Form EQ-104
(Revised 05/07/09)

TO: FHWA
FROM:  John Muse
DATE: 03/24/2016

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION (CE)

Date CE level document approved by VA FHWA Division: 10/20/2015
FHWA Contact: John Simkins

Route: 66

Route Type: Interstate

Project Type: Capital Outlay

State Project Number: 0066-96A-358, P101

Federal Project Number: N/A

UPC: 107371

From: Interstate 495

To: US Route 29

County/City:  Fairfax and Arlington Counties
District / Residency: Northern Virginia

Project in STIP: Yes[X
Project in Long Range Plan: Yes[X]  No[]  N/A Project Outside of MPO Area [_]

Project Description:  The purpose of the project is to manage congestion along Interstate 66 (I-66)
inside the beltway. The project would manage congestion through the implementation of the Value Pricing
Pilot Program (VPPP).

Tolling under the VPPP requires authorization from FHWA through the execution of a tolling agreement.
This is a Federal action that triggers the requirement for a review under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Implementation of the VPPP would include the design, construction, operation, and
maintenance of a dynamic tolling system along the I-66 corridor. Toll gantries would be located within the
operational right of way of 1-66 and regulatory signage would be installed along the arterials that would
display pricing. Net toll revenues generated; after debt service, reasonable costs and expenses of tolling
operation and tolling maintenance, including reserves for major maintenance of tolling operations of the
Facility; would be used to fund multimodal improvements that benefit the toll-paying users of the Facility.
The project has been included in the region’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP) as documented in
Attachment H.

CE Category 23 CFR 771.117: (d)

Description of CE Category: Additional actions which meet the criteria for a CE in the CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1508.4) and paragraph (a) of this section may be designated as CEs only after Administration
approval unless otherwise authorized under an executed agreement pursuant to paragraph (g) of this
section. The applicant shall submit documentation which demonstrates that the specific conditions or
criteria for these CEs are satisfied and that significant environmental effects will not result.

USGS Map Attached Yes [X] (See Attachment B)
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Logical Termini and Independent Utility:
Yes [X N/AL_] (For Non-highway construction only, explain in
comments below)
Comments: Congestion management would be focused on the portion of Interstate 66 that is “inside the
beltway”. Therefore, signage, gantries, and supporting infrastructure would be installed along the interstate
and associated ramps and arterial roads to support congestion management between 1-495 and Route 29.

Typical Section: N/A

Structures: N/A

PRESENT IMPACTS
SOCIO-ECONOMIC YES | NO | YES | NO
Minority/Low Income Populations XL XL
Disproportionate Impacts to Minority/Low Income Populations: Yes[ | No [X]
Existing or Planned Public Recreational Facilities 1T X | X
Source: CEDAR
Community Services T LIX | O KX

Source: CEDAR

Consistent with Local Land Use: Yes [X] No [] | | | |

Source:

Existing or Planned Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities: X [0 00 [

Source: CEDAR

Comments:  The minority population of the environmental justice (EJ) study area exceeds 50 percent in one
census tract (461602-3). The percentage of minority population, however, is above the EJ evaluator factor in all
tracts but 101000-4. Therefore, EJ populations are present in all but one of the census tracts identified above.
Because all but one of the tracts are EJ populations and all tracts occur along an existing road facility, there
would not be a disproportionate impact to EJ populations from anticipated diversion of vehicles from Interstate 66
during tolling periods. Current congestion on the interstate already results in traffic diverting through these areas.
Traffic analysis done to support the CE indicates that future diversion would be limited and not concentrated in
areas with EJ populations. The roll revenue generated by the project would be invested in transit, trails, and other
multimodal improvements that would benefit EJ populations. The public would have the opportunity to participate
in the decision-making process for where toll revenue would be spent. No comments were received from the
public regarding EJ populations. Therefore, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse effects to
environmental justice populations (See Attachment C for EJ analysis).

