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Introduction 
 
This document is a Condensed Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 
Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt (SEPG), a new, limited access, multi-lane roadway 
proposed by the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in conjunction with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in the Cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach, 
Virginia.  The project will begin at the interchange of Interstates 64 and 464 in Chesapeake 
and terminate at Interstate 264 east of Naval Air Station, Oceana (NAS Oceana).  
 
A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was prepared for SEPG and published in 
May 2005.  Federal, state, and local agencies, local governments, and the public have 
provided comments on the DEIS.  In November 2005, the Commonwealth Transportation 
Board (CTB) approved the location of SEPG to be the Preferred Alternative.  The FEIS has 
now be prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 
1500-1508), as well as the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Environmental 
Impact and Related Procedures (23 CFR 771) and Technical Advisory T6640.8A (TA).  In 
accordance with the TA, a condensed format was used for this study. 
 
A condensed FEIS avoids repetition of information from the DEIS that has not changed and 
instead incorporates this information by reference.  Discussion in a condensed FEIS focuses 
on changes in the project, its setting, technical analysis, impacts, and mitigation since the 
DEIS was distributed.  A Condensed FEIS also includes comments received on the DEIS, 
along with responses, a discussion on the selection of the Preferred Alternative, and an 
analysis of the specific impacts of the Preferred Alternative.  Using the condensed format, the 
overall FEIS for SEPG consists of two parts: 1) this condensed FEIS, and 2) the DEIS, as 
published in May 2005.  For a full understanding of the project, both documents should be 
reviewed.   
 
The organization of the condensed FEIS mirrors that of the DEIS.  For each DEIS chapter, 
there is a corresponding chapter in the condensed FEIS that includes: 1) a summary of each 
major section contained in the corresponding section of the DEIS; 2) a reference to the 
section of the draft that provides more detailed information, 3) noteworthy changes that have 
occurred since the draft was circulated, and 4) reasons for each change.    Each change is 
listed in the order it occurs in the DEIS with reference as to section, subsection and page, 
except for very minor corrections which are noted in the response to comments (Chapter 9).  
Material that has not changed is not reproduced in the corresponding condensed FEIS 
chapter.  Chapter 5 is a new chapter in the FEIS.  Chapter 5 describes mitigation measures 
and commitments established during preparation of the FEIS.   
 
Exhibits and tables included in this condensed FEIS have either been carried forward from 
the DEIS (usually to reflect an amendment), or are new to the condensed FEIS. If any exhibit 
or table is carried over from the DEIS, this will be noted and its original numbering will be 
retained for reference purposes. If an exhibit or table is new to this FEIS, its numbering will 
reflect where the numbering in the DEIS left off. Therefore, the numbering of exhibits and 
tables in the FEIS may not be in sequence and intervening numbers may be skipped. 
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New materials discussed throughout the FEIS include: 

• Modification of the project corridor at I-264,  
• Detailed information about the Preferred Alternative, 
• Results of the Toll Feasibility Study, 
• Results of a Park and Ride Transit Analysis, 
• Results of a Equivalent Service Variation (EQSV) Technical Report, 
• Results of Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis, 
• Results of the final Natural Resources Technical Report, 
• A Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan that includes results of the 

Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) analysis, 
• Refined wetland and stream impacts and extended bridging for a reduced project 

corridor, 
• Expanded analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, 
• Updated project cost using Major-Project guidelines established by SAFETEA-LU, 
• Public, agency, and nongovernmental organization comments on the DEIS and 

responses to those comments, and 
• Project commitments and mitigation measures. 
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Executive Summary 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), in conjunction with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes to construct the Southeastern Parkway and 
Greenbelt (SEPG) in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach, Virginia.  The project will begin at the 
interchange of Interstates 64 and 464 in Chesapeake, and then proceed generally east and 
then northeast, terminating at Interstate 264 east of Naval Air Station, Oceana (NAS 
Oceana), between Virginia Beach Boulevard and Laskin Road, in the City of Virginia Beach.  
SEPG would be designed as a limited access facility with varying four, six, and eight-lane 
sections.   
 
B. PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
The purpose of the project is to provide adequate capacity to accommodate forecasted traffic 
volumes and improve east-west system linkage in order to address declining service levels 
and decreased capacity on the area road network.  The project’s purpose is also to improve 
access to employment and commercial centers and to improve hurricane evacuation times. 
 
C. ALTERNATIVES 
 
Several project concepts were initially considered in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared in May 2005: the No-Build Alternative; the Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) Alternative; the Mass Transit Alternative; the Improve Existing 
Alternative; and, five Candidate Build Alternatives (CBAs).  The TSM Alternative was 
eliminated because it cannot be expanded to accommodate the regional capacity or linkage 
needs.  The Mass Transit Alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it 
would capture a very small percentage of the total travel demand.  The Improve Existing 
Alternative was eliminated because it would create substantial impacts to residences and 
businesses and it does not meet linkage needs.  Although the No-Build Alternative would not 
meet the project purpose and need, it was retained for comparison to the CBAs.   The five 
CBAs were derived from eleven segments that were retained from a previous Supplemental 
DEIS completed for the project in 1994, with all alternatives sharing segments A and F.  The 
CBAs evaluated in the DEIS included:  
 
 The North Alternative, which includes segments A-G-I-J-F, is 21.3 miles in length and is 
the northern-most alternative evaluated in the DEIS.   
 The Stumpy South Alternative, which includes segments A-B-C-H-I-K-E-F, follows the 
Preferred Alternative for most of its alignment, except that it extends north of Stumpy Lake 
and is 23.6 miles long.   
 The Stumpy North Alternative, which includes segments A-B-C-H-I-J-F and is 22.8 miles 
in length, follows the Stumpy South Alternative to the end of Segment I on Indian River 
Road, and then follows the North Alternative to the end of the project at I-264.   
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 The North K Alternative, which includes segments A-G-I-K-E-F and is 22.0 miles in 
length, is identical to the North Alternative to the west of Stumpy Lake, and identical to the 
Stumpy South Alternative to the east of Stumpy Lake.   
 The Preferred Alternative, which includes segments A-B-C-D-E-F.  The Preferred 
Alternative is 21.4 miles in length, is the southern-most alternative evaluated in the DEIS, 
and the only alternative that extends south of Stumpy Lake.  It will contain grade 
separations or interchanges at selected public crossroads.  This alternative was approved by 
the CTB in November 2005 as the selected location for the project.   

 
D.  BASIS FOR SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED 
 
In November 2005, the Commonwealth Transportation Board adopted the Preferred 
Alternative as the selected location for the project.  The selection was based on the results of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) signed by the Federal Highway 
Administration on May 27, 2005, the Location Public Hearings held on July 11 and 13, 2005 
in the Cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake respectively, and the public and agency 
comments received on the DEIS and during the public hearings.  This selection was 
supported by the following: 
 

1. The Preferred Alternative meets the purpose and need of the project.  
2. The Preferred Alternative is the only Build Alternative that is compatible with local 

transportation and land use goals. 
3. The Preferred Alternative provides a variety of transportation benefits over the No 

Build and other Candidate Build Alternatives including: 
a. The Preferred Alternative will improve traffic safety by reducing congestion and 

truck traffic volumes and improving hurricane evacuation on narrow rural roads 
with deficiencies such as no shoulders, steep drainage ditches on either side and 
no turn lanes, such as Mount Pleasant Road and Elbow Road (which are the only 
current means of travel between the two cities to the south of Stumpy Lake).  

b. The Preferred Alternative will divert traffic volumes from the existing freeway 
system, which will improve speeds and reduce congestion.  For example, daily 
volumes on I-64 from Indian River to Greenbrier would be reduced by 14,500, 
which is a 10% reduction; and volumes on I-264 from Independence to 
Witchduck would be reduced by 16,000, for a 7% reduction. 

c. The Preferred Alternative will improve the level of service on all of the local 
streets to adequate levels, which will allow the capacity of the roadway system 
connecting Chesapeake and Virginia Beach to accommodate future travel 
demand.  This will greatly improve the east-west system linkage in the study area.   

d. The Preferred Alternative performed better than the other CBAs in terms of 
system-wide transportation improvements.  The Preferred Alternative had fewer 
vehicle miles traveled, fewer vehicle miles traveled under free flow and congested 
conditions, reduced total vehicle hours of travel and higher average speed under 
congested conditions. 

e. The average vehicle speed under congested conditions for the Preferred 
Alternative will improve by 11.2% (from 23.7 to 26.7 mph).  This improvement 
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considers all vehicle movements on the network within the study area, both local 
streets and freeways.  

f. The Preferred Alternative will not (as opposed to the other build alternatives 
which track north of Stumpy Lake), add traffic volumes to the local street system 
in already developed areas.   

g. The Preferred Alternative will relieve congested conditions on local arterial 
roadways.  Other Build Alternatives make some local arterials worse (e.g. Volvo 
Parkway). 

h. The Preferred Alternative will capture travel demand south of Stumpy Lake.  
Other CBAs leave travel demand south of the lake to be accommodated by the 
existing roadway system, and consequently, Mount Pleasant Road would exhibit 
low service levels (F) with all but the Preferred Alternative. 

i. The Preferred Alternative will reduce travel times for commuters in the region.  
Access to a major employer in the region, Naval Air Station Oceana and its 
annex, Dam Neck, from points west will show particular improvement. 

j. Total crashes and total injury accidents would be reduced with the Preferred 
Alternative over the No Build Alternative. 

k. The Preferred Alternative will provide increased freeway capacity to 
accommodate planned infill development in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach (a 
key policy in both localities’ comprehensive plans).  

l. The Preferred Alternative provides additional access and adequate service to 
several areas slated for either existing or future economic development.  
Supplemental access to established areas of employment will be provided (e.g. 
Greenbrier and Great Bridge in Chesapeake, and Corporate Landing Business 
Park in Virginia Beach, which has been open for over 15 years and has only four 
tenants). Other Strategic Development Areas in Virginia Beach (South Oceana, 
West Holland and North Princess Anne Commons) are over 2 miles from the 
nearest freeway interchange and will not likely be fully functional as employment 
areas until access and capacity are provided by the Preferred Alternative.  

m. The Preferred Alternative will widen the Oak Grove Connector to 8 lanes and 
double the number of lanes on the ramps with I-64 west, which will increase 
congested speeds from 22 to 43 mph and will contribute to the elimination of a 
major bottleneck for emergency evacuation for tourist traffic from the Outer 
Banks and Currituck County in North Carolina. (To be fully effective, the project 
improvements must be followed by a widening of I-64 from I-464 west to the 
Bowers Hill interchange.) 

4. The wetland impacts of the Preferred Alternative are second lowest compared to the 
other build alternatives.   

5. The Preferred Alternative would require the relocation of the fewest number of 
residences, non-profits and businesses. 

6. The Preferred Alternative would have the least impact on noise sensitive receptors. 
7. The Preferred Alternative would disrupt the cohesion of the fewest number of 

neighborhoods and would directly impact the fewest number of community facilities. 
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8. The Preferred is the only build alternative that would not use any Section 4(f) 
resources, and therefore, no final Section (4f) evaluation is provided in this FEIS. 

9. The Preferred Alternative will not have disproportionately high and adverse effects 
on minority and low-income populations.    

10. The Preferred Alternative costs less than the other build alternatives. 
11. The Location Public Hearing comments strongly support the Preferred Alternative. 
12. The Preferred Alternative is supported by the City of Virginia Beach as stated in their 

resolution dated September 6th, 2005. 
13. The Preferred Alternative is supported by the City of Chesapeake as stated in their 

resolution dated October 9th, 2005. 
 

Preferred Alternative I-264 Interchange 
 
Since the DEIS was published, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) reviewed the 
preliminary interchange layout for the Preferred Alternative at I-264 for compliance with 
AASHTO guidelines.  Because the adjacent I-264 interchanges at First Colonial Road and 
Birdneck Road are separated by approximately 1.4 miles, the interchange with the SEPG (to 
be located between these two roads) would be separated by approximately 0.6 miles from 
each adjacent interchange.  AASHTO guidelines provide that in urban areas, freeway 
interchange spacing of less than 1 mile should include a collector/distributor (CD) system, 
which the initial preliminary alignment did not.  In response, the installation of a CD system 
was evaluated for traffic service.  It was evident from a cursory review of both field 
conditions and data developed in the DEIS that a CD system would adversely impact 
additional resources, including a Section 4(f) resource and tidal wetlands of Linkhorn Bay.  
A reduced impact interchange alternative was subsequently developed and included in the 
FEIS to avoid such impacts.  This new interchange concept required expansion of the project 
study area by approximately 9 acres and resulted in a few additional impacts for the Preferred 
Alternative (1 new residential displacement and less than half an acre of additional estimated 
wetland impacts).                                                                                                                                                 
 
Preferred Alternative Major Project Cost Estimate 
 
A final detailed cost estimate for the Preferred was prepared in January 2007, as required 
under new SAFETEA-LU requirements for Major-Projects (over $500 million), which went 
into effect after publication of the DEIS.  VDOT’s methodology for preparing Major Project 
cost estimates at the NEPA stage of project development was utilized for the cost estimate.  
A contingency range of 25% - 50% was used.  For the year of expenditure (the mid-point of 
construction, assumed to be 2014), the total cost of the project (including preliminary 
engineering, right-of-way/utilities and construction) is estimated to range from $2.3 billion to 
$2.7 billion. 
 
Preferred Alternative Transportation Planning 

On July 18, 2007, the Hampton Roads Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) approved 
a list of projects to be included in the new fiscally constrained long range transportation plan 
(CLRP) that includes the SEPG project with the recent cost estimate.  Along with this 2030 
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Plan, the MPO also approved amendments to the FY 06-09 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) to include preliminary engineering for SEPG.  As was done in the previous 
2026 Plan, the 2030 Plan lists SEPG with the widening of Dominion Boulevard (U.S. Route 
17) as one project, although Dominion Boulevard is not a component of the Preferred 
Alternative for the SEPG.  The 2030 Plan also identifies SEPG as a Phase I project, which 
affords it a higher priority than other projects in the Plan, as specified under the new 
Hampton Roads Regional Transportation Authority (HRRTA).   Additionally, the project 
was specifically identified in state legislation (HB 3202) passed by the General Assembly on 
April 4, 2007, signed and enacted by the Governor on April 11, 2007 as Chapter 896 of the 
Virginia Code.   

The HRRTA was created after the 2007 General Assembly delegated its power of taxation to 
select political subdivisions in Virginia responsible for addressing regional transportation 
issues.  In February of 2008, the Virginia Supreme Court found that the General Assembly 
did not have the authority to delegate its taxing power to unelected bodies, bringing into 
question the large-scale projects that were included in the Hampton Roads MPO’s CLRP that 
would have been funded by this money.  In response to an inquiry, FHWA determined in 
accordance with 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(viii) that the substantial reduction in the revenue 
source that would have been provided by the HRRTA did not invalidate the fiscal constraint 
determination made on the CLRP.  Instead, FHWA determined that the SEPG comes from a 
CLRP that has been found to conform and is therefore consistent with recent FHWA policy 
decisions and guidance related to issuance of Records of Decisions in non-attainment and 
maintenance areas. Despite the present inability of the HRRTA to raise funding for 
transportation projects, VDOT will likely pursue a public-private partnership proposal for the 
SEPG consistent with the CTB’s decision in November 2005 approving the preferred 
alternative. At that time, the CTB requested VDOT seek alternate funding sources, including 
solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Virginia Public Private Transportation Act of 1995. 

Preferred Alternative Toll Feasibility Study 
 
Given that the CTB requested VDOT to seek alternative funding sources for SEPG, including 
solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Public Private Transportation Act, it is highly likely 
that tolls will be a part of the final funding source for the project.  The Toll Feasibility Study 
completed for this FEIS analyzed two different tolling scenarios (one with tolls on the Oak 
Grove Connector (OGC) and one without).  This analysis showed that without tolls on the 
OGC, the bonding capacity of SEPG would be 230 million dollars.  With tolls on the OGC, 
the bonding capacity of SEPG would be 321 million dollars. The remaining cost of the 
project would need to be derived from other sources of revenue. 
 
E. SUMMARY OF BENEFICIAL AND ADVERSE IMPACTS 
 
Potential beneficial and adverse impacts of each of the five Build Alternatives and the No-
Build Alternative were calculated for a 300 foot study corridor.  The updated version of 
Table S-2 (from the DEIS), shown at the end of this chapter, summarizes the potential 
beneficial and adverse impacts of each of the five Build Alternatives.   
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In response to concerns related to the magnitude of potential wetland impacts (243 acres), the 
impact calculations have been refined for the Preferred Alternative to provide a more realistic 
estimate.  The DEIS used 300 foot corridor widths for the comparison of alternatives.  The 
refined analysis uses ROW widths from 220 to 250 and considers preliminary bridge lengths.  
This results in about 203 acres of proposed fill in wetlands, about 30 acres of which would be 
bridged, for a net wetland fill of 173 acres. This refined approach was used for wetland, 
stream and watershed impact calculations.  Further refinements would occur as design 
advances and actual construction limits and bridge lengths are finalized. 
 
Neither the No-Build nor any of the Build Alternatives would impact protected species, 
affect any Wild or Scenic Rivers, exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for carbon monoxide (CO), or result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to 
minority or low income households.  Each build alternative would provide improved system 
linkage and capacity, improved hurricane evacuation corridors, and access to planned 
economic development nodes in each locality.  Each is predicted to increase the average 
congested speed, and decrease the total number of traffic accidents and the number of traffic 
fatalities.   
 
The five Build Alternatives would have varied impacts on other resources.  The Preferred 
Alternative has the lowest estimated preliminary cost, fewest relocations of all types, fewest 
disrupted neighborhoods, second lowest acreage of impacted wetlands, and fewest sites with 
a substantial noise increase.  It is also the only build alternative that is consistent with local 
land use plans, and that will not use any 4(f) resources, parks or recreational facilities.   
However, the Preferred would impact the largest acreage of farmlands and the greatest 
number of linear feet of streams.   
 
To correct misstatements in the DEIS, it should be noted that: 
 None of the CBAs will have any effect on architectural historic properties listed as Eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

 The North K Alternative would impact the largest number of churches and NRHP 
Potentially Eligible archaeological sites.  

 The alternative with the greatest estimated preliminary cost is the North K Alternative, not 
the North Alternative.   

 
Since publication of the DEIS, a Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) analysis has been 
performed on the project for the Preferred Alternative.  This alternative will likely result in 
lower regional MSAT than the No-Build condition; local and regional MSAT will be 
substantially reduced in the future due to implementation of EPAs vehicle and fuel 
regulations. 
 
A new Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan was developed with active 
participation from the EPA, ACOE, and USFWS.  This Plan defines the commitments made 
to compensate for the area, functions and values of wetlands, streams, and fish and wildlife 
habitat that will be unavoidably impacted by construction of the project.  The Plan utilized 
the USFWS’ Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) to assess, quantify and document the 
habitat quality and quantity impacts of the Preferred Alternative.  Results of the Conceptual 
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Compensation Plan show a need to restore 224 acres of prior converted croplands, preserve 
2,880 acres of wetlands and preserve an additional 150 acres of upland to compensate for the 
wetland losses and habitat impacts of the Preferred Alternative. The Plan also shows the need 
to preserve 31,437 linear feet and restore 1,631 linear feet of streams as compensation for the 
impacts on streams from the Preferred Alternative.  A new exhibit that shows the conceptual 
compensation plan study area has been provided in the FEIS. The expected cost of this 
Compensation Plan is estimated to be approximately $127 million, which includes 
acquisition, engineering, construction and monitoring for ten years.  This cost was included 
in the Major Project cost estimate prepared for the project in January 2007. 
 
A new cemetery on Segment F was discovered as a result of comments received during the 
DEIS public review.  In addition, two updated and corrected Relocation Cost Summary 
Technical Reports were prepared, the first in February 2006 and the other in October 2006 
(both after publication of the DEIS) for the alternative segments included in the Preferred 
Alternative.  Using the revised relocation data, an updated Environmental Justice analysis 
was prepared, which modified the displacements predicted for each of the alternatives and 
the resulting impacts on minorities and the elderly. Considering these studies, it has been 
determined that the Preferred Alternative will not have disproportionately high and adverse 
effects on minority and low-income populations.    
 
