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ROUITE 29 @RRIDOR SrUDY
POSITTOX PAPER

t. PRqtEcT DESCRTPAIOI

alternatives
the City of
S. Route 250

Alternatives

an Expressway

along existing alignment.

Each bypass alternative would provide a four-lane divided,
linited access highway on new location within a right of way

approximately 30O feet wide. Grade-separated interchanges would

provide access at selected cross roads.

The Expressway alternative, foLlowing the alignnent of existing
Route 29, would provide four express lanes between three-lane
ser:rrice roads on each side, The express lanes, separated fron the
locaL lanes by concrete barriers, would be depreEsed below existing
ground level to provide grade separations at cross streets. Slip
ramps would connect the express lanes and the senrj.ce laneE.

The rfBaee CaEert provides for improvements to the existing road
progranmed by vDor for several yearg but delayed pending the
outcome of this study. These improvenentE entail widening the

1. locati,on and Geaeral Design Fcatures

As shown on the map on the next pager ttre project
are located in the U. S. Route 29 corridor in
charlottesville and Albemarle county betrreen the u.
Blpass and the North Fork of the Rivanna River.
incrude seven blpass alternatives on nelr r.ocation and

t
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
,!

I
t



Candidate Build
Alternatives



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

existing road to six lanes plus continuous right turn lanes. For

this study, it has been aEsuned that the Base Case improvementE

will be built regardless of which alternative is selected (except

for the Expressway). The Base case inprovements therefore sernred

as the rrNo Buil.drr alternative, a benchnark against which to conpare

the other alternatives.
During the study, City and County officials requested that a

variant of the Base case, ref,erred to as the trBase caEe with
interchangesrt be evaluated for its traffic senrice inplications.
This option was not evaluated for its sociaL, economic" and

environmental impacts.

2. Puroose and Need

The purpose of the project is to reduce existing and future
traffic congestion on a three-nile section of It. s. Route zg

between U. S. Route 25O Blpass and the South Fork Rivanna River
and to achieve Route 29ts function as an arterial highway.

The State Arterial System, as nandated by the Virginia General

Assenbly, consists of nultilane divided, high-speed highways

senring moEt najor towns and cities in the Etate. U. S. Route

29 through central Virginia is a major part of the designated State

Arterial System.

The functional clasEificatLon of Route 29 is |tprincipal

arterial.rr According to the Highway Capacity Manual, a principal.

arterial sentes najor through novements between inportant centers

of activities in a metropolitan area and a substantial" portion of
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I trips entering and leaving the area. rn small cities,

arterialrs inportance is derived f,rom the serrrice provided
traf,fic passing through the urban area.

Route zg is also being proposed for inclusion in a network of
Highways of National significanee being developed by the FederaL
Highway Adninsitration. According to Federal Highray
Adninistration guidelines, the Highways of National. significance
will provide a system of existing and planned principaL arteriar
routes which will serve najor population centers and interstate
and interregional traver needs for the foreseeabre future.

For most of its J.ength through virginia, Route 29 is a four_
lane-divided highway, with controrled access features on so'e
sections' rt connects the washington, D. c. uetropolitan area with
other urbanized areas through central virginia such as warrenton,
culpeper, Lynchburg, and Danville and continueE into North
carolina. yfith plans nearing cornpletion for a bypass at Lynchburg,
charlottesville renainE the last netropolitan area along Route 29
where traffic will not be able to blpass the most congested area.

The section of Route 29 under study is an uncontrolled access,
four-lane divided highway with at-grade signalized intersections.
rt providee direct access to the numerous businesses rocated along
both sides of the road. The grouing deveropment, increasing
traffic volunee, and the inadequate capacity of the existing road
are causing increasing congestion, lower travel epeede, and
deteriorating leveLs of traffic sernrice as this section of Route

an
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29 has become overloaded. The road functionE more like an urban
street than an arterial route.

This section of Route 29 is the moEt beavily traveLled highway
in the charlottesville area, carrying twice as much traffic aE

rnterstate Route 64. rt is the only rnajor north-south highway
sernring the expandl.ng development north of Charlottesville and

surrounding portions of Albemarre cotmty. Route 29 is the onLy

major route connecting this developnent with other population and

enplolment centers in Charlottesville. It also is the only uaJor
route connecting points north of Charlottesville with points south
of Charlottesville.

rf additional highway capacity is not provided, traver
conditions will become steadily worse. Congestion on Route 29 uill
proliferate. charlottesville will remain a bottleneck on this
important eentral Virginia arterial.

Without improvements to
demand along Route 29 will
intolerable, with long lines
Congested conditions such as

Route 29, continuing growth in travel
cause congestion and delay to become

of traffic waiting at each stop light.
this nay Lead to:

Traffic, especially local traffic, eeeking alternate routes
thro-ugh reeidential areas and on secondary roads not
deeigned for heavy volumes of traffic;
{or? congestion through nany hours of the day, not just
durLng tlpical norning and evening peak periode illore accidents, with a correEponding increase in property
damage and inJuries;
Greater fuel eonsunption and porlutant enissions due to more
stopped vehicles along Route 29;
ReEtricted access to adjacent cornmercial and residentiaL
areas, creating a negative inpact on commercial Eales.
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In an effort to address the transportation needs of the City
of Charlottesville and Albemarle County, the Metropolitan planning

organization developed the Charlottesville Area Transportation
study Year 2000 Transportation plan (cArs). The map on the next
page shows the CATS projects within the study area. The list below

describes the projeets in the plan. A western bypass had

originalLy been recommended as part of. the plan but was deleted by

the Metropolitan Planning organization due to opposit,ion from

Albemarle County representatives. The need for a western bypass

tras been indicated in previous studies as described in the project
History section.

The first nine proJects on the list are those that would most

affect travel on Route 29 if not conrpleted on schedule. Failure
to construct one or more of these facilities in a tinely manner

could resuLt in greater traffic volunes on Route 29. The traffic
problems already described would then become even worse, thereby
increasing the need for an alternate route.

o Hydraulic Road (Route 7431 between Route 65? and Route
631 (Rio Road) - widen to four lanes divided.

o Mcrntire Road between Preston Avenue and Route 250 Bypass
- widen to four lanes divided.
Ucfntire Road ExtenEion (Meadowcreek parlcway) between
Route 250 Blpass and Route 631 (Rio Road) - construct
new four-lane linited access facility.
Mcrntire Road Extension (Irteadowcreek parkway) between Rio
Road and Route 29 Norttr - constrrrct new four-Lanepartially controll.ed access facility.
Rio Road/Route 250 Connector - construct new four-lane
divided faeility.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

4A



--\*,'*11*+11 
]' \..a

?,,*v;

ii
\---.,

-.:*

rA
*t

"rt

O t l*tfo

Charlottesviffe Area
Transportation Study

Pfanned lmprovements



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

o Route 29 North between Route 250 Bypass and the south
Fork of the Rivanna River - fmprovements depend on
outcone of Route 29 Corridor Study.

Route 656 (Georgetown Road) between Hydraulic Road and
Barraclcs Road - r€coDstruct two lanes to tnprove
alignment, spot improvement on a case by cale basis.
Rio Road between Route 29 and Mclntire Road Extended -widen to four lanes divided.
Rio Road between ltydraulic Road (Route 7c3l and Route 29

viden to four lanes.

Route 250 Blpass (rong street) betveen st. crair Avenue
and East High Street - widen to four laneE divided.
Ninth street rearignment between cherry Ave. and Main st.
- reconstruct and realign with ltain Street/l0th St.
intersection and construct connection to proposed nedical
complex road.

Route 250 East between East High Street and Route 2O(including Rivanna River bridge; - widen to six Lanes
divided.

East High Street between Ninth St. and Route 250 Bypass -widen to three lanes with center lane resernred for-Lurns.
Route 250 West between Route 2g/Z5O Bypass and Route 677
- widen to four lanes divided.
Route 25O West between Route 677 and Route 637 - widen to
four lanes undivided.

fvy Road (Route 250 BuEiness) between Ennett Street and
Route 29/250 Blpass - widen to four lanes with ftush
median.

Route 631 South from 0.56 niles north
Route 1103 - construct new four-lane

of Route 706 to
divided facility to

inprove alignment.

Route 25O East betneen Route
to four lanes divided.

20 and fnterEtate 64 - widen

Ridge Street between West Main Street and Cherry Avenue -
widen to four Lanes divided within existing right of way.

Greenbrier Drive Extension between lfhitewood Road and
Hydraulic Road - construct new two lane faeiLity.

4B
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Madl.son Avenue Extension between Madison Avenue andPreston Avenue - construct new two-lane facility.
Fontaine Avenue between Jefferson park Avenue and Route29/250 Blpass - widen to four 1anes.

Route 637 between Route 250 west and rnterst,ate 64reconstruct two lanes to improve alignment.
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, Guidelines for Public Comments at Board Meetings

Dgring the June 19, l9E6 meeting of the Commonwealth Transportation

Board, the chairman announced that time for public comments would bc soheduled

at futtue board meetings as the first agenda item and thg Commissioneds Officc
would establish and publish basic guidelincs.

