation for discussion of school property impacts and impacts to the trail systemsl. The
alignment also would pass just north of the Agnor-Hurt Elementary School and its playgrounds.

Environmental Justice. In accordance with Executive Order 12898 on environmental justice, no
minority or low-income populations would be disproportionately adversely affected. Approximately
10 percent of the families that would be displaced are estimated to be minorities. This represents

no change from conditions reported in the FEIS.

g.1.2 Cultural Resources

A cultural resources survey conducted for the original EIS identified two sites in the vicinity of the
original Alternative 10 that VDHR determined eligible for the NRHP:

. Westover (VDHR #02-925) - an early twentieth-century Classical Revival-style mansion
house on 200 acres. It was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C as a typical
example of an early twentieth-century upper-class house.

. Schlesinger Farm (a.k.a. Haffner FaTmXVDHR #02-1736) - a farmhouse and associated

outbuildings on 270 acres. It was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A as an

example of a Depression-era farm.

VDHR (Virginia's State Historic Preservation Office), on August4,1992, and the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, on October L, 1992, signed a Memorandum of Agleement (MOA)
regarding a finding of no adverse effect on Westover, a finding of adverse effect on the Schlesinger
Farm, and stipulations for mitigating that effect.

The changes to the project would not change the effects determinations on Westover or the

Schlesinger Farm. As before, the project would have no adverse effect on Westover and an adverse,

but only a visual, effect on the Schlesinger Farm. The alignment of the Current Design is farther
away from Westover than the original Alternative 10 alignment and would pass near only the far
northeastem corner of the property and near the southeastem portion that is visible from the existing

Route 29/250 Bypass. The alignment near the Schlesinger Farm property would be similar to that

in the original proposal.

Surveys conducted for the revised termini and other design adjustments identified no additional
districts, buildings, structures, or objects potentially eligible for the NRHP. However, two
archaeological sites (44A8428 and 4448430) on the north side of Route 643 near the northern

terminus were identified as being eligible for the NRHP and are important chiefly for the information
they may contain. VDHR and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation both concurred with
a determination of no adverse effect for the sites. Because of the no adverse effect determination,

an MOA is not required to document how this effect will be taken into account (e.g., preservation

in place, data recovery, etc.).
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Another archaeological site (44AB4y'|) was identified northwest of Stillhouse Mountain in
conjunction with design efforts to shift the alignment to minimize impacts at this location. VDHR
determined that the site is not eligible for the NRHP.

During additional studies of design modifications at the northern terminus, another building in the
vicinity of the project has recently been determined eligible for the NRHP. Brook Hill (VDHR #02-
0008), an antebellum brick dwelling, is located on the east side of Route 29 and on the north side
of Route 643. It was determined eligible under Criterion C for its architectural characteristics.
VDHR determined that the boundaries of the eligible resource encompass the approximately 38-acre
parcel of land surrounding the house. Anticipating that the entire parcel would constitute the historic
boundary of Brook Hill, VDOT modified the design of the northern interchange to avoid any
encroachment on the Brook Hill property. The Current Design would not use any of the property
and would not alter the characteristics, location, setting, features, or use of the property that may
qualify it for inclusion in the NRIIP. There would be no diminution of the integrity of the property's
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. There would be no
physical destruction, damage, or alteration to the property. There would be no introduction of visual,
audible, or atmospheric elements that would be out of character with the property or alter its setting.
VDHR concurred with a no effect finding on July 28, 1998.

The design of the northern interchange may evolve further, depending on design studies underway
for widening Route 29 northward and the future location of the Meadow Creek Parkway connection
to Route 29. However, any additional changes to the bypass design, as well the future location and

design of the Meadow Creek Parkway, will ensure that there is no encroachment on the Brook Hill
property nor any impairment or diminution of its historic character or function.

9.1.3 Section 4(f)

The Current Design would not require the use of lands from wildlife refuges or significant historic
sites. Although there are three historic properties near the proposed project, as discussed in the
preceding section, there would be no direct or constructive use of them. The FEIS included a
Section 4(f)ll}6 Evaluation and a Section 106 MOA that fully and adequately addressed potential
impacts to Westover and the Schlesinger Farm.

There would be no Section 4(f1 direct or constructive use of the Westover historic property. The
Current Design, with the southem terminus relocated eastward, places the proposed alignment farther
away from the property (approximately 2,000 feet from the Westover House compared to 1,000 feet
with the original Alternative 10 alignment). The proposed right of way would abut, but not encroach

on, the northeasternmost corner of the property approximately 2,5OO feet from the house. The
proposed roadway would be screened from the open portions of the property by intervening terrain
and vegetation. As documented in the Section 106 MOA in the FEIS, VDHR and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation concurred that the original Alternative 10 would have no adverse

effect on the property. The Current Design, which is even farther away, also would have no adverse

effect. Because of the no-adverse-effect determination, there would be no constructive use of the
Westoverproperty in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(p)(5xi).
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There would be no Section 4(f) direct or constructive use of the Schlesinger Farm. The test for
constructive use is substantial impairment or diminution of the property's functions that make it
eligible for the NRHP. The function of the Schlesinger Farm for Section 4(f) purposes is as a
historic property determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A as an example of a Depression-
era farm. The project would not substantially impair the property's functions as a historic resource.
Although the alignment would pass within 200 feet of the property's boundary at its nearest point,
the closest buildings are approximately 1,500 feet away and the main house is approximately 2,000
feet away. The view of the proposed road from the main house and the outbuildings would be
substantially obscured by dense vegetation and a ridge that is at least 15 feet higher in elevation.
Further, the principal view from the main house is toward the northwest and not toward the east-

southeast where the road would be located. The nearby Montwe residential development and a large
power transmission line across the southeastern part of the property already degrade the view toward
the proposed road. Because the view of the proposed road from the character-defining elements of
the historic property would be diminished by distance and obscured by terrain, vegetation, and

modern power lines, and because part of the roadway would be in a cut, and because landscaping
would be provided as stipulated in the Section 106 MOA, no substantial impairment or diminution
of the historic functions of the property, and consequently no constructive use, would occur.

There would be no Section 4(f) direct or constructive use of Brook llill. The function of Brook Hill
for Section 4(f) purposes is as an historic property determined eligible for the NRIIP under Criterion
C for its architectural qualities. The project would not substantially impair the property's functions
as a historic resource. Although the alignment would pass within several hundred feet of the
property's historic boundary, the house is approximately 1,500 feet away. The view of the proposed

road from the house and the outbuildings would be substantially obscured by vegetation. Existing
Route 29 abuts the western boundary of the property and existing Route 643 abuts the southern
boundary of the property. The principal view from the house is toward the south, whereas the
proposed road would be to the west. Because the view of the proposed road from the character-
defining elements of the historic property would be diminished by distance and obscured by terrain
and vegetation, no substantial impairment of the historic functions of the property would occur and

VDHR has concurred that the project would have no effect on the historic property. Consequently,
there would be no constructive use in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(pX5Xi).

There would be no Section 4(f; direct or constructive use of archaeological sites 44AB428 and

MAB430 on the north side of Route 643 near the northern terminus. These sites were identified as

being eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D for the information they may contain. VDHR and

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation both concurred with a determination of no adverse

effect for the sites. Because the sites are important chiefly for the information they may contain,

Section 4(fl does not apply (23 CFR 771.135(g(2)).

The Current Design involves the use of land at the Albemarle County School Complex, recently
identified in its entirety by Albemarle County as a public park and recreation facility. The property
encompasses Albemarle High School, Jack Jouett Middle School, Mary Greer Elementary School,
and the Piedmont Regional Education Program (PREP) School, along with school bus maintenance
facilities and various recreational facilities. The total area of the property is approximately 218

acres. Based upon information provided by County officials with jurisdiction over the school
property, FIIWA decided to treat the entire property as a Section 4(f) resource. In accordance with
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23 CFR 777.135(m)(2), a separate Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared that describes the
resource, the project's impacts to it, avoidance alternatives, and measures to minimizeharm.

The FEIS documented the effects of the proposed project on public recreational facilities on public
school property at the Albemarle County School Complex. These facilities were not specifically
discussed as Section 4(f) involvements because, although the project involved wooded land along

the edge of the property, no use. direct or constructive, of the recreational facilities by the project
had been identified at that time. This was consistent with FHWA's regulations and policies wherein,

for multiple use properties such as schools, Section 4(f) applies only to portions designated in the

plans of the administering agency as being for significant 4(0 purposes such as parks and recreation
(23 CFR 771.135(d) and FIIWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper). The Alternative 10 bypass alignment
did not encroach on any of the athletic fields, hard court areas, or playground areas designated in the

County's Comprehensive Plan, or identified in coordination with County officials, for public
recreational uses. Because athletic fields and playgrounds are not recreational resources where low
noise conditions are essential, and because the activities and features that qualify these resources as

Section 4(f) resources would not be substantially impaired or diminished, the proposed bypass would
not have a Section 4(fl constructive use on these resources.

h 1998, new information revealed that there are recreational trails in the Albemarle County School

Complex that had not been identified during previous studies, despite extensive coordination with
local officials, the many public reviews, and other efforts to identify potential Section 4(f) resources.