F. OTHER MAJOR ACTIONS 
 
Since adoption of the DEIS, the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) 
finalized the Joint Land Use Study in 2005, recommending local actions for reduction of 
noise impacts on communities near NAS Oceana and NALF Fentress.  In addition, the City 
of Chesapeake adopted a revised Comprehensive Plan that identifies the wetlands around 
Stumpy Lake and Gum Swamp for park or conservation use.  Together, these policies will 
effectively reduce the project’s secondary growth impacts from occurring in the most 
environmentally sensitive portion of the study area. 
 
Also since the DEIS, the federal Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission voted to maintain the Navy's master jet base at NAS Oceana on the condition 
that by the end of March 2006, the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake and the State 
passed certain legislation and had programs in place to appropriate money to stop 
encroachment and reverse development within the base's highest accident potential zone 
(APZ 1).  If the cities failed to respond, the State of Florida could respond by making Cecil 
Field in Jacksonville available for re-activation as a master jet base. In response to the BRAC 
Commission's decision, the Virginia Beach City Council adopted a Plan for Compliance with 
the BRAC Commission's Decision Regarding NAS Oceana on December 20, 2005, and 
adopted ordinances implementing the Plan on March 31, 2006.  Since that time, Cecil Field 
in Jacksonville, FL failed to receive a certification from the US Inspector General, thereby 
ensuring the base to remain in Virginia Beach.   
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G. OUTSTANDING ISSUES  
 
Permittability 
 
Representatives from the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) have questioned 
whether the preferred alternative represents the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative for purposes of satisfying their responsibilities under the Clean Water Act and 
whether permitting the project would be in the public interest. They have also expressed 
concern over the extent of wetland impacts versus the project benefits and disagreed over 
whether the Equivalent Service Variation alternative is a reasonable alternative. The 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has opposed the project because the values being 
lost as a result of the wetland and natural resource impacts cannot be replaced. The EPA gave 
the project an EU-2 rating when it reviewed the draft EIS and based on feedback from them, 
there is a strong likelihood that they will refer the project to the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) in accordance with 40 CFR Part 1504 before FHWA issues a Record of 
Decision. Recognizing that the environmental issues associated with these concerns are 
addressed in greater detail throughout this document, FHWA believes that it has satisfied its 
NEPA responsibilities. In an effort to resolve these concerns, FHWA and VDOT have 
coordinated closely with the USACE and EPA throughout the development of the FEIS and 
the natural resource compensation plan. This coordination has involved several conference 
calls, meetings, and interim reviews of the draft FEIS and has resulted in additional analysis 
of the Equivalent Service Variation alternative at the request of the USACE. If the project is 
not referred to the CEQ, coordination with the USACE and EPA will continue in an effort to 
resolve the concerns raised. Notwithstanding, the permitability of the project remains 
uncertain. Ultimately, the USACE decision whether or not permit the project will be 
answered at the time the USACE is asked to take an action on the project (i.e. when a permit 
application is submitted for the project).  
   
H. OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE ACTIONS AND PERMITS REQUIRED 
 
The following environmental permits will be required: 
 

• Section 404 (Clean Water Act) and Section 10 (Rivers and Harbors Act) permits from 
the US Army Corps of Engineers; 

• Water Protection Permit (Section 401 and Section 402 of the Clean Water Act) from 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Environmental Quality; 

• Stormwater Management Program Permit from the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
Department of Conservation and Recreation, and 

• Subaqueous Bed and Tidal Wetland Permits (Virginia Water Law) from the Virginia 
Marine Resources Commission. 

• Acquisition of property or easements from the U.S. Navy. 
 
I. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Prior to development of the DEIS, scoping letters were distributed to relevant federal, state 
and local agencies and organizations.  Sixteen written responses were received.  Bi-monthly 
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project study team meetings were held throughout the study with FHWA, VDOT, Hampton 
Roads Planning District Commission, the U.S. Navy, and the Cities of Chesapeake and 
Virginia Beach, to provide input in the development of the study and DEIS.  Federal agencies 
participated in monthly Agency Partnering meetings to assist in assessing natural resource 
impacts and mitigation and to review the document.  Citizen Information Meetings were held 
in May 2004 in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  VDOT has maintained a project website to 
provide public information about the project – 
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/pr-sepg-home.asp 
 
Since completion of the DEIS, various public participation activities have occurred, 
including the following:   
 
Location Public Hearings were held for the project on July 11, 2005 in Virginia Beach and 
on July 13 in Chesapeake.  A total of 245 attended the Virginia Beach Hearing and 235 
attended the Chesapeake Hearing, with a total of 297 written and oral comments were 
submitted.  All comments received were evaluated and substantive ones were summarized 
and responses developed.  Chapter 9 of the FEIS contains these summary comments and 
responses to each.  Appendix A to the FEIS contains a compilation of public comments 
received.  Appendix B contains full copies of all agency, military and city comments 
received and Appendix C contains full copies of all Non Governmental Organization 
comments received. 
 
Project Study Team Meetings were held a total of 14 times between May 2005 and 
September 2006, and focused on development of a quality FEIS.   
 

Federal Agency Partnering Meetings were held a total of 13 times between August 2005 
and February 2008, focusing on development of the Conceptual Natural Resources 
Compensation Plan. 
 
Local Workshops on the project were held on August 9, 2005 and September 27, 2005 by 
the City Councils of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake, respectively.     
 
Resolutions supporting the Preferred Alternative were adopted by the City Councils of 
Virginia Beach and Chesapeake in September 2005. 
 
The Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) passed a resolution on November 17, 
2005 that rescinded the location for the South Alternative previously approved (on February 
15, 1996) and approved the location of the Preferred Alternative proposed in the DEIS.  They 
further resolved that consideration be given to the realignment of Segment D between Elbow 
Road and Indian River Road during the development of detailed design and the acquisition of 
permits.  Through a separate resolution this same day, the CTB requested VDOT seek 
alternative funding sources, including solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Public Private 
Transportation Act (1995), for the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt project.  
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Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need 
In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A 
(TA) a condensed format was used for this Final Environmental Impact Statement.  As per 
these guidelines, this chapter mirrors Chapter 1 of the DEIS and includes: 1) a summary of 
each major section contained in the corresponding section of the DEIS; 2) a reference to the 
section of the DEIS that provides more detailed information; 3) noteworthy changes that 
have occurred since the DEIS was circulated; and, 4) reasons for each change.       
 
A. STUDY AREA 
 
The project study area begins near the intersection of I-64, I-464 and Rt. 168 (Oak Grove 
Connector) in Chesapeake, extends southeast along the Great Bridge Bypass, east and 
northeast around Stumpy Lake, and then north near Dam Neck Road, ending at I-264 near 
NAS Oceana in Virginia Beach.  More detailed information is provided in the DEIS page 1-
1. 
 
B. HISTORY 
 
The project has a long history.  It was first developed as a concept by the Mayor’s Committee 
on Roads in 1983.  VDOT initiated location studies, environmental documentation, and 
preliminary engineering on the project in 1987, preparing and distributing a DEIS in 1989.  
After further agency and local government coordination, a supplemental DEIS (SDEIS) was 
distributed in 1994, reflecting the consensus of agency and local government working 
groups.  After the City of Chesapeake withdrew its support for the project in 1998, FHWA 
suspended further participation in funding of studies for the project.  SEPG was designated as 
a High Priority Project and provided with specific project study funding in the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21 Century (TEA-21) in 1998.  After renewed local support, VDOT 
initiated the current Location Study and preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) in 2002.  More detailed information is provided in the DEIS, on page 1-1. 
 
Table 1-1 in the DEIS provides the project history up to 2003.  Since that time, the following 
additional project activities have occurred: 
 
Date Event 
2004 Citizen Information Meetings held on May 26 (Chesapeake) and May 27 (Virginia Beach) 
2005 Location Public Hearings held on July 11 (Virginia Beach) and July 13 (Chesapeake) 
2005 In September, the cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach adopt resolutions supporting the Preferred 

Alternative. 
2005 On November 17, Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) selects the Preferred Alternative as the 

approved project location.  
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C. NEEDS 
 
The following summary statements of fact regarding the demographic patterns and system 
capacity in the region form the basis of the purpose and need of the project: 

• Over the past two decades, the number of commuters in both directions between the 
cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake has grown at a rate of 50% per decade. The 
magnitude of this growth is expected to continue. 

• The freeway system is currently exhibiting poor levels of service, with average daily 
volumes of 100,000+ ADT on I-64 and 200,000+ ADT on I-264, for the segments 
serving motorists traveling between Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  

• For the past 13 years there has not been built and for the next 20 years there are no 
planned improvements to the freeway system capacity connecting the cities of 
Virginia Beach and Chesapeake; and, 

• Unless the capacity of the transportation system connecting these two cities 
increases, congestion will substantially worsen. 

 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach have exhibited tremendous growth over the past 30 years, 
leading to declining service levels and decreased capacity on their roadways.  Additional 
deficiencies of the transportation system in the area include a lack of east-west linkages 
between Virginia Beach and Chesapeake, limited access to NAS Oceana, lengthy hurricane 
evacuation times, and a limited transportation network to support local economic 
development priorities.  The purpose of the project is to address the following needs: 
 

• Planned transportation improvements (without SEPG) will not provide sufficient 
capacity to accommodate forecasted traffic volumes, including peak season tourism 
traffic; 

• There are limited alternative east-west connections between the two cities;  
• The regional road network’s declining capacities and decreased levels of service and 

lack of direct linkages will result in reduced and inefficient access to one of the area’s 
largest employers, NAS Oceana (including Dam Neck Annex); 

• There is no sufficient alternate hurricane evacuation and emergency response route; 
• There are limited roadway connections between multi-nodal centers of employment, 

retail, commercial, and residential development as identified in the transportation 
plans of the two cities, and, 

• Several Federal legislative mandates and State and local plans and policies have 
identified the project as a high priority in addressing regional traffic deficiencies. 

• More detailed information concerning the needs of the project is contained in Chapter 
1 of the DEIS pages 1-2 through 1-19. 

 
1.  Existing Conditions 
 
a. Transportation Capacity 
 
Since publication of the DEIS, the 2026 Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model was 
discovered to have generated some traffic volume errors, which were presented on Tables 1-3 
and 1-4 of the DEIS.  Corrected versions of these tables are provided below.  Those elements 
of these tables that have changed since the DEIS are shown with shading.  Although the level 
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of service has changed for a few segments, these amendments only have a negligible effect in 
system-wide measures of effectiveness.  
 
b. System Linkages 
 
1) NAS Oceana Linkage 
 
The following information was made available after the DEIS was published and has the 
potential to affect land use and therefore traffic patterns in the study area.  It is also being 
provided here to respond to agency comments on the need for SEPG. 
 
On August 24, 2005, the federal Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission voted to maintain the Navy's master jet base at NAS Oceana on the condition 
that by the end of March 2006, the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake and the State 
passed certain legislation and had programs in place to appropriate money to stop 
encroachment and reverse development within the base's highest accident potential zone 
(APZ 1).  If the cities failed to respond, the State of Florida could respond by making Cecil 
Field in Jacksonville available for re-activation as a master jet base, a move that would result 
in the relocation of 8,509 employees (7,979 active duty military and 530 civilian).  NAS 
Oceana would not be closed, but approximately two-thirds of its total employment of 12,000 
would be relocated with the F-18 fighter jet squadrons (approximately 230 planes).  

 
In response to the BRAC Commission's decision, the Virginia Beach City Council adopted 
a Plan for Compliance with the BRAC Commission's Decision Regarding NAS Oceana on 
December 20, 2005, and adopted ordinances implementing the Plan on March 31, 2006.  
Since that time, Cecil Field in Jacksonville, FL failed to receive a certification from the US 
Inspector General.   
 
On April 13, 2006 the legislative mandate for the BRAC Commission expired, and without 
further action by both Congress and the President, additional realignment and closure 
evaluations or recommendations will not be forthcoming.  It is therefore highly likely that 
NAS Oceana will remain in operation as a master jet base for at least another decade. The 
City of Virginia Beach has pledged to continue to honor the BRAC compliance orders in 
case this issue is brought up again in the future. 
 
With NAS Oceana’s role as a master jet base likely continuing into the foreseeable future, the 
policies of the Navy and the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake will restrain 
development of uses that would not be compatible with the base operation.  A Joint Land Use 
Study prepared by the HRPDC, in cooperation with the Cities of Chesapeake, Norfolk, 
Virginia Beach and the U.S. Navy recommended modifications to the localities’ AICUZ 
regulations and provided additional restrictions to development within the AICUZ areas, 
including those portions within the study area.  Specifically, the recommendations allow for 
rezoning of key tracts of land between NAS Oceana and NALF Fentress, which will limit 
further development in elevated sound and accident potential zones.  These conditions have 
been forecasted for the year 2026 and are reflected in the projected traffic volumes. 

 

http://www.vbgov.com/dept/planning/vgn_files/MainJLUS-BRACOrdinance.pdf
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TABLE 1-3 
CURRENT (2000) and FUTURE (2026) FREEWAY DAILY VOLUMES & PEAK 

HOUR SERVICE LEVELS**WITHOUT PROJECT 
   2000 VOLUMES 2026 VOLUMES 

Roadway Segment 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE

I-64 

Elizabeth River Bridge 
- I-464 73,280 4 E 100,400 4 F 

I-464 - Battlefield Blvd 102,913 6 D 142,400 6+ 2HOV F 
Battlefield Blvd – 
Greenbrier Pkwy 110,635 6+ 2HOV D 142,600 6+ 2HOV F 
Greenbrier Pkwy - 
Indian River Rd 119,698 6+ 2HOV E 145,800 6+ 2HOV F 

Indian River Rd - I-264 135,684 6+ 2HOV F 163,700 6+ 2HOV F 

I-464 I-64 – Military Highway 45,525 6 B 63,600 6 C 

Oak Grove 
Connector 

I-64 – Dominion 
Boulevard 74,250 4 E 77,800 4 E 
Dominion Blvd – 
Battlefield Blvd 52,263 4 C 68,000 4 D 

Great 
Bridge  
Bypass 

Battlefield Blvd - Mount 
Pleasant Rd 56,402 4 D 79,000 4 F 

I-264 

Birdneck Rd - First 
Colonial Rd 52,709 6 B 54,900 6 B 

First Colonial Rd - 
Laskin Rd 75,040 8 B 84,000 8 B 

Laskin Rd - Lynnhaven 
Pkwy 103,714 8 C 115,100 8 C 

Lynnhaven Pkwy – 
Rosemont Rd 130,050 8 C 143,200 8 D 

Rosemont Rd – 
Independence Blvd 153,605

8 + 
2HOV D 170,300 

8 + 
2HOV E 

Independence – 
Witchduck 195,912

8 + 
2HOV E 216,100 

8 + 
2HOV F 

Witchduck - Newtown 203,670
8 + 

2HOV F 229,300 
8 + 

2HOV F 

Newtown- I-64 223,040
8 + 

2HOV F 241,800 
8 + 

2HOV F 

Military Hwy-Ballentine 
Blvd 109,301

6 + 
2HOV D 121,200 

6 + 
2HOV E 

**The volumes shown are the average daily traffic volumes from the 2026 Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model, not including 
summer peaks.  LOS listed represents peak hour service levels. 
Shaded cells indicate a change from the DEIS. 
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TABLE 1-4 
CURRENT (2000) and FUTURE (2026) ROADWAY  

DAILY VOLUMES & PEAK HOUR SERVICE LEVELS** 
WITHOUT PROJECT 

Cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach 
 

   2000 VOLUMES 2026 VOLUMES 

Roadway 

Segment 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 

Dominion Boulevard AIW Bridge 28,531 2 F 53,700 4 F 

Greenbrier Parkway 
I-64 - Mall Entrance 78,141 6 F 81,100 6 F 

I-64 - Military Highway 34,358 6 C 38,900 6 C 

Battlefield Boulevard 
I-64- Volvo Parkway 64,198 6 F 76,600 6 F 

I-64- Military Highway 39,419 6 C 50,900 6 F 

Kempsville Road 
Battlefield Blvd - Butts 
Station Rd 17,485 2 F 45,100 6 F 

Butts Station Road 
Kempsville Rd - 
Centerville Tnpk 14,470 2 D 16,600 2 E 

Centerville Turnpike 

Elbow Rd - Mt Pleasant 
Rd 16,161 2 E 27,300 2 F 

Volvo Pkwy - Elbow Rd 9,201 2 C 23,700 2 F 

Volvo Parkway Greenbrier - Kempsville 25,387 4 C 27,700 4 D 

Mount Pleasant 
Road 

Great Bridge Byp - 
Centerville Tnpk 20,277 2 F 31,600 4 E 
Centerville Tnpk - AIW 
Bridge 9,968 2 F 13,100 2 F 

Elbow Road 
Centerville Tnpk - Indian 
River Rd 4,689 2 C 17,400 2 F 

North Landing Road 

AIW Bridge - Indian River 
Road 9,968 2 F 14,900 2 F 
Indian River Rd - Salem 
Road 9,968 2 F 15,000 2 F 

(Nimmo Parkway - 
2026) 

Salem Road - West Neck 
Road 7,887 2 D 11,200 4 B 
West Neck Rd - Princess 
Anne Rd 7,887 2 D 24,600 4 C 

Lynnhaven Parkway 
Indian River - Pleasant 
Valley 16,285 4 B 32,900 4 E 

Indian River Road 

North Landing Rd -Elbow 
Rd 5,237 2 B 15,800 4 C 
Elbow Road - 
Independence Blvd 9,461 2 D 19,700 4 C 

I-64 - Providence 37,847 6 C 37,900 6 C 

I-64 - Centerville 79,820 8 F 99,600 8 F 
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Table 1-4 (Cont.) 

   2000 VOLUMES 2026 VOLUMES 

Roadway 

Segment 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 

Elbow Road 

Indian River Rd - Salem 
Road 5,001  2 B 15,800 4 A 
Salem Rd - Princess 
Anne Rd n.a. n.a.  n.a. 27,400 4 D 

Princess Anne Road 

College Crescent - Dam 
Neck Rd 40,627 8 A 48,900 8 C 
Dam Neck Rd - 
Winterberry Dr 21,452 2 F 31,800 4 D 
Winterberry Dr - Nimmo 
Pkwy 21,452 2 F 30,800 4 C 
North Landing Rd -
General Booth 21,535 2 F 21,000 2 F 

Nimmo Parkway Holland - General Booth n.a.  n.a.  n.a. 22,400 4 C 

Holland Road 

Dam Neck Rd -  Princess 
Anne Rd 16,886 2 F 29,500 4 D 
Dam Neck Rd -  Shipps 
Corner Rd 29,360 4 D 45,300 4 F 

Dam Neck Road 

Princess Anne Rd - 
Holland Rd 30,376 4 D 37,200 4 F 
Holland Rd - London 
Bridge Rd 38,399 4 D 43,900 4 E 
London Bridge Rd - 
Corporate Lndg 22,461 4 B 25,700 4 B 
Corporate Lndg - General 
Booth 22,461 4 B 25,700 4 B 

London Bridge Road 

International Pkwy - 
Crusader Cir 25,058 2 F 42,100 4 F 
Dam Neck Road - 
Harpers Road 20,614 4 C 22,700 4 B 

General Booth 
Boulevard 

London Bridge Rd - Dam 
Neck Rd 34,192 4 E 37,600 4 F 
Dam Neck Road - 
Oceana Blvd 46,225 6 D 49,400 6 E 
Oceana Blvd - Birdneck 
Road 32,631 4 E 34,100 4 D 

Oceana Boulevard 

General Booth Blvd - 
NAS Oceana 27,613 2 F 35,200 4 E 
NAS Oceana - Virginia 
Beach Blvd 28,091 2 F 30,500 4 D 

Birdneck Road 
General Booth Blvd - 
Norfolk Avenue 31,418 2 F 32,100 4 B 

First Colonial Road I-264 - Laskin 39,982 4 F 58,500 4 F 

Lynnhaven Parkway S. Lynnhaven - Viking 44,614 6 D 47,500 6 E 

Rosemont Road S. Plaza Trail - I-264 35,433 4 F 52,100 6 F 
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Table 1-4 (Cont.) 