Foltowing arc the guidclines approved by thc Board:

l. lssue addressed by individual making publie commeot uottst bc on the
agenda for that meeting.

2. Opportunity for public commcnt on the issuc being ad&csscd has nqt
. been afforded the public in another fonrm such as a public hearing. 

.

3. tndividual offcring public commcnt should limit remarks to not more than
five minutes"

4. If a group of citizcng wishaq to comnent on atr iteo" they are askcd to
select onc individnl to lpcak for thc group.

5. Exccptirr b t6 2 can bc madc upon the motion of a board mcnbcr with
the nqiritt of thc Bood concuning.
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3. gtudy erea

The city of charlottesville and Arbemarre county coubined have
about 1OO, OOO reisidentE. StabiJ,ity and low unenplolment
characterize the arears economy. The unLversity of virginla, with
17,ooo students and rorooo emproyees, is the maJor emprolment,
education, and curturar center of the region. The university
expects to increase its student enrollnent to 2orooo. The u. va.
Medicar center, the downtown commerciar area and several industries
along Route 29 are other naJor emproyers. A naJor concentration
of the regionrs retair businesses lies along the densely developed
section of Route 29 north of charlottesville between the Route
2g/25o Blpass and the south Fork Rivanna RLver. Beyond the
conmerciar and industriar strip lie residentiar areas and
subdivisions of varying sJ.ze. Further out, a more rurar character
prevaiLs vith fams, scattered residences, rolling hilLe, and
forest land. continuing deve!.opnent however is dininishing the
rurar character as additional subdivisions, reEidential lots, and
business sites are approved by the county. outlying deveropments
are senred by secondary roads upon which travel demands are
steadily increasing. Route 29 renaine the only najor north-Eout5
traffic artery channeling rocar traffic to shopping, enprolment,
and recreatLonar centers whire arso providing the onry route
senring intrastate and interstate personal and conmercial travel
through central Virginia.
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B. PROirECT,ETSTORY

Plans for improving and upgrading the Route zg corridor north
of Charlottesville have been under discussion for nearly 20 years.
An earlier Route 29 Corridor Study conpleted by VDOT in January of
L979 reconmended widening Route zg to Eix ranes, buiJ.dLng an

eastern residential collector road, and building a lLnited access

western blpass.

The Piednont Highway corridor study wag prepared by vDor to
identify the tlpes and locations of improvements needed for north-
south transportation through the central part of the state. The

study, provided to county officiars in 1984, incl.uded a zl-nile-
Iong western bypass.

Between Lg75 and 1985, the Charlottesville Area Transportatl.on
Study (CATS) year 20OO Transportation Plan was prepared through the
cooperative efforts of the City of Charlottesville, Albemarle

county, vDor, and the Federal Highway Adninistration. The naJor
purpose of CATS was to update the L967 ttaJor Arterial Street and

Highway Plan and define highway and pubric transportation
improvements needed through the year 2OOO. The CATS year 2OOO plan

was approved by the CharlottesviLle Albemarle Metropolitan Planning

organization on August 28, 1985. The initial CATS plan included
both six-Laning of existing Route 29, with grade-separated

interchanges at llydraulic Road and Rio Road, and the conatruction
of a western blpass. However, the plan adopted in 1985 deleted the
proposed western blpass. The Uetropolitan Planning Organization



I
I was made aware at that tine that, witbout a bypass, Route 29 $rou1dI 

_____, 
- ryJ!,sep; .sl\ftlLE r

remain deficient.
since L982, other studies have attempted to refine the cATs

plan by focusing on the Route 29 corridor from the Route zg/zso
Brpass to the Greene county line. vDor compreted an in-depth
planning and engineering study in 1985. Nine alternatives
involving various widening schemes, sernrice roads, and an eastern
blpass lrere eonsidered. None of the nine alternatives considered
at that tine appeared to provide adequate capacity to accommodate
projected year 2ooo travel demandE in the corridor.

In April 1985, Charlottesville and Albenarle County officials
presented their highway and transportation needE to the Governorrs
Cornrnission for Transportation in the Twenty-First century. Anong
their raquests was deveropment of a u. s. Route 29 blpass on the
eastern side of the City of CharlottesvilLe.

fn october 1986, a location and design public hearing was heLd

for the up'grading of Route 29 from Hydraulic Road north to the
south Fork Rivanna River bridge. This proposal included
reconstruction of existing Route 29 to six lanes, with continuous
right turn lanes betueen Hydraulic Road and Rio Road. North of
Rio Road, a six lane road was to have been provided to the south
Fork of the Rivanna River. A grade-separated interchange was

proposed at Rio Road. opposition to the interehange expressed at
the public hearing caused it to be renoved from vDoT plans. These

iuprovements to Route 29, with no grade-separated interchanges,
constitute the Base Case.
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The Albemarle County Board of Super:visors requested that an

expressuay concept along existing Route 29 be studied before the
Base case improvements were inplemented. vDor postponed the
improvementE pending further study.

Because of continuing uncertainties and differing opinions
regarding what should be done about Route 29, a nerr study was

initiated to
alternativeE.

fully and objectively analyze al,l reasonable

The current study, begun in October of, Lgg7,

included development of a complete traffic nodel, evaluation of
eastern and western bypass aLternatl.ves on new location, and

evaluation of an expressway alternative within the existing Route

29 corridor. The proposed Base case improvements were used as'a
baseline against which to compare the alternatives. prelininary
plans of the candidate build alternatives, a Draft Environmental

rnpact statement, technical. reports, and other materials sere
presented to the public at a public hearing June 26, 27, and 28,

1990.
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c. 8!upt PRocEeS

The current study has provided recent and quantifiable data
on the benefits and inpacts of the proJect alternatives to enable

a decision to be made. rn accordance with the study scope

developed by vDoT with participation by Albenarl.e County and the
city of Charlottesville, the initial study area was J.arge to ensure

that aLl reasonable alternatives uere evaluated. It stretched from

the Greene County line on the north to beLow Red HilL on the south,
and from crozet on the west to Keswick on the east. Between

oetober, L987 and June 1999, using topograptric maps, aerial
photography, and field reconnaissance, many potential blpass
alternatives within a large study area were examined. preLiminary

results of the traffic studieE showed that blpass alternatives
located further out fron charlottesville would carry little traffic
and would not solve the Route 29 congestion problem. Consequently,

the focus was shifted to aLternatives closer in.
Prelininary alternatives were screened based on environmental,

traffic' and engineering factors. Those that were not feasible, did
not satisfy the need, or had severe inpacts were elininated. rn
June, 1988, 27 conceptual blpass alternativeE were presented to the
public with a recommendation that five be retained as Candidate

Buitd AlternativeE in addition to the Base Case and the Expressvay

Alternative. Subsequently, tso additional Section 4(f) avoidance

alternatives were added to avoid inpacts to l{cfntire park, pen

Park, and Rivanna Park. An interin report on Expresshray options

and analyses uas prepared. The report suggested that the
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Expressway concept would be less disruptive than interchanges to
adjacent businesses since less right of way wourd be required.
Through the screening proeess, the study area was reduced to a

window nine miles long and eight miles wide.

All of the Candidate Build Alternatives were then developed at
a lrr=2o0r scale and prelininary plans were presented to the public
in June of 1989. The alternativeE uere then refined aE additionaL

data became avallable. ThiE refinement continued right up until
just before the public hearing at which plans and technical data

for all of the alternatives were presented to the public.
All of the aLternatives rrere subjected to detail.ed scnrtiny

regarding traffic serrrice capabilities and nany impact categories.
Comprehensive technical analyses were performed for traffic levelE
of setlrice, air quality, noise, sater guality, wetlands, cornnunity

inpacts, family and businesE displaeements, endangered species, and

other social, economic, and environnental factors.
In addition to technical analysee, the views of'citizens, local

officials, and resource agencies t ere considered during the

aligmrnent developnent process. Throughout the study process,

regular neetings $ere held with the Joint Transportation Conrnittee

of elected officialE and staff from AlbenarLe County, the City of
Charlottes'nille, and the University of Virginia. lleetings were

also held sith local civic groups. Contacte with f,ederal, state,
and local agencies were made to identify resourcea, senEitive

areas, and agency concerns.

10
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* Lg'lg - Albenarle County Board of Supervisors, concerned over
rapid developnent and traffic congestion in the Route 29
coiridor, requesls a transportation study of the corridor.

. Uay 1929 - The Albemarle County Board of.Supelvisors.adopts
th6 reconmendations of the Route 29 Corridor Study with a
Western Bypass and six laning of Route 29.

* June Lg82 - The Department reexanines the findings of the
Route 29 Corridor 3tudv. As stated in the _report, ln Angrlysis

, - 
th9 nged for a Western BlPass

G ffi wefl as the six laning of Route 29.

* April 1983 - Albemarle County adopts the Charlottesville Area
tiansportation study - Year 2ooo transportation plan without
a Western BlPass.

* tr[ay 1986 - In response to the request by. the Conmission On
trinsportation fn fne Twenty - First Century. for a list of
critilal highway needs, Alb-marle County indicates support
for the eigf,t line / six lane concept for inproving existing
Route 29 aet a high prioritY.