The coordination and other efforts also did not result in the entire Complex being identified as a

park. It was determined that the proposed bypass would displace (i.e., use) a portion of some of the

trails, thereby invoking Section 4(0. h February 1999, a Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation prepared for
the trails was circulated for review and comment. The document was sent to all who received copies

of the original FEIS.

In their review comments, County officials strongly stated that the entire school properry (not just

the recreational facilities thereon, as had previously been assumed) constitutes a significant
recreational resource for Albemarle County. In addition, the Albemarle County Code includes in
the definition of "park" any public school parcel of land designated for public recreational use (Sec.

11-100 Albemarle County Code). Because of this wording in the County Code, because the

County's current Comprehensive Plan designates school properties to function also as district or
community parks, and because of the County's comments, the entire parcel encompassing the

Albemarle County School Complex is now considered as a Section 4(0 property.

As detailed in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, the trails consist of two separate systems of paths

through the woods. One, located on school property west and south of Jack Jouett Middle School,

and south of Albemarle High School, consists of unpaved paths roughly 3 to 8 feet wide and

approximately 2.09 miles long. The other, located on school property and private property west and

north of Greer Elementary School, consists of unpaved paths roughly 3 feet wide and approximately

1.0 mile long (approximately 0.39 mile on school property and approximately 0.61 mile on private

property). An attorney for one of the private landowners has noted that there is no written agreement

pertaining to school or public use of the trails on private property.
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The principal impacts to the School Complex property consist of direct acquisition and use of
approximately 15.17 acres of land from the northern edge of the property, displacement of
approximately 545 feet (about 5Vo) of the trail system below Jouett Middle School and Albemarle
High School, and displacement of approximately 771 feet (38Vo) of the trail system on school
property below Greer Elementary School. In addition, substantial increases in noise levels at

distances up to 850 feet from the proposed roadway are projected by the year 2022, and changes in
visual characteristics on portions of the property also would occur as a result of the project. The
visual impact would be limited at the athletic field areas because the roadway would be in a cut
below the level of the fields (over 40 feet below the fields at Jouett Middle School and about 20 feet

below the fields at Greer Elementary School). Most of the trail system below Jouett Middle School
and Albemarle High School would be shielded from the roadway by intervening tprrain and

vegetation. Except for the displacements of portions of the trails and the designation of the entire
property as the Section 4(f) resource, the physical impacts of the bypass are substantially the same

as those reported in the FEIS.

The project also would displace approximately 1,975 feet (about 6lVo) of trails on private property
north of the School Complex- The trails on private property near Greer Elementary School are not
considered as Section 4(f) resources because they are not publicly owned and there are no

agreements in place for public use of these trails on private property. The impacts to them are

reported here to provide complete information.

County officials have indicated that they believe the noise and visual impacts of the project would
substantially impair the recreational experience available on the trails. These sentiments indicate
that any bypass alternative near enough to the trails on the School Complex to cause a substantial
increase in noise levels, even if the property is not encroached upon, would constitute a constructive
use of the trails. Activities on other recreational facilities on the property (athletic fields, play areas,

etc.) are not noise-sensitive activities and would not be constructively used by the project. See the

Section 4(f) Evaluation for additional discussion.

Another County school property adjacent to the project, Agnor-Hurt Blementary School, also has

been identified in its entirety as a Section 4(0 property. The property contains 19.5 acres of land,

the elementary school, athletic fields, and playground areas. There would be no Section 4(f) direct
or constructive use of the property. After the County purchased this property and built the school

in the path of the original alignment, VDOT shifted the bypass alignment as the County requested.

No land from the school property will be needed or acquired for the bypass. The Current Design will
not substantially impair activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under

Section 4(f). None of the recreational activities occurring here are particularly noise-sensitive or
dependent on low-noise conditions. The projected noise levels from the project (approximately 62

dBA on the baseball field, which is approximately 400 feet from the proposed northbound lanes,

compared to 50 dBA existing) would not substantially interfere with the use and enjoyment of the

facilities. The new roadway would be screened from the property by the differences in elevations

and the existing wooded buffer on the north end of the property. The school itself is approximately
800 feet from the proposed northbound lanes and the projected noise level at the school will not
approach or exceed the NAC and will not substantially exceed existing noise levels.
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Information provided by the County indicates that there are no other existing recreational trails that
would be affected by the project. It was noted that a planned trail along the South Fork Rivanna
River is called for in the County's Land Use Plan and Open Space Plan. No location for that trail
has been established and the County does not own property on which to place the trail. Therefore,
the planned trail is not in the purview of Section 4(0. The proposed design for the bridge to carry

the bypass over the South Fork Rivanna River would have sufficient space underneath on either side

of the river to accommodate any trail the County may wish to put there in the future.

9.1.4 Visual

Extensive design efforts and coordination with the community have been undertaken to reduce the

visual impacts of the project, especially the section cutting through Stillhouse Mountain. Three-

dimensional model development and photographic analyses, as well as the direct involvement of a
professional landscape arihitect, have been used to reduce the perceived visual intrusion of the

proposed project. Minor shifts in the horizontal and vertical alignment, along with variations of
median spacing and design, have been incorporated to take advantage of natural terrain features for
screening and visual enhancement. Extensive landscaping also would be included in the final design

of the project to enhance its visual appearance.

9.L.5 Air Quality

Potential air quality impacts are not expected to differ appreciably from those reported in the earlier

studies prepared for the FEIS and the FEA. For all alternatives, including the No-Build Alternative,
those studies concluded that carbon monoxide concentrations in the peak traffic hour under worst-

case conditions (e.g., temperature, wind speed, atmospheric stability) would not exceed, and would
in fact be well below, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards established by the Environmental
Protection Agency for carbon monoxide. Because the projected traffic volumes and other data are

comparable to those used in the previous studies, additional analyses are not necessary. The design

of the northern interchange as a grade-separated interchange rather than the originally contemplated

at-grade intersection provides for free-flowing traffic, which should improve air quality at that

location. The closest receptor in this location is more than 300 feet away, which further minimizes
potential air quality impacts surrounding the interchange area. The project area is in attainment for
all National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the proposed project would cause no violation of
those standards.

9.L.6 Noise

The Final Design Noise Report indicates that the Current Design would cause approximately 26

residential receptors to experience noise levels by &e year 2022 that approach or exceed the noise

abatement criterion (NAC) of 67 dBA (L*) for residential areas. Approximately 33 residential

receptors are expected to experience noise levels substantially higher than existing noise levels (7

of these also would approach or exceed the NAC). Thus, a total of 52 residential receptors would
receive noise impacts. The total number of residential receptors affected would be fewer than

reported in the FEIS (62). This difference is attributable to the shifts in alignment, the utilization
of terrain for screening residential areas, and the availability of more detailed design data. In
addition, outdoor activity areas at the Jouett Middle School and the Greer Elementary School would
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experience substantial noise level increases (approximately 16 dBA over existing levels) similar to

those reported in the FEIS. Also, as reported in the FEA, the outdoor play areas at the Agnor-Hurt
Elementary School would experience a substantial increase (approximately 13 dBA) in noise levels.

However, this school was built by the County at this location with the knowledge that the proposed

bypass was to be located there. At all three schools, the noise levels would remain below the NAC.

Noise barriers were evaluated to provide noise abatement for the affected receptors. Based on

criteria contained in VDOT:s FTIWA-approved State Noise Abatement Policy, none of the barriers

considered were found to be cost effective because the estimated cost per benefitted receptor

(ranging from $70,000 to more than $140,000) was too high. To be considered cost-effective, a

barrier must reduce noise by at least 5 dBA and cost no more than $30,000 per benefitted receptor.

All noise analyses were conducted in accordance with FHWA standards (23 CFR772). More

detailed information on the analyses and the assumptions and methods used is contained in the Final
Design Noise Report.

9."1".7 Aquatic Resources and Water Quality

The principal concern with regard to water quality pertains to risks to the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir due to sediment and other pollutants in highway runoff and to potential spills of hazardous

materials from truck accidents on the bypass. The reservoir is one of four sources (the North Fork

of the Rivanna River, the Sugar Hollow Reservoir, and the Ragged Mountain Reservoir are the

others) that together supply approximately 54To of the current daily water demand to the estimated

60,000 customers of the Rivanna Sewer and Water Authority. It was created by damming the South

Fork Rivanna River approximately 2,200 feet upstream of the existing Route 29 crossing of the river.