 
  2000 VOLUMES 2026 VOLUMES 

Roadway 

Segment 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 
DAILY 

VOLUME 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 

Independence Blvd. 
Baxter - Edwin 72,241 8 F 73,800 8 F 

Bonney - I-264 73,848 8 F 98,300 8 F 

Witchduck Road 
Greenwich-Bonney 29,938 4 F 42,900 6 F 

Cleveland - I-264 32,329 4 F 50,300 6 F 

Newtown Road 
Greenwich - I-264 29,260 4 F 31,400 4 F 
Virginia Beach Blvd. - I-
264 41,977 4 F 49,400 4 F 

** = The volumes shown are the average daily traffic volumes from the 2026 Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model, not including 
summer peaks.  LOS listed represents peak hour service levels. 
Shaded cells indicate a change from the DEIS. 

 
 
In contrast, if the master jet base function were to be removed, the land use restrictions would 
likely be relaxed and more intense residential and commercial development would be 
permitted in the vicinity of the base.  Regardless of the disposition of the jets, the base would 
remain a major generator of trips and the Navy would be concerned with adequate access 
from adjoining roadways.  In the event that master jet operations were relocated from NAS 
Oceana in the future, traffic volumes around the base would decline, but would be offset by 
increases in land development intensity and the potential relocation of other defense related 
activities to NAS Oceana. 

 
c. Alternative Hurricane Evacuation Route 
 
Potential impacts on hurricane evacuation capacity have been clarified since publication of 
the DEIS, in response to comments.   Even with the additional capacity that would be 
provided by the SEPG, evacuation traffic will be constrained by the two-lane eastbound 
segment of I-64 between I-464 and I-664 (Bowers Hill).  In this sense, the SEPG would 
remove a capacity constraint on the Oak Grove Connector segment of the system, but until 
the two-lane eastbound segment of I-64 is widened, constraints on the evacuation route will 
persist and congestion is to be anticipated.  
 
However, if the westbound I-64 lanes between I-264 and the I-664 interchange at Bowers 
Hill were reversed, so that traffic on all four lanes would flow toward Bowers Hill, the SEPG 
would enhance the evacuation capacity of the system.  By reversing the freeway lanes (an 
evacuation strategy has been approved on I-64 from Norfolk to I-295 in Richmond) the 
constraint of the existing two eastbound I-64 lanes will be expanded to the capacity of four 
eastbound I-64 lanes.  Since traffic from the SEPG would access the reversed lanes via the 
widened Oak Grove Connector at the I-64 interchange with I-464, much of the additional 
capacity would be available to accommodate SEPG traffic. 
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The roadway capacity of the evacuation strategy would be further enhanced if the lanes on 
Route 58 between Bowers Hill and the Suffolk By-pass and on the Suffolk By-pass were also 
reversed.  This strategy would provide the opportunity for motorists to easily access the two 
major multi-lane primary highways west of Hampton Road: U.S. Routes 58 and 460. 
 
2. Future Conditions 
 
a.  Transportation Capacity 
 
1) Peak Season Tourism Traffic 
 
The following correction is made to a statement in the DEIS:   The off-peak daily traffic 
volumes on the Oak Grove Connector at I-64 are forecasted to rise to 77,800 vehicles and the 
average peak hour speed is estimated to drop to 20 mph under forecasted no-build conditions.   
 
2) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
 
The existing and future traffic volumes and travel time information have been updated since 
publication of the DEIS.  The increase in vehicle miles of travel is not uniformly dispersed in 
the two jurisdictions or, for that matter, within the Study Area. Exhibit 1-4 (new to the FEIS) 
presents a summary of year 2000 daily traffic volumes and service levels as well as year 
2026 forecasted daily traffic volumes and service levels.  The segments showing the greatest 
increase in volumes over the 26-year period are generally located in the vicinity of the Oak 
Grove Connector in Chesapeake and along the routes on either side of the Albemarle 
Intracoastal Waterway (Elbow and Mount Pleasant Roads) between the Great Bridge Bypass 
in Chesapeake and Indian River Road in Virginia Beach. 
 
Exhibit 1-4 also shows that several major freeway segments are at inadequate service levels 
and will continue to deteriorate as volumes continue to grow.  The greatest forecasted growth 
is along the I-64 corridor south of I-264 and on I-264 near Independence Boulevard.  Several 
segments of I-264 are currently exhibiting severe congestion at service level F, and there is 
little additional available capacity to accommodate substantial increases in volumes.   
 
3) Average Network Speed 
 
The following additional information was developed in response to comments received on 
the DEIS:  It is estimated that, under the no-build condition, average network speed is 
reduced by 24% (from 29.6 mph to 23.9 mph) between the years 2000 and 2026. 
 
4) Congested Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) 
 
The following additional information was developed in response to comments received on 
the DEIS:  The VHT for the no-build condition is estimated to increase by 95% (from 
228,685 to 445,935) between the years 2000 and 2026. 
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b.  System Linkages 
 
1) East-West Linkage 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS:  Given the rising population 
and the increasing percentage of the population that works, and considering that the number 
of area residents depending on east-west travel to commute to jobs is increasing (see Table 1-
5 in the DEIS), it is predicted that the number of residents depending on east-west travel to 
commute to their jobs will continue to increase in the study area. 
 
c. Legislative Mandate 
 
The following clarification is made to address a comment on the DEIS:   Federal legislation 
and programs and other adopted state and local policies and plans have repeatedly identified 
SEPG as a high priority project.  Federal legislation includes classification as a FHWA “High 
Priority Project” with special funding from TEA-21 legislation.  FHWA has also classified 
SEPG as an Un-built National Highway System (NHS) Route.  Local actions include 
adoption of plans and studies and resolutions that have shown continued support for the 
project. 
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 Chapter 2 – Alternatives 
In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A 
(TA) a condensed format was used for this Final Environmental Impact Statement.  As per 
these guidelines, this chapter mirrors Chapter 2 of the DEIS and includes; 1) a summary of 
each major section contained in the corresponding section of the DEIS; 2) a reference to the 
section of the DEIS that provides more detailed information, 3) noteworthy changes that have 
occurred since the DEIS was circulated, and 4) reasons for each change.       
 
A. CONCEPTS CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED 
  
Over the history of the project, five broad-ranged concepts were considered and analyzed:  
the No-Build Alternative, the Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, the 
Mass Transit Alternative, the Improve Existing Facilities Alternative, and the Build 
Alternative.  Of these broad-ranged concepts, only the No Build and the Build Alternatives 
were retained for further study.   
 
The TSM Alternative (which includes options such as fringe parking, ride sharing, traffic 
signal optimization, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) measures, and high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes) was rejected because these options cannot be expanded to 
accommodate regional capacity or linkage needs.  The Mass Transit Alternative was 
eliminated because it would capture a very small percentage of the total travel demand.  The 
Improve Existing Alternative (which identified other transportation improvements beyond 
those included in the Hampton Roads 2026 Regional Transportation Plan that would be 
needed to provide systemwide levels of service equivalent to either those projected for the 
Build Alternatives or systemwide levels of service of C or better for forecasted year 2026) 
was rejected because it would involve substantial impacts to residences and businesses and 
does not meet linkage needs.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS pages 2-1 through 2-10. 
 
1. Transportation System Management (TSM) 
 
a. Fringe Parking and Ride Sharing 
 
An analysis of establishing park and ride lots with supporting transit service centered on each 
lot was conducted using the Preferred Alternative after publication of the DEIS.  A variation 
was included in the analysis that considered express transit service via the SEPG that 
connected the four Park and Ride lots in addition to the lot-based transit service.  The 
location of the lots, supporting transit routes and existing lots and routes are shown in Exhibit 
2-14 (new to the FEIS).  The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 2-8 (new to the 
FEIS). 
 
Table 2-8 also shows that forecasted ridership levels exhibit substantial variation when 
comparing the four routes associated with park and ride lots.  For example, the Chesapeake 
General Hospital and the Hilltop routes show much higher ridership levels than the Indian 
River and the Amphitheater routes. 
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TABLE 2-8 
Year 2026 FORECASTED RIDERSHIP 

PARK AND RIDE LOTS AND TRANSIT ROUTE SERVICE 
(In boardings per day) 

 

Lot Major 
Destination 

Off-Peak Peak Total 

No SEPG 
Express 

SEPG 
Express

No SEPG 
Express 

SEPG 
Express 

No 
SEPG 

Express 

SEPG 
Express

Chesapeake        
1. Chesapeake 
General Hospital Greenbrier Mall 308 415 103 173 411 588 

Virginia Beach        
2. Indian River 
Road 

Glenwood 
Community 10 16 8 13 18 29 

3. Amphitheater TCC Virginia 
Beach 75 129 23 35 98 164 

4. Hilltop NAS Oceana 438 505 128 155 566 660 

TOTAL  831 1,065 262 376 1,093 1,441 

 

In reviewing the forecasted ridership for all HRT routes, the most likely explanation is found 
in the type of ridership on each route.  For example, the HRT route (#13) adjacent to the 
Chesapeake General Hospital lot has a forecasted daily ridership of 2,741 passengers.  Of the 
total, 48% are passengers who walk to the route line.  Similarly, the Hilltop lot is adjacent to 
the #20, Virginia Beach Boulevard route, which has a forecasted daily ridership of 6,953 of 
which 59% access by walking.  Considering forecasted daily ridership of 13,888 passengers 
for all the routes listed in Table 2-8, 58 % of the passengers access the transit service by 
walking. 

 
The forecasted ridership for the Indian River Road lot route and Amphitheater lot route are 
low due to the absence of adjacent dense residential areas, and in the case of the Indian River 
Road lot an absence of major destinations.  Although Glenwood is a large residential 
community, it is not of sufficient density to generate concentrations of transit trips and the 
socioeconomic data indicates a relatively high level of auto availability per household.  Thus, 
residents are less likely to either walk to or drive to transit service.  The Amphitheater lot 
route is centered in a major office, medical and educational area, but does not serve any 
residential areas. 
  
In summary, while the establishment of park and ride lots with supporting transit service 
would accommodate development of multi-modal options, the initial findings are that 
ridership will be relatively low at two of the lots – Indian River and Amphitheater.  While 
ridership at the other two lots, Chesapeake General and Hilltop, are much higher, the 
magnitude of the diversion to transit will not be sufficient to reduce the forecasted volume of 
vehicles using the SEPG by more than 1 to 2%.  However, establishment of the park and ride 
lots at the locations indicated will be considered during the design phase of the project. 
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b. TSM Conclusions 
 
The following clarification is made to address a DEIS comment:  The TSM Alternative, as a 
stand alone concept, does not sufficiently address regional capacity needs to be carried 
forward for further evaluation. 
 
2. Improved No Build Alternative 
 
Table 2-2 has been amended since publication of the DEIS to reflect changes made to Tables 
1-3 and 1-4 of the DEIS. 
 
a.  Equivalent Service Variation 
 
The Equivalent Service Variation (EQSV) of the Improved No-Build as described in the 
DEIS was prepared in response to an agency request to illustrate the range of improvements 
to existing facilities that would be required to provide an equivalent level of service to that 
forecasted for the Preferred Alternative.  
 
Comments received from federal agencies on the DEIS, requested further analysis of the 
EQSV.  As requested, an analysis of this alternative was performed and the results were 
provided in the preliminary FEIS to the United States Army Corp (USACE) and 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for review.  Coordination between FHWA, VDOT, 
USACE and EPA continued during the development of the FEIS and at the February 2008 
agency meeting, a more detailed evaluation of the EQSV than that prepared for the 
preliminary FEIS was requested to be included in the FEIS.        
 
The EQSV analysis has been prepared for the FEIS and is provided below.  This analysis 
includes a detailed intersection and interchange improvement evaluation and a quantification 
of potential impacts associated with the EQSV.   Figures EQSV-1 - EQSV-4 depict each 
segment of the EQSV alternative analyzed for the interchange and intersection analysis and 
potential impacts.  
 
Overall, results of the analysis indicate that the alternative does not meet the following 
components of the project’s purpose and need and is not being carried forward as a 
reasonable alternative in the FEIS:  
.   

• The EQSV would not provide a direct east-west connection between Chesapeake 
and Virginia Beach;  

• The EQSV would not provide direct access to one of the area’s largest employers, 
NAS Oceana (including Dam Neck Annex); 

• The EQSV would not provide a roadway connection between multi-nodal centers of 
employment and retail, commercial and residential developments; 

• The EQSV would not perform as well as the Preferred Alternative in reducing 
congestion and improving the level of service on mainline roadway segments within 
the transportation network.   
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EQSV Intersection and Interchange Analysis 
 
In the DEIS, the EQSV analysis was conducted at the conceptual planning level to provide a 
general indication of service levels from a systems perspective.  This analysis focused on 
mainline roadway segments and did not consider impacts of improvements at intersections 
and interchanges.  This evaluation considers the service level implications associated with 
implementing the intersection and interchange improvements for the EQSV.   
 
EQSV Methodology  
 
As defined in the DEIS: 
 

The Equivalent Service Variation of the Improved No-Build Alternative...was 
prepared in response to the Army Corp of Engineers’ request to illustrate the range 
of improvements to existing facilities that would be required to provide an equivalent 
level of service to that forecasted for the Preferred Alternative. 

 
Within the study area boundaries, the criteria used for determining which facilities were 
improved as part of the Equivalent Service Variation Alternative (EQSV) were as follows: 

• Freeway or Expressway segments with a LOS E or worse and a 10,000 vehicle 
per day (VPD) reduction (Build vs. No Build), and where improvement was 
produced by one of the CBA's when compared with the No Build Alternative.  
The widening of the Oak Grove Connector to 8 lanes from 4 lanes is an exception 
to this criteria; 

 
• Arterial Roadway segments with a LOS D or worse and a 5,000 VPD reduction 

(Build vs. No Build), and where congested speed improvement was produced by 
one of the Build Alternatives when compared with the No Build Alternative; and, 

 
• Two-lane arterial highway segments with a LOS E or worse. 
   

A listing of the improvements to the segments meeting at least one of the three criteria is 
presented below in Table 2-2 taken from the DEIS.  It should be noted that none of the 
improvements in the EQSV Alternative exceed the addition of 2 lanes (1 lane in each 
direction) on any of the roadway segments. 
 
The results in Table 2-2 also show that several of the roadway segments in the study area did 
not meet any of the three criteria, and consequently, no changes to their planned number of 
lanes have been considered. 

 
The improvements associated with the Equivalent Service Variance Alternative vary with the 
current configuration of the roadway to be improved.  For the most part, where an existing 
roadway has been widened to 4 or more lanes, under the EQSV, the addition of another set of 
2 lanes (1 lane in each direction) involved adding 12 feet for each lane, for a total right of  
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TABLE 2-2 
FUTURE (2026) ROADWAY & FREEWAY DAILY VOLUMES, NUMBER OF LANES 

& SERVICE LEVELS: IMPROVED NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
 

 
Roadway 

  
Segment 

NO BUILD (2026) 

Improve No Build 
Alt. 

Equivalent 
Service 

Variation 
(EQSV) 

Adequate 
Service 

Variation 

DAILY 
VOLUME  

No.  OF 
LANES LOS 

Lanes/ 
LOS 

Lanes 
(All LOS  

C or better) 

I-64   

Elizabeth River Bridge - I-464 100,400 4 F  8 
I-464 – Battlefield Blvd 142,400 6 + 2 HOV F  10 
Battlefield Blvd – Greenbrier 142,600 6 + 2 HOV F 8 + HOV/D 10 
Greenbrier Pkwy - Indian River 145,800 6 + 2 HOV F 8 + HOV/D  10 
Indian River Rd – I-264 163,900 6 + 2 HOV F  12 

Oak Grove Conn. Dominion Blvd. – Battlefield Blvd. 68,000 4 D 8 / D 10 
Greenbrier I-64 - Mall Entrance 81,100 6 F 8 / E 12 
Battlefield I-64- Volvo Parkway 71,700 6 F 8 / E 12 

Kempsville Road Battlefield Blvd – Butts Station 45,100 6 D 8 / C 8 
Butts Station Kempsville Rd – Centerville Tnpk 16,600 2 E 4 / C 4 

Mount Pleasant 
Road 

Great Bridge Byp – Centerville 31,600 4 E  6 
Centerville Tnpk - AIW Bridge 13,100 2 F 4 / B 4 

Elbow Road Centerville Tnpk - Indian River 17,400 2 F 4 / B 4 
North Landing 

Road 
AIW Bridge – Indian River Road 14,900 2 F 4 / C 4 
Indian River Rd - Salem Road 15,000 2 F  4 

Lynnhaven 
Parkway 

Indian River – Pleasant Valley 32,900 4 E 6 / B 6 
S. Lynnhaven – Viking 47,500 6 E  8 

Indian River Road I-64 – Centerville 99,600 8 F 10 / E 14 

Princess Anne 
Road 

Dam Neck Rd – Winterberry Dr 31,800 4 D  6 

North Landing Rd –General Booth 21,000 2 F  4 

Dam Neck Road 
  

Princess Anne Rd – Holland Rd 37,200 4 F 6 / C 6 
Holland Rd – London Bridge Rd 43,900 4 E 6 / C 6 

London Bridge International Pkwy - Crusader 42,100 4 E 6 / C 6 
 

General Booth 
Boulevard 

London Bridge Rd - Dam Neck Rd 37,600 4 F 6 / C 6 
Dam Neck Road - Oceana Blvd 49,400 6 E 8 / C 8 
Oceana Blvd – Birdneck Road 34,100 4 D  6 

Oceana Boulevard General Booth Blvd - NAS 35,200 4 E 8 / C 6 
Birdneck Road General Booth Blvd - Norfolk 32,100 4 D 6 / C 6 
First Colonial I-264 – Laskin 58,500 4 F  8 

Rosemont Road S. Plaza Trail – I-264 52,100 6 F 8 / C 8 
Independence 

Blvd. 
Baxter – Edwin 73,800 8 F 10 / C 10 
Bonney - I-264 98,300 8 F  14 

Witchduck Road Greenwich-Bonney 42,900 6 F  8 
Cleveland - I-264 50,300 6 F  10 

I-264 

Lynnhaven Pkwy - Rosemont Rd 143,200 8 D 10 / C 10 
Rosemont Rd – Independence 170,300 8 +  2 HOV E 10 + HOV / 12 
Independence – Witchduck 216,100 8 +  2 HOV F 10 + HOV / 14 
Witchduck – Newtown 229,300 8 + 2 HOV F 10 + HOV / 16 
Newtown- I-64 241,800 8 + 2 HOV F 10 + HOV/ E 16 
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way expansion of 24 feet.  One exception was the Oak Grove connector, where two lanes in 
each direction were provided, so applying 12 feet per lane, the widening was a total of 48 
feet.   
 
Referring to Table 2-2, the following roadways were evaluated using this method: 
 
• I-64 
• Oak Grove Connector 
• Greenbrier Parkway 
• Battlefield Boulevard 
• Kempsville Road 
• Lynnhaven Parkway 
• Indian River Road 
• Dam Neck Road 

 

• London Bridge Road 
• General Booth Boulevard 
• Oceana Boulevard 
• Birdneck Road 
• Rosemont Road 
• Independence Boulevard 
• I-264 (Rosemont-Independence) 

 

Where widening of an existing two-lane roadway was proposed, a standard typical section of 
90 feet for a 4-lane divided roadway was applied.  The two lane configurations generally 
vary from 40-50 feet, so an additional 40 feet was added to each of the following roadways: 

• Butts Station Road 
• Mount Pleasant Road 
• Elbow Road 
• North Landing Road 

 
The freeway segments of I-264 between Rosemont Road and I-64 were another exception to 
the add 12 feet per lane approach, because of the design of the existing pavement section.  I-
264 was originally a state primary road, and the existing roadway is not consistent with 
interstate design standards.  When it was accepted into the interstate system of highways, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) placed a condition on the acceptance that any 
major improvement construction activity would include improving the roadway to interstate 
standards.  So implementing the EQSV would require applying interstate standards to the 
segments to be improved.  As a result, the widening of the freeway from Rosemont Road to 
I-64 would include widening the existing 11-foot wide lanes to 12-feet in width and 
establishing shoulders.  The result is that the widening according to the EQSV would add 
approximately 60 feet to the width of the roadway right of way.  The EQSV Technical 
Report dated June 2008 includes the methodology, results, and associated figures for this 
analysis.  
 
Intersection and Interchange Forecast Methodology 

Forecasts for the intersections analysis were developed as follows: 

1. On each approach to the intersection, traffic growth factors were developed using the 
Years 2026 Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model – the same model used in the 
analysis of the SEPG.  The SEPG Year 2026 No Build Alternative version was used. 
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2. Computation of forecasts included incorporation of adjustments developed from an 
evaluation of the baseline model and year 2000 baseline field counts.  Again, the 
same process was used in developing forecasts for the SEPG; 

3. Forecasts growth factors were prorated for the period from when the count was 
conducted (2005) to the year of the forecast (2026) – the time between the year the 
turning movement counts were conducted and the forecast year for the SEPG. 