I October 1985 - A Conbined Location and Design Hearing was
held providinq 23O individual responses for the record. As a
resull of the-concernE expressed at the public hearing, the
Department chose to delay-action on this_project until such a
tite as a study to deternine the feasability of a blpass
alternative could be developed. As a result seven,blpass.
alternatives on new locatioirs and an e)<press!'ray alternative
along existing alignnent were developed. Il addition the Base
Case (widenin6 of i.oute 29 betveen ttydraulig Road and the
South'Fork of-the Rivanna River) which had been delayed
pending the result of this study, was considered the No -
Build option in this studY.

. t Jrrrr" 1990 - Location Public Hearings were held for the Route
29 Corridor Study

* November 1990 - As a result of these hearings, on November
15, 1990 the Connonwealttr Transportation Bgarq apProved. !'heloiation of Route 29 fron the Route 29 | 25A Blpass to the
North Fork of the Rivanna River. This approval'was in three
phases. Phase 1 approved the Location Features of the Route
2g nase Case irnprovenents from Hydraulic Road to the South
Fork of the Rivlnna River. These-improvenents would provide
six lanes plus continuous right turn lanes with signalized
at - grade intersections.



* January L992 - The Commonwealth Transportation Board approves
the naJor design features of the project as presented at the
octobei, 1986 Public Hearing with nodifications adopted in
the Boards resolution of November, 1990.

The folloul.ag applies to tbe c-501 gection frou tbe Xortb
corporate LlnLts of Cbarlottesville to Rio RoaC (Route 631, s

. april L992 - Authorization for the aquisition of right of way
approved.

. June 1993 - Completed plans subnitted for the JuIy
advertisement of project.

* September 1993 - The Commonwealth Transportation Board awards
contract of project as subnitted for advertisement.

* This proJect is currently under construction and is 10* to
15t conplete.

rb€ folloring ipplteg to tbe c-502 gection fron RLo RoaC (Route
631, to tbe soutl Forf, of the Rivaua RLver:

. February Lggz - A Va1ue Engineering Revies of, project' is made
by the beparbnents l'lanagement Services Division.

* Augrust L992 - Authorization for the acquisition of right of
$tay approved.

* March 1993 - Value Engineering Review opportunities are
approved by the Chief-Engineei for incorporation into plans.

* This project is currently in the final desigrn stages and will
be submitted for a Jrtly advertisement.

* A determination needs to be made as having this section under
construction at the same time as the adjacent section.
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The alternatives presented at the June, 1990 hearing uere

consistent with regulatory requirements, transportation needs,

pubJ.ic and government official desiree, and inpact minimization
goals. The alternatives and analyses were surnmarized in the Draft
Environmental rnpact statement. Background and supporting
technical data were presented in nine technical reports, maps,

plans and profiles, aerial photography, and other displays.
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D. ALTBRITATIVES

The next page gives descriptions of the alternatives studied,
as presented in the public hearing brochure, and as lrere Etudied
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statenent.

The rrBase Case with Interchangesrr was described as a variant
of the Base Case. Since considerable interest has been expressed
in this option, a more detailed description is provided here. The
rrBase Case sith interchangesr refers to the Base Case inprovements
pLus three grrade-separated interchanges: one at Rio Road, one at
Greenbrier Drive, and one at Hydraulic Road. The interchanges
would be urban diamond type interchanges to ninimize irnpacts to
businesses adjacent to Route 29. This variation of the Base Caee

was evatuated only for traffic senrice at the requeEt of City and

County officials. It was not evaLuated in detail for environmental
inpacts which may be assumed to be sinilar to, though Eonewhat

greater then, than those of the Base Case.

The upgrade of Route 29 had formerly included a grade-
separated interchange at Rio Road when presented to the public at
the design public hearing in 1986. The interchange lraa deleted due

to public opposition. From the conments received at the June 1990

public hearing, it appears that many now favor the eonstruction of
interchangea along Route 29.

L2
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ALTERNATIVES

Base Case
As contained in the Mrginia Departnent of Transportetion,s six.
year improrement plan, thg Base Case consisB of wittening
three miles ot Route 29 from the existilg four lame divided to six
lanes dividetl between Hydraulic Roart and the South Fork Ri-
vanna River. At{rade signalized intee€ctions wqlld remain at
major inters€etions. Left tsm hnes and continuous light tum
hnes walld be protitbd. A variant ol the Base Case inclrpora.
ing grade-separalad interchanges at Rio Road, GreenMer Drive,
ancl Flydraulic Road has also been evaluated for its implications
to tratfc levels of seMce.

Transportation System Management gSM)
This altemative consists ol rclatively low€ost actions designed to
maximizE efficiency of the existing transportation system. Such
actions irrclude high occupancy vehicle lanes, intersection im-
provements, and signal optimization. Evaluation of TSM actioftr
revealed none thatwould sofue the transportation problems.

Mass Transit
This altgmative involves improvements to tho existing bus sys-
tem. There are no mass transit improwments that will solve thE
fansportation prOblems.

CANDIDATE BUILD
ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 6
This altemative, 8.1 miles long, is located to the east ol Route
29. lts northem tenninus is 8t Route 29, iust norfh of Route 649,
end its southern terminus F at Routa 2S0 in thg pantops area
east ot the Rivanna River. lt has interchar€es wherE it crosses
Routs 20 and Route 6+iI.

AlternativE 6B
This altarnative is 7.8 milos long, haa the same tenninus points
as Alternativa 6 but tor most ot its longth is located tarther east.
It has intercharqes where it crosses Route A0 and Routo e€.
ThF alternative is designed to avoid the park lard impsct of
Altemativo 6.

Alternative 7
ThF altemative, 7.3 miler long, follovs the gerrralconidor cil fre
proposed CATS Phn Maadorcreek Padavay. tt has the same
northern terminG as Atematfueg I end 68. At its southem end,
il mnnec€ with Mcln$!. Rorel south ol Routo 250 Bypass, and
rolocat€3 the Mclntir' Roed inFreection with Route A50 Bypass.
It has gade separat€d interchangel with Rio Roact (Routo 631)
8nd Routo &13. This dternetw is <teaignad to a\,oicl he impacts
on Mclnlirs Park.

Alternative 7A
Thir altamativo, 7.0 milee long, is idontical to Altsmative 7,
€xoapt tor th3 3ouhern tarminur. lrcteed of remainirq east of
Mclntire Park, this altsmative p83s€s through the eastern third of
he park and connocts with Route 250 Bypass just opposite
Mclntirg Road.

Alternative 9
Thit anff|rthra, algo callcd thc 'Exprasswey Ancnrdiw. followc
thc oxisting conidor d RoJt€ 29 North. lt is 3.3 milet long, hoar
it! roLficrn end ncer ths intcG.ction d Forttr A9 rnd 250 gy.

pass to its northem end 4 tho south Fork of the Rivanna River.
The facility would have a fonr-lane limitscl accsss freeway in the
center of the right of way flanketl by on*way three-lane service
roads on either side. Existirg cftt$ sue€ts would bo maintained
with the €xpr6sway hnes generally depressecl below the at.
grad€ intecectiom. Slip tamps at various locations would con-
nect th6 exprsss |ano3 8nd the s€nbe roads.

Alternative 10
This altemawe, 5.4 miles lorE, is the nearest new location
altemative on the west sicle of Route 29. lls souulem terminus is
at the inbrcfianga cf Route 29 Bypass, Bypass 29/i250, and
Eusiness 250 0W Roacl). lt has its northern terminus at Route
29 near Woo<lbrook Drive, with additional grade-separated
interchanges at Route 63f (Banacks Road) and Route 743
(Hydraulic RoaO. This altemative aroi& impacts to the
Schlesinger Farm, a propedy determined by Virginia Oepartment
of Historic Resources to be eligible tor the National Register ot
Hisioric Plac$.

Alternative 11
This alternative, 9.4 mihs long, has the same southern terminus
as Ahernative 10. lt crosses the Souih Fork Rivanna River Res-
ervoir and connects wilh Routa 29 south of the Charbnesville-
Albemarle Airport. Interchanges are located at Routg 654, Route
676, and Route 74i! (Mill€f Road).

Alternative 12
This altemative, 12.9 miles long, is the fanhest west and the
longegt d the candidate Buikl Altamatives. lt h83 the same
southern terminus as alternative8 10 and 11, crogges the re3er-
v9ir, and connects with Roltte 29 approximatgv 0.3 miles north
ot the North Fork Rivanna River. lt has intgrchanges with the
same roads asAltemative 11.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

lvy Creek Parkway
The hry Creek Parl$vry F a @ncept proposecl by the City, in the
auturn of 1989, which dosef folbvs combinations of sEveral
segments previorsfy considered in the early stages cf lhe Roule
29 Coniclor SUly. Uke lhe Mgsdor,'/croek Parkwey, but hcated
to the wgst of Route 29, the lvy Creek Parhray wottld have a re-
drced design standard. This comepnd afigrment was teiected
in this study because the conneElion at Route 2gn50 Eypass
nes the Nodr Campw of fie University of Mrginh cannot bs
providetl dua to the cbesnsss of nearby interchanges and ac-
ce3s ramp3. Ths aligrrnent is phced in a heavily populaled
area, intsgratgc Hydradic Rosd fafiic with ths nes tacility, and
appeaB ungble to adaquately improre the leueF of sewice on
Routa 29.