The reservoir has a drainage ilea of approximately 261square miles, encompassing much of western

Albemarle County. The raw water intake and the treatment plant are located near the south end of
the dam at the end of Woodburn Road.

Approximate Iy  .Zmiles of the original Alternative 10 Bypass alignment was within the watershed

of the reservoir. The potential impacts to the reservoir as a result of crossing the watershed, based

on preliminary design information, were documented in the FEIS and at greater length inthe Aquatic

Resources andWater Quality Technical Memorandum, which was referenced in the FEIS. Potential

pollutant loadings from highway runoff were calculated using a predictive model developed by

FHWA. The results indicated no significant deleterious effects on water quality from highway

runoff.

The Current Design would cross less of the watershed (approximately 3.3 miles), based on

measurements fromUSGS quadrangle maps on which the drainage divide was marked (the drainage

divide roughly follows a line along the Westover historic house, Stillhouse Mountain, Barracks

Road, Georgetown Road, Hydraulic Road, Rio Road, and Woodburn Road). This reduction is

attributed to the shift of the southern terminus eastward from the reseryoir watershed to the Meadow

Creek watershed, which drains into the South Fork Rivanna River east of Charlottesville. In the

vicinity of Woodburn Road, the Current Design (which includes the relocated northern terminus)

would cross roughly 400 feet more of the watershed than the Alternative l0 alignment did. This is

due to the alignment shift to avoid the new Agnor-Hurt Elementary School and playground. The
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alignment still would be approximately 500 feet from the reservoir at its closest point, and several

hundred feet from the steepest slopes along the banks of the reservoir. The remainder of the

alignment shift associated with the northern terminus was located east of the reservoir drainage

divide so that runoff would be carried away from the reservoir to drain into the South Fork Rivanna
River downstream of the dam.

Because of concerns of citizens and County officials regarding potential impacts to the South Fork
Rivanna River Reservoir, extensive work has been done on development of stormwater management

provisions. Some of these provisions were summarized in the description of project changes in
Section 6.2.1. Coordination with the Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority and the County's
Watershed Management Official, as well as local citizens with expertise in water quality and

stormwater management, has been ongoing. VDOT also engaged the services of a stormwater

specialist from the University of Virginia to develop innovative stormwater management provisions.

Among the measures to be implemented are wet-pond stormwater retention basins between Barracks

Road and Woodburn Road instead of the customary dry ponds. The road design within the reservoir

watershed would incorporate raised curbing along fill sections to help channel runoff to retention

and treatment areas. The proposed stormwater collection system would collect stormwater from an

additional 10 acres beyond the project limits along Woodburn Road and route it through the

stormwater management pond system. A water qualiry monitoring program would be conducted to

collect water quality data before, during, and after construction. A full-time erosion and sediment

control specialist would be employed during construction to ensure that erosion and sediment

controls are implemented and maintained.

Although the risk of having a spill or accident within a certain stretch of the bypass is low, VDOT
will examine means of minimizing the risk (e.g., using stronger guardrails with impact-absorbing

installations, etc.). Protective actions already taken include incorporation of curb and gutter in the

design to collect runoff, including runoff from existing development, and sizing of stormwater ponds

to intercept an entire tanker truckload of material shouid an accident cause such a spill. The

detention ponds would permit the County to implement the strategies of its response plan before any

spill reaches the reservoir.

Even if the bypass is not constructed, the threat of contamination of the reservoir will always exist,

as evidenced by the findings of early eutrophication in a 1977 reservoir study and by more recent

efforts of the Virginia Departrnent of Environmental Quality to clean up a home heating oil release

into an unnamed tributary of Ivy Creek. The Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority has acknowledged

that "there now exist numerous threats to the quality of the water in the 261-square-mile drainage

basin of the reservoir. Among these are development and agricultural activities in the reservoir's

watershed, and the approximately l5-mile stretch of Interstate Route 64 that was constructed through

the watershed in the 1960's..." The existing roads in the watershed of the reservoir, which provide

access to residentiat and other development and farms in the watershed, will always leave open the

potential for contamination of the reservoir from vehicles traveling on these roads.

There are currently more than 160 miles of roads in Albemarle County within the watershed. Some

of these roads carry substantial volumes of traffic across the reservoir itself or across major

tributaries of the reservoir. For example, Route 743 cames more than 8,000 vehicles per day across

the reservoir. Route 676 canies more than 3,000 vehicles per day over the reservoir. Route 250
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carries roughly 9,000 vehicles per day over Ivy Creek and Route 601 caries roughly 7,000 vehicles
per day over Ivy Creek. Interstate 64 carries more than 25,000 vehicles per day over Ivy Creek and

the Mechums River. Development and agricultural activities in the watershed also contribute to the
risk of degrading the water quality in the reservoir. Such activities, and not highways, have already
been identified as the cause of eutrophication and loss of capacity in the reservoir. So, although the

proposed project does pose a certain incremental additional risk for contamination of the reservoir,
this risk will be reduced to acceptable levels by incorporating stringent stormwater management and

other protective measures.

The Current Design, due to the changes in termini, would cross more streams and affect more
wetlands than reported in the FEIS for the original alignment of Alternative 10. The studies for the
FEIS were primarily based on available mapped data [e.g., National Wetland Inventory (NWI1 maps

and USGS quadrangle mapsl, with selective field sampling to assess the irnpacts of all of the

alternatives. The estimated wetland impact in the FEIS was 0.1 acre. The supplemental studies of
the revised termini for the Final EA also relied mostly on available mapped data with selective field
sampling. The additional wetland impacts resulting frorn the termini modifications were estimated
at only 600 square feet. In conducting this Reevaluation, a comprehensive field inventory of waters

and wetlands was conducted for areas within the proposed construction limits. The inventory and

the extent of wetlands delineated along the project corridor have been reviewed in the field and

confirmed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. As an expected consequence of this more intensive

identification effort, the actual wetland impacts would be greater than those originally reported in
the FEIS and FEA. This is due to the identification of resources (streams and wetlands) too small
to be included on broad scale inventory mapping such as NWI and USGS quads, a more detailed

level of design data available (e.g., connecting roads and ramps and stormwater ponds), and a larger

scale of resolution inherent in comprehensive field delineations.

A total of 25 stream crossings and,43individual wetland sites were identified within the proposed

construction limits. Most of the streams are small, unnamed intermittent or perennial tributaries.

The largest stream, the South Fork Rivanna River, would be crossed by bridge. Most of the others

would be crossed by pipe or box culvert. The total estimated area of wetland impact is
approximat ely 2.8 acres ( 1 . 13 hectares). Of the 43 sites affected, 12 are larger than 0. 1 acre, only
2 arelarger than 0.33 acre, and none are larger than 0.4 acre. Most of the wetland areas are narrow
riparian fringes, small in-stream bars, or hillside seeps, none of which are unique in the project area.

Due to their small size and scattered distribution, these wetlands' functions are generally limited to
groundwater discharge to support low-flow conditions.

Wetland finding. Based upon previous environmental studies, it has been determined that there is

no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action

includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use. On

August 10, 1998, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a jurisdictional determination for waters

of the United States and individual wetlands within the project area. Coordination with the Corps

for establishing wetland compensation areas and obtaining applicable permits for the 2.8 acres which
would be affected is ongoing.
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9.L.8 Habitat and Wildlife

There are no substantial differences in expected habitat and wildlife impacts from those reported in
thc FEIS Or FEA.

gJ.g Threatened and Endangered Species

The FEIS reported that there were no federally listed threatened or endangered species within the

proposed alternative corridors. This finding was based on consultations with state and federal
agencies with jurisdiction over endangered species and field work conducted during the location
study. The subsequent FEA for the termini modifications repeated this conclusion based on

additional agency coordination and field investigations.

In February 1997, concerned citizens in the area hired an ecologist to conduct a survey for the James

spinymussel (Pleurobema collina), a federally listed endangered species. The ecologist surveyed

a portion of Ivy Creek, which is downstream from the proposed project, and a portion of one

tributary of Ivy Creek (designated as Tributary K during the stream and wetland analysis) that is

crossed by the proposed project. He searched on February 22,1997 in Tributary K from the project
crossing location to the confluence with Ivy Creek, and in Ivy Creek from the confluence to 700

meters (2,297 feet) downstream. Search efforts were limited primarily to areas considered most

likely to represent suitable habitat for the James spinymussel. He found two shells of James

spinymussel, one approximately 40 meters (131 feet) downstream from the confluence and one

approximately 700 meters (2,297 feet) downstream from the confluence. In a second survey

conducted in September and October 1997,he surveyed approximately 100 meters (328 feet) of Ivy
Creekupstreamof TributaryKand 1,400meters (4,593 feet)of IvyCreekdownstreamof Tributary
K. He found two live specimens approximately 70 meters (230 feet) upstream of the confluence of
Tributary K and Ivy Creek, two shells at unreported distances upstream of the confluence of
Tributary K and Ivy Creek, one live specimen approximately 600 meters (I,969 feet) downstream

of the confluence, and one shell approximately 1,000 meters (3,280 feet) downstream of the

confluence.