 
Next, intersection capacity to accommodate the forecast volume was evaluated using 
SYNCHRO software.  The intersection geometry was modified to reflect the improvements 
associated with implementing the EQSV as identified in Table 2-2 of the SEPG FEIS. Unless 
the improved intersection geometry with just the added through lanes was found to be 
sufficient to provide service levels equivalent to those shown in Table 2-2,  the addition of 
turn lanes also has been evaluated.   The service levels have been computed using procedures 
developed in the Highway Capacity Manual for signalized intersections as computed using 
SYNCHRO. 
 
Level of service for signalized intersections is computed differently than for computing level 
of service for roadway segments. For example, service levels for signalized intersections are 
affected by the size of the intersection and the length of the traffic signal cycle.  If the 
Synchro results do not show queue delay, motorists are forecasted to move through the 
intersection within one signal cycle.  For the purpose of this analysis, movement within one 
signal cycle indicates that the intersection will be functioning adequately.   
 
The purpose of evaluating specific intersections in the EQSV is to determine if the level of 
service along the segments as shown in Table 2-2 can be at least maintained through the 
intersection.  Moreover, if the service level cannot be maintained, what impacts will likely 
result for the needed intersection improvements to achieve the segment service level. 
 
The following nine intersections have been analyzed.  The results of the analysis including 
figures depicting the intersection or interchange configuration are included in the EQSV 
technical report dated June 2008.   
 

1. General Booth Boulevard at Dam Neck Road 
2.  Indian River Road at Centerville Turnpike  
3. General Booth Boulevard at Oceana Boulevard  
4. General Booth Boulevard at London Bridge Road  
5. Greenbrier Parkway at Greenbrier Mall  
6. Rosemont Road at I-264 (Eastbound Ramps)  
7. Birdneck Road at General Booth Boulevard  
8. Independence Boulevard at Baxter Road  
9. Battlefield Boulevard at Volvo Parkway  

 
These intersections were chosen because: they are on roadways that are to be improved under 
the EQSV, and are either 1) at major crossroads near the SEPG corridor, or 2) currently 
exhibiting service levels at peak hour of E or worse. 
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Results 
 
The results for each intersection are summarized as follows: 
 
Intersection 1 - General Booth Boulevard at Dam Neck Road 
 
An additional through lane was added on both the northbound and southbound General 
Booth Boulevard approaches.  For this intersection, dual left turn lanes are already in place 
for all approaches.  Consequently, the only possible improvement is to convert dual left turn 
lanes to triple left turn lanes.  With the addition of the through lanes and turn lanes, the 
volume to capacity ratio was computed at 0.97 (must be <1.0 to indicate capacity 
availability).  The intersection service level of E is lower than the roadway segment service 
of C shown in Table 2-2. 
 
Impacts 
To accommodate the improvements, aerial photographs of the intersection and its approaches 
were reviewed.   There is adequate room to add one lane one each of the Dam Neck Road 
approaches without impacting structures.  Right of way will be needed for a distance of 
approximately 300 feet from the stop bar on each Dam Neck Road approach. 
 
On the two General Booth Boulevard approaches, two lanes will be needed – one left turn 
lane and one through lane.  The through lane can be accommodated by available right of way 
on the approach from the south.  The median was established to accommodate future 
widening.  On the approach from the north, there appears to be adequate room for the 
addition of the turn lanes. 
 
In summary, we do not expect that accommodating the turn and through lanes needed to 
ensure available capacity at the intersection of General Booth Boulevard and Dam Neck 
Road will result in the imposition of impacts beyond those identified in the evaluation of the 
roadway segment impacts. 
 
Intersection 2 – Indian River Road at Centerville Turnpike 
 
An additional through lane was added on both the eastbound and westbound Indian River 
Road approaches. A third left turn lane was added to the northbound Centerville Turnpike 
approach.  With the addition of the through lanes and turn lanes, the volume to capacity ratio 
was computed at 1.08 (must be <1.0 to indicate capacity availability).  The intersection 
service level of E is the same as the roadway segment service of E shown in Table 2-2.  The 
Synchro results do not show any queue delay, so motorists are forecast to move through the 
intersection within one signal cycle. 
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to add the turn lane on northbound 
Centerville Turnpike.  No additional impacts beyond those associated with the roadway 
widening are expected. 
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Intersection 3 – General Booth Boulevard at Oceana Boulevard 
 
An additional through lane was added to the southbound General Booth Boulevard approach. 
A third left turn lane was added to the northbound General Booth Boulevard approach. 
With the addition of the through lanes and turn lanes, the volume to capacity ratio was 
computed at 1.01 (must be <1.0 to indicate capacity availability).  The intersection service 
level of E is the same as the roadway segment service of E shown in Table 2-2.  The Synchro 
results do not show any queue delay, so motorists are forecast to move through the 
intersection within one signal cycle. 
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to add the turn lane on northbound 
General Booth Boulevard.  No additional impacts beyond those associated with the roadway 
widening are expected. 
 
Intersection 4 – General Booth Boulevard at London Bridge Road 
 
An additional through lane has been added to both the eastbound and westbound approaches. 
Also, a second eastbound right turn lane has been added. An additional through lane has also 
been added on both the northbound and southbound approaches.  A second left turn lane was 
added to the northbound General Booth Boulevard approach. With the addition of the 
through lanes and turn lanes, the volume to capacity ratio was computed at 1.00 (must be 
<1.0 to indicate capacity availability).  The intersection service level of E is worse than the 
roadway segment service of C shown in Table 2-2.  The Synchro results do not show any 
queue delay, so motorists are forecast to move through the intersection within one signal 
cycle.  
 
As with the intersection of General Booth Boulevard at Dam Neck Road (Intersection 1), the 
through lane can be accommodated by available right of way on the approaches from the 
north and south.  The median was established to accommodate future widening.  On the 
approach from the south, there appears to be adequate room for the addition of the turn lanes.  
To accommodate the added lane on the eastbound London Bridge Road approach, the 
pavement would need to be widened. 
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to add the turn lane on northbound and 
southbound General Booth Boulevard.  A parcel in the southwest corner will be impacted by 
the widening on eastbound London Bridge Road, but the structure will not be impacted. 
 
Intersection 5 – Greenbrier Parkway and Greenbrier Mall Entrance 
 
To widen Greenbrier Parkway to the north as provided in the Equivalent Service Alternative, 
a northbound lane was added from the westbound right turn movement from Greenbrier Mall 
and a southbound lane was added by extending one of the southbound left turn lanes into the 
Mall.  This geometric configuration added the fourth northbound lane and dropped the fourth 
southbound lane without requiring realignment of the intersection or adding transition areas.  
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Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to reconfigure the intersection as 
described above within the right of way as shown on the aerials for the widening of the 
Greenbrier Parkway corridor.   The intersection service level of D is better than the roadway 
segment service of E shown in Table 2-2.   The improved service level is due to the relatively 
low turning movement volumes coming from the minor street approaches.  
 
Intersection 6 – Rosemont Road at I-264 Eastbound Ramp 
 
The intersection is to be widened to accommodate four through lanes on Rosemont Road to 
the south by: 1) Configuring the two I-264 eastbound off ramp lanes to southbound 
Rosemont Road as free flow added lanes that become the two added southbound lanes on 
Rosemont Road; and, 2) Configuring the two added northbound lanes on Rosemont Road as 
added lanes that would be dropped as the on ramp to eastbound I-264.  As a result, the 
roadway section is widened without having to carry the improvements through the I-264 
bridge over Rosemont Road, which is consistent with the provisions of the Equivalent 
Service Alternative. 
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to reconfigure the intersection as 
described above within the right of way as shown on the aerials for the widening of the 
Rosemont Road corridor.   The intersection service level of B is better than the roadway 
segment service of C shown in Table 2-2.   The improved service level is due to the “T” 
configuration of the intersection, which serves fewer conflicting movements and is therefore 
more efficient than a full 4-way intersection. 
 
Intersection 7 –Birdneck Road at General Booth Boulevard 
 
The intersection is to be widened to accommodate three lanes in each direction on Birdneck 
Road to the west by: 1) Configuring the southbound right turn lane on General Booth 
Boulevard as a free flow added lane, becoming the third westbound lane on Birdneck Road; 
and, 2) Configuring the eastbound right turn movement on Birdneck Road to two right turn 
lanes (the second right turn lanes becomes the third eastbound lane on Birdneck Road).    
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to reconfigure the intersection as 
described above within the right of way as shown on the aerials for the widening of the 
Birdneck Road corridor.   The intersection service level of D is worse than the roadway 
segment service of C shown in Table 2-2.   The lower service level is due to the skewed 
pattern of traffic flow, with a disproportionate orientation of traffic moving to and from the 
south on General Booth Boulevard and the west on Birdneck Road. 
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Intersection 8 –Independence Boulevard at Baxter Road 
 
The intersection is to be widened to accommodate five lanes in each direction on 
Independence Boulevard to the south between Baxter Road and Edwin Drive by: 1) 
Converting the existing shared through and right turn lane on northbound Independence 
Boulevard to a through only lane (becoming the fifth northbound through lane) and adding a 
separate northbound right turn lane to eastbound South Boulevard; and, 2) Configuring the 
eastbound I-264 off ramp flyover to a two-lane ramp (it is currently one lane when it merges 
with southbound Independence Boulevard) with the second lane becoming the fifth 
southbound lane on Independence Boulevard. 
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is adequate room to reconfigure the intersection as 
described above within the right of way as shown on the aerials for the widening of the 
Independence Boulevard corridor.   The intersection service level of D is worse than the 
roadway segment service of C shown in Table 2-2.   The lower service level is due to both 
the heavy overall volumes and the skewed pattern of traffic flow and the heavy left turn 
movements from eastbound Baxter Road to northbound Independence Boulevard. 
 
Intersection 9 –Battlefield Boulevard at Volvo Parkway 
 
The intersection is to be widened to accommodate four lanes in each direction on Battlefield 
Boulevard to the north between I-64 and Volvo Parkway by: 1) Adding a fourth through lane 
on northbound Battlefield Boulevard approaching Volvo Parkway, which becomes the fourth 
through lane on northbound Battlefield Boulevard; and 2) Adding a fourth through lane on 
southbound Battlefield Boulevard approaching Volvo Parkway, which becomes the fourth 
through lane on southbound Battlefield Boulevard.  In addition, a third left turn lane is added 
to the westbound Volvo Parkway approach and a second right turn lane is added to the 
eastbound Volvo Parkway approach.  
 
Impacts 
Based on aerial photography, there is not adequate room to reconfigure the intersection for 
the widening of Battlefield Boulevard.  To the south, an additional through lane would be 
needed at least to the next signalized intersection to the south at Byron Street.  The impact of 
this improvement would impact landscaping and parking.  No structures would be affected.  
The intersection service level of F is worse than the roadway segment service of E shown in 
Table 2-2.   The lower service level is due to both the heavy overall volumes and the skewed 
pattern of traffic flow.   
 
Summary 
 
The results of the analysis of forecasted conditions under the No Build, Preferred Alternative 
and the Equivalent Service Variance Alternative were detailed in the Transportation 
Technical Report for the DEIS and summarized in Table 2-11, as shown below.  The results 
showed that the Preferred Alternative exhibited measures that indicated the roadway system 
in the study area would perform more efficiently than the EQSV. 
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TABLE 2-11 
COMPARISON OF NO BUILD, PREFERRED BUILD AND IMPROVED NO BUILD 

ALTERNATIVES: YEAR 2026 FORECASTED CONDITIONS 
 

 
SEPG 

STUDY AREA 

ALTERNATIVE 

No Build Preferred Equivalent Service 

 

Performance 
Measure 

 

VMT 10,574,474 10,393,296 10,431,145 

VHTFF 254,580 245,522 251,353 

VHTCS 445,935 388,306 400,179 

TOTAL 700,515 633,828 651,532 

CON 
SPEED 

23.9 26.7 26.0 

 
As stated in the Transportation Technical Report: 

When comparing the measures of effectiveness among the various alternatives, a 
reduction in VMT (total vehicle miles of travel) and Total VHT (vehicle hours of 
travel) indicates the system is functioning more efficiently in accommodating vehicle 
trips.  Moreover, a higher congested speed (CON) indicates that congested conditions 
on the system are less severe.  When comparing alternatives, as long as one 
alternative is combining lower vehicle hours under free flow conditions (VHTFF) 
with lower VMT and lower vehicle hours under congested conditions (VHTCS) when 
compared with another alternative, the system is operating more efficiently. 

 
When compared with the No Build Alternative, the EQSV would provide system 
improvements in all Performance Measures; however, it does not compare favorably with the 
extent of improvements the Preferred Build Alternative would yield.  Most importantly, 
where the Preferred Build Alternative would improve average congested speeds by 12%, the 
Equivalent Service Variance Alternative would improve average congested speed by 8%.  
This difference is due to the different nature of the two improvement strategies.  The 
Preferred Alternative would provide a high-speed facility through some of the more 
congested areas of Chesapeake and provide an alternative high speed route to Virginia 
Beach.  The Equivalent Service Variance Alternative would provide segment specific 
improvements to the freeway system (Oak Grove Connector, I-64 and I-264) and spot 
segment improvements to the arterial system.  Average vehicle speeds for the EQSV will not 
be improved as much as for the Preferred Alternative, which is an exclusively high-speed 
improvement. 
 
Moreover, as the intersection analysis has shown, several key intersections will be 
performing worse than the adjacent roadway segments under the Equivalent Service 
Variance Alternative.  These intersection areas indicate that levels of congestion – and 
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therefore average vehicle speeds – will be worse than what was indicated in the analysis of 
arterial segments as depicted in Table 2-2.  Even with improvements, travel speeds along 
these signalized arterials would be substantially less than those along the freeway system 
provided by the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 
The potential environmental consequences of the Equivalent Service Variation (EQSV) have 
been identified and are provided below. All of the environmental resources evaluated 
involved a desk top analyses of available data.  No additional field studies or data verification 
were conducted.  Primary data sources used include digitized mapping supplied by both the 
Cities of Chesapeake (2005) and Virginia Beach (2002) and interpretation of VDOT’s 2007 
natural color aerial photographs for the project area.  Supplemental data sources, 
methodology, and the impacts associated with each segment of the EQSV are documented in 
the EQSV Technical Report dated June 2008.  
  
1. Relocation Impacts  
  
For this alternative, residential, business, non-profits, farms, and other miscellaneous parcel 
types were evaluated.  For the purpose of this analysis, if any portion of a parcel is included 
within the expanded right of way necessary to implement the EQSV, it is assumed that the 
entire parcel will be impacted.  In total, the EQSV would potentially impact 802 parcels.  Of 
these, 403 are residential; 209 are businesses; 62 are Non-Profits; 3 are Farms; and 125 are 
misc properties.  
 
2. Minority and Low-Income Populations 
 
Census data from the 2000 Census was used to identify minority and low income 
populations.  All Census Tracts touched by the footprint of the EQSV were totaled to 
determine low-income populations crossed by each EQSV segment.  All Census Blocks 
touched by the footprint of the EQSV were totaled to determine minority populations crossed 
by each EQSV segment.  Depending on the EQSV segment, the number of low-income or 
minority households ranged from 10 to 723 minority households and 102 to 1580 low-
income households.  In comparison, the low-income and minority displaced households for 
the Preferred Alternative was 39 and 78, respectively. Overall, the potential impacts to low- 
income and minority households are greater than the impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative.  Based on general demographic data gathered for the study area in the DEIS as 
described in the Environmental Justice section of the DEIS, it is likely that various segments 
along the EQSV may potentially have a disproportionate impact to minority or low-income 
populations.  
 
3.  Land Use 
 
Land use was grouped into six basic categories: residential, industrial, commercial, 
institutional, agricultural, and water. The primary land use types within the EQSV footprint 
include: residential, agricultural, and commercial.  In total, the EQSV alternative would 
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impact 18.581 acres of residential, 14.753 acres of commercial land, 20.813 acres of 
institutional land, 1.18 acres of agricultural and 11.554 of water land use. 
 
4.  Existing Community Facilities and Services 
 
Community facilities impacted by the EQSV alternative include: 

• 5 Schools  
• 14 Churches 
• 7 Public parks and trails. 

 
5.  Historic and Archaeological Resources  
 
Two known historic sites within the Kempsville section of the EQSV would be impacted.  
These include an unnamed local historic district and a large bungalow residence. 
 
6.  Community Cohesion 
 
The EQSV impacts neighborhoods, housing and community cohesion by displacing 
residential properties and by splitting neighborhoods, separating one portion from 
community facilities, or restricting access. The roadway improvements that make up the 
EQSV occur along existing alignments, and therefore are not creating new divisions between 
neighborhoods.  However, increasing the size of the roadway does affect cohesion, 
particularly when traffic lanes are added to a smaller roadway.  Where the EQSV expands 
roadways from 2 lanes to 4 lanes or more, community cohesion is impacted.  Where the 
EQSV expands roadways that are already 4 lanes or greater, there are no impacts to 
community cohesion.  In addition, the land use analysis shows 393 residential properties 
affected by the EQSV.  Where residential properties are taken, there are impacts to 
neighborhoods and housing. In total, 5 segments of the EQSV would impact community 
cohesion and 12 segments of the EQSV would impact neighborhoods. 
 
7.  Visual Quality  
 
There will be impacts to visual resources from implementation of the EQSV.  The 
improvements generally follow existing alignments and consist of expansion of capacity 
through adding traffic lanes.  There could be distinct changes in the visual environment 
where there are changes in the number of traffic lanes by adding lanes to an existing two-lane 
roadway or adding more than two lanes to an existing roadway.  Many of these roadway 
segments would be highly visible at crossings and interchanges, creating views for the 
motorists using the facility and views of the facilities by residents in the area where the 
segments traverse.  The major natural landscape feature that will be impacted is the Stumpy 
Lake natural area along Elbow Road and the area of Gum Swamp along Mt Pleasant Road.  
Other areas experiencing greater change in visual resources will be those roadway segments 
being converted from two existing lanes.  
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8. Geology, Soils, and Prime Farmland  
  
The roadway segments are all located the Atlantic Coastal Plain Province of Virginia.  The  
Coastal Plain is characterized as an eastern thickening wedge of unconsolidated sediments 
that varies in thickness from less than 1 foot at the Fall Line (western boundary of the 
Coastal Plain where it abuts the Piedmont Physiographic Province) to more than 12,000 feet 
at the Atlantic Ocean.  The topography of the Coastal Plain is terraced with steps down to the 
Atlantic coastline and to the major rivers. The higher, older plains in the western part of the 
Coastal Plain are more dissected by stream erosion than the lower, younger terraces (DMME, 
1993).  
  
Soils mapped within the study area are predominantly sandy or silty loams that formed from 
marine or fluvial sediments.  They typically exhibit poor drainage and are highly acidic.  
Permeability is generally slow and surface water runoff is generally slow.  The subsoil has a 
moderate to low shrink-swell potential.  For many soils, the seasonal high water table is 
between the surface and a depth of 0.3 meters (1 foot) during late winter and early spring.    
  
Most of the undeveloped sections of the Cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake that are 
included within the overall study area are classified as having prime farmland soils.  Over 
recent years, urban land-use development has steadily encroached upon agricultural and open 
lands in the study area, resulting in a decrease of these prime soils.  See the EIS for more 
information on soils.   Overall, the total amount of prime farmlands anticipated to be 
impacted by the EQSV is 88.14 acres of prime farmland.  Additionally, 84.60 acres of hydric 
soils would be impacted by the EQSV.   
 
9.  Water Quality  
 
Watersheds 
Three major watersheds encompass the EQSV area, classified by the US Geological Survey  
(USGS (USDA, 1995)) using Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUC):  the Lower James – Tidal 
(HUC 02080208); the Chesapeake Bay/ Atlantic Ocean – Coastal (HUC 2080108); and the 
Chowan River (HUC 03010205).  Subwatersheds and streams within them are described in 
more detail in the DEIS.  
 
Streams 
The EQSV Alternative would impact 22 streams due to expanded crossings along the 
segments to be improved.  The area of impact to surface waters due to the expanded right of 
way is 0.195 acres.  It is not known at this time if bridging would be an option to avoid or 
reduce impacts.  It is likely, however, that the existing crossings would simply be widened in 
kind for this alternative.  
 