As the interstate and surrounding road network are existing facilities, there are no recreational facilities or
community services that occur on these corridors. Also, the existing roads are included in local land use plans.
There are existing sidewalks along some of the adjacent roads where tolling signage would be placed, but the
signage would not impact these facilities.
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SECTION 4(f) and SECTION 6(f)

YES

NO

Use of 4(f) Property:
Acres of use:

Name of Resource:

Type of Resource:

Individually Eligible Historic Property:

Contributing Element to Historic District

Public Recreation Area:

Public Park:

Public Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuge:

Planned Public Park, Recreation Area, Wildlife or Waterfowl Refuge:

Source: CEDAR

DeMinimis:

Type of Use:

Permanent:

Temporary:

*Constructive:

*Temporary Non 4(f) Use

Section 4(f) Evaluation Attached:

Conversion of 6(f) Property:
Acres of Conversion:

X

Source: CEDAR

Comments:  There are 14 parks/recreational lands/conservation lands within 0.25 miles of
the project area. Five of these features are Section 6(f) resources. As the proposed project
does not include the construction of any new roads or widening of existing facilities, these
features would not be used by the construction of the toll gantries or associated signage.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES | COMPLETE \ N/A
Source:
"No Effect” Pursuant to 1999 DHR Agreement

Phase | Architecture Conducted

Phase Il Architecture Conducted

Phase | Archaeology Conducted

O
O

Phase Il Archaeology Conducted

Section 106 Effect Determination: No Effect
DHR Concurrence on Effect:  Yes Z Date: 11/6/2015
MOA Attached: Yes [ ] N/A || Execution Date: / /

Name of Historic Property:

Comments: The project has little to no potential to affect historic properties, either directly or
indirectly (e.qg., visual effects) as almost all infrastructure improvements would be located
within the previously disturbed, existing highway right of way that is associated with an
interstate highway located in a heavily urbanized setting. Installation of the wayfinding signs
that may be located outside existing right of way will result in only minimal ground disturbance
and the signs themselves should have no visual effect on any historic properties that may be
located nearby in this already urbanized setting.

PRESENT IMPACTS
NATURAL RESOURCES YES | NO | YES | NO
Surface Water (Name: Holmes Run, Four Mile Run, Spout Run, Lubber X [ ] | N/ALinear .
Run)
Source: CEDAR
Federal Threatened or Endangered Species:
Terrestrial: Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) X ] 1 X
Aquatic: None None 1T X | X
Plants: None None 1T X | KX
Source: IPaC, CEDAR, Attachment D
100 Year Floodplain: XX
If "Yes" then identify the regulatory floodway zone: X
Source: CEDAR
Tidal Waters/Wetlands: L] | X |NIA Acres

Type

Wetlands: L] | X |NIA Acres
If yes, there are no practicable alternatives to the construction in wetlands Type
and the action will include all practicable measures to minimize harm to the
impacted wetlands.

Source: CEDAR

Permits Required: ‘ L] ‘ X

Source: CEDAR
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Comments:  Wetlands and streams are located in close proximity to the study area. All
improvements would be confined to existing right of way, which has been previously impacted
and filled to support the road network. No changes would be made to existing culverts and/or
drainages. While there would be changes in traffic patterns and volumes, this change would
not be expected to measurably impact stormwater runoff. Therefore, there would be no
impact to wetlands and streams.

As the placement of signs, toll gantries, and other equipment would not result in tree clearing
or impact the underside of any bridge structure, there would be no effect to the Northern long-
eared bat.

Portions of the study area pass through or are adjacent to the 500 year floodplain. As there
would be no physical change or expansion of the transportation facility, there would be no
impact to floodplains.

PRESENT IMPACTS

AGRICULTURAL/OPEN SPACE YES | NO | YES | NO

Open Space Easements: NVCT Easement, Beaver Pond ConservationLand | DX | [] | [] | X

Source: CEDAR

Agricultural/Forestal Districts OO XITO[K

Source: CEDAR

Comments:  Several conservation easements exist adjacent to the road corridors. While easements
would be required to implement the project, these open space easements would not be impacted by the
action.