VDOT had a survey conducted by a malacologist on July I and 2, 1997, to verify the reported

occurrence of James spinymussel and to determine if the species or its habitat occurs within the

project limits and, if so, to take appropriate actions in accordance with the Endangered Species Act
to ensure that the project would not jeopardiz-ethe continued existence of the species. Ivy Creek was

surveyed from approximately 100 meters (328 feet) upskeam to approximately 700 meters (2,297

feet) downstream of Tributary K. Tributary K and 13 other tributaries also were surveyed. The

survey found one fresh dead specimen of James spinymussel in Ivy Creek approximately 175 to 200

meters (574 to 656 feet) downstream from Tributary K.

The two investigators differed in their opinions about the potential effects of the proposed project

on the species. One contended that any activities that would increase the silt load into Ivy Creek

would negatively affect the remaining populations of spinymussel there and recommended

consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The other contended that the

proposed project would have no significant adverse effect on mussel populations in Ivy Creek.
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Because of these conflicting opinions, on January 5, 1998, FHWA requested input from USFWS

regarding the need for formal consultation. FHWA met with a USFWS representative on March27,
1998, to discuss data collected and additional consultations needed. On April 1, 1998, USFWS
notified FTIWA that formal consultation would be required and that a Biological Assessment should

be prepared. FHWA submitted the Biological Assessment and requested formal consultation on

April 10, 1998.

The Biological Assessment concluded that the project would not have a significant adverse effect

on the mussel populations of concern and would not pose a significant threat of extinction to the

James spinymussel, based on the following:

1. The 14 surveyed tributaries in the Ivy Creek drainage area that would be crossed by the

project had no mussels and were unsuitable for mussels because of small size and insufficient

flow.
2. Tributary K contained no mollusks and there were obvious sediment and nutrient inputs into

the lower reach resulting from livestock activity adjacent to and in the stream.

3. Although live individuals were found in Ivy Creek, the proposed project involves no work
in Ivy Creek and the nearest site of roadwork on the project would be more than 1,000 feet

from Ivy Creek.
4. Few mussels, no snails, and evidence of allochthonous silt in Ivy Creek are indicative of

some ongoing environmental degradation in the watershed.

5. There are documented occurrences of 11 other populations of James spinymussel outside the

Ivy Creek watershed.

6. Because the project would have no intermediate interchanges between the termini, the project

is not likely to be a catalyst for secondary development within the Ivy Creek watershed.

7. Extensive stormwater management provisions are incorporated into the project design to

reduce the risks of immediate and long-term impacts from highway runoff.
8. Extensive erosion and sediment control measures will be implemented and maintained

before, during, and after construction.

USFWS conducted a field inspection of the project site and adjacent areas with VDOT
representatives on April21, 1998. On June 5, 1998, USFWS issued its Biological Opinion that the

project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the James spinymussel and is not likely
to destroy or adversely modify its critical habitat because no critical habitat exists for this species.

USFWS imposed several conditions that must be implemented during project construction. They

include time-of-year restrictions on construction and erosion and sedimentation control measures.

No other new information ol threatened or endangered species has been identified.

9.1.1,0 Agricultural and Forestal Resources

The current alignment is close to the perimeter of urbanized areas and therefore avoids more-rural

outlying areas. This alignment thus would minimize farmland impacts and would cross primarily

residential or forest land. Farmland on the Schlesinger Farm historic property has been avoided.
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The proposed project would encroach on a small disjunct fragment of the Ivy Creek Agricultural and

Forestal District. The fragment is part of a parcel that lies along and to the west of a tributary of Ivy
Creek. The District was established by Albemarle County in accordance with the Virginia
Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act. The Act established a state policy to conserve and protect

agricultural and forestal lands of the Commonwealth for production of food and other products and

as valued natural and ecological resources. State agencies are precluded from acquiring more than

minor amounts of land from such districts unless there is no more economic and practical alternative

and there will not be an unreasonably adverse effect upon state or local farmland protection policy.
Much of the nearby surrounding land has been developed into residential lots (Ivy Ridge). Though

the design as presented at the Design Public Hearing would have required more than one acre of land

from the parcel, subsequent adjustments to the design have reduced the engroachment to less than

one acre. (State law requires that if greater than one acre from a single farm within a district is
involved, the County Board of Supervisors must determine if there is an unreasonably adverse effect

on state or local policy.) This encroachment would have no effect on the larger overall district that

encompasses more than 522 acres. The remainder of the district lies well to the north and west of
the project in the vicinity of the South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir. To minimize impacts to the

property within the district, a bridge crossing of Tributary K would be used, which would reduce the

width of the cross section by reducing the amount of earth fill required to carry the roadway across

the stream. The Section 4(0 Evaluation provides additional information on design options at this

location as a result of Section 4(f) use of the adjacent Albemarle County School Complex property.

9.1.11 Hazardous Nlaterials

No new hazardous material impacts have been identified.

9.1.12 Conclusions about Direct Impacts

Except for the displacements of portions of the trails in the Albemarle County School Complex, and

the designation of the entire property encompassing the Complex as a Section 4(f) resource, the

direct impacts of the bypass are substantially the same as those reported in the FEIS and the FEA.
The project would have no effect on the Brook Hill historic property, as confirmed by VDHR. The

project would not jeopardize the continued existence of the federally listed endangered James

spinymussel, as confirmed by USFWS. The project would have no disproportionately high and

adverse impacts on any minority or low-income populations under Executive Order 12898,

Environmental Justice. The project would not have significant impacts to wetlands or other water

resources. The length of the Current Design's alignment within the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir watershed is less than that reported for Alternative 10 in the FEIS. The shift away from
Agnor-Hurt Elementary School at the behest of Albemarle County moved the alignment only

marginally closer to the reservoir. At its closest point, the alignment would be 500 feet from the

reservoir and several hundred feet from the steepest slopes along the banks of the reservoir.

Extraordinary stormwater management provisions also have been incorporated into the project

design.

The Current Design would displace approximat ely l}Vo of the recently discovered trail system on

the Albemarle County School Complex and approximately 77o of the land in the Complex, and that

is restricted to the northern edge of the property. Notwithstanding statements from County officials
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suggesting that impacts to the trails would be catastrophic for recreational opportunities in Albemarle
County, the relatively low level of public usage of the trails (20 to 30 people daily, fewer in the
summer due to warmer temperatures, and fewer in the winter due to early darkness), along with the
limited hours of availability for public use (6:00 p.m. until dark during school sessions), the
availability of other nearby comparable facilities (see Section 4(0 Evaluation), and the relatively
small amount of the trails displaced, the impacts to the trails do not appear to be significant.

Based on the above discussions, the changes to the direct impacts are not significant.

9.2 Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are impacts caused by a proposed action that may occur later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. They typically include induced growth and
changes in land use patterns, population density, or growth rates, and related effects on air and water
and other natural systems, including ecosystems [40 CFR 1508.8(b)]. These impacts are expected
to be fairly limited because the proposed highway is to be a limited access facility with no
intermediate interchanges. There may be potential for accelerated development at either terminus
due to the improved mobility that would be provided for travelers between the termini.

Quantification of differences in potential development with and without the project are difficult due
to insufficient knowledge of cause and effect relationships between the project and future
development. The locations and timing of developments are based on many complex factors
unrelated to transportation, including current economic conditions, availability of infrastructure such

as water and sewer facilities, and the personal proclivities of land owners.

It has been suggested by some that the project would induce substantial growth and changes in land
use patterns, especially if intermediate interchanges on the bypass are added at some time in the
future (e.g., at Barracks Road or Route 743). There are no provisions for such interchanges in the

Current Design nor are any expected in the foreseeable future due to the firm position of County
officials against them. Such interchanges could only occur as a result of future County actions
requesting them, and they would have to be evaluated in a separate future environmental document
should such a request ever materialize.