Scenic Rivers  
Improvements to the North Landing Road segment of the EQSV Alternative will impact the 
North Landing River, which is a Virginia Scenic River. 
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Floodplains 
Floodplains and regulatory floodways within the study area were identified using the flood 
plain GIS mapping provided by the City of Virginia Beach and the Federal Emergency 
Management (FEMA) Map Service Center GIS map.  Four of the EQSV segments will 
impact small areas of floodplains.  There are no impacts to regulatory floodways for this 
Alternative. 
 
10.  Wetland Resources 
 
A total of 11.359 acres would be impacted by the EQSV.  The impacts by wetland type 
include: 

• 0.943 acres of Swamp (Bottomland Hardwood),  
• 8.859 acres of Palustrine Forest,  
• 0.008 Palustrine Shrub,  
• 1.549 acres of Palustrine Emergent  

 
11. Terrestrial Resources  
  
Upland Habitat  
Four types of upland habitats are found within the study area including:  Upland Broad Leaf  
Deciduous Forest (UFOD); Upland Needle Leaf Evergreen Forest (UFOE); Upland Broad 
Leaf Scrub-Shrub (USHD); and Upland Needle Leaf Evergreen Scrub-Shrub (USHE). 
Upland deciduous forests are commonly dominated by species such as white oak (Quercus 
alba), southern red oak (Q. falcata falcata), tulip tree, sweetgum, and red maple.  Other trees 
include pignut hickory (Carya glabra), blackjack oak (Q. marilandica), black cherry (Prunus 
serotina), and American beech (Fagus grandifolia).  Common shrub-layer species include 
sapling trees, pawpaw (Asimina triloba), American Holly (Ilex opaca), and giant cane.  Vines 
include Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), poison-ivy, Japanese honeysuckle, 
grape, and greenbrier.  Herbaceous species include partridgeberry (Mitchella repens), 
cranefly orchid (Tipularia discolor), and microstegium (Microstegium virmineum).    
  
In total, approximately 2.288 acres of upland habitat will be impacted as a result of this 
alternative.  
 
Forest Fragmentation  
Forest fragmentation, like neighborhood fragmentation, occurs when roadway segments 
divide or separate otherwise contiguous blocks of forest.  The EQSV roadway improvements 
will occur along existing alignments which already traverse existing forested areas, reducing 
the potential for new impacts.  Where the EQSV expands roadways from 2 lanes to 4 lanes or 
more, existing forests are impacted and existing forest fragmentation increases.  Where the 
EQSV expands roadways that are already 4 lanes or greater, there are no additional impacts 
to forest fragmentation.   Five of the EQSV segments would result in an increase to forest 
fragmentation. 
 
Natural Areas 
Four of the EQSV segments would impact designated conservation sites and known natural 
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areas.  The Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation’s (VDCR’s) Conservation 
sites were identified by using the Virginia Natural Heritage Explorer database managed by 
VDCR.  Conservation Sites are lands that support one or more occurrences of rare species or 
natural community elements of the state.  However, Conservation Sites are not legally 
protected lands.  Four Conservation Sites are present in the project area: Gum Swamp 
Natural Area, Oceana Ponds and Forest, West Neck Creek, and North Landing River.    
  
Gum Swamp Natural Area - Indian River Road  
This 12,507 acre site supports and protects the headwaters of the Gum Swamp/North 
Landing River as well as rare plants, animals, and natural communities. (Virginia Heritage 
Explorer, VDCR. 2008).  
  
Oceana Ponds and Forest Conservation Site - Birdneck Road  
This 107-acre saturated swamp forest is comprised of natural vegetation that is uncommon in  
Virginia.  This site also supports rare plants and animals.  Improvements to the Birdneck 
Road segment of the EQSV Alternative could impact the Oceana Ponds and Forest 
Conservation Site.  (Virginia Heritage Explorer, VDCR. 2008).  
  
North Landing River Preserve – Crossed by Mt. Pleasant/ North Landing Road  
The North Landing River Preserve is one of the largest expanses of undisturbed freshwater  
marsh habitat along the entire eastern seaboard.  This unusual wetland system provides a 
habitat for southern species of plants that are rare in Virginia, including sawgrass, an integral 
part of the Florida Everglades. It has the highest concentration of rare species in anywhere 
east of the Blue Ridge Mountains. (Nature Conservancy, 2008).  
  
West Neck Creek Natural Area – Dam Neck Road  
This area serves as a buffer for the North Landing River from the rapidly growing nearby 
cities.  Rare species and communities are found here as well.  Protection benefits the entire 
riparian system (Virginia Heritage Explorer, VDCR. 2008).  
  
In addition, the project area contains Stumpy Lake Natural Area.  The Stumpy Lake Natural  
Area coincides with the Stumpy Lake Conservation Site.  The City of Virginia Beach owns 
the Stumpy Lake Natural Area and manages it for a balance of recreation, education, and 
conservation uses.  In 2001, the City of Virginia Beach, through its Open Space Program, 
purchased the 1,422-acre property known as Stumpy Lake from the City of Norfolk.  The  
Stumpy Lake natural area lies at the head of Gum Swamp, a primary tributary of the North 
Landing River wetland system, and is comprised of a number of natural and environmental 
resources such as wetlands, vegetative communities, and wildlife species.  
 
12.  Rare Species  
  
There are two species protected by Virginia law likely to be found in or near the EQSV 
segment areas.  These two species, the endangered Canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) 
and the Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew (Sorex longirostris fisheri), could therefore be 
impacted by one or more of the EQSV roadway segments.    
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The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Fish and Wildlife Information 
Service database was consulted in addition to previous resource agency scoping to determine 
the likely presence of rare, threatened or endangered species in the EQSV segment areas.  
The following species were evaluated for potentially occurring within or near the EQSV 
segments.  
  
West Indian Manatee  
(Trichecus manatus) - The West Indian manatee is protected by the Federal Endangered 
Species Act as an endangered species.  The West Indian manatee is also protected by 
Virginia law.  The manatee has been documented in the Southern Branch of the Elizabeth 
River, approximately 0.75 miles from the western segments of the EQSV alternative; 
therefore, no impacts are anticipated to the manatee.    
  
Bald Eagle 
The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) was protected by the Federal Endangered Species 
Act as a threatened species. The Bald eagle was delisted on June 28, 2007, but remains 
protected by Virginia law and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  Bald eagles have 
been documented approximately 0.5 mile from the Elbow Road segment of the EQSV 
Alternative.  The only known Bald Eagle nest is on the western shoreline of Stumpy Lake.  
The proposed improvements are well beyond the 1500-foot radius protection zone 
recommended by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.  Therefore, no 
impacts are anticipated to the bald eagle.  
  
Canebrake Rattlesnake  
The Canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) is a state protected species, and has been 
documented near five of the EQSV segments:  Elbow Road, Butts Station Road, Lynnhaven 
Parkway, I-64 near Greenbrier Parkway, and Mount Pleasant Road near the Fentress Naval 
Air Station.  The Canebrake rattlesnake occupies hardwood and mixed hardwood-pine 
forests, cane fields and swamp margins.  Because this habitat type occurs within the project 
segment footprint, impacts to this species are possible.  Potential impacts will be loss of 
individuals during construction and loss of habitat.  
  
Peregrine Falcon  
The Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) This species almost exclusively nests on rocky cliffs 
or manmade structures such as unfinished bridge piers, bridges, or skyscrapers. Usually their 
nest site is associated with water. Migrant and wintering falcons are known for frequenting 
coastal estuaries and intertidal mudflats. (VAFWIS, 2008). There are only two known 
nesting sites in the vicinity, one in downtown Norfolk and one on a railroad bridge on the 
East Branch of the Elizabeth River.  The Peregrine falcon has been documented 
approximately 1.75 miles from the intersection of I-64 and I-264.  Therefore, no impacts are 
anticipated to the peregrine falcon.  
  
Dismal Swamp Southeastern Shrew 
The Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew (Sorex longirostris fisheri) has been documented 
along Dam Neck Road and within 0.25 mile of the Holland Road/Crusader Road intersection.  
The shrew occupies various wetland habitats. The mesic early successional wetland types 
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associated with the historic Dismal Swamp typically support the greatest population 
densities. The more advanced successional stages of mesic forested habitats support 
decreasing shrew population densities.  Potential impacts to the shrew include the loss of 
individuals within the right-of-way during construction and the loss of habitat.    
  
Loggerhead Shrike  
The Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) prefers grasslands that are either mowed or 
grazed to keep the grass short. They also need perching sites, such as fences, woody 
vegetation, or hedgerows. The species usually nests in eastern red cedar (Junipers Virginian) 
or hawthorn (Cartages sop.). Thorny shrubs are favored nest sites. (VAFWIS, 2008).  
Suitable habitat for the loggerhead shrike occurs near Mount Pleasant Road, Elbow Road, 
Lynnhaven Parkway, Oceana Boulevard, and Birdneck Road. However, it is unlikely that the 
shrike is present in this area. The last recorded sighting of this bird in the area was in 1976. 
Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to the shrike.  
  
Henslow’s Sparrow 
The Henslow’s Sparrow (Ammodramus henslowii) breeds in neglected weedy fields 
commonly of broomsedge, wet meadows, and saltmarsh edges. They will occasionally nest 
in dry and cultivated uplands, but may favor moist lowland habitat and may use areas with 
widely scattered shrubs. In the winter, they favor moist grassy spots under open pine woods 
(VAFWIS, 2008).  This bird uses unmowed hayfields and will abandon the fields if they are 
cut. They like areas that contain tall, dense grass and herbaceous vegetation. (NatureServe, 
2008).  Although suitable habitat is present along several road segments; it is unlikely that 
this bird is present in these areas as there have been no confirmed sightings of this bird in the 
area.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to the Henslow’s sparrow.  
  
Red Cockaded Woodpecker 
The Red Cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borealis) likes open pine savannas associated with 
dense understory vegetation and little to no midstory vegetation. This is typical of areas 
where fire is used as a management technique (NatureServe, 2008).  The woodpecker selects 
mature to overmature live pines often infected with red heart disease for cavity excavation. 
Loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) is the tree most often used in southeastern Virginia. The Nature 
Conservancy owns the area (Piney Grove Preserve in Sussex County) where the last breeding 
pair in Virginia is located. (Nature.org, 2008).  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated to the 
red cockaded woodpecker. 
 
13.  Indirect Impacts 
 
The methodology for assessing indirect (secondary) impacts associated with the EQSV was 
based on federal guidance as described in the Chapter 4, indirect and cumulative section, of 
the FEIS.  Generally, the improved accessibility and increased capacity associated with 
widening arterial roadways can contribute to increased development pressure for the land 
along these roadways and at adjoining intersections.   
 
Overall, the existing four lane (or greater) roadways proposed to be widened under the EQSV 
have already experienced considerable development including strip commercial development 
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and/or residential development.  Therefore, development along these roadway segments may 
increase but will likely be minimal.   
 
For the two lane arterials proposed to be widened to four lane facilities such as EQSV 
segments: Butt Station Road, Mount Pleasant Road, Elbow Road, and North Landing Road, 
it is likely that development pressure will increase as a result of the increased capacity and 
improved access.  In general, these existing roadways are two lane, rural facilities providing 
access to residential or smaller commercial properties.  It is likely, that developable land 
along these improved facilities will be converted to more continuous, strip commercial 
and/or residential use with the implementation of the EQSV.     
 
Consistency with Local or Regional Transportation Plans 
 
Independent of the determination made to eliminate the EQSV as a reasonable alternative to 
carry forward in this FEIS, it is important to note that the EQSV is not consistent with local 
comprehensive plans or regional transportation plans.  The comprehensive plans for 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach serve as the guide for local development and public 
infrastructure investment.  Each comprehensive plan contains a master transportation plan, 
detailing planned future transportation improvements.  The EQSV is not included in the 
Master Transportation Plans for Virginia Beach or Chesapeake.  In addition, neither the 
EQSV, nor any of its individual improvements (as listed in Table 2-2 of this FEIS), are 
contained within the HRMPO 2030 Constrained Long Range Transportation Plan.  
 
b.  Adequate Service Variation 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS:   Although it would add 
capacity to the existing transportation network, the Adequate Service Variation of the 
Improved Build Alternative does so with substantial business and residential relocations.  
This concept does not meet the system linkage needs that have been identified as a purpose 
and need for the project, and has been eliminated from further consideration. 
 
3. Mass Transit 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS:   Mass Transit will 
accommodate less than 1% of the total future travel demand in the region.  This alternative 
also does not meet the system linkage needs that have been identified as a purpose and need 
for the project.  The Mass Transit Alternative by itself does not sufficiently address regional 
capacity needs to be carried forward for further evaluation. 
 
B. CONCEPTS RETAINED FOR FURTHER STUDY 
 
Five build alternatives were retained for further study, along with a No-Build Alternative.  
The five build alternatives are known as the Preferred, North, Stumpy South, Stumpy North 
and North/K Candidate Build Alternatives (CBAs), and are comprised of different 
combinations of eleven segments (see Exhibit 2-7 on p. 2-17 of the DEIS).  Each CBA is a 
limited access facility on new location and each has independent utility.  All share logical 
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termini, beginning at the intersection of I-64 and I-464 and ending at an interchange with I-
264.  Each build alternative consists of three typical sections within a total corridor width of 
300 feet.  Between the Great Bridge Bypass and I-64 the facility will have eight lanes.  
Between Indian River Road and the Great Bridge Bypass the facility will have six lanes.  
Between I-264 and Indian River Road the facility will have four lanes.  Four lanes would be 
added to the existing four-lane section on the Oak Grove Connector.  More detailed 
information on this section can be found in the DEIS pages 2-10 through 2-23.  
 
1. Build 
 
a. Alternatives 
 
1) Basis for Selection of the Preferred Alternative 
 
A required element of the FEIS is a summary of the basis for selection of the Preferred 
Alternative (see Exhibit 2-7i from the DEIS, repeated here).  On November 17, 2005, the  
Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) considered the location of the SEPG in the 
Cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  The CTB approved the location of the project as 
Segments A, B, C, D, E, and F and identified as the Preferred Alternative.  The CTB 
requested consideration be given to the realignment of Segment D between Elbow Road and 
Indian River Road during the development of detailed design and the acquisition of permits.  
This approval was a result of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) signed by 
the Federal Highway Administration on May 27, 2005 and the Location Public Hearings held 
on July 11 and 13, 2005 in the Cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake respectively, and the 
public and agency comments received on the DEIS and during the public hearings.   
 
The basis of the selection of the Preferred Alternative was supported by the following 
findings: 

• The Preferred Alternative meets the purpose and need of the project 
• The Preferred Alternative provides a variety of transportation benefits over the No 

Build and other Candidate Build Alternatives including: 
The Preferred Alternative will improve traffic safety by reducing congestion 
and truck traffic volumes and improving hurricane evacuation on narrow rural 
roads with deficiencies such as no shoulders, steep drainage ditches on either 
side and no turn lanes, such as Mount Pleasant Road and Elbow Road (which 
are the only current means of travel between the two cities to the south of 
Stumpy Lake).  

o The Preferred Alternative will divert traffic volumes from the existing 
freeway system, which will improve speeds and reduce congestion.  For 
example, daily volumes on I-64 from Indian River to Greenbrier would be 
reduced by 14,500, which is a 10% reduction; and volumes on I-264 from 
Independence to Witchduck would be reduced by 16,000, for a 7% reduction. 
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o  The Preferred Alternative will improve the level of service on all of the local 
streets to adequate levels, which will allow the capacity of the roadway 
system connecting Chesapeake and Virginia Beach to accommodate future 
travel demand.  This will greatly improve the east-west system linkage in the 
study area.   

o The Preferred Alternative performed better than the other CBAs in terms of 
system-wide transportation improvements.  The Preferred Alternative had 
fewer vehicle miles traveled, fewer vehicle miles traveled under free flow and 
congested conditions, reduced total vehicle hours of travel and higher average 
speed under congested conditions. 

o The average vehicle speed under congested conditions for the Preferred 
Alternative will improve by 11.2% (from 23.7 to 26.7 mph).  This 
improvement considers all vehicle movements on the network within the 
study area, both local streets and freeways.  

o The Preferred Alternative will not (as opposed to the other build alternatives 
which track north of Stumpy Lake), add traffic volumes to the local street 
system in already developed areas.   

o The Preferred Alternative will relieve congested conditions on local arterial 
roadways.  Other Build Alternatives make some local arterials worse (e.g. 
Volvo Parkway). 

o The Preferred Alternative will capture travel demand south of Stumpy Lake.  
Other CBAs leave travel demand south of the lake to be accommodated by the 
existing roadway system, and consequently, Mount Pleasant Road would 
exhibit low service levels (F) with all but the Preferred Alternative. 

o The Preferred Alternative will reduce travel times for commuters in the 
region.  Access to a major employer in the region, Naval Air Station Oceana 
and its annex, Dam Neck, from points west will show particular improvement. 

o Total crashes and total injury accidents would be reduced with the Preferred 
Alternative over the No Build Alternative. 

o The Preferred Alternative will provide increased freeway capacity to 
accommodate planned infill development in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach 
(a key policy in both localities’ comprehensive plans).  

o The Preferred Alternative provides additional access and adequate service to 
several areas slated for either existing or future economic development.  
Supplemental access to established areas of employment will be provided (e.g. 
Greenbrier and Great Bridge in Chesapeake, and Corporate Landing Business 
Park in Virginia Beach, which has been open for over 15 years and has only 
four tenants). Other Strategic Development Areas in Virginia Beach (South 
Oceana, West Holland and North Princess Anne Commons) are over 2 miles 
from the nearest freeway interchange and will not likely be fully functional as 
employment areas until access and capacity are provided by the Preferred 
Alternative.  

o The Preferred Alternative will widen the Oak Grove Connector to 8 lanes and 
double the number of lanes on the ramps with I-64 west, which will increase 
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congested speeds from 22 to 43 mph and will contribute to the elimination of 
a major bottleneck for emergency evacuation for tourist traffic from the Outer 
Banks and Currituck County in North Carolina. (To be fully effective, the 
project improvements must be followed by a widening of I-64 from I-464 
west to the Bowers Hill interchange.) 

 
• The Preferred Alternative is the only Build Alternative that is compatible with local 

transportation and land use goals. 
• The wetland impacts of the Preferred Alternative are second lowest compared to the 

other build alternatives.   
• The Preferred Alternative would require the relocation of the fewest number of 

residences, non-profits and businesses. 
• The Preferred Alternative would have the least impact on noise sensitive receptors. 
• The Preferred Alternative would disrupt the cohesion of the fewest number of 

neighborhoods and would directly impact the fewest number of community facilities. 
• The Preferred is the only build alternative that would not impact any Section 4(f) 

resources. 
• The Preferred Alternative will not have disproportionately high and adverse effects 

on minority and low-income populations.    
• The Preferred Alternative costs less than the other build alternatives. 
• The Location Public Hearing comments strongly support the Preferred Alternative. 
• The Preferred Alternative is supported by the City of Virginia Beach as stated in their 

resolution dated September 6th, 2005. 
• The Preferred Alternative is supported by the City of Chesapeake as stated in their 

resolution dated October 9th, 2005. 
 

VDOT will continue to work with the City of Virginia Beach during the development of 
detailed design and the acquisition of permits to provide opportunities for meeting the intent 
of the “Conceptual Design for SEPG’s Roadway Aesthetics” (prepared in 1998 by EDAW 
consultants).  Opportunities for landscaping and aesthetic treatments within the rights of way 
and outside of environmentally sensitive areas will be explored.  See p. 4-34 of the DEIS for 
more information. 
 
VDOT will apply the recently adopted policy for Context Sensitive Solutions (Instructional 
and Informational Memorandum, IIM-LD-235) to this project.  This memo defines Context 
Sensitive Solutions as a project development approach that promotes the involvement of all 
relevant stakeholders in the development of a transportation facility that fits its physical 
setting and also reflects concerns for scenic, aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources 
while providing for transportation safety and mobility.  Key characteristics in the application 
of CSS principles include: 

 Open, honest, early and continuous communication with all stakeholders; 
 A multidisciplinary project development team including the public stakeholders; 
 A public involvement process tailored to project specifics; 
 A full range of communication tools used to clearly visualize the project; 
 A balance of safety, mobility, community and environmental goals. 
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2) New Preferred Alternative Mapping 
 
New Exhibit 2-15, sheets 1A through 20, have been included in the FEIS to provide clear 
aerial images of the Preferred Alternative (see Appendix A of this chapter).  No aerial images 
were provided in the DEIS. 
 