Combination of Altematives
The Proiea Str,rdy Team raceivcd sweral requests to evaluate
cqrbinations of altematives such ag proti<tirg both an eastern
bypass and a w€stem bypass. Such combinations have been
looked at but are not addgssed explici0y in this docum€nt be.
ca|J3ethe cumulatiw impactlt end co3l3 app€arto be p'ohibilive.
Tho3r wbhir€ to contsmplat€ $e eoslr and impacts d variow
corbinations may do so by atklittg tho numbaB in the summary
matrix in this brochure.



13

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

E. COUPIRATM guttuAnY

The Candidate Build Alternatives were evaluated and compared

sith regard to satisf,action of traffic needs, coEts, and

environmental impacts. The naJor iterns of environmental eoncern

were residentiaL and buEiness displacenents, land use, resernroir
and watershed, parks and recreation, historic and archaeological.
siteE, noise, natural resources, and aesthetics. The couparative
summarlr of iupacts matrix on the next page quantifies the relative
inpacts and costs of the alternatives. The folLowing paragraphs

sumnarize these items.

1. SatigfaatLon of lravel l{eeds

The traffic analysis confirmed that, because of the intense
development along Route 29 between Route 2g/z5a Blpass and the
South Fork Rivanna River, the preponderance of traffie nants to be

there. Approximately 90 percent of the traffic on Route 29 in the
vicinity of Hydraulic Road (closer to the City of, Charlottesville)
is local traffie. About 10 percent of the traffic continues
through the CharlottesvilLe area. Near the North Fork of the
Rivanna River (further fron the City of CharlottesviLLe and less
densely developed), approxinately 81 percent of the traffic is
local while about 19 percent continues through.

without inprovements, Route 29 will ultinately reach lts
maximum capacity. At that point, vhile the demand nay contlnue to
grow, the traffic volunes along Route 29 could not increase because

there would be no unused capacity. The conbination of high volunes
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and insufficient capacity nill cause unacceptable levels of traffic
service. The goal, at course, is to not let this happen but to
keep traffic at nanageable l.evels by constnrcting roadE where and
when needed' The following sections compare the alternatives with
respect to traffic volumes, capacity, and levels of sernrice.

al Traftic Volunes

The tabre on the next page shows the annuar average dairy
traffic (AAm) volumes proJected for each of the candidate Build
Alternatives and for the Base case. The proJected vorunes are
based on the assumption that all of the improveuents contained in
the cATs plan wirL be in praee by 2010. These incLude the
lfeadowcreek Parl:nay and the Rio Road/Route 25o connector. without
these cATs inprovenents, traffLc along Route zg would be greater
than projected, with corresponding increases in congestion, delays,
and accidents.

The traffic vorumes on the bylgass al.ternatives repregent
traffic that would be diverted fron existing Route 29. The effeet
of thiE diversion is to reduce the traffic volume, and therefore
congestion, on existing Route 29. Alternative 9 (Erqlressnay) sould
not divert but woul'd add traffic to the existing Route 29 corridor.
The graph bel'os shoss the effect of each of the candidate Build
Alternatives upon traffie volumes on Route 29.

The three seetern bypass alternatives provide Dore direct
routes eonnecting Route 29 north and Route 29 south of
charLottesville than do the eastern blpass arternativeg. The

14



ALTERNATIVE

2010 Base Case (Route 29)

Att 6

AIt 68

Alt 7

AIt 7A

Alt I

Alt 10

Alt 11

Att 12

MINIMUM

52,100

. 14,400

5,000

23,200

22,7A0

61,900

17,400

12,2A0

9,500

MAXIMUM

64,700

25,300

223A0

36,400

33,900

75,200

17,900

19,300

15,100
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western alternatives wourd divert Dore traffic from existing Route
29 than wourd the eastern blpass alternatives, thereby having the
greatest effect in reducing congestion al0ng Route 2g in the year
2010.

bl capaoi.tv

The tabre on the next page conpares trre totar number of
highway lanes and the total traffic capacity of najor north-south
highways for each arternative. The table shows that Alternatives
68, g, 10, 11, and 12 provide substantiarry greater capacity than
the other alternatives. Further, it shows that Alternatlve 9

(Expresslray) provides only slightry less totar capacity then blpass
Alternatives 68, 10, 11, and 12. Horrever, a major disadvantage of
Alternative 9 is that, once built, it cannot be erqlanded in the
future to acconmodate increases in traffic volumes after the design
year' The blpass alternatives could be ex;landed in the future
since sufficient space would be available within the right of way.

al

r,evel of, serrrice refers to the operating efficiency of a
higtrway and ie based on volume, capacity, and speed reration-
ships.

Based on year 2O1O traffic projections, satisfactory levels
of serrrice would be provided along eaeh of the b1ryass alternatives.
Projectlons for the blpass alternatives assume that the Base Case

will also be built. However, the level of senrice on Route 29 sith

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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1. d. Disauggion

Existing Route 29 sil} renain a principal route offering
access to the university of virginla, regional shopping and

emplolment siteE along the corridor, and downtown Charlottesville
for thoEe living in the northern part of the study area or in
counties north of Albenarle County. Irloreover, it will sersre the
interaction between the University of Virginia and the proposed

University Research Park near the airport. Due to the substantial
growth in daily north-south traffic by the year 2O1O (frour 5O,ZSO

in L987 to 78'7OO vehicleE in 2010, with Meadowcreek parkway

carrying almost L7 17OO vehicles), the traffic condition along the
Route 29 will deteriorate. Conflicts bethreen the through traffic
and local movements around shopping areas, and between east-west
traffic and north-south traffic at crltical. intersections such as

Rio RoadrzRoute 29 and HydrauLic Road/Route 29, will become severe.
l{ith the Meadovcreek Part<rray assumed to be in p1ace, construction
of an inner western blpass has been shown by the traffic model to
offer maximun relief to the Route 29 traffic condition in
comparison with other blpass alternatives. The above two

facilities enhance the highway capacity to handle the grovth in
north-soutlr traffic by 2010 and beyond.

rf you look only at proJected levels of sernrice, it nay appear

that eonstrrrctlon of the inproved Base case Alternative, with three
grade-separated interchangtes, would satisfy the travel needs for
this corridor. However, levels of senrice alone do not tell, the
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I
I
I
t
I

154



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

whole story. I{hile the projected arterial }evel of serrrice on

Route 29 is B, the average operating speed would remain low at 30

mileE per hour and stop-and-go conditions would persist at the
remaining signalized interEections. This is not consistent with
an arterial routers function as a high speed facllity for
uninterrupted travel. Through traffic would experience unwarranted

delays. Local traffic would have to contend with voLunres of
through traffic, 16 percent of, which is heavy trtrckE. while an

acceptable level of senrice may be provided through the year zo19,

albeit at low speeds, degradation could be expected Ln subsequent
years.

ALternative 10, the innemost vestern bypass alternative, is
the most effectlve alternative in reducing the projected year 2o1o

traffic volume along the segment of Route 29 between Rio Road and

Hydraulic Road. compared to the future Base case, the above

segment of Route 29 is projected to experience a decrease in year

2010 daily traffic by alnost 11,000 vehicles with Alternative 10

in place.

Though the intersection level of senrice on Rio Road at the
Rio Road/Route 29 intersection and on Hydraulic Road at the
Hydraullc Road/Route 29 interseetion sould remain at F in spite of
the completion of Alternative 10, this alternative reduces peak

hour approach volumes at the Rio Road intersection by alnost 11700

vehicles (A. l{. peak) and at the Hydraulic Road intersection by

1r3o0 vehicles (P. ll. peak). such a nagnitude of reduction in
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approach volumes during peak hours wilL dininish approach delays
for every vehicle using the above intersections.

As Rio Road remains the only rnajor east-uest facirity
intersecting Route 29 north of US 25O, it will pedominantly senre
traffic between Route 29 and tbe western part of the county, and

the downtown or eastern part of the city. By the year 2010, left
turning and east-uest movements at the Rio Road intersection will
grow causing deterioration in the Ievel of Senrice of this
intersection. During peak hours it yill induce diversion of
traffic, particularly to those ninor streets that offer viable
aLternatives to Route 29 and Rio Road such as Greenbrier/Brandlnrine

Dr. and Carrsbrook Drive/old Brook Road in the east, and Hydraull.c
Road, Georgetown Road, and Barracks Road in the west. since the
inner western blpass (Aft. 10) in addition to reducing traffic on

Route 29, will inprove the distribution of traffic between radial
routes: Rio Road, HydrauJ.ic Road, us 25o, Barracks Road, and rvy
Road, the spreading of traffic to minor roads will be restrained.

rn the absence of a weEtern bypass, existing Route zg will
continue to carry at leaEt 68 percent of the daiLy through traffic
(5rOoo vehieles in 2o1o). Since the origins and destinations of
this traffic are along the weEtern and Eouthwestern routes (e.g.
Route 29 south and f-64 west), the trteadowcreek Parlnsay will not be

an attractive route for the diversion of this traffic. A western

blpass will divert the above traffic from existing Route 29.