Development has been occurring and is expected to continue with or without the project because

both termini are within designated growth areas of Albemarle County. The County's Comprehensive
Plan and Land Use Plan allow for considerable growth in the project area. In addition, residential
development is ongoing in the western part of the county, where a number of new residential
subdivisions have been built on former farmland and forestland. Residential development also has

been occurring in portions of the county south and east of Charlottesville. New schools and other
public infrastructure have accompanied the new development. Commercial development continues
to flourish along existing Route 29, andit is expected to continue with or without the bypass. This
ongoing development is a result of market conditions and perceptions that Albemarle County is an

atffactive place to live, and is independent of whether the bypass is in place or not. In view of these

conditions, the project is not expected to foster major changes in land use patterns or to encourage

sprawl into rural areas.
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The project is consistent with the County's Land Use Plan and is in fact an integral part of that plan.
Rather than stimulating unwanted development, the project location and design are responsive to the

transportation needs identified in the Plan. The location of the project ensures maximum use by
locally oriented traffic as well as through traffic. Local travelers wishing to bypass the intensely
developed commercial areas on Route 29 would be able to do so, and the diversion of these travelers

would leave more capacity on existing Route 29 for travelers oriented to the commercial area.

Travelers passing entirely through the area would be able to do so without mingling with the local
commercial traffic. The elimination of intermediate interchanges ensures that the project would not
contribute to unwanted development in the more pristine rural areas to the west.

The most evident indirect effect of the project has been on the ability of homeowners to sell homes

in proximity to the alignment of the project. In several cases, owners directly or not directly affected

by the project have reported great difficulty in finding buyers. In some cases, VDOT used hardship
acquisition procedures to acquire such homes at the request of the homeowners. All homes on lands

required for project right of way have now been acquired.

The displacement of homes and businesses by the project is not expected to materially affect the

continued viability of the affected communities. The active and diverse real estate market in the area

ensures that displaced residents and businesses can easily be absorbed in other locations in the area.

The indirect impacts of the bypass are substantially the same as those reported in the FEIS and the

FEA, and no new significant indirect impacts are anticipated.

9.3 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are those incremental consequences of a proposed action in addition to other
past and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Other actions in the project area include other

highway projects and residential, commercial, and institutional development. Construction of other

highway projects in Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville are planned to accommodate
growth in traffic volumes generated by ongoing development. These projects include the recently

completed widening of Route 29 between the Route 250 Bypass and the South Fork Rivanna River
(the Base Case improvements discussed in the original FEIS), the Berkmar Drive project parallel to
Route 29 between Rio Road and the South Fork Rivanna River behind a commercial development

area, the recently completed widening of a section of Hydraulic Road, and the proposed Meadow

Creek Parkway. Land uses along or near all of these projects are already urbanized or are rapidly
becoming urbanized.

The proposed project lies within Albemarle County's designated growth areas and does not disturb

or otherwise encourage development of rural land outside the growth areas. The project is an

integral component of the County's Comprehensive Plan and the Land Use Plan. Therefore, the

project should not induce pressure to change zoning or to intensify land uses in undeveloped areas.

Development approvals, zoning changes, and other land use decisions are County or private

responsibilities. Local jurisdictions administer controls for land use decisions in the project area.

Such controls are identified to varying degrees in local comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances,

development standards, subdivision regulations, and similar documents. Local comprehensive plans

specify policies that should be foliowed to meet Albemarle County's land use planning goals. These
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policies state the general conditions under which new development can occur. Actual development
depends on many factors, of which adequate transpofiation is just one. These factors include
availability of adequate water and sanitary facilities, market conditions, proximity and quality of
schools, availability of commercial services, and other amenities.

In the context of other ongoing development in the area, the expected cumulative impacts of the
project are substantially the same as those reported in the FEIS and the FEA, and no new significant
cumulative impacts are anticipated.

10. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

VDOT has continued to seek substantial public input throughout the project development process.

These efforts have included Citizen Information Meetings, formal Public Hearings, close
coordination with a Design Advisory Committee, and meetings with individual landowners and
community groups. The following list summarizes the major public involvement activities:

December 14.15.1987 Public Information Meeting for Route 29 Conidor Study. Purpose
was to familiarize residents with study process and obtain comments
on initial range of alternatives. Approximately 300 people attended.

Ten meetings held with the full Joint Transportation Committee
(Route 29 Task Force), a committee consisting of elected officials
and staff from Albemarle County, the City of Charlottesville, and the
University of Virginia. Representatives of other local groups such as

the Piedmont Environmental Council also attended. The meetings
were used to keep local officials abreast of the study process and
progrcss and to receive their opinions and concems about the project.
The Committee members were directly involved in the development
and screening of alternatives and suggested factors to be examined in
evaluating the alternatives.

Twenty-two meetings held with various interest groups to exchange
ideas and information about the project.

Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Corridor Study. Purpose
was to present 27 conceptual alternatives that were evaluated and the

6 alternatives that were recommended to be carried forward for
further study. A total of approximately 823 people attended.

Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Corridor Study. Purpose

was to present preliminary drawings (scale 1" ' 200') of alternatives
to be studied in Draft EIS and to present available traffic data.

Location Public Hearing for Route 29 Conidor Study. Purpose was

to present the findings of the studies on the alternatives considered
and their comparative environmental impacts and to receive

1987-1992

June 8,9, 1989

June26,27,28,l99A

January 25,1988-
June 5, 1989

June 15, 16, 1988
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October 26.1994

February 6,1996

February 13,1995

March 11, 1996

July 30, 1996

February 25,1997

1995-1998

comments. The DraftEIS was available forpublic review along with
various technical reports and other supporting data. A total of
approximately 645 people attended.

Public Information Meeting for three grade-separated interchanges on
existing Route 29 at Hydraulic Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Rio
Road.

Meeting with Albemarle County Board of Supervisors. Purpose was

to review project status and design.

Location Public Hearing for shifts to southern and northern termini
of bypass. Approximately 600 people attended.

Citizen Information Meeting for bypass design. Purpose was to
present four design alternatives for the bypass. Approximately 524
people attended.

Citizen Information Meeting for bypass design. Purpose was to
present the preferred bypass design alternative to be carried forward
into next stages of design phase. Approximately 497 people attended.

Design Public Hearing for bypass. Approximately 1,636 attended.

Twenty-four meetings held with Design Advisory Committee, a

group of citizens and local officials that provided review and

suggestions regarding compatibility of designs with local community
desires and design goals. The Committee was appointed by the MPO.
The meetings were open to the public and interested citizens and

community representatives frequently attended.

Although the project has been controversial throughout its development, every effort has been made

to consider the diverse and disparate opinions and suggestions of the various factions supporting or
opposing the project. Controversy in and of itself does not constitute environmental impact, but it
does indicate the opposing interests of those directly or indirectly affected, either beneficially or
adversely. VDOT has attempted to achieve a balance between adverse environmental impacts and

benefits to the traveling public. Few major transportation projects are built without adverse impacts

to some segments of the community and to some features of the natural environment. In developing
this project, input from the public has been instrumental in adjusting or adding design features to

minimize the adverse effects while still achieving the major purposes of the project.

The public meetings have been well-attended by citizens both for and against the project, although
opponents have generally been more vocal. Opinions expressed have covered a wide spectrum
ranging from "don't build anything ever again in Albemarle County" to "what are you waiting for,
build it already." A telephone public opinion poll was conducted in January t997 by Mary Means
& Associates and the Leede Research Group. It showed that 43 percent of those surveyed support
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or strongly support the bypass project. Only 17 percent indicated some level of opposition to the
project. Households surveyed were all within a l5-mile radius of the proposed bypass and
distributed among several zip codes to provide balanced representation across the study area. The
opinion poll was criticized and questioned by some project opponents.

Opposition, though vocal, has been mostly local. Many of those opposing the project cited
community impacts or concem about water quality in the reservoir as the principal reasons for their
opposition. Support has been less vocal but more widespread. Many of those supporting the project
cited congestion on existing Route 29 and the need for a better route for through traffic as the
principal reasons for their support. A great deal of support for the project also originates from
outside the study area. For example, officials and Chambers of Commerce representing other areas

along or near Route 29 perceive the bypass project as relieving an existing transportation bottleneck
that hampers economic activity in those areas. The Central Virginia Transportation Planning
Council (MPO) representing the City of Lynchburg, and the Counties of Amherst, Bedford, and

Campbell; the Danville Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) representing the City of Danville
and Pittsylvania County; Greene County and Orange County, which are located adjacent to
Albemarle County; Amherst County; Halifax County; Danville City Council; and the Town of
Appomattox all have passed resolutions supporting the bypass.

Albemarle County, the City of Charlottesville, and the MPO have taken various, and sometimes
opposing, positions at various times over the last 20 years with respect to the project. At present,

Albemarle County has withdrawn support for the bypass, citing as a principal reason the perceived

changes in the sequence of construction priorities for projects in Albemarle County. The City of
Charlottesville currentiy does not support the construction of grade-separated interchanges on
existing Route 29. TheMPO recently voted to withhold construction funding for the bypass while
continuing funding for design and right of way acquisition, also citing the changes in the sequence

of construction priorities.