3) Inclusion of Bicycle Facilities 
 
Several comments were received on the DEIS requesting clarification of the intent of the 
project to include bicycle facilities.  Bicycle facilities will be considered where feasible for 
inclusion in the final design of SEPG, according to VDOT’s Policy for Integrating Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Accommodations (which is in line with FHWA’s policy).  Such conditions 
could include need, safety, cost, or excessive environmental or social impacts.  Also under 
this policy, bicycling and walking in a proposed controlled-access environment may be 
accommodated within or adjacent to the planned access-controlled corridor through the 
provision of facilities on parallel roadways or physically separated parallel facilities within 
the right-of-way. Crossings of such corridors will be provided to establish or maintain 
connectivity of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. 
 
4) NAS Oceana Height Restrictions 
 
In response to comments from NAS Oceana, a cursory analysis was performed to ensure that 
the proposed roadway height would be within the acceptable Federal Aviation 
Administration's (FAA) airfield height restrictions for NAS Oceana.  The maximum height 
restrictions, as provided by NAS Oceana, are based on the distance from the NAS Oceana 
runways as well as the actual landing patterns.  Several areas along the eastern portion of the 
Preferred Alternative were analyzed, including: the proposed interchange improvements to 
Interstate 264, an overpass over Virginia Beach Blvd, the old Norfolk Southern Rail line just 
south of Virginia Beach Boulevard, two overpasses to residential and commercial properties 
near Oceana Boulevard, and an overpass at the new NAS Oceana entrance.  As proposed, all 
of the areas analyzed can be accommodated within the maximum height restrictions provided 
by NAS Oceana.  Further coordination with the FAA and NAS Oceana will be required to 
ensure that the airfield height restrictions are maintained during final design of the project 
when exact elevations, structure and lighting heights are known. 
 
5) I-264 Corridor Modification 
 
Since the DEIS was published, the FHWA reviewed the preliminary interchange layout for 
the Preferred Alternative at I-264 for compliance with AASHTO guidelines.  Because the 
adjacent I-264 interchanges at First Colonial Road (to the west) and Birdneck Road (to the 
east) are separated by approximately 1.4 miles, the interchange with the SEPG (to be located 
between First Colonial and Birdneck Roads) would be separated by approximately 0.6 miles 
from each adjacent interchange.  AASHTO guidelines provide that in urban areas, freeway 
interchange spacing of less than 1 mile should include a collector/distributor (CD) system, 
which the initial preliminary alignment did not.  In response, the installation of a CD system 
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on I-264 beginning west of First Colonial Road and continuing to the east of Birdneck Road 
(including ramps to and from the SEPG) was evaluated for traffic service.  It was evident 
from a cursory review of both field conditions and data developed in the DEIS that a CD 
system would adversely impact additional resources, including a Section 4(f) resource and 
tidal wetlands of Linkhorn Bay.  A reduced impact interchange alternative was subsequently 
developed to avoid such impacts. 
 
This reduced impact interchange has been added to the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS.  
This has required an extension to the Project Corridor for Segment F, and includes the 
following design features, which are shown on a new I-264 Corridor Modification map (see 
Exhibit 2-16):  
 
• The two added mainline freeway lanes west of First Colonial Road will be extended to 

the east, becoming the I-264 westbound on-ramp from and eastbound off-ramp to the 
SEPG.   

• I-264 currently adds/drops one lane in each direction immediately west of the bridge 
over First Colonial Road.  By extending these lanes to the east to become the ramps to the 
SEPG, the need for a CD system at First Colonial Road would be removed.  Although the 
junction of each lane with I-264 would be on the left side of the existing mainline lanes, 
they would join I-264 as an added or dropped lane, and thus not create merge or diverge 
sections, which are discouraged by AASHTO from being placed to the left of mainline 
traffic flow.  

• The junction of the SEPG with I-264 to the east will be provided by extending the 
westbound merge area (from the southbound Birdneck Road to westbound I-264 on-
ramp).  This extension establishes a lengthened weave area with the westbound I-264 to 
southbound SEPG on-ramp.  In the opposite direction, the northbound SEPG off-ramp to 
eastbound I-264 is extended to the off-ramp to Birdneck Road, also establishing a 
lengthened weave area. 

• By adding a lane in each direction to the existing I-264 bridge over the headwaters of 
Linkhorn Bay, bridge widening will be necessary as the added lanes would expand the 
pavement section by approximately 30 feet (15 feet in each direction).   

• The project corridor has been enlarged to the northeast, east and southeast, to capture 
additional impact areas on the outside of the existing right-of-way.  Given that all 
activities to the west of the interchange are contained within the median, the project 
corridor has not been extended in that direction. 

 
6) Project Cost Estimate  
 
A final detailed cost estimate for the Preferred was prepared in January 2007, as required 
under new SAFETEA-LU requirements for Major-Projects (over $500 million), which went 
into effect after publication of the DEIS.  VDOT’s methodology for preparing Major Project 
cost estimates at the NEPA stage of project development was utilized for the cost estimate.  
A contingency range of 25% to 50% was used to capture uncertainties and project risk. The 
contingency range assumed historical VDOT projects over the last 5 years with an award 
amount greater than 5 million and a high range that includes the 25% variance seen in the 
same list of projects.  For the year of expenditure (the mid-point of construction, assumed to  
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be 2014 for this project), the total cost of the project (including preliminary engineering, 
right-of-way/utilities and construction) for the 25% contingency was 2.3 billion.  Total cost 
for the 50% contingency was $2.7 billion.  
 
7) Funding 
 
Funding for construction has recently been identified for the project.  On July 18, 2007, the 
Hampton Roads Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) approved the 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan along with amendments to the FY 06-09 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) to include SEPG.  As was done in the previous (current) 2026 Plan, the 2030 
Plan lists SEPG with the widening of Dominion Boulevard (U.S. Route 17), including a new 
bridge over the Albemarle Intracoastal Waterway, as one project.  This 2030 Plan also 
identifies SEPG as a Phase I project, which affords it a higher priority than other projects in 
the Plan, as specified under the new Hampton Roads Regional Transportation Authority.  
The 06-09 TIP lists funding for three separate SEPG projects, including corridor preservation 
in Chesapeake, right-of-way acquisition along the entire alignment, and a PPTA Interstate 
Access Study.  The fiscal constraint for this project is being satisfied with a combination of 
funding sources.  The MPO voted to include SEPG into its fiscally constrained long range 
plan at its July 2007 meeting.  
 
Given that the CTB requested VDOT to seek alternative funding sources for SEPG, including 
solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Public Private Transportation Act, it is highly likely 
that tolls will be a part of the final funding source for the project.  For additional information 
on tolls, see Section G of this chapter. 
 
C. SEGMENT MODIFICATIONS 
 
The alignments of several segments were modified from the 1994 SDEIS to avoid new 
development and to better avoid natural resources and potential Section 4(f) resources where 
possible.  Modified segments were Segments A, C, E, F, G, H, J, and K. More information is 
provided in the DEIS pages 2-23 through 2-34. 
 
D. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
 
Year 2026 travel demand volumes were forecasted for the five CBAs and the No-Build 
Alternative using the Year 2026 Hampton Roads Travel Demand Model.  Six measures of 
effectiveness (MOEs) were used to compare impacts of the alternatives on major arterials in 
the project study area.  Using these MOEs, it was determined that SEPG would produce 
measurable improvement in the performance of the roadway system over the No-Build 
Alternative.  A detailed summary of the traffic analysis for this study is provided in the 
Traffic and Transportation Technical Report (TTR).  
 
1. Travel Patterns and Accessibility 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS to address an agency 
comment:   Population and employment socioeconomic variables (by Transportation 
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Analysis Zone - TAZ) developed by each city for the Year 2026 Hampton Roads Travel 
Demand Model are an assumption underlying the traffic forecasts; forecasts developed by the 
City of Virginia Beach were assumed to reflect the impact of Air Installation Compatible Use 
Zone (AICUZ) restrictions.  More information is provided in the DEIS pages 2-34 through 
2-39. 
 
E. PREFERRED VS. NO-BUILD COMPARISON 
 
This section provides a summary of the impacts of the Preferred Alternative and the No-
Build Alternative relative to the identified elements of the project’s purpose and need (these 
elements are summarized in Chapter 1, Section C of this Condensed FEIS).  The Preferred 
Alternative is forecasted to provide additional capacity on both freeway and local street 
segments within the study area, as compared to the No-Build Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative is also forecasted to provide improved service levels on some existing east-west 
facilities, enabling the roadway system to function more efficiently with fewer congested 
vehicle hours and accommodating greater volumes between the two cities.  When compared 
with the No-Build Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would provide access to NAS 
Oceana and Dam Neck Annex that is both direct and adequate.  The Preferred Alternative 
alone will not lead to significantly improved hurricane evacuation times; however, if SEPG is 
coupled with the yet unplanned and unfunded widening of I-64 from I-464 to Bowers Hill, it 
will reduce vehicle queue lengths and time for residents to evacuate.  The Preferred 
Alternative provides improved and direct access to and between the major economic 
development areas in the study area and accommodates the additional traffic volumes that 
will accompany infill and redevelopment strategies proposed in the Comprehensive Plans for 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach; the No-Build Alternative would not provide these benefits.  
More information is provided in the DEIS pages 2-40 through 2-50.   
 
1. Transportation Capacity 
 
To clarify the DEIS in response to comments:  Under the 2026 no-build scenario, the 
segment of Oak Grove Connector (OGC) between I-64 and Dominion Blvd has a daily 
volume of 77,800, which equates to a LOS of E, while the segment of the OGC between 
Dominion Blvd and Battlefield Blvd under this same scenario has a 68,000 daily volume, 
which equates to a LOS of D.   
 
To clarify the DEIS in response to comments:  As with the freeway segments themselves, 
SEPG will benefit the congestion forecasted on the local street approaches to freeway 
interchanges.  SEPG will substantially reduce traffic volumes at all approaches, but the 
reductions will not always result in improvements in service levels, given the thresholds for 
the various service level categories.  For example, at the Battlefield Boulevard, Greenbrier 
Parkway and Indian River Road approaches to I-64, the SEPG causes daily volume 
reductions of 11,500, 7,100 and 13,800 vehicles, respectively.  These reductions are not 
sufficient for improved service levels; the forecasted service levels remain at F on all three 
roadways.  However, some volume reductions do improve the service level.  For example, 
Rosemont Road is reduced by 3,100 vehicles (6.0%), which will improve the service level to 
from F to E.     
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2. Hurricane Evacuation 
 
To correct a statement made in the DEIS, it is noted that the Hampton Roads Planning 
District Commission recommended that VDOT’s Hurricane Evacuation Traffic Control Plan  
include two traffic control measures:  1) closing I-64 West on the Peninsula, and 2) reversing 
the eastbound lanes on I-64 from I-664 toward Richmond. 
 
The following new information has been added in response to comments on the DEIS:   The 
best condition for hurricane evacuation for the project area would include both a widened 
Oak Grove Connector and a widened I-64 from I-464 to Bowers Hill.  If only the former 
were to be widened, the bottleneck would occur at the I-464 interchange; if only the latter 
were to be widened, the bottleneck would occur on the Oak Grove Connector.  Thus, when 
coupled with the yet unplanned and unfunded improvements to I-64 to Bowers Hill, the 
improvements to the Oak Grove Connector that are part of the SEPG will accommodate the 
flow of evacuating vehicles that would be more than double the available capacity of the 
existing facility.  It will increase the throughput capacity of the system, and reduce both the 
length of vehicle queues and the time for residents to evacuate.   
 
However, the improvements to hurricane evacuation capacity with SEPG can be realized 
only when I-64 from I-464 to the Bowers Hill interchange is also widened.  Even with the 
additional capacity that would be provided by the SEPG, evacuation traffic will be 
constrained by the two-lane eastbound segment of I-64 between I-464 and I-664 (Bowers 
Hill).  In this sense, the SEPG would remove a capacity constraint on the Oak Grove 
Connector segment of the system, but until the two-lane eastbound segment of I-64 is 
widened, constraints on the evacuation route will persist and congestion is to be anticipated.  
 
However, if the westbound I-64 lanes between I-264 and the I-664 interchange at Bowers 
Hill were reversed, so that traffic on all four lanes would flow toward Bowers Hill, the SEPG 
would enhance the evacuation capacity of the system.  By reversing the freeway lanes (an 
evacuation strategy has been approved on I-64 from Norfolk to I-295 in Richmond) the 
constraint of the existing two eastbound I-64 lanes will be expanded to the capacity of four 
eastbound I-64 lanes.  Since traffic from the SEPG would access the reversed lanes via the 
widened Oak Grove Connector at the I-64 interchange with I-464, much of the additional 
capacity would be available to accommodate SEPG traffic. 
 
The roadway capacity of the evacuation strategy would be further enhanced if the lanes on 
Route 58 between Bowers Hill and the Suffolk By-pass and on the Suffolk By-pass were also 
reversed.  This strategy would provide the opportunity for motorists to easily access the two 
major multi-lane primary highways west of Hampton Road: U.S. Routes 58 and 460. 
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3.  Economic Development 
 
Economic Development Linkages 
 
The following entire section of the DEIS is rewritten as follows to reflect new information 
since publication of the DEIS: 
 
Since publication of the DEIS, the Chesapeake Forward 2026 Plan was adopted, which 
added two additional future economic development areas to the City of Chesapeake’s Land 
Use Plan.  This Comprehensive Plan therefore identifies two existing areas for continued 
economic development within the study area - Greenbrier and Great Bridge, as well as two 
areas for future economic development, Kempsville Road / Clearfield Avenue (between the 
Great Bridge By-pass and Butts Station Road), and the intersection of Centerville Turnpike 
and Elbow Road, extending to the east to Kempsville Road (see Exhibit 3-7, modified from 
the DEIS).  The City’s Plan generally provides for the location of residential development of 
a suburban scale (moderate density) to the south and urban scale development (higher 
density) in the areas near Greenbrier and north of I-64.  The only existing limited-access 
highway service between the region and these areas is that currently provided by I-64. 
 
The Comprehensive Plan of the City of Virginia Beach identifies numerous special areas 
within the City and develops policies for guiding the development of each.  Four areas are 
located along the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt corridor:  Area #8, East Oceana; Area 
#10, South Oceana; Area #11 West Holland; and Area #12, North Princess Anne Commons.  
The policies for all of these areas emphasize industrial, commercial and institutional uses.  
When combined with Corporate Landing Office Park, which lies within the South Oceana 
Development Area (see Table 21 of the TTR). 
 
To provide for efficient development patterns, both Chesapeake and Virginia Beach have 
adopted policies that encourage development where facilities are or soon will be available.  
In Chesapeake, the main development nodes are located in Greenbrier, Great Bridge, 
Kempsville/Clearfield and Centerville; in Virginia Beach, major centers are located at 
Corporate Landing Office Park and at the Municipal Center, and are planned at Princess 
Anne Commons (see Exhibit 3-7).  These areas all have adequate utilities, but both 
transportation service and access to regional markets are currently deficient and forecasted to 
further deteriorate. 
 
Under the No Build Alternative conditions, every arterial roadway accessing the Greenbrier 
and Great Bridge employment and retail centers of Chesapeake from any direction exhibits 
severe congestion.  In Virginia Beach, access routes to the employment centers located along 
the I-264 corridor and the Dam Neck Road corridor likewise exhibit severe congestion. 
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Under the Preferred Alternative, the SEPG provides improved and direct access to and 
between the existing and future major economic development areas.  It provides a direct link 
between the population centers in the Kempsville area of Virginia Beach with the 
employment and retail centers in Greenbrier, Great Bridge, Kempsville/Clearfield and 
Centerville.  It connects Corporate Landing Office Park in Virginia Beach with both 
Chesapeake to the west and the I-264 corridor to the north.  Finally, by diverting substantial 
traffic volumes from the I-264 corridor, it accommodates the additional traffic volumes that 
will accompany the corridor’s infill and redevelopment strategies articulated in the cities’ 
Comprehensive Plans. 
 
F. TRAVEL SAFETY 
  
Crash rates were determined by frequency and severity for freeway and arterial facility types 
in the study area.  These were used to forecast and compare 2026 crash rates for the CBAs 
and the No-Build Alternative.  The numbers of total crashes and injury crashes are forecasted 
to decline with the SEPG over the No-Build, as shown in Table 2-9 (new to the FEIS).  
Fatalities remain equivalent between the Preferred Alternative and the No-Build. Overall, the 
Preferred Alternative enhances safety over the No-Build Alternative, especially on the 
arterial roadways.  More information is provided in the DEIS pages 2-51 through 2-53. 
 

TABLE 2-9 
SUMMARY OF 2026 CRASH ANALYSIS 

NO-BUILD & PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 
 

Crash Type No-Build 
Alternative 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Improvement 
Over No-Build 

Freeway – Total 603 670 -67 
Freeway – Injury 293 326 -33 
Freeway – Fatal 2 2 0 
Arterial – Total  685 559 126 
Arterial – Injury  233 190 43 
Arterial – Fatal  2 2 0 
Total – Crashes  1,288 1,229 59 
Total – Injuries  526 516 10 
Total – Fatalities 4 4 0 

 

 
G. TOLLING 
  
A detailed toll feasibility study was completed after publication of the DEIS.  A summary is 
included below and the full analysis is included in the Final Transportation Technical Report 
(TTR).  
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1. Introduction 
 
Concurrent with the development of the environmental impact statement, an analysis was 
performed to assess the feasibility of financing SEPG through a toll.  The objective of this 
analysis was to estimate future year traffic volumes, costs and revenues as a toll facility. 
After developing revenue estimates and allocating appropriate amounts to cover operations 
and maintenance costs, analysis was performed to estimate the amount of debt that could be 
supported by net toll revenue. The toll feasibility assessment was performed on the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
The purpose of the toll analysis was to provide an order-of-magnitude estimate of toll 
revenue and the bonding capacity of the proposed toll road alternatives for the SEPG. Due to 
a number of limitations within the analysis, traffic forecasts and revenue estimates are not 
intended for, nor should be used as, a basis for supporting the financing of debt for this 
project. 
 
It should be noted that the Hampton Roads Toll Feasibility Study (HRTFS) was prepared by 
the Hampton Roads Regional Planning District Commission (HRPDC) for regionally 
significant transportation projects.  This regional toll study evaluated the feasibility of toll 
based financing for transportation projects, such as SEPG, Route 460 improvements, and 
other projects which have significant regional impact.  In comparison, the SEPG toll 
feasibility study focused solely on the feasibility of tolling the Southeastern Parkway and 
Greenbelt.  The results of both toll studies are generally consistent with the other.         
 
2. Forecasting Methodology 
 
Forecasts were developed using the existing regional travel demand model developed by the 
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) and the HRPDC.  The approach incorporated 
without modification the regional model’s existing trip generation, trip distribution, and 
mode choice components, while greatly expanding the highway assignment process with a 
time of day submodel that covered the two peak periods along with the midday period and a 
night period. 
 
Model Development - Model development involved three distinct elements: 1) stratification 
of travel for each period of the day; 2) application of a customized toll diversion model 
suitable for estimating toll facility usage under a wide range of potential conditions and toll 
rates; and, 3) conversion of the existing highway network into the format required for the toll 
diversion model. 
 
The toll diversion model is structured as a route choice model that partitions trips between 
competing “tolled” and “non-tolled” facilities, and evaluates likely use of each based on cost 
and travel times.  Three types of trips are evaluated: 
 

Type 1 – The route with the minimum travel time using only non-tolled 
roads. 
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Type 2 – The route with the minimum travel time using toll roads for 
patrons that have cash. 

Type 3 – The route with the minimum travel time using toll roads for 
patrons that pay with electronic toll collection (ETC).  

       

Exhibit 2-17 (new to the FEIS) shows how the likelihood of a motorist using the facility with 
a $2.00 toll increases with the amount of travel time saved. The graph displays two lines 
representing the probability for cash payments and ETC payments.  As shown in the graph, 
the probability of selecting the toll road with only one minute saving is less than 20 percent, 
with the remaining trips selecting the non-tolled option.  In contrast, for the path that 
provides 20 minutes of time savings, the probability of selecting a toll facility approaches 90 
percent.  Note that the percentage of selecting toll facilities that accept ETC payments is 
slightly higher due to the perceived ease of payment.  The potential for motorists using a toll 
facility varies with trip purpose and time of day. Using values derived from evaluations of 
toll facilities in Hampton Roads, estimates of the value of time were computed and applied to 
the toll diversion process. 
 