<
m
w

FARMLAND

NRCS Form CPA-106 Attached:
Rating:

Alternatives Analysis Required:

If Form CPA-106 is not attached check all that are applicable:

Land already in Urban use:

Entire project in area not zoned agriculture:

NRCS responded within 45 days:

MXIXKK L [
OO0 X X3

NRCS Determined no prime or unique farmland in the project area.

Source: CEDAR, NRCS response.
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Comments:  NRCS stated the project area is committed to urban uses so no acres in the
area would qualify as prime/unique/statewide or locally important farmland.

PRESENT
INVASIVE SPECIES YES | NO | UNKNOWN
Invasive Species in the project area: [] [] X

VDCR indicated that the potential exists for some VDOT projects to further the establishment of invasive
species. All seeds used will be tested in accordance with the Virginia Seed Law to ensure there are not

prohibited Noxious Weed-Seeds in the seed mixes.

Comments:

AIR QUALITY

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Yes No
This project is located in a CO [ | Attainment Area [X| Maintenance Area

CO Hotspot Analysis Required? (if “Yes”, please attach analysis) = L]

If "No", indicate which exemption it falls under:

[ ] Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126.

[ 1 Exempt project based on traffic volumes below thresholds in the current VDOT Project Level
Air Quality Studies Agreement with FHWA/EPA.

Ozone

[ ] Attainment Area  [_] Maintenance Area

This project is located in an Ozone X Nonattainment Area [ ] Early Action Compact Area

Only projects located in 0zone nonattainment or maintenance areas must complete this box

[ ] Exempt from regional emissions requirements under 40 CFR 93.126 or 40 CFR 93.127.

X Properly programmed in the 2015 CLRP and FY 2015 - 20020 TIP.

[] The project is not regionally significant and/or is not of a type that would normally be included in
the regional transportation model.

[ ] This project is regionally significant; however the project was not modeled, or the scope of the
project is not consistent with what was modeled in the currently conforming CLRP and TIP.

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Yes No

[_] Nonattainment Area <] Maintenance Area

This projects located in a PMzs [ ] Attainment Area (if checked, do not fill out box below)

PMz s Hotspot Analysis Required? (If “Yes”, Please Attach Analysis) [] =

Check all that apply;

[ ] A. Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126, Table 2.

X B. Not a project of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) thru (v).

X C. Properly programmed in the CLRP and FY - TIP.

[] D. This project is regionally significant; however the project was not modeled, or its scope is not
consistent with what was modeled, in the currently conforming CLRP and TIP.
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If “B” is checked above, please indicate the following for highway projects;
Design Year 2040, Peak AADT 155,800, Peak Diesel Truck % 0.7

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

[1is exempt with no meaningful potential MSAT effects
This project  [_]is one with low potential MSAT effects (attach qualitative MSAT analysis)
DX is one with high potential MSAT effects (attach quantitative MSAT analysis)

Check all that apply;
[ ] Exempt project under 40 CFR 93.126, or qualifies as a CE under 23 CFR 771.117(c).
[ ] Project with no meaningful impact on traffic volumes or vehicle mix.

If a qualitative MSAT analysis is required, please indicate the following for highway projects;
Design Year 2040, Peak AADT 155,800

Source: Transforming 1-66 Inside the Beltway Air Quality Analysis

Comments: A project-level air quality analysis was completed for this project in
compliance with all applicable federal and state regulations, and it is attached
(Attachment F).

NOISE YES | NO
Type | Project: [] X
Source: VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual

Noise Analysis Attached: [] X
Barriers Under Consideration: [] X
Source:

Comments: The project is not a Type | project and therefore does not require noise
analysis for the Categorical Exclusion.

RIGHT OF WAY AND RELOCATIONS YES

Residential Relocations: []
If “Yes”, number:

Source: Attachment |

Commercial Relocations: []
If “Yes”, number:

Source: Attachment |

X | K| K3

Non-profit Relocations: []
If “Yes”, number:

Source: Attachment |

Right of Way required: 24
If “Yes”, acreage amount: 1.131 acres permanent toll road easement
0.879 acres temporary construction easement

[]

Source: Attachment |
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PRESENT IMPACTS

YES NO YES NO

Septic Systems, Wells, or Public Water Supplies: LT T XL X
Source: CEDAR

Hazardous Materials: X OO O K

Source: CEDAR

Comments:  No septic systems, wells, or public water supplies were identified within 0.25 miles of the road
corridor. Within that area, 56 DEQ petroleum release sites, 8 RCRA sites, and 30 petroleum facilities were
identified. All actions would be confined to existing operational right of way and would not impact these

facilities.