Various interest groups also have been active during development of the project. Among these are

the Charlottesville/Albemarle Transportation Coalition (CATCO), which has been particularly active
in opposing the bypass, and the North Charlottesville Business Council, which has been particularly
active in supporting the bypass.

State legislators also have become involved in this high-profile project. The Joint Irgislative Audit
and Review Commission (JLARC), a review body created within the Virginia General Assembly,
conducted a study of the highway location process that VDOT uses to select corridors for new road
locations in Virginia. According to JLARC's report, "The study found that the highway location
process appears to work relatively well in Virginia. Based on a detailed review of 2A highway
location projects, it appears all entities with significant interest in a highway's location are provided
the opportunity to participate in and impact the process. Further, the process generally leads to
reasonable decisions about highway locations." However, concems were expressed about certain

aspects of the decision-making process for the grade-separated interchanges on Route 29 in
Charlottesville. Those aspects included:
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The CTB's elimination of the interchanges based on public comments at a Citizens
Information Meeting, a City resolution opposing the Hydraulic Road interchange, and other
factors, without conducting a formal public hearing;

The potential appearance of impropriety of participation in the decision by a CTB member
with a personal interest in the outcome of the decision, despite that member's disclosure of
potential interest in accordance with state law; and,

Lack of coordination between the design of the Route 29 widening project (the Base Case

improvements) and the design of the interchanges.

These concerns are all related to internal decision-making processes of VDOT and the CTB. They
all pertain to actions that were taken within the latitude allowed by current state law. It is within the

CTB's authority to rescind earlier decisions if warranted and there are no requirements for formal
hearings prior to such rescissions (as noted previously, a public meeting, though not formally
designated as a hearing, was held prior to the CTB's decision). None of these are NEPA-related
issues for this project, but they may lead to future changes in Virginia state law regarding public
involvement and CTB decision-making procedures. The CTB rescinded its earlier decision based

on what it considered valid reasons, just as the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors rescinded
its support for the bypass for what it considered valid reasons, and the Charlottesville City Council
withdrew its support for grade-separated interchanges for what it considered valid reasons.

11. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on a review of previous environmental documents, supporting information, changes in project

design, changes in project surroundings, andnew issues andcircumstances bearing on environmental

concerns, it is concluded that no SEIS is warranted, for the following reasons:

. Based on all pertinent information available at the time, the FEIS fuliy and adequately
discussed the project purpose and need; alternatives; the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the alternatives; and all other pertinent factors required by NEPA and its
implementing regulations. A broad range of alternatives was developed and considered,
taking into accountenvironmental constraints, transportation needs, the views of citizens and

local officials, and input from agencies with jurisdiction or expertise. The selected

alternative, a combination of improvements to be implemented in three phases, was based

on a balanced consideration of all relevant factors and information available at the time. The

improvements were to be constructed as (not if) traffic conditions became progressively
worse over time. Elements of implementing the proposed bypass were included in all three

phases. Construction of the bypass was not predicated upon any explicit evaluation as to

whether it was still needed, nor was it contingent upon completion of any other project not
included in the selected alternative.

The FEA and FONSI fully and adequately documented the changes in environmental impacts

resulting from the changes in the southern and northem project termini and clearly indicated
no need for preparing an SEIS in light of changes to the proposed action and new
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circumstances and information. Table 1 provides a summary of the changes in impacts
resulting from the termini modifications.

The elimination of the three grade-separated interchanges at Hydraulic Road, Greenbrier
Drive, and Rio Road represents a change in the selected alternative. This change will not
result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the FEIS. The
FEIS contained evaluations of not including the grade-separated interchanges (i.e., the Base

Case). The only differences from an environmental standpoint were in the number of
business displacements and the amount of right of way required. Neither the Base Case nor
the Base Case with Interchanges would have any significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
effects on nafural, cultural, recreational, historic, or water resources, or on air quality or noise
levels. Removal of the interchanges from the overall improvements eliminated the need to

acquire several businesses and eliminated the temporary disruptions that would have
occurred during construction. A new ROD will be prepared to reflect the change in the

selected alternative. An SEIS is not warranted.

Changes in the design of the project have been aimed at reducing impacts, providing better
transportation service, and accommodating the suggestions of citizens and local officials.

The agency and public coordination throughout the project development process has been

extensive and thorough and meets all applicable requirements.

Except for the impacts to the trails at the Albemarle County School Complex, and the

designation of the entire Complex property as a Section 4(f) resource, the direct, indirect, and

cumulative impacts of the proposed bypass are substantially the same as those presented in
the FEIS and FEA. Table 1 provides a cornparative summary of the impacts.

The impacts of the proposed bypass on the trails and the School Complex are not significant
when considered in the context of the level of public usage, the time-of-day limitations on

the availability of the trails for public use, and the availability of comparable recreational
facilities nearby. There is no prudent and feasible alternative to the use of portions of the

trails and land from the School Complex, and all possible measures to minimize harm will
be incorporated into the final design. A separate Section 4(f; Evaluation has been prepared

as provided for in FTIWA regulations when Section 4(fl involvements are discovered late in
the project development process. The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation provides detailed

information on the property and the project's involvement with it.

Changes in the project design, changes in the project surroundings, and the resulting changes

in individual and cumulative environmental impacts have resulted in no new significant
environmental impacts that would warrant preparation of an SEIS.

Compliance with all applicable environmental requirements has been documented in the

IiEIS, the FEAIFONSI, the separate Section 4(f) Evaluation, and this Reevaluation.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 48



I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Table L

ST]MMARY OF IMPACTS

' See Section 4(f) Evaluation for firll discussion of impacts to the Albemarle County School Complex, avoidance

alternatives, and measures to minimize harnr-

Impact Category Alternative 10
(F'EIS)

Termini
Revisions

(FEA) Current Design

Rieht of Wav Reouired (acres) 290 95 329

Displacements
Families

Businesses

Non-Profi t Organizations

17

8

2

)

I

I

40
(all acquired)

.l

I

Cultural Resources
Westover

Schlesinger Farm

Archaeological Sites

Brook Hill

No Adverse Effect

Mverse Effect
(visual only)

0

NA

No Adverse Effect

NA

No Adverse Effect

NA

No Adverse Effect

Adverse Effect
(visual only)

No Adverse Effect

No Effect

Section 4(f) Involvements

Parks/Recreation Areas

Historic Sites

0

0

0

0

1r

0

Noise Receptors Affected
(Residential sites. school olaysrounds)

62 24 55

Aquatic Resources
Number of Stream Crossings

Length Across Reservoir Watershed
(miles)

Wetlands (acres)

Floodplains
0eneth of crossing in miles)

13

4.2

0.1

0

Not
Quantified

.ALA

3.3

2.8

0.11
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. The alternative courses of action evaluated and the decisions that have been made have been
based upon a balanced consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; the
social, economic, and environmental impacts of the proposed improvements; and national,
state, and local environmental protection goals (23 CFR 771.105).

This Reevaluation indicates that the adverse environmental effects of the proposed action and the
altematives which may avoid or minimize these adverse effects [42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C) and (E)] have
been fully and adequately evaluated and documented. The documentation prepared for the project
meets all NEPA requirements and no SEIS is necessary. No further environmental documentation
is necessary to support the changes in the proposed design and new issues that have arisen as

discussed in this Reevaluation. A new ROD will be prepared to document the elimination of the
three previously proposed grade-separated interchanges from the overall improvements selected and
documented in the original ROD.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation 50



PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

Rolte 29 Bypass Reevaluation



t
I
I
I
I
I
t
t
I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

October 15,1987

October 24,1.987

November 12,1987

November 1987

1987-t992

1987-1991

1987-1992

December 14,15,1987

January 25, 1988-
June 5, 1989

June 15, 16, 1988

September 22,1.988

APPENDIX A
PROJECT CHRONOLOGY

Commonwealth Transportation Board approved consultant selection to

conduct location studies, traffic studies, and preparation of Environmental
Impact Statement for Route 29 Conidor Study.

Engineering Agteement executed and Notice to Proceed given.

Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement published in
Federal Register pursuant to 40 CFR 1501.7 and23 CFR77l.l23(a).

Scoping letters sent to federal, state, and local agencies announcing the

Route 29 Conidor study and soliciting input pursuant to 40 CFR
1501.7(aXl) and23 CFR 771.111(a).