3. Future Year Conditions 
 
The model was prepared for application for a 20-year horizon period following the 
implementation of SEPG. The opening year of the proposed project was assumed to be 2011.  
In addition, horizon years at 10-year intervals (2021 and 2031) were included to coincide 
with anticipated toll increases. The future year, 2026, is also included since the previous 
models were validated and implemented for both 2000 (base year) and 2026 (future year).  
As with the volumes in the FEIS, forecasts were based on socioeconomic growth patterns. 
 

A future roadway network was also developed for three future years in order to produce 
traffic forecasts for 2011, 2021, and 2031. The latest improvement plans were reviewed to 
identify proposed improvement projects and their anticipated completion dates. 
 
4. Toll System 
  
Two tolling scenarios have been evaluated.  Scenario 1 includes tolls on the segments of the 
SEPG between I-264 and the Great Bridge Bypass (17.4 miles).  Scenario 2 expands the 
tolling area to include the segment from the Oak Grove Connector to the I-64 interchange 
(21.4 miles). 
 

The barrier/ramp toll system for SEPG has been designed as a “closed system” so that all 
traffic using the facility will be assessed a toll charge.  Both scenarios have two mainline 
barrier plazas as well as ramp toll plazas at four interchanges. One mainline plaza is located 
between Indian River Road and Princess Anne Road, and the other is located north of the 
Oceana Boulevard interchange.  Scenario 2 also has a mainline plaza on the Oak Grove 
Connector between Battlefield and Dominion Boulevards.  Four sets of ramp toll plazas 
(to/from west) are located on Centerville Turnpike, Indian River Road, Dam Neck Road, and 
Oceana Boulevard.  The Princess Anne Road and Battlefield Boulevard interchanges operate 



without tolls, but motorists using it would be forced to pay a toll charge at one of the 
collection points. 
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The 2011 base toll plan for passenger cars includes $1.00 charge assessed at the two mainline 
plazas in scenario 1, $.050 charge at the mainline plaza on the Oak Grove Connector 
(scenario 2 only), and tolls of $0.25 - $0.75 would be collected at ramp plazas at the four 
interchanges. The tolls will be increased at 10-year intervals, such that the base toll rates will 
be increased by 100 percent over a 20-year period – equivalent to a 3 percent per year 
increase.   For scenario 2, the toll at the Oak Grove Connector (Scenario 2) plaza is also 
increased to $0.75 and $1.00 respectively for the years 2021 and 2031.  
 
As with all mainline / ramp barrier systems, the toll rates on a per mile basis vary depending 
on the particular segments traveled.  For trips using the entire length of the tolled SEPG (17.6 
miles in scenario 1 and 21.4 miles in scenario 2), the year 2011 toll costs of $2.00 and $2.50 
yield a rate of 11.4 cents per mile for scenario 1 and 11.7 cents per mile for scenario 2, both 
of which are comparable with the toll rates on existing and proposed toll roads throughout 
North America.  
 
5. Traffic and Gross Revenue 
  
The estimated traffic for each scenario was calculated for the 40-year financing period 
assumed for this project.   It should be noted that volumes include the effects of the ramp-up 
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Exhibit 2-17: Probability of Commuter using SEPG with $2.00 Toll 
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calculations, which essentially reduce traffic to account for potential lags in the development 
in the corridor as well as delays in travelers’ awareness of the new facility and its benefits.  
 
Initial estimates of gross revenue were calculated by using the traffic volumes and toll rates 
imposed for each year of the forecast period.  The gross toll revenue estimates have been 
adjusted to account for truck trips.   Annualization of revenue factor of 335 was also applied 
to convert the daily gross revenue to annual values in order to estimate the total revenue 
generated over the course of each year.   The gross revenue (millions of dollars) for scenario 
1 and scenario 2 was 2,283 and 3,142 respectively. 
 
6. Operations and Maintenance Costs 
 
The estimation of operations and maintenance costs was based on the costs incurred by 
similar toll facilities in nearby states.   Operations costs include general costs associated with 
the administration of the toll facility including toll collection expenses. The maintenance 
costs reflect the funds required to keep the toll facility in good operational condition.  The 
maintenance costs are related to the physical characteristics of the toll facility, primarily its 
length and number of lanes, along with the number of interchanges. To consider the effects 
of inflation, toll transaction costs have been increased at a rate of 2.5 percent per year and 
administration and insurance cost increased at a rate of 2.0 percent per year. 
 
Based on similar facilities, general maintenance costs have been estimated using an annual 
value of $25,000 per lane mile which is consistent with current experiences both in Florida 
and Texas.  In addition, an annual maintenance cost of $20,000 per interchange was 
estimated based on the experience of the Florida Turnpike.  For system preservation, a 
current cost of $89,000 per centerline mile was established from experience in Florida. 
 
7. Net Revenue and Bonding Capacity 
 
The estimation of net revenue is calculated by subtracting the operation and maintenance 
costs from the gross revenue values.   The net revenue values are then used as the basis for 
estimating the amount of debt that can be supported by the annual revenue stream. As part of 
this calculation, several adjustments are applied to account for the conditions imposed by the 
financing process.   This final adjusted debt value is referred to as the “bonding capacity” of 
the toll facility.   In addition to calculating the amount of debt that can be financed, the debt 
amount can also be expressed as a percentage of the construction costs that can be supported 
by the debt. 
 
a. Project Cost 
 
The construction cost used in the Toll Feasibility Study was developed in 2005 based on 
preliminary design information.  As discussed earlier this chapter, the estimated construction 
cost of the project has since changed, based on recent information and more rigorous 
estimating methods.  However, the Toll Feasibility Study has not been updated to reflect this 
new cost information. 
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For the Toll Feasibility Study, the construction cost was estimated at $597.1 million in 2004 
dollars. The scheduled implementation of this facility was predicted to be 2011, and an 
annual inflation rate of 3.89% was applied, increasing the project cost to $695.6 million for 
the year 2008 – the prior estimated start of construction for the project.   
 
b. Debt Restrictions 
 
The process of issuing debt incurs certain costs and restrictions on this use of the available 
funds.  A rate of 10 percent was assumed to reflect the costs associated with the financing.  
These costs include underwriting fees and other associated costs.  In addition, “coverage 
ratios” that ensure the amount of debt to be issued are significantly less than the amount that 
could be financed if the actual revenue were used as a basis on debt limitations.  A coverage 
ratio of 1.50 was used for this project in order to provide a more conservative estimate of the 
amounts that could be financed. 
 
c. Tolling Scenarios 
 
Table 2-10 provides a summary calculation of the overall financial estimation process.  The 
upper values in the table are the gross revenue and operation and maintenance costs.  The 
resulting net revenues and equivalent present worth values are also listed.    The remaining 
several lines in the table apply to the reductions for the financing costs and the restrictions of 
the coverage ratios, from which the final bonding capacity of each scenario is calculated.   
 
As shown on Table 2-10, the present worth net revenue of 384 million dollars for Scenario 1 
is reduced to 230 million as a result of the financing costs and the coverage ratio restrictions.   
For Scenario 2, the 535 million present worth net revenue is reduced to 321 million dollars.    
 
 

TABLE 2-10 
BONDING CAPACITY ESTIMATION BY SCENARIO 

(Millions Of Dollars) 

ITEM 
SCENARIO 1 
(without OGC) 

SCENARIO 2 
(with OGC) 

Gross Revenue $2,283 $3,142 
O&M Costs 891 1.215 
Net Revenue 1.392 1.927 
Net Revenue (Constant 2011 Dollars) 384 535 
Reduction by Finance Cost 346 482 
Bonding Capacity (Reduced by Coverage 
Ratio) 

230 321 
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Preferred Alternative Aerial Map Series 
(Exhibit 2-15, Sheets 1A-20) 
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Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 
In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A 
(TA) a condensed format was used for this Final Environmental Impact Statement.  As per 
these guidelines, this chapter mirrors Chapter 3 of the DEIS and includes: 1) a summary of 
each major section contained in the corresponding section of the DEIS; 2) a reference to the 
section of the DEIS that provides more detailed information; 3) noteworthy changes that 
have occurred since the DEIS was circulated; and, 4) reasons for each change 
 
A. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
 
Virginia Beach and Chesapeake are the fastest-growing parts of the south Hampton Roads 
area; and while the area’s growth has slowed somewhat since the 1980s, it is still 
experiencing steady growth.  Between 1980 and 2000, the population of Chesapeake 
increased by 74%, and the population of Virginia Beach increased by 62% (which equates to 
an average annual rate of growth of 2.8% for Chesapeake and 2.4% for Virginia Beach). 
Chesapeake maintained steady growth during both decades (1980-1990 and 1990-2000) with 
rates of 33% and 31% and average annual rates of 2.9% and 2.7% respectively. Virginia 
Beach had booming growth during the 1980-1990 decade (50% overall growth with an 
average annual growth rate of 4.1%), but growth had slowed during the 1990-2000 decade 
(8% overall and 0.8% average annual growth rate).   
 
The economies of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach continue to be heavily influenced by 
defense spending.  Non-defense employment, particularly in tourism-related services, 
continues to claim a growing share of total employment in the area.  Unemployment rates for 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach are below statewide averages. 
 
Minorities account for approximately 32% of the population within the study area, and 
similar percentages within the cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  Median household 
incomes in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach are higher than the state median.  The 
percentages of the cities’ populations with incomes below the poverty level (7.7% in 
Chesapeake and 6.8% in Virginia Beach) are lower than the percentage statewide.  Low-
income persons and minorities tend to be concentrated near the termini for the CBAs.  More 
information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-1 through 3-9. 
 
Additional information is being added to the document in response to comments:  Additional 
household data for the study area, as well as additional demographic details for the project 
study area and the Commonwealth of Virginia have been provided in Table 3-1, modified 
from the DEIS.   
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TABLE 3-1 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC & OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC INDICATORS FOR 

CHESAPEAKE, VIRGINIA BEACH, THE STUDY AREA, AND STATE OF VIRGINIA  
(2000 U.S. CENSUS) 

 

 City of 
Chesapeake 

City of 
Virginia 
Beach 

Study Area1 Virginia 

Total Population 199,184 425,257 166,867 7,078,515
Total Households 69,835 154,635 55,944 2,700,335
Median Age (years) 34.7 32.7 31.7 35.7 
Median Household Income $50,743 $48,745 $52,190 $46,677 
Per Capita Income $20,949 $22,365 $20,436 $23,975 
Number of People Below Poverty Level 15,364 28,643 9,998 656,641 
Percentage of People Below Poverty Level 7.7% 6.8% 6.2% 9.6% 
Percentage of Households Below Poverty Level 10.1% 7.7% 6.8% 13.2% 
Population 16 yrs+ in Labor Force 102,470 234,257 91,788 3,694,663
     Civilian Employed 92,376 194,923 76,291 3,412,647
     Civilian Unemployed 3,916 8,247 3,037 151,125 
     Armed Forces 6,178 31,087 12,460 130,891 
Race (% of Total Population)     
     White 66.9% 71.4% 67.8% 72.3% 
     Black or African American 28.5% 19.0% 21.4% 19.6% 
     American Indian and Alaska Native 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.3% 
     Asian or Pacific Islander 1.9% 5.0% 5.6% 3.8% 
     Other Race 0.7% 1.5% 1.2% 2.0% 
Hispanic Origin (all races) 2.0% 4.2% 4.2% 4.6% 
1 Study area indicators were determined based on data for all census tracts located within, or partially within, the study area. 
 
 
B. LAND USE 
 
Existing land uses in the study area are mixed, ranging from undeveloped land to industrial 
development.  The largest single land use category in the study area is woodland/agricultural/ 
undeveloped land, accounting for approximately 40% of the total area.  The second largest 
category is residential, approximately 35%.  There are over 230 residential neighborhoods in 
the study area, with a wide range of housing types represented.  Based on local land use plans 
and regulations, residential land uses are anticipated to comprise a larger proportion of the 
study area in the future.  Just over half of the study area is projected to be in residential use. 
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A key feature influencing land use in the study area is the Virginia Beach Airport Noise 
Attenuation and Safety Ordinance, under which land near NAS Oceana and NALF Fentress 
has been classified according to potential impact from noise and accidents.  To provide for 
compatible development, the Navy has acquired easements on several thousand acres in 
noise and accident potential zones around NAS Oceana and NALF Fentress.  Development 
within these easements is limited to certain types of industrial development. More 
information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-9 through 3-21. 
 
1.         Future Land Use 
 
The City of Chesapeake adopted the Forward Chesapeake 2026 Comprehensive Plan after 
final development of the DEIS for SEPG.  Future land uses for Chesapeake under this 
amended plan are shown on Exhibit 3-8, updated from the DEIS.  Major land uses along the 
Preferred Alternative include expansion of urban uses at the Centerville Turnpike 
interchange and conservation and park uses for a large area on the west side of Stumpy Lake 
/ Gum Swamp that contains sensitive environmental resources.  Although some individual 
land use designations in Chesapeake have changed with this new adopted plan, these changes 
have not substantially altered the total percentage of future land uses for the SEPG Study 
Area.  The figures in Table 3-3 of the DEIS are therefore not amended.  This new 
Comprehensive Plan continues to show the Preferred Alternative for SEPG in its 
Transportation Plan, as well as include it in the other applicable Plan chapters and maps, 
including Land Use. 
 
2. Local Regulations and Ordinances 
 
a. Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS to address comments from 
NAS Oceana:  To provide for compatible development, the Navy has acquired development 
easements on certain lands in the noise and accident potential zones around NAS Oceana and 
NALF (Naval auxiliary Landing Field) Fentress.  The specific terms of each easement vary 
but they generally prohibit all residential and commercial development. Only certain types of 
industrial development are permitted on affected parcels.  The permitted industrial 
development cannot result in a high concentration of people.  The AICUZ easement program 
for NAS Oceana covers approximately 3,600 acres around NAS Oceana and 8,700 acres 
around NALF Fentress. 
 
b. Joint Land Use Study 
 
The Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) was finalized by HRPDC on April 21, 2005 and adopted 
by the Cities of Chesapeake, Norfolk and Virginia Beach in the summer of 2005 (after 
publication of the DEIS).  Specific recommendations of the Study call for rezoning of key 
tracts of land between NAS Oceana and NALF Fentress, which will limit further 
development in elevated sound and accident potential zones. Additional information can be 
found in Chapter 4, Section T of this FEIS. 
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C. EXISTING AND PLANNED COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
Community facilities in the study area include 66 elementary and secondary schools, one 
college, 91 houses of worship, 29 cemeteries, two libraries, five fire stations, one hospital, 
and over 50 public parks and recreational areas.  There are also a number of bicycle and 
pedestrian paths in the study area.  More information on this section is provided in the DEIS 
pages 3-21 through 3-26. 
 
A Virginia Beach Police recreational facility, located on the south side of I-264, off of 
Americus Avenue, is located near the modification of the project corridor at I-264. 
 
D. HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Within the Area of Potential Effect for the CBAs, there are two architecturally historic 
properties and nine archaeological sites potentially eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS pages 3-27 through 3-29.   
 
In 1997, the FHWA and the Virginia SHPO executed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
for the Preferred Alternative to resolve potential adverse effects to historic properties (see 
Appendix B of the DEIS).  No additional architectural historic properties have been 
identified within the Area of Potential Effect for the Preferred Alternative since that time. 
 
Coordination with the SHPO since publication of the DEIS indicates that the archaeological 
sites may be eligible only under Criterion D, if at all, and that the MOA was found to be still 
valid and that the work done in the DEIS did not reveal any new information that would 
require further study at this time. An April 4, 2005 letter from the SHPO (see Appendix B of 
the DEIS) confirmed that none of the newly-recorded architectural or archaeological sites are 
eligible for the NHRP. 
 
E. AIR 
 
The project area is located in Hampton Roads, which was classified as a marginal 8-hour 
ozone non-attainment area (69 FR 23951) in June of 2004.  More detailed information on this 
section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-29 through 3-31.  
 
F. NOISE 
 
Ambient noise monitoring was performed at four locations in study area to establish existing 
noise levels created by sources other than roadway traffic.  Existing non-traffic noise levels 
ranged from 44 to 57 dB (A).  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS pages 3-31 through 3-32.  
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1. Traffic Noise Analysis Methods 
 
The following clarification is made to a paragraph in the DEIS to address a comment from 
NAS Oceana:  Although the aircraft noise does contribute to the existing noise levels, it was 
not included in this analysis.  Aircraft traffic, although frequent during some periods, is not 
based on a regular schedule.   Including the aircraft as a continuous background noise source 
would result in noise levels being over-predicted, resulting in properties being incorrectly 
identified as impacted by the project.   Also, the addition of the aircraft noise may make 
some feasible noise mitigation measures appear to be ineffective and thus dropped from 
consideration. 
 
G. VISUAL QUALITY 
 
Visual resources in the study area include open agricultural fields, water bodies, and low 
vegetated marsh areas.  Water bodies and the low vegetated marsh areas associated with them 
also provide visual resources.  Stumpy Lake, Stumpy Lake Dam Overlook, North Landing 
River and its tributaries, West Neck Creek, and the Albemarle & Chesapeake Canal provide 
visual experiences as well.  NAS Oceana at the eastern end of the study area also provides 
visual experiences, especially in the immediate vicinity of the airport, as military aircraft 
perform maneuvers throughout the area.  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS pages 3-32 through 3-34. 
 
H. TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
The topography in the project area is generally flat, with a maximum elevation of 
approximately 30 feet above sea level.  The geology of the study area is composed of kelp 
beds of ancient marine sediment formed by the Pleistocene glacial melt.  Study area soils are 
primarily sandy or silty loams that exhibit poor drainage and are highly acidic.  Permeability 
and surface water runoff are generally slow.  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS pages 3-34 through 3-35. 
 
1. Geology 
 
Comments received on the DEIS requested that additional geologic information by Smith and 
Harlow (2002) be added to the FEIS: 
 
The Pleistocene deposits of the Tabb Formation form the landscape of Virginia Beach as well 
as the greater part of the water-table aquifers. The Tabb has been divided from youngest to 
oldest into the Poquoson, Lynnhaven, and Sedgefield Members. The Poquoson Member 
forms the east side of Pungo Ridge just west of the Back Bay of Virginia Beach from sea 
level to about 11 ft above sea level. It is a gray, medium to coarse, pebbly sand grading 
upward into a clayey, fine sand and silt.  
 
The Lynnhaven Member underlies most of Virginia Beach. The Lynnhaven stretches from 
the west side of Pungo Ridge to Hickory Scarp and from Lynnhaven Bay to the southern city 
limits along the North Carolina border. A broad swale (low fiat lands and wetlands) less than 
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20 ft above sea level has formed on the Lynnhaven Member. The Lynnhaven is a gray, 
pebbly and cobbly, fine to coarse sand, grading upward into clayey and silty fine sand and 
sandy silt. Channel fill and abundant plant material are found at the base of the unit in some 
places. 
 
The Sedgefield Member of the Tabb Formation forms Oceana Ridge, which ranges from 
about 20 to 25 ft above sea level. The Sedgefield also forms much of the higher ground south 
of the Diamond Springs Scarp around Lynnhaven Bay as well as the higher ground west of 
Hickory Scarp. The Sedgefield is a pebbly to bouldered, clayey sand and fine to medium 
shelly sand grading upward to sandy and clayey silt. Locally, paleochannel fill of up to 50 ft 
is present beneath major tidal rivers. This fill is a fine to coarse, cross-bedded sand and 
clayey silty peat, interbedded with tree stumps and wood fragments of ancient forests. The 
fill has been identified at the base of the unit (the lower member of the Great Bridge 
Formation), which correlates to the base of the Sedgefield Member. A paleochannel, cut and 
filled to a depth of 160 ft below sea level, lies beneath the mouth of the James River. The 
bottom of another paleochannel about 60 to 70 ft below sea level lies beneath the North 
Landing River. 
 