15C



I
t
t
I
I
I
I
I

As traffic Arowth continues to deteriorate the leve} of
sernrice on Route 29, the !{eadowcreek Parlcrray and a uestern bypass

would provide two alternative routes to divert traffic. By the
year 2010, the lleadowcreek parkway and the Arternative 10 bypass

would off,er an extreneLy good arterial leveL of senrice (above 50

nph al.ong the nestern blpass and 45 mph along Ueadowcreek parkway)

eompared to an intersection level of Eenrice F at the Rio Road and

Hydraulic Road intersections with Route 29.

1. €. lssunptiong

TraffLc forecastlng is an engineering science, but it is only
as good as the assumptions it is based on regarding the future
highway network and future land use. The future highway network

uas assuned to include aLl inprovements in the Charlottesville Area

Transportation Study Year 2000 Transportation PIan (CATS) adopted

by the Metropolitan Planning Organization. Failure to construct
one or more of these faciLities in a tinely manner could result ln
greater traffic volumes on Route 29. For exampre, should the
Meadowcreek Parkway not be built by the year 2010, over 1?rooo

additional vehicles per day will be forced to use Route zg or
secondary roads not designed to handLe traffic volumes of this
magnitude.

Future land uee and popuJ.ation assunptionE were based on data

provided by the localities including future land use plans. rf
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future deveLopnent outstrips projections, or does not conform to
local land use plans, additional traffic burdens lriLl be pLaced on

Route 29. rf development continues at its present pace, and no

action is taken to provide for alternate transportation routes,
options for pursuing such routes without significant connunity
disruption wiII be foreclosed.

!{hile future traffic volumes have been predicted as accurately
as possible with the data and modeLs available, the actual future
volumes are likely to differ for the folrowing reasons:

o rand use patterns are likely to be different frorn the rand
gse p_r,ojections used in the traffic forecasting model.
The Albemarle County Comprehensive Plan uas under revision
and a nehr one-was adopted during this study. The tining,location, and degree of land deveropment il infl.uencea 5i
such a range of sociaL, esononic, and political factors -
that it would difficurt to predict ac-urately regardressof how carefu!ly it is planned by the local jurisaiction.
What is certain is that growth wi.tt occur.

The future highway network is likely to be different fronthat used in the traffic forecasting nodel. Regional
transportation plans, such as the CATS plan, are seldon
inplemented in their entireties or on schedule. Traffic
forecasting- nethodology, by necessity assumes that theywill be. Failure to implement the GATS plan in its ent,irety
and on Echedule vill increase the traffic demands on Route
29.

Traffic demand for Route 29 is likely to be higher thanthat predicted for this study because of variantes in land
use patterns and the highway network as discussed above and
because vDc,{! historical.ly has been consenrative in traffic
volume forecasts. Actual traffic volumes have customarily
exceeded the forecasted volunes, especial.ly in developea
and developing areas such as charrottesvilLe and Albenaile
County.

VDOT experience has been that it is not realistic to expect

that all the land use, al.I the same economic conditions, and al,I
the planned transportation inprovements will prevail exactly as
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projected for the traffic forecasts for Route zg. Divergences

already occurring in the study area reinforce that experience.
After the County adopted the new Comprehensive p1an, rezoning
applications for several hundred acres trave been submitted. A

najor conmercial site along Route 29, a proposed new school behind
Rio Hills shopping center (in the path of, Alternative 1o), and

University Real Estate Foundation intentions for developing the
historic Westover property are three prominent exarnples of ehanges

in Land use in Albemarle County which would affect the forecasts
made for the Route 29 Corridor Study. Newspaper articles have

pointed out how development is occurring in areas of Albemarle

county not designated by the county as growth areas. several
projects in the cATs PLan have been postponed. one proJect, the
Rio Road connector, is Likery to never be built according to
Metropolitan Pl.anning Organization representatives, a!.though it
continues to be part of the CATS Plan vhich VDOT nust aEsume will
be in place by the year 2o1o for traffic foreeasting purposes.

Experience has shown that traffie projections and Land use

projections seldon conform to what actually occurs because of
changes over tine in economic and potitical environments. It is
likely that such wirl be the case for this proJect, and for
Arbenarle county. Already it is apparent that not arl projects in
cATs will be buiLt and some wiLl not be built aE Echeduled.

Already development apparently is not conformLng to the adopted

land use plan and goals of the county. Hence, the need to provide

an alternative route such as bypass Atternative 10 is even more

critical.
15F
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Alternative

Base Case (4)

Art 6 (s)

Art 68 (4)

Art 7 (s)

Art 7A (s)

Art I (4)

Art 10 (4)

Alt 11 (4)

Art 12 (4)

Number
ot
Lanes O)

10

1o

14

10

10

14

14

14

14

2,40A

2,44A

2,40A

2,400

2,400

2,4A0

2,4O0

2,40A

2,400

Total

6,900

7,20A

11,600

7,20A

7,2A0

11,200

11,600

11,600

11,600

North-south Highway capacity of Arternatives

Freewav Facititv Sionatized FacitiU {3}

4,400

4,900

9,200

4,800

4,800

8,900

9,200

9,200

9,200

Notes:

(1) Number of lanes is through lanes onty.

(2) service volumes for Level of seMce c for major north-south highways.

(3) Route 29 Base case under bypass alternatives and seMce roads for Expressway Atternatives.

(4. Includes Meadowcreek Parkway assumed to bc in place as free-flowing, unsignatized facility.

(5) Most or all of alignment overlaps Meadowcreek Parkway alignment and alternative would supplant parkway.
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the Base case improvenents would remain unsatisfactory. By adding
the three grade-separated interchanges to the Base case, a

satisfactory level of sernrice could be attained on Route 29 (but
not on streets crossing Route 29 or the ramps interEecting those
streets at the interchanges).

Satisfactory levels of Eernrice would be provided on the ercpress

Lanes of the Expressway Alternative (but not as good as those on

the blpass alternatives). unsatisfactory levels of senrice would

be provided on the setrrLce roadg on either side. The intersections
of the sernrice lanes with cross streets would operate at
unacceptable levels of setrrice due to interference from cross-
traffic movementE. To make these intersections work, thLrd-level
flyover ramps would have to be congtructed at several locations,
at considerable expense both in construction costs and in right-
of-way impacts.

UnsatiEfactory levels of serrrice would be provided by the Base

Case. By adding the three grade-separated interchanges to the Base

Case, the traffic volume would be the sane but a satisfactory level
of serrrice could be attained on Route 29 (but not on streets
crossing Route 29 or the ramps intersecting those streets at the
interchanges).

2. Cogta

The aunnary natrix shows the estimated costs for each

alternative. ft should be noted that if a blpass alternative is
selected, the base caEe or base case with interchanges iruprovements

15
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to Route 29 should also be constructed. Therefore, it has been
suggested by some that the costs for the blpass alternatives should
also include the costs of the Route 29 iuprovements. zurthernore,
if conbinations of alternatives were to be selected, for example,
a conbination of alternatives l0 and z, the tisted costs for each
alternative wourd be added to get the totar cost.

3. Digplacenents

All of the bY;pass alternatives would entail displaceuents of
homes as shown in the matrix. AIl blrpass alternatives exeept 11

would also entail buEiness dispLacements. Alternative 7 would
displace one nonprofit organization, a yMCA. Alternatives 1o, 11,
and Lz would displace two support units of the university of
Virginia: the print shop and the university police headquarters.
These are Located on u. s. Route 250 in the blpass interchange area
for all three western blpass alternatives.

of the bypass alternatives, Alternative 11 would have the
fewest displacenentE. Alternative 9 (Expressway) and the Base Case
would displace no hones but would displace seven busineEses.
Prelininary estinateE based on conceptual interchange plans for
the Base case with interchanges indicate displacement of ls
buEinesseE-

Following the publ.ic hearing, in response to public coments,
additional refinementE were made to Alternatives 10, 11 and 12 in
the vicinity of st. Annes-Belfield school. This recent shift

I
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avoids displacement of the headnasterrs house and provides room to
rerocate the athletic field on the schooL property.

l. Lrald Uge

Each alternative rould require a number of acres of land for
right of $ay as shown in the matrix. The Longer blpass
alternatives would require more land. Alternative 9 (Expressway)

and the Base Case would require the least land.
of concern to many citizens is the potential inducenent of

development by the improved access that would be provided by the
blpass alternatives. tfhile additionaL development may occur,
highway access is only one of the factors influencing developnent
patterns. county zoning and land use regulationF, provision of
adequate utilities, and County building permit decisions control
development. While the County has officially designated growth
areas in its land use pLan, much of the actual deveropnent
occurring in reeent years has been outside these designated areaE

(55t of all new hones buil.t from 1984 to 1989 were in rural areas).
Csntinuance of such devel.opnent in the future will result in
greater traffic generation, greater traffic congestion on existing
roads, and foreclosure of undeveloped corridore for new highways
to aeconmodate the growth.

Another iten of citizen concern in this category ls the
proxinity of Mary Greer Elenentary School to Alternative 10

(approxinately 60o feet away) and the proxinity of Belfield SchooL

to Alternatives 10, 11, and t2 (approxinately 600 feet away),
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Alternatives 10, 11, and L2 also pass through a portion of the
Belfield school property, requiring relocation of an athletic
field.