VDOT met 10 times with Joint Transportation Committee (Route 29 Task

Force), a committee consisting of elected officials and staff from Albemarle
County, the City of Charlottesville, the MPO and the University of Virginia.
Representatives of local groups such as the Piedmont Environmental Council
and CATCO also attended, as did interested citizens and represertatives of
broadcast and print media. The meetings were used to keep local officials
abreast of the study process and progress and to receive their opinions and

concems about the project. The Committee members were directly involved
in the development and screening of alternatives and suggested factors to be

examined in evaluating the alternatives.

Distributed eight newsletters over the course of Route 29 Conidor Study to

report study findings and announce upcoming events. Approximately 1,100

names were on the final mailing list.

Maintained toll-free telephone "hotline" for people to call to ask questions

or express opinions.

Public Information Meeting for Route 29 Corridor Study. Purpose was to
familiarize residents with study process and obtain cofirments on initial range

of alternatives. Approximately 300 people attended.

VDOT met22 times with various interest grcups to exchange ideas and

information about the Route 29 Corridor Study.

Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Conidor Study. Purpose was to
present 27 conceptual alternatives and the 6 that were recontmended to be

carried forward for further study. Approximately 823 people attended-

Presentation to federal and state environmental agencies at Interagency

Coordination Meeting in Richmond for Route 29 Corridor Study.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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June 8,9, 1989 Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Conidor Study. Purpose was to
present preliminary drawings (scale 1" ' 200') of alternatives to be studied
in Draft EIS and to present available traffic data.

FHWA signed Draft EIS forRoute 29 Corridor Study.

Draft EIS distributed to 47 federaT. state, and local agencies for review and

comment.

Federal Register notice of availability of Draft EIS.

Location Public Hearing for Route 29 Corridor Study. Purpose was to
present the findings of the studies on the alternatives considered and their
comparative environmental impacts and to receive comments. The Draft EIS
was available for public review along with various technical reports and

other supporting data. Approximately 645 people attended.

Commonwealth Transportation Board selected a combination of
improvements to implemented over several years. The improvements would
include completion of the Base Case widening and development of a North
Grounds access and actions to reserve right of way for three grade-separated

interchanges and the Alternative 10 bypass in short term, construction of
three grade-separated interchanges and continued reservation of right of way

for the bypass in midterm, and construction of the bypass in long term.

VDOT submitted Final Environmental Assessment to F[{WA for Route 29

Base Case widening improvements and requested FONSI.

FHWA signed Finding of No Significant Impact for Route 29 Base Case

widening improvements.

Commonwealth Transportation Board resolution reaffirmed the Route 29

Conidor Study selected altemative and the phasing associated with it.

Officials from Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville executed
agreement (the "three-party agreement") supporting selected improvements
and requesting implementation of Route 29 and other improvements in a
specific sequence.

University of Virginia officials became parfy to the "three-party agreement."

Commonwealth Transportation Board approved the design of the Base Case

widening improvements.

Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement for Westover and Schlesinger Farm

executed by VDHR.

Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement for Westover and Schlesinger Farm

executed by Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

May

May

11,1990

17,1990

May 25,1990

June 26,27,28,I99O

November 15, 1990

July 12,I99l

July 17, 1991

December 19,1991

December, 1991

February,1992

January 1.6,1992

August 4,1992

October 1,1992
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January 20,1993

February 1993

February 25,1993

March 5,1993

April8, 1993

March 15,1994

October 26,1994

November 4,1994

January 17,1.995

February 13,1995

February 16,1995

March 16,1.995

June 7, 1995

July 6, 1995

October 17,1995

November 14,1995

December 12,1995

January 31,1996

February I,1996

Final EIS for Route 29 Conidor Study signed by FHWA.

Final EIS distributed to federal, state, and local agencies.

Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO created the Route 29 Bypass Design
Advisory Committee.

Federal Register notice of availability of Final EIS for Route 29 Corridor
Sfudy.

Record of Decision for Route 29 Conidor Study signed by FHWA.

Proposed termini revisions for Route 29 Bypass presented to federal and

state environmental agencies at Interagency Coordination Meeting.

Public Information Meeting for Route 29 Interchange Design, Hydraulic
Road, Greenbrier Drive, and Rio Road.

FHWA signed Draft EA for revised Route 29 Bypass termini. Major
Investment Study also included.

City of Charlottesville resolution requesting VDOT to stop all design work
and construction plans for interchange at Hydraulic Road.

Location Public Hearing for Route 29 Bypass termini revisions.

Approximately 600 people attended.

CTB rescinded actions in resolutions of 1ll15i9 0 and I2ll9l91 (including
l1t4t9l letter of Milliken to Bowie) related to the three grade-separated

interchanges and to phasing of construction for the bypass.

Commonwealth Transportation Board approved relocations of southern and

northem termini for Route 29 Bypass.

VDOT submiued Final EA for revised Route 29 Bypass termini and

requested FONSI.

FHWA issued FONSI for revised Route 29 Bypass termini.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.
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February 6,1996

February 28,1996

March ll,1996

March 27, 1996

April24,1996

April25, 1996

May 15, 1996

June 18, 1996

June 18, 1996

July 30, 1996

August 28,1996

August 29,1996

October 18, 1996

October 24,1996

November 13,1996

November 18, 1996

December 5,1996

December 12, L996

December 19,1996

January 10,1997

February 5,1997

February 6,1997

VDOT meeting with Albemarle County Board of Supervisors.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Bypass design. Purpose was to
present four design alternatives. Approximately 524 people attended.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

VDOT meeting with representatives of Roslyn Ridge.

VDOT meeting with Woodbum Road residents and with University of
Virginia representative.

VDOT meeting with Squinel Ridge residents.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Citizen Information Meeting for Route 29 Bypass design. Purpose was to
present alignment to be carried forward into next stages of design phase.

Approximately 497 people attended.

VDOT meeting with Colthurst residents.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

VDOT commenced reevaluation of environmental documents due to time
elapsed since original FEIS and additional design changes.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

VDOT meeting with Roslyn Ridge representatives.

VDOT meeting with Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority representatives.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

VDOT meeting with University of Virginia representatives.

Design Advisory Commiftee meeting.

VDOT commenced wetland delineation.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.
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February 20,199'7

February 25,1997

April9,1997

April 14,1997

Apil 17,1997

May 7,7997

May 19,1997

July 1,2,1997

July 8, 1997

July 16,1997

September 25,1997

December 4,'1.997

January 5, 1998

January 8, 1998

January 15, 1998

January 30, 1998

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Public Hearing for Route 29 Bypass. Approximately 1,636 people
attended.

Albemarle County Board of Supervisors passed resolution opposing
additional expenditures of public funds for bypass and withdrawing support
for the project, based primarily on changes in project construction phasing.

VDOT meeting with University of Virginia representative.

Commonwealth Transportation Board approved Route 29 Bypass design
with modifications.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

VDOT meeting with Board of St. Anne's Belfield School and meeting with
University of Virginia representative.

VDOT conducted mussel survey in Ivy Creek and tributaries in response to
citizen concerns about potential impacts to potential populations of James
spinymussel, a federally listed endangered species. No populations or
suitable habitat were found within limits of project. Nearest potential
populations are in Ivy Creek, at least 1,000 feet downstream from project.
Report forwarded to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

FFIWA asked USFWS to determine need for formal consultation regarding
James spinymussel.

Southem Environmental Law Center, on behalf of PiedmontEnvironmental
Council and Sierra Club, filed suit in U.S. District Court alleging violations
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Section 4(0
of the Deparftnent of TransporLation Act (49 U.S.C. 303).

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission released report on highway
location process. Concerns were expressed regarding the Commonwealth
Transportation Board's decision process with respect to elimination of the
grade-separated interchanges on Route 29.

VDOT requested NRIIP etigibiliry determination for Brook Hill from
VDHR.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation

A-5



T

I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

February 17,1.998

March 9,1998

April 1, 1998

April T, 1998

Aprit 10, 1998

April21, 1998

June 5, 1998

June 11,1998

July 28, 1998

August 10, 1998

August 14,1998

October 2,1998

October 20,1,998

October 20,1998

October 29,1998

November 3, 1998

November 17,1998

February 18, 1999

February 1999

Design Advisory Committee meeting.

FHWA filed response to lawsuit.

USFWS informed FHWA that formal consultation would be needed
regarding James spinymussel.

VDHR confirmed that Brook Hill is eligible for NRHP under Criterion C.

FHWA submitted Biological Assessment and requested that USFWS initiate
formal consultation regarding James spinymussel.

USFWS conducted on-site inspection of project for James spinymussel.

USFWS issued Biological Opinion of no jeopardy on James spinymussel.

VDOT wrote to Albemarle County Executive requesting information about
trails and any other recreational facilities potentially affected by project.

VDHR confirmed that the project will not alter the features that make Brook
Hill eligible for listing in the NRFIP (no effect).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued jurisdictional determination.