I. WATER QUALITY AND AQUATIC ECOLOGY 
 
The Lower James – Tidal, Chesapeake Bay/Atlantic Ocean – Coastal and the Chowan River 
are the three major watersheds (or hydrologic units) that comprise the study area.  There are 
five sub-watersheds present.  Virginia Beach has designated two surface waterways within 
the project area as State Scenic Rivers.   Several regulatory floodways exist within the 
portion of the study area in Virginia Beach.  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS pages 3-35 through 3-40. 
 
Eight stream segments within the study area appear on the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) 2004 list of impaired waters.  The impairments include pH 
levels; excessive levels of fecal coliform, enterococci, chloride, and tributyltin; low dissolved 
oxygen levels; and not supporting aquatic life. 
 
There are four major aquifers in the study area including the Yorktown, which is used for 
drinking water.  Although the groundwater system extends more than 1,000 feet beneath the 
region, water below approximately 100-200 feet is too saline for consumption. 
 
Fish occurring in the study area are primarily those associated with freshwater lakes/ponds, 
freshwater costal plan small stream swamps, and estuarine brackish tidal marsh creeks.   
 
1. Watersheds and Surface Waters 
 
To clarify information in the DEIS, a new Exhibit 3-20 and a corrected Table 3-10 from the 
DEIS are provided as follows.  
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TABLE 3-10 
WATERSHEDS IN THE STUDY AREA 

 
Hydrologic Unit Watershed Stream 

Lower James – Tidal (HUC 
02080208) 

Hampton Roads / Elizabeth 
River 

Unnamed tributaries to 
Southern Branch and 
Eastern Branch Elizabeth 
River 

Chesapeake Bay/ Atlantic 
Ocean – Coastal (HUC 
02080108) 

Lynnhaven River/ Little 
Creek 

Great Neck Creek 

Rudee Inlet Unnamed tributaries to Owl 
Creek and Lake Rudee 

Chowan River (Albemarle 
Sound, HUC 03010205) 

North Landing River 
 

West Neck Creek, North 
Landing River, Gum 
Swamp and unnamed 
tributaries to Stumpy Lake; 
Unnamed tributaries to 
Albemarle and Chesapeake 
Canal 

Back Bay Unnamed tributaries to 
upper Back Bay 

 
  

J. WETLAND RESOURCES 
 
Three major wetland systems are encountered in the study area:  the Estuarine system (E), 
consisting of salt and brackish wetlands; the Palustrine system (P), which is mostly 
freshwater wetlands and waterbodies of less than 20 acres and less than 6 feet deep at low 
water; and the Riverine system (R), which includes freshwater flowing water contained 
within a channel with salinity less than 0.5 ppt.  All forested (FO), shrub scrub wetlands (SS) 
and emergent (EM) wetlands are found in both the Palustrine and Estuarine Systems.  
 
The majority of wetlands in the study area are classified as Palustrine forested (PFO).  In 
addition, most of the wetlands observed have temporarily flooded or seasonally saturated 
water regime, where the areas are wet during late winter and early spring, but they become 
substantially drier during the summer.  More detailed information on this section is provided 
in the DEIS pages 3-40 through 3-43.   
 
1. Wetland Findings 
 
The PFO2 wetland type is added to Table 3-12 (p. 3-43) of the DEIS:   PFO2 – 
Palustrine/Forested/Needle-Leaved Deciduous 
 
The following is provided in response to comments on the DEIS that requested additional 
details of regional wetland systems: 
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The Supplemental Draft EIS published in September 1994 contains a figure (Figure 4-14) 
that shows the major wetland systems within the original 35,000 acre study area.  This figure 
is provided here as Exhibit 3-21.  The SDEIS report found that approximately 24 percent of 
the study area was wetland, with the remaining areas being upland and developed land.  It 
further states that most of the wetlands in the study area are palustrine forested, seasonally 
saturated or temporarily inundated during late winter and early spring.  These major wetland 
systems persist today, although substantial portions of those previously mapped wetlands 
have been lost to development in the years since the SDEIS was published.  These areas are 
broad wetland ecosystems located north and west of Stumpy Lake, adjacent to Gum Swamp, 
and adjacent to West Neck Creek and tributaries.  
 
The wetlands within the project area are important because they are remnants of formerly 
much larger ecosystems that have been reduced over time.  These remnant communities have 
high functional values because they host wildlife populations that are becoming reduced in 
the project area.  These headwater systems drain to the highly important natural areas 
recognized by Virginia and North Carolina as part of the Albermarle-Pamlico Sound 
National Estuary.  South of the project area, these systems have been recognized in the 
Southern Watershed Area Management Plan developed for Virginia Beach and Chesapeake 
(Carlock et al., 2004).   
 
In the 1989 DEIS, an assessment or evaluation of wetland functions was conducted on 
representative wetlands within the Southeastern Expressway study window using the 
Wetland Evaluation Technique II (WET II) (Appendix D, Water Quality / Ecology Draft 
Technical Report, Wetland Evaluation Technique Data Forms, VDOT, 1989).  This study is 
summarized below - 
 

1. Since this project involves numerous fragmented and isolated wetland types along 
with large tracts of contiguous forested wetlands, the wetland assessment areas that 
were selected for evaluation were representative samples of all possible wetland sizes 
and hydroperiods (i.e. A, E, C, etc.) that occur throughout the study area and that may 
be crossed or impacted by the various segments. Assessment areas were evaluated on 
the basis of fourteen (14) potential functions. These functions were rated either high, 
moderate, low, or uncertain with regard to their social significance, effectiveness, and 
opportunity. To compare the values between different wetland types, the wetland 
types were grouped into bottomland hardwoods (PFOlC,D,R), mesic 
hardwoods/pines (PlO1/4) estuarine areas (E2EM, E2SS, ElOWL) and open 
water/lacustrine. 

2. According to the WET II Manual, the effectiveness of a wetland is assessed by its 
ability to perform a function due to its physical, chemical, and/or biological 
characteristics. In general, the majority of all wetland types rated low for groundwater 
recharge and discharge. The floodflow alteration function was assessed to be high for 
all open water systems, moderate to high for mesic wetlands, predominantly moderate 
for bottomlands, and low for all estuarine areas. 

3. For sediment stabilization, the majority, of mesic and estuarine areas and all of the 
bottomlands rated high. Open water systems, however, were rated low. Some 
important factors influencing these ratings include the wetlands potential for exposure 
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to erosional forces (i.e. waves, tides, or water velocity) and the extent of vegetative 
cover. The effectiveness of wetlands for sediment and toxicant retention was high for 
all assessment areas in each wetland type except estuarine systems which had two 
low ratings out of the four areas assessed. The other two areas, however, were rated 
high. 

4. Many of the wetland characteristics which the model uses to predict sediment and 
toxicant retention effectiveness, are also used to predict nutrient removal and 
transformation effectiveness.  In general, this can lead to similar ratings for the two 
functions. This trend, however, was not apparent for most of the wetland types except 
open water systems which maintained a high rating for nutrient removal and 
transformation. Both estuarine and mesic wetlands received mixed ratings ranging 
from low to high. The majority of bottomlands rated low in performing this function 
while all rated high in sediment and toxicant retention. The low ratings for 
bottomland habitats may be a result of the existence of predominantly mucky peat 
soils and the relative lack of aquatic and emergent vegetative communities. The 
effectiveness of all wetland types in production export received a rating of moderate 
except for open water systems which rated low. These low ratings are expected since 
many of the open waters are isolated systems (e.g., borrow pits/retention basins) 
which reduces or eliminates their ability to "export" organic materials and nutrients to 
downslope waters and wetlands. 

5. As for wildlife diversity and abundance for breeding, migrating, and wintering, 
almost all bottomland hardwood assessment areas rated high in all three of these 
functions. Mesic wetland types also rated overall in providing effective breeding and 
migration functions but rated low in wintering. The majority of the estuarine areas 
rated high in wintering and low in breeding, while migration had mixed ratings of 
both high and low. The low ratings are conceivably due to the assessment areas being 
relatively small in size and having low plant species diversity. In general, open water 
systems had mixed ratings. With regard to aquatic diversity and abundance, most of 
the bottomland and mesic systems rated low while estuarine and open water systems 
had moderate and high ratings. 

 
In the 18 years since that evaluation, development has reduced the acreage of wetlands in the 
project area.  The most obvious change is the completion of the Oak Grove Connector (SR 
168 Bypass) from I-64 to its interchange with Battlefield Boulevard (SR 168 Business), 
which is located along the western portion of the study area.  In addition, several 
subdivisions have been expanded or built since the project was halted in 1998.  For example, 
the Hillcrest Farms subdivision along Indian River Road in Virginia Beach was constructed 
in the footprint of the Stumpy South Alternative.  Some of the greatest wetland losses have 
been incurred in the northern portions of the wetland systems, particularly in the area west 
and north of Stumpy Lake, where ditching has affected the hydrology of a broad area.  While 
the wetlands within the project area have been altered due to development, these remnant 
communities continue to have high functional values.  
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K. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
 
The study area is representative of a rural-suburban environment with a mixture of land uses 
such as developed land, small cultivated fields, isolated or discontinuous tracts of forested 
land, and early successional habitat on clear-cut woodland or abandoned agricultural fields.  
Four natural areas are located with the study area. 
 
Wildlife observed or expected to occur in the study area is generally typical of species that 
inhabit rural-suburban environments.  Exceptions include some less commonly encountered 
species that inhabit the larger tracts of less fragmented forest along the project area 
waterways, and some migratory species that pass through during migration periods.  More 
detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-44 through 3-46. 
 
1. Wildlife 
 
Additional information is provided in response to comments on the DEIS:   The larger 
mammals found in the study area include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginiana), black 
bear (Ursus americanus), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), 
opossum (Didelphis virginiana), beaver (Castor canadensis), eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus 
floridanus), and muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus). 
 
The black bear occurs in the study area, with its population centered in the Great Dismal 
Swamp National Wildlife Refuge (GDSNWR).  Due to extensive development in the study 
area to the north and east of the GDSNWR, there is little habitat remaining large enough to 
sustain a viable population of black bears along the Preferred Alternative.  The majority of 
the remaining habitat capable of supporting a limited black bear population is located along 
the major drainages flowing to the east from GDSNWR, and further to the south along the 
Virginia-Carolina border where large blocks of undeveloped land still exist.  Each year there 
are incidents of bears straying out of the GDSNWR and traveling into residential areas in 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  These are primarily young male bears that have been 
driven from the Refuge by their mothers or by mature males who do not want them in their 
territory.  These bears are transient, and will eventually return to the Refuge.   
 
L. RARE SPECIES 
 
The only species protected by the federal Endangered Species Act that is likely to occur in or 
near the study area is the endangered West Indian manatee (Trichecus manatus). The Bald 
Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is also likely to occur in or near the study area, but it was 
removed from the federal list of threatened and endangered species in June, 2007.  The Bald 
Eagle continues to be protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668-
668c, enacted in 1940) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712, enacted in 
1918).  Both species are also protected in Virginia through the Virginia Endangered Species 
Act (Code of Virginia, 29.1-564-568, enacted in 1972).  The Bald Eagle remains on Virginia's 
list of Threatened species.  



Exhibit 3-21 – SDEIS Figure 4-14
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Management of the Bald Eagle is accomplished according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.  The Guidelines state that road 
construction projects should remain 330 to 660 feet from a nest, with a landscaped buffer 
recommended.  No explosives should be used within 1/2 mile.  Coordination with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's Field Office is recommended, also.  The Virginia Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries should also be consulted for management recommendations.   
 
Several species that are protected by Virginia laws, but not federally-protected, are also likely 
to be found in or near the study area.  Both the state endangered canebrake rattlesnake 
(Crotalus horridus atricaudatus), and the state-threatened Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew 
(Sorex longirostris fisheri) have been documented within 0.25 miles of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Habitat for the state-endangered Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
rafinesquii) is present in the study area, but none of these bats have been documented in the 
area.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-46 through 
3-48. 

 
Both Virginia and the federal government maintain lists of “Species of Special Concern” 
(SOC), which refer to those species whose populations appear to be in decline.  The only 
Federal SOC likely to occur in the study area is the Virginia least trillium (Trillium pusillum 
var. virginianum), which occurs in both Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  Numerous avian 
species likely to inhabit the project vicinity are listed as Virginia SOCs, including the Little 
Blue Heron (Egretta caerulea), Glossy Ibis (Plegadis falcinellus), Forster’s Tern (Sterna 
forsteri), Magnolia Warbler (Dendroica magnolia), Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), 
Great Egret, Least Tern (S. antillarum), and Yellow-crowned Night-heron (Nyctanassa 
voilacea).   
 
M. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Numerous federal and state databases were searched to determine the presence of potential 
hazardous materials sites within the study area.  Approximately 46 individual sites were 
located, with some sites were listed in multiple databases. More detailed information on this 
section is provided in the DEIS pages 3-48 through 3-50.
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Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 
In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A 
(TA) a condensed format was used for this Final Environmental Impact Statement.  As per 
these guidelines, this chapter mirrors Chapter 4 of the DEIS and includes: 1) a summary of 
each major section contained in the corresponding section of the DEIS; 2) a reference to the 
section of the DEIS that provides more detailed information; 3) noteworthy changes that 
have occurred since the DEIS was circulated; and, 4) reasons for each change. 
 
A. SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
 
The number of residential displacements associated with the various CBAs ranges from 157 
(Preferred Alternative) to 1056.  Business displacements would range from 14 (Preferred and 
Stumpy South Alternatives) to 29.  Displacements of non-profits would range from 2 
(Preferred Alternative) to 7.  Displacements of personal property from all the CBAs would be 
either 4 or 5.  Although 126 acres of farmland would be impacted by the Preferred 
Alternative, there are no farms that would be entirely displaced.  None of the other CBAs 
would displace entire farms either. 
 
None of the alternatives would cause disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low 
income households.  Only one of the CBAs, the Stumpy South Alternative, would 
disproportionately and adversely impact minority populations. 
 
As discussed in Section T (Indirect & Cumulative Impacts) of this Chapter, new non-
residential development under the No Build Alternative will likely occur at intersections and 
along major arterials in the study area, following the current pattern of development.   Under 
the Preferred Alternative, the amount of development and overall population growth in the 
study area is anticipated to remain similar to the No Build; however, for the southern portion 
of the study area, the locations of this growth is likely to shift, with non-residential 
development moving away from strip shopping centers along main arterial roadways to 
concentrated nodes at the interchanges with SEPG.   
 
Because the Preferred Alternative will provide access to future business development nodes 
as well as create temporary construction jobs, construction of SEPG should have an overall 
positive economic impact in the study area.  Although land that generates tax revenue will be 
taken for SEPG, increased development at concentrated nodes created by interchanges with 
the project should provide increased tax revenue over time.  This revenue from the Preferred 
Alternative is likely to be similar to what would occur under the No Build Alternative, given 
that the pattern, not amount, of development is predicted to change.  The use of tolls will 
create some new jobs, but could potentially increase the cost of commerce for delivery and 
service, and increase operating costs for large trucks.  However, these increased costs could 
be at least partially offset by the savings in travel time.  More detailed information on this 
section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-1 through 4-8. 
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1. Relocation Impacts 
 
An updated and corrected Relocation Cost Summary Technical Report was prepared in 
February 2006, after publication of the DEIS, for the alternative segments included in the 
Preferred Alternative.  This study modified the number of residential, business, non-profit 
and personal properties affected by Segments A – F.  Another update was prepared for the 
same Preferred Alternative segments on October 18, 2006, but it did not modify the number 
of relocations; it only modified the cost of moving for a few of the businesses affected.  No 
additional analysis was performed with either study on segments not shared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, the modification of the study corridor at I-264 (as 
discussed in Chapter 2) added one more residential relocation to Segment F.  The following 
reflects this new information: 
 
a. Residential Displacements 
 
All of the alternatives share Segment A at the western terminus, and Segment F at the eastern 
terminus.  The residential impacts for Segment A have been reduced from 54 to 49 units.  
Segment F impacts have increased from 70 to 75 units.  Table 4-1, modified from the DEIS, 
shows updated relocation totals by CBA. 
 
The single family homes potentially impacted by the candidate build alternatives range in 
value between $15,000 to $1,000,000.  The estimated household income for the homes to be 
impacted ranges from $15,000 to $200,000.   
 

TABLE 4-1 
RELOCATIONS BY CANDIDATE BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

 

Alternative Residential 
Units Businesses Non-profits Personal 

Property 
Preferred 158 14 2 5 

North 1056 29 7 4 

Stumpy North 399  15 4 4 

Stumpy South 324 14 3 4 

North/K 981 28 6 4 

Note: All numbers have been updated since the DEIS to reflect the new relocation data for the segments 
contained in the Preferred Alternative, as well as the modification of the project corridor at I-264, which 
would involve one additional residential displacement in Segment F, which is shared by all alternatives. 

 
b. Business Displacements 
 
The Preferred and Stumpy South Alternatives each have fourteen business displacements, the 
lowest number among the alternatives.   
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c. Non-Profits 

 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS to address a US Navy 
comment:  The Natural Resources Center includes a public meeting facility, displays and 
archery range, storage facility, walk-in cooler, tool maintenance and shop space, vehicle 
parking and office space for the Oceana Natural Resources Division.  
 
d.  Farm Displacements 
 
Although impacts to farmlands on some CBA segments exceed the corridor assessment 
threshold of 160 points, these impacts will be minimized below this threshold during final 
design, with the project footprint being reduced from 300 feet to between 220 and 250 feet. 
(See Section J of this Chapter for more information). 
 
e. Personal Property 
 
Segments A, D and F will impact five personal properties.  Four of these properties are on 
Segments A and F, which are shared by all of the alternatives.  The impact of relocating both 
the belongings held inside and the equipment stored outside at the NAS’s Natural Resources 
Center on Oceana Blvd (recorded in the DEIS as a personal property impact for Segment F) 
was clarified in the 2006 updated Relocation Cost Summary as being a non-profit 
organization impact only.   
 
f. Environmental Justice (EJ) 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS to address an agency 
comment:  As part of the public participation and community involvement process detailed in 
Chapter 9, VDOT has attempted to include all residents and property owners in the study 
area, including low-income and minority residents, in the project’s decision-making process. 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, modified from the DEIS (obtained using data from the 2006 
Relocation Cost Summary Technical Report), the percentage of displaced minority 
households varies from 35% for the North Alternative to 67% for the Stumpy South 
Alternative.  The percentage of displaced minority households for the Preferred Alternative is 
50%.  Total number of displaced minority households ranges from 78 for the Preferred to 389 
for the North K Alternative.  
 
The displaced tenant households range from 19% for the Stumpy North Alternative to 54% 
for the Preferred Alternative.  The total number of displaced tenant households range from 70 
for the Stumpy South Alternative to 415 for both the North and North K Alternatives.  The 
Preferred Alternative would displace 85 tenant households. 
 
The percentage of displaced low-income households, those with annual incomes under 
$15,000, varies from 5% for the North K Alternative to 25% for the Preferred Alternative.  
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The total number of displaced low-income households ranges from 39 for the Preferred 
Alternative to 60 for the North Alternative. 

 
TABLE 4-2 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF HOUSEHOLDS DISPLACED 
BY SEPG BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

 

Alternative 

Total 
Displaced 

Households 
(HHs) 

Displaced 
Minority 
HHs (%) 

Displaced 
Age 65+ 
HHs (%) 

Displaced 
Infirmed 
HHs (%) 

Displaced 
Tenant 

HHs (%) 

Displaced 
HH Income 

Range 

Displaced 
Low 

Income1 
HHs (%) 

Preferred 158 78 (50%) 29 (18%) 2 (1.2%) 85 (54%) 15-200,000 39 (25%) 

North 1056 370 (35%) 36 (3.4%) 2 (1.2%) 415 (39%) 15-80,000 60 (5.6%) 

Stumpy N 399 212 (53%) 37 (9.3%) 2 (1.2%) 74 (19%) 15-200,000 59 (15%) 

Stumpy S 324 219 (67%) 20 (6.2%) 2 (1.2%) 70 (22%) 15-200,000 52 (16%) 

North K 981 389 (40%) 35 (3.5%) 2 (1.2%) 415 (42%) 15-80,000 49 (5.0%) 

Note: All numbers have been updated since the DEIS to reflect the new relocation data for the segments contained in the 
Preferred Alternative, as well as the project corridor modification at I-264. 

 
 

Table 4-3 provides comparable data to that shown in Table 4-2, for those Census Blocks 
crossed by the SEPG Build Alternatives.  Comparisons between Tables 4-2 and 4-3 show 
that all of the Alternatives, except the North and Stumpy