5. Regenrol.r and faterghed

The South Fork Rivanna River Resenroir and its watershed are
naJor concerns of citizens for the western blpass alternatives 10,

11, and L2. Alternatives 11 and L2 would actually cross the
reservoir. Alternative 10, while not crossing the resernroir,
crosses 4.2 niles of the reserrroirfs watershed, Iess than
alternatives 11 and 12 as Ehown in the natrix. llany citizens feel
that the potential. for hazardous naterial spills into the
reservoir, and consequent potential dlsruption of the arearE

current primary water source, should nilitate against construction
of any new high\ilays in the area.

County offieials have asEerted that for 20 years, efforts have

been directed to protecting the reserrroir and its uatershed by

controlling developnent within the watershed. fn contrast to this
view, many existing roads, including rnterstate Route 64, pass

through the vaterEhed and three roads cross the reserrroir itself.
Much of, the development approved by the county in the Last several
years haE been wlthin the watershed. Realistically, it is not
practical to prevent developnent wlthin the watershed,

Bathlmetric suriveys through the years have shown that siltation
continues to reduce the capacity of the resernroir (see tabre).

19



SOUTH FORK RIVANNA RIVER RESERVOIR

WATER STORAGE CAPACITY LOSSES DUE TO SEDIMENTATION

1 966

1 975

1 980

1 988

Total
Loss

Reservoir Open

4.71o/o

5.94o/a

5.77o/o

16.420/o

i

Major Sediment Surces:

o Development
o Agriculture
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This siltation has resulted fron development and agrieulture and

not highway construction.

The risk of hazardous material spitls into the resernroir is
considered slight. The presence of hazardous materials in the
environment is unavoidable in todayrs society. Transportation of
hazardous materiars is regulated by the It. s. Department of
Transportation under strict packaging, uranifesting, handling, and

pracarding requirenents. Despite alL precautions, however, the
potential for accj.dents involving these rnaterials is ever-present.
The risk can be reduced by providing highways that meet modern

safety standards (including wide shoulders, a median separating
opposing traffic, and appropriate roadway geonetry) and by
considering provision of speciaL drainage facilities such as

detention ponds. The CharlottesviLle-Al.bemarle Cornprehensive

Hazardous Substances Emergency Response plan developed by the Local
Emergency Planning Connittee outlines procedureE to be foLlowed in
the event of a hazardous naterials incident. These procedures

would be foLlowed by the rocal emergency response agencies in
proportion to the type and seriousness of the incident.

6. Parlg and Recreation

Tno of tlre alternatives go through public parks. Alternative
7A takes a part of Mcrntire park. ALternative G goeg through
Rivanna Park and Pen Park. The proposed alternatives will have no

other najor impacts on parks or recreational areag.

20
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rn accordance with section 4(f) of the u.s. Department of,

Transportation Act of 1,966r Do publicly-owned land fron a public
park or public recreation area may be used for federal-aid highways

unless the is no feasible and prudent alternative.

7. El.gtorl.c aad lrcbaeotogl,cal Bl.teg

seven standing strnrcture historic sites on or eligible for
the National Register would be affected by one or more of the
Candidate Bulld Alternatives. None of the structures would be

displaced. Alternative 11 would require the use of property fron
two sites. ALternative 12 would require the use of property fron
one site. The renaining inpacts Ehown in the summary matrix would

be visual only.

Archaeological Eurx/eys located L7 Eites reconmended for
further investigati.on. The matrix shows the number of sites
affected by each alternative. All of these sites are inportant
only for the information they contaLn which can be retrieved by

accepted professional archaeological methods.

Section 4(f) also protects historic or archaeological sites
on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Iand
fron such sites tnay not be used for federal-aid highways unless
there is no feasible and prudent alternative. Hosever, if an

archaeological site is inportant chiefly for the infornation it
contains, then 4(f) does not apply. Alternatives 11 and Lz in
their present configurationg require the use of land from eites on
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or eligble for the NationaL Register and would come under the
punriew of Section 4(f).

Section 106 of the National Historic Preserrration Act of 1966

also protects these eites. If the eelected alternative impacts one

or more of these sitesr Et1 appropriate trtemorandum of Agreement
(!{oA) will be executed among the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources, the Federal, Highway Adninistration, and the virginia
Department of Transportation. The DtoA will outline measures to be

taken to ninimize adverse effects to the sites.

8. Xoisc

The matrix shows the nunber of noise-sensitive receptors
(exterior activity areas, mostly at residences but also at school
playgrounds and parks) inpacted by each aLternative. An inpact
occurs when projected noise levels for the year 2010 substantially
exceed existing noise levels or equal or exceed the Federal Highway

Adninistration Noise Abatement criteria. Arternatives 68l, 9, 10,

11' l'2, and the Base Case all have the same order of nagnitude of
noise impacts. Al,ternatives 6, 7, and 7A have roughly three to
four times the nunber of impacts.

A variety of noise abatement neasures was considered,
including rerouting through trucks, shifting alignments, depressing
the roadvay, and constructing sound barriers. the only measure

found feasible and reasonable is depressing the roadway at several
locations.

I
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9. I{atural Resourceg

wetLand iupacts would be ninirnar for any arternative.
Alternative 6 wourd ,inpact the most at 1. s acres. other
alternatives would inpact between o.1 and 0.6 acres as shown in
the matrix.

The number of stream crossings on the nev-location
alternatives is roughly proportionar'to length, ranging from 13

for Alternative 10 to 41 for Alternative !2. Modeling for
pollution loads of highway runoff showed ttrat no violations of
water quality standards would occur as a resurt of the proJect.

The alternatives cross from zero,to nine designated lgo-year
floodplaing. All of the alternatives witl have ninimal effect on
flooding risks. All drainage strrrctures will be designed Eo that
potential increases in flood levels will be nininal. lto naJor
inpacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values have been

identified- None of the alternatives will support inconpatible
floodplain development.

No threatened or endangered species sould be affected by any
of the candidate Build Alternatives. There are no habitats rithin
the study area considered critlcal to threatened or endangered

species of wildlife within Albemarle County. There are no rare,
threatenedn or endangered species uithin the proposed alternative
corridors.

The prine famlands acreages inpacted by the neu-location
alternatives range frou 48 to 158. The inpaet of each aligrunent
is generalLy proportional to its length with Alternative 10 having

I
I
I
I
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the least inpact and Alternative L2 having the greatest.
Alternative g (Expressway) would have no impact on prime f,arnland.

t{ith regard to Agricultural/Forestal. Districts, the eastern
alternatives and Alternative 9 (Expressnay) would have no inpacts.
For the western aLternatives, Alternative 10 would take about 14

acres' Alternative 11 about 115 acres, and Alternative 12 about 174

acreE- Much of the area northwest of Charlottesville is in
Agricultural/Forestal Districts and it iE not possible to avoid
taking portions of the Districts for the western alternatives.

No significant differences in inrpacts to wildlife among the
new-location alternatives have been identified. Alternative g

(Expressway) would have the least inpact among the Candidate Build
Alternatives since it follows an existing urbanized corridor with
little wildlife habitat value.

10. lcstheticg
The new-location alternatives all pass through areas that are

similar in character, with a mix of farms, wooded area6 and row

density residential developnents. The view of the road will be a
tlpical, rural divided highway, nith two travel lanes in each

direction separated by wide vegetated median. The view frou the
road wiLl be a pleasant one of general.ly rorling terrain, with a

variety of woods, fams, open fields, and residentiaL areas.
Alternative 9 (Expressway) goes through a deveLoped urbanlzed

co'nnerclal area. The facility would have a curb and gnrtter on each

side of the serrrice roads and concrete barriers separating sl.ip

I
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ramps from the senrice roadE. The narrow right of, uay, intended
to reduce inpacts on businesses al.ong Route 29 would leave nininal
room for landscaping. The view of the road will be an urban
arterial. highway with e:(press lanes in the center. Except at the
southern end near Route 29/250 Blpass, the expres*ray laneE rould
be depressed below cross streets. In most areaE, the expressway

lanes will be at a lower level than.the at-grade sernrice lanes
alongside. This would be less visually intrusive than an elevated
roadway. The view from the road would be of nixed commercial and

industrial developnentr ds currently exists on Route 29.
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11. Coagtructabllltl
constnrctablt ity refers to construction-related factors such

as ease of access for construction equiprnent, construction staging,
maintenance of traffic, and abirity to expand the facility in the
future' The greatest ease of access for constrrrction with nininun
disruption to drivers on existing roads is achieved nhen a facility
is built on new Location. construction of an e:{pressway within the
confines of the existing roadway area.would be difficult in terms
of naintenance of traffic, temporary detours, and accesE of equip-
ment to construction areas. rnterruption of traffic flow within
construction zones could be expected to be gireater for this
alternative. with regard to construction phasing, ln order to get
a usabre facility out of the expressway it would be necessarY to
construct all of it (the entire typical section and the entire
length) . zurther, once built, the expressrray could only be
expanded with great difficulty, huge expense, and disruption of
traffic and developnent

rn contrast, for the blpass arternatives, existing traffic
and tenporary detours would be of concern only at interchange areas
since all the blpass alternatives would be on new locatlon. with
the blpass alternatives, it would be possible to phase construction
over a perlod of years, building two lanes within a four-rane right
of way, as has been done with other projects throughout the state,
with the flnal tso lanes being constructed at a later date. us$le
segments could aLso be buitt between interchanges without
conpreting the entire length at one tlne. The blpass alternatl.ves
could be expanded relatively easiLy in the future since Eufficient
right of way would be available.
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F. eoultEur8 tilD ,C@RDIXITTON

1. PUBf,fC

Two citizen inf,omation meetings, an open house, and a three-
day public hearing were held. Eight newsletters vere distributed
to over 1000 individuaLs on the naLling list reporting the progress
and upconing events of the study. Over 20 meetingg were held with
various civic and connunity organizations. Throughout the study,
a telephone hotline was naintained by whieh citizens could receive
infornation and express opinions.