Albemarle County Chief of Community Development provided information
about trails.

FHWA sent Administrative Record to judge, clerk of court, U.S. Attorney,
Region, Washington Headquarters, and plaintiffs in lawsuit.

FHWA informed VDOT that trail behind Jack Jouett Middle School is
subject to Section 4(f; therefore, Section 4(f) Evaluation needed.

FHWA requested mapping of the trails from Albemarle County Planning
Department (no maps were available).

Work begun on Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Albemarle Counf Director of Parks and Recreation provided information
about trails on School Complex.

VDOT's consultant met with Albemarle County's Director of Community
Development and Director of Parks and Recreation.

VDOT distributed Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation to all who received F-EIS.

45-day review period established in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135(1).

Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation sent to U.S. Department of Interior for
coordination and comment pursuant to 23 CFR 771.135(I)-
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February 24,1999

February 26,1999

March 5.1999

March 5,1999

March lA,1999

March 11,1.999

March 16,1999

April5, 1999

Apil12,1999

April 16, 1999

April19, 1999

April20, 1999

April?l,1999

November 1999

January 13,2000

March 13,2000

Division of Wastewater Engineering, Virginia Department of Health,
submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation.

Endangered Species Coordinator, Office of Plant and Pest Services, Division
of Consumer Protection Virginia Deparfinent of Agriculture and Consumer
Services, submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Environmental Impact Review Coordinator, Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality, submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(fl
Evaluation.

Environmental Engineer, Virginia Marine Resources Commission, submitted
review comments on Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation.

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation submitted review
comments on Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation.

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation submitted review
comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Office of Permit Support, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality,
submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Southem Environmental Law Center submitted review comments on Draf-t
S e ction 4 (fl Ev aluation.

Offrce of Air Data Analysis, Virginia Departrnent of Environmental Quality,
submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation.

Albemarle County Attorney, on behalf of the Albemarle County Board of
Supervisors, submitted review comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.
Comments of Albemarle County Planning and Community Development
Department and Albemarle Counry Parks and Recreation Department
attached as appendices.

Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Office of the
Secretary, U. S. Deparunent of the Interior, submitted review comments on
Draft Section 4(fl Evaluation.

Charlottesville-Albemarle Transportation Coalition, Inc. submitted review
comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Charlottesville-Albemarle Metropolitan Planning Organization submitted
review comments on Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Draft Final Section 4(fl Evaluation sentto Department of lnterior.

U.S. Departrnent of Interior provided comments on draft Final Section 4(f)
Evaluation.

Federal Highway Administration approved Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Route 29 Bypass Reevaluation
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APPENDIX B
LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND SUPPORTING OR RELATED STUDIES AND REPORTS

1986 Environmental Assessment, Route 29 - Albemarle County, Robert H. Blackman, Virginia Department
of Highways and Transportation, (July 1986); 19 pp.

1988 Segment Analysis Worksheets, Route 29 Conidor Study, Charlottesville, Virginia. Margaret Ballard,
David Metcalf, Laura Greene, Sheila Pooley, and Richard Hartman, compilers; 255 pp + 4 large maps.

1988 Route 29 Conidor Study, Screening of Conceptual Altematives. Sverdrup Corporation (June 1988);
44pp.

1988 Phase I Historic Architecnrre Survey, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement.
Sverdrup Corporation (December 1988); 346 pp.

1990 Route29CorridorStudyLocationPublicHearinglune26-28,1990. SverdrupCorporationT4pp.

1990 Agricultural and Forest Resources, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement.

Sverdrup Corporation (April 1990);59 pp.

1990 Air Quality Analysis, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement. Sverdrup
Corporation (April 1990); 32pp.

1990 Aquatic Resources and Water Quality, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement.

Sverdrup Corporation (April 1990); 265 pp.

1990 Engineering Report, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement. Sverdrup
Corporation (April 1990); 125 pp.

1990 Noise Analysis, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement. Sverdrup Corporation
(April 1990); 65 pp.

1gg0 Phase I Archaeological Investigations, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement.
Sverdrup Corporation flVlarch 1990); 196 pp.

1990 Socio-Economic and Land Use Analysis, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact
Statement. Sverdrup Corporation (April 1990); 97 pp.

1990 Terrestrial Ecology, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement. Sverdrup

Corporation (April1990); 125 pp.

1990 Traffic and Transportation Analysis, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact Statement.
Sverdrup Corporation (April 1990);400 pp.

1990 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(Dll06 Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and Virginia Deparunent of Transportation (May
1990);207 pp.

1990 Final Position Paper. Sverdrup Corporation (November 1990); 60 pp.
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l99l Final Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact for Route 29 Base Case

Widening improvements. U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and

Virginia Department of Transportation

l99l Phase tr Historic Architectural Investigations, Technical Memorandum for Environmental Impact
Statement. Sverdrup Corporation (January 1991, Revised); 161 pp.

L992 Phase II Archaeological Investigations at Site 44A8348 for the U.S. Route 29 Corridor Study,
Charlottesville and Albemarle County, Virginia. John Milner Associates, Inc.; 40 pp.

1993 Phase tr Archaeological Evaluations Woolfolk Cemetery (44A8418), U.S. Route 29 Conidor Study,
Charlottesville and Albemarle County, Virginia. John Milner Associates, Inc.; 83 pp.

1993 Final Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(Dll06 Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and Virginia Department of Transportation (January

1993);277 pp.

1993 Record of Decision (ROD) on FEIS Route 29,C1ty of Charlottesville and Albemarle County, FHWA-
VA-EIS-90-02-F;3 pp.

1994 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Route 29, Ciry of Charlottesville and Albemarle County, Virginia.
The Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. (June 1994);260 pp.

1994 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey, Route 29 Bypass Around Charlottesville: Corridor 10 Revision at

North End, City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County, Virginia. The Cultural Resource Group,

Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. (September 1994);74pp.

1.994 Phase tr Archaeological Investigarions Sites 44A8428, /!+ABAI2L, and 44AR430, Route 29 Albemarle
Counf, Virginia. The Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger & Associates, Inc. (September 1994);

91 pp.

1995 Environmental Assessment, Route 29, Alternative 10 Modifications, LorettaB. Cummings, Culpeper
District, Virginia Department of Transportation (June 1995); 43 pp. includes Major Investrnent Study

and Noise Study.

lgg5 Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSD for Route 29 - ALt.10 Modifications; 4 pp.

1996 Route 29 Bypass citizen comments from March 11,,lgglCitizen Information Meeting. Prepared by
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. for Virginia Department of Transportation. April 18,

1996:.403 pp.

1996 Route 29 Bypass citizen comments from July 30, 1.996 Citizen Information Meeting. Prepared by
Parsons BrinckerhoffQuade & Douglas, Inc. for Virginia Department of Transportation. August 28,

1.996;328 pp.

1gg7 Final Design Noise Report, Route US 29 Bypass, Albemarle County, Virginia, Parsons Brinckerhoff

Quade & Douglas,Inc. (February 1997\;659 pp.
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1997 Phase I Archaeological Investigations of the Revised Design Alternative of Alternate 10 for U.S.
Route 29 Bypass Corridor, Albemarle County, Virginia. The Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger
& Associates, Inc. (Febru ary 1997); 18 pp.

1997 Architechral Evaluation Brook Hill (2-8) Albemarle County, Virginia VDOT 6029-002-FZI, PE 101.
Coastal Carolina Research, Inc.; 10 pp.

lggT Route 29 Bypass Design Public Hearing Transcript. 19 volumes. Prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff
Quade & Douglas, Inc. for Virginia Department of Transportation.

lggT A second survey for freshwater mussel fauna in Ivy Creek, Albemarle County, Virginia. P. H.
Stevenson.

IggT Survey of the freshwater mussel fauna at the proposed U.S. Route 29 Bypass crossing of Ivy Creek
and 14 unnamed tributaries, Albemarle County, Virginia. B. B, Beaty and R. J. Neves.

1998 Jurisdictional determination on waters of the United States by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

1998 Biological assessment of impacts from the Route 29 Bypass on the James spinymussel in Ivy Creek
Albemarle County, Virginia. Federal Highway Administration; 7 pp.

1998 Biological opinion regarding James spinymussel. Letter to Federal Highway Administration from
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated June 5, 1998. 17 pp.

1998 Review of the Highway Location Process in Virginia. House Document No. 60. Report of the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Commission. January 15, 1998.

ir9gg Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. Trail Behind Jack Jouett Middle School.

Tggg Draft Route 29 Bypass Noise Technical Report; Analysis of Albemarle County School Complex.

2000 Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. Albemarle County School Properties.
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