CUMULATIVE AND INDIRECT IMPACTS PRESENT
YES | NO N/A

Present or reasonably foreseeable future projects (highway and non- X L] L]

highway) in the area:

Impact same resources as the proposed highway project (i.e. cumulative X L] L]

impacts):

Indirect (Secondary) impacts: X | ] [ ]

Source: See Attachment E

Comments:  See Attachment E

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT YES | NO

Substantial Controversy on Environmental Grounds: [] X

Source: Attached comments

Public Hearing: X | Ll

If “Yes”, type of hearing: Location/Design

Other Public Involvement Activities: X | Ll

If “Yes”, type of Involvement: citizen information meetings

Comments:  Numerous public meetings and briefings were held during the planning of the

project. Design public hearings were held on March 7, 2016 at Washington-Lee High School,

March 8, 2016 at Eagle Ridge Middle School, and March 9, 2016 at the VDOT Northern
Virginia District Office. In addition, this CE is being made available for public review and

comment.
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COORDINATION

The following agencies were contacted during development of this study:

Arlington County
Fairfax County
o Fairfax County Economic Development Authority
o Fairfax County Fire and Rescue
o0 Fairfax County Health Department
o Fairfax County Park Authority
o Fairfax County Public Schools
Faith Bible Presbyterian Church
City of Falls Church
Kingdom Hall Jehovah's Witness
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority
Saint Ann Catholic Church
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
Virginia Department of Transportation
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Comments received as of December 11, 2015 are attached.

This project meets the criteria for a Categorical Exclusion pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.4 and 23 CFR 771.117
and will not result in significant impacts to the human or natural environment.





















































































































































https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-03-23/pdf/2015-06138.pdf
http://www.virginiadot.org/programs/pr-environmental.asp












http://inside.transform66.org/learn_more/documents.asp
http://inside.transform66.org/learn_more/documents.asp









http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/projectlevel-hotspot.htm



http://www.epa.gov/airquality/carbonmonoxide/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-08-31/html/2011-21359.htm
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/lead/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-11-12/html/E8-25654.htm
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#1
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/nitrogenoxides/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-02-09/html/2010-1990.htm
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1996-10-08/html/96-25786.htm
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#2
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/ozonepollution/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-03-27/html/E8-5645.htm
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#3
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/sulfurdioxide/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-06-22/html/2010-13947.htm
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#4
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html
http://www.mwcog.org/transportation/activities/quality/Conformity/2015/ConformityReport-Complete.pdf



http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/documents/420b15028.pdf
http://www3.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/documents/420f15046.pdf



http://www.virginiadot.org/programs/pr-environmental.asp
http://www.virginiadot.org/programs/pr-environmental.asp






http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/resourcecenter/teams/airquality/
http://www.epa.gov/scram001/guidance/guide/coguide.pdf



























http://www.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-03-23/pdf/2015-06138.pdf#page=2






























http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306



http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282
http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395

































































































































































































































































































































http://www.mwcog.org/transportation/public/comments.asp

At the request of Arlington County, VDOT proposes to remove the Columbia Pike Streetcar and

Crystal City Streetcar projects due to the recent withdrawal of funding support for these two projects

by Arlington County.
No new major additional capacity projects are proposed by WMATA at this time.

Exhibit 1 on the following pages provides a further summary of the Major Additions and Changes
including maps, costs and completion dates. A complete listing of proposed additions and changes
to all projects in the CLRP can be found in the 2015 CLRP and the FY 2015-2020 TIP Air Quality
Conformity Inputs table, included in Appendix B of the Air Quality Conformity Analysis report. These
documents can be found online at mwcog.org/CLRP2015.

NV


http://www.mwcog.org/CLRP2015
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