Written and recorded conments made by citizens during the
public hearing and in the comment period following the hearing are
contained in a three-volume transcript. The tabLe on the next page

sunmarizes these cornments in ter"ms of support of or opposition to
the various alternatives. Most comnents opposing blpass
alternatives are based on perceived degradation of the South Fork

Rivanna River Reserrroi.r watershed or of the rural nature of the
area in general. Uost cornments opposing the Expressway alternative
are based on perceived impacts to businesses along Route Zg or
opinion that an expressnay is inapropriate for the Charlottesville
area. Most conments supporting the E:<pressway are baEed on

opposition to blpasses. Likewise, moEt coumentE supporting
blpasses are based on opposition to the gxpressway.
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lmprove Route 29

Base Gase

Base Case With Interchanges

Expressway

Bypass Alternatives

Any

East

West

6

6B

7t7A

10

11

12

Other

Meadowcreek Parkway

Rio Road/Route 2S0 Connector

Western Parkway

Notes:

Suooort

1s6 (1)

2,437 (2'

205 (3)

2,829 (4)

51

10

31

1

3

5

10

3

3

245 (6)

0

129 (1)

Oooose

0

3

16

2,030 (2)

9,212 (5)

15

47

0

5

0

26

0

0

1

4

0

(1) Includes 129 signatures on ALERT petition.
(2) lnclueles 1,961 signatures on community planning coalition petition.
(3) Includes 30 signatures on Residents of Atbemarte county petition.
(4) Includes 2,751 signatures on Citizens for Atbemarle petition.
(5) Inclucles2,TSl signatures on citizens for Albemarle petition and 852

signatures on charlottesville-Albemarle Transportation coalition
(CATCO) petition.

(6) Includes 129 signatures on ALERT petition and 30 signatures on Residents
of Albemarle County petition.
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Additional miscellaneous conments are listed below.
Just do something nou.
Upgrade Route 15.
Ptrt express tunnel under Route 29.
Support collector roads around Route 29.connect Route 29 and r-64 east and weEt of town.wants controlLed entrance to North Grounds of u.va.Need new north-souttr highway.Start land acquisition now lor blpass.
Improve mass transit.
Use Route 33.
construct netsork of, local roads.as described
fmprove Rio Road.
Move interchange of Al.ternative 10 and Rout e 29Blpass should be further out.
Support no-build.
Support mass transit improvenents.
Avoid school impacts. -
concerned about potential hazardous material spills.

Several citizen groups subnitted petitions. The nunbers of
signatures are included in the tabulation for the cornrnent sunmary.

The CharlottesvLlle-Albeaarle Transportation Coall.tl,oa (cnfcol
with 352 sigrnatures opposes all blpass options. cl.ttz€as for
llbe'uarle with z,7sL signatures opposes any blpass and supports the
Expressway. The Couualty P1anal,ag Coalitlon with 1,961 signatures
opposes the expressway and supports the Base case (with no grade-
separated interchanges). ItJnT with L2g signatures supports the
Meadowcreek Parlnray, a western parlnray, and inprovements to Route

29- Rcgl'deata of llbenarle Couaty with 3o signatures support the
Base case with interchanges and the trleadowcreelc parlcway.

Representativee of approxinately 10 coronunity associations
subnitted statenents reflecting concerns f,or adverse effects to
each particular comnunity. Their support or opposition for the

by cATs.

further north,
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various alternatives corresponds with the geographic locations of
the communities (i.e. they oppose alternatives with greatest effect
on community and support those uith least effect).

The CharlotteEville Downtown Foundation and the Chanber of
connerce conducted a survey through the newspaper. A strnmarr of
tbe 1 , L49 responses and a copy of the suryey form are included at
the end of this chapter.

2. Local Governnent Of,tLaLalg

The .loLnt Traasportatioa ConnLttee, also known as the Task

Force, consisting of officials and staff of ALbenarle County, the
city of ctrarlottesville, and the university of virginia,
participated in the study procesg. Because of the different
interests and perceived needs of the county, the city, and the
university, a conaensus position was not achieved. gach

jurisdiction and the university subrnitted its own statement
regarding what highway improvements should be implemented. Some

el.ements of each jurisdictionrs position were the same.

The City of Cbarlottesvl.lle passed a resolution on August 6,

1990, that supports the following:
- The widening of Route 29 to six lanes with tuo continuousturn lanes [Base Case];

- Grade ee_parated interchanges at Hydraulic, Greenbrier, andRio Roads [Base CaEe with-intorchlnges];

- Reserrration of a Linited-access western corridor;
- ruprovements to Rio Road, Hydraulic Road, Georgetown Road,

and the Barracks Road/250 Bypass intersection;
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- Additional access to the North Grounds of the University fovirginia;
- constnrction of a linited-acceEs western corridor.
The llbluarle Couaty Eoard of SuperrrLsors supports the Base

Case with three grade-separated interchanges and opposea any blpass
or expresssay alternatives. The Board also supports U.Vafs idea
of allowing litoited or controlled acceEs to the North GroundE from

the Route 29/25O Blpass.

The Unl'veroLty of VtrgiaLa supports the BaEe Case with grade

separated interchangeE, construction of facilities contained in
the CATS plan such as the I'leadowcreek Parlaray and improvenents to
Georgetown Road, Rio Road, and Hydraulic Road; and construction of
controLled aecess to the Universityts North Grounds off of Route

29/250 Blpass.

The r,ylcbburg ctty couaeil passed a resol.ution on June 26,

1990 endorsing a Route 29 blpass.

3. Agenel.eg

Ttrenty-two agencies conmented on the Draft Environmental

Irnpact Statement. In general, connents reflected the nandates of
the individuat agencies. For exarnple, natural resource agencies

such as the u. s. Environmental protection Agency, the u. s. Fish

and wildl,ife serrrice, and the u. s. Arny corps of Engineers uere

most concerned with inpacts to such resources as wetlands, streams,

parks, forests, and farmrands. Agencies such aa the ft.s.
Departnent of Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Departnent
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of Health and Human Ser:rrices uere most concerned with impacts to
housing resources. Many of the agencies Etated a preference for
Alternative g (Erqlressltay) or the Base Case with interchanges
because these would have the least environmental impacts.
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ANALTSIS OF st'RyEy ''CAI.{PATGN FoR A COM}TT'T{ITY CONSENSUS ON ROUTE 29''

A total of 1,149 survey fonrrs were
the infomation recei.ved.

received. Belon is a breakdom of

PERSOIIAL BACKGROT'IID OF PARTICIPAT{TS :

786 live in Albenarle County
342 llve in the City of Charlottesville

I lives on the Unlversity of Virginia Canpus

247 work in Albenarle County
342 work in the City of Charlottesville
172 sork at the University of Virginla
146 checked "other,'

vIEr{s

653 belleve the traffic on Route 29
327 believe the traffic on Route 29

in the next ten years.
68 believe the traffic on Route 29

lmediate future.
95 believe Route 29 is in need

but cantt decide because the
confusing.

is bad enouth to need imedlate inprovenents.ls getting bad enouth to need lnprovenents

is an aceeptablc level now and in the

of one of the currently studied inprovenents
infornation on the inprovenents is too

55 believe Route 29 is in need of one of the currently studied improvenentsbut can't decide because the informati.on on the inprovenents is toocomplicated.
37 do not feel Route 29 is a naJor issue in thls comlnity nou or in theiluediate future.

16l believe Route 29 is in need of inprovcments but really qu€stion whetherany of the inprovenents currently being studied will soive the problens.
488 believe the Route 29 issue is a regional trafflc lssue that is inportantto the retion as well as thc i,mediate coMunity.
400 believe the Route 29 traffic is nostly a local lraffic problen and shouldbe solved nith that in nlnd.
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lllcas€ dthc $rtctr|cnf,s thst bcst idcntify
your thinking ebout this issue. Do Notfl'

thc statcments yo|r cennol identify with:

I lavc in Alb"nrrrle Count)
I livc in Chadorrcsvillc Citl.'
I livc oo thc Univcrsiry Crmpus
lwort in Albcmadc Count)
l eork in Chi|'loficsviltc Cily
I work il thc Univcrsiry of VirgioiJ
Orhcr

EI
E
trl
U
c:
U
E

Ihe Cholloflesvllle Downfown Foundof ion ond the
Chorlottcwillc/Albemoile Chomber ot Commetce spontots
this compoBn for o Communfi Consensus of Roufe 29 os o
public let\rice:
Communiiy Cilizens, pleose do nol let fhis chonce slip posf
withod hoving fourinpul on out Communfi Vision. porficulor-
ly Roule 29. Mony hove soid thol fhis issue is very impoilonl to
the fulure quolity ot qll ou lives. Pleose Podieipote!

We hove str.rdied lhe toodt ond rve hove sludied lhe cors. ll is
now time lo osk lhe PeoPle.
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1. Coaelusl,ons

The Route 29 corridor study shows ttre need for highway
improvenents to:

tfaintain an acceptable level of traffic serrrice both now
and in the future.
Preserive Route 29rs role as

Arterial Systen, as mandated

Assembly.

a key element of the State
by the Virginia General
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Furfilr Route 29rs function aE a principar arterial
highway.

r"urfitr Route 29rs rore as part of the neu network of
Highways of Nationar significance being developed by the
Federal Highvay Adninistration.

?he study also shows that no single alternative by itself will
satisfy all 0f these needs. For example, a blpass arternative
alone will not substantially inprove traffic conditions on existing
Route 29' Providing inprovenents onLy to existing Route zg wirl
not satisfy anticipated future needs for additionar hlghway
capacity, nor will it satisfactorily fulfill Route 29fs function
as an arterial route for through traffic.

conpeting views of, locaL officials and citizenE have prevented
a clear Local eonsensus of support for any of the candidate Build
Alternatives- Nevertheless, a resolution of the Route 2g issue is
needed to permit highway improvements to continue and to allow
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Albenarre county, the city of charlottesville, and the university
to p].an for future development within the Rogte 29 corridor.

rn considering the overall balance among transportation needs,
coEts, community lupacts, inpacts on the natural environment, and
the input received f,rom citizens, local government off,iciale, and
university officials, it appears that a cornbination of inprovements
over a number of years would provide the best sorution.

A general consensus indicateE that this conbination of
inprovements should consist of the Base case with interchanqtes,
the lfeadowcreek parknay, the cATs pl.an inprovements, and a
controlled access facility fron the existing blpass to the
Universityts North Grounds

The Universityrs access to the North Groundsr can be enhanced
by construction of a weEtern alternative, thereby removing so!1e

traffic from the present blpass. Also, new accesE to the
univerEityts North GroundE will improve the level of senrice on
BusinesE Route 29 (Ennet Street) betueen the Route zg/2so Blpass
and the university, and free up parking around the grounds of, the
University.

The Departuent feels that, in conJunction with the above noted
combination of inprovements, travel in the total area can be
further inproved by the construction of a western blpass. This
will also preser'\/e Route 29ts role a€ a key elenent in the Etat6Ers
overall transportation system.
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2. RecgnneaCatioas

rn view of the above, the following improvements are
recommended. These recommendations are made with the assumption

that other improvements aE contained in the CATS plan, including
the Meadowcreek Parkuay, will also be built. rt is also aEsuned

that additional improvements to Route 29 will be built between the
South Fork Rivanna River and Airport Road to provide six lanes as

contained in vDorts six Year rmprovement program (currentry
scheduled for construction in 1995/96).

al Sbort Rangq

Congtrtrct Route 29 Base Cass inprovenents from Hydraulic Road

to the South Fork Rivanna River. These improvenents will provide

six lanes plus continuous right turn lanes with signalized at-grade

intersections. These improvements wiLl help satisfy the innediate
needs for additionar highway capacity on existing Route 29.

The rigLt of, yay necessary for the construction of
Lntercbengsa as they may be needed at Rio Road, Greenbrier Drive,
and Hydraulic Road abould be reserred initialfy.

Albemarle County and the City of CharlotteEville should be

encouraged to restrict, to the extent possible, further developnent

on the needed right of way in these areas.

Shou1d it be necessaryr s€ recomnend that the Departnent

acquire any needed right of rray under our advance acguisition
policies.
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We recommend that the ltortb Grouads aoseas faclllty be

developed ag sooD as poasible, along with additional nass transit
to iumediately begin to improve traffic conditions along Business

Route 29 (Ennet Street) betseen the Route Zg/2so Blpass and the
university, and free up parking around the grounds of, the
University.

we recommend that tltcraatl,vs 10 br approvcd aE a corridor
for future dovelopneat and Albemarle County asEist in preser:ving

the neceEsary right of way developing local plans to nininize
any future adverse iupacts associated nith the future development

of this corridor.
Refined prelininary pJ.ans for Alternative 10 ril} be provided

to Albenarle County to aid local officials in the preservation of
the corridor and developnent of compatibre rand use plans.

The preserrration of the Alternative 1o corridor will asEist
the County in a no-growth position in the watershed. Access to
the corridor woul,d only be provided at the request of the county.

b, ledLun traags

AE traffic continuea to increase and economic conditions
allowr we recomnend latcrctraagea at Rio Road, Greenbrier Drive, and

Hydraulic Road be coaetructeC.

We reconnend coatinuatLon of tbo prsseryatioa of rlgbt of ray
for recorrmended lltoraatl.vc 1o and advance acquisition of right of
way procedures be exercised as needed and economics peruit.
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a) LoDg Rangs

At such tine that traffic
corridor become unacceptable and

recolnmend the constructl,oa of the

10.

conditions along the Route 29

economic conditions per:nitr w€

preser:ved corridor - UteraatLve

3. Addltlonal Dl.gausgion

A key ingredient to tlre successful implementation of
Alternative 10 is the protection the South Fork Rivanna River
Reservoir. Much of the local opposition to western blpass
alternatives has centered around the potential impacts on the
resenroir, specificaLly possible increases ln sedimentation and

the possible introduction of hazardous naterial spilLs into the
resenroir. Alternative 1O does not cross the resenroir, only the
watershed, and is therefore the least objectionable of the western

alternatives with regard to potential irnpacts to the reserrroir and

its watershed.

Effective ilanuary 1, 1991, all state proJects must conpry with
new stormwater Management Regulations being deveroped by the

conmonvealth of Virginia. TheEe regulations wil.l require a

comprehensive stomtrater managenent plan for each hlghway proJect

and compllance with provisions of the State Erosion and Sedinent

control law. These regulations wilL require such things as

detention basins, infiLtration facilities, slope protectLon and

monitoring to enaure that the post-development runoff
characteriEtics, including both water quantity and quality, ag
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nearly as Practicabler will not worsen from pre-developnent runoff
characteristics. Stormwater management plans developed during the
design phase should aLleviate concerns regarding further
sedl.mentation of the reserrroir resulting from the project.

The related concern regarding hazardous naterial spills
reaching the resernroir could also be addressed in the stormnater

management plan developnent since storm,rater managenent facilities
can be used to reduce the chanceE of hazardous substances affecting
the water quality of the reserrroir. To further alleviate this
concern' consideration could be given to prohibiting hazardous

material carriers frorn using the Alternative 10 route. ?hese

carriers could be restricted to using the existing Route 29.
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.l. Surmary

In sunmarT, the engineering, traffic, and environmental. data
developed for this study show that Alternative 10 is the best long
range solution:

o rt is prgiected to carry more traffic than other blpassalternatives.
o It is projected to divert more traffic fron existing Route29 than other blpass aLternatives.
o It is the nost direct route for though traffic on Route 29.

o It is the shortest and least costly of blpass al.ternatives.
o It does not cross the reservoir as do the other tuo western

bypass alternatives. WaterEhed inpacts can be ninimized
by use of design f,eatures.

o lts environmental inpacts compare favorabLy with those ofother bypass alternatives.
o It can be built in stages (two lanes on four-lane right of

way)

o ft could be built in usable segrments without compLetingthe entire length of the project at once. An exanple wo[ta
be the section between Barracks and Hydraulic Roadl (Routes
654 and 743).

o It could be expanded in the future if warranted within the
planned right of vay.

o It avoids National Register-eligible historic properties.
o It has been refined to ninirnize irnpacts to St. Annesf sBelfield School.

o It nill enhance aceess opportunities to the Universityts
North Grounds.

o ft wiLl supplgngnt the planned t{eadowcreek Partrnray inproviding additional north-south routing for both l-ocal and
through traffic.
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ff the corridor for Alternative 1o is not presernred, continuing
development will close out the possibility of future expansion of
highway capacity to sente local, regional, and statewide traffic
growth. Available land wiLl be used up naking it infeasible to
build any new transportation corridors. Without any additional.
transportation corridor, traffic conditions wl11 continue to
deteriorate in the future, especially if other facilities in the
cATs Plan are not built as scheduled. I{ithout an addltional
transportation corridor, Route 29 wilt remain inadequate. Exlsting
Route 29 cannot be expanded much beyond proposed Base case

improvements without substantial business disnrptions. Even when

expanded, existing Route 29 would inadequately serve arterial
traffic needE because of the continuance of row speeds and

signalized intersectioris. fn contrast, Alternative 10 would

provide a linited access, high speed, nonstop facility to serrre the

arterial needs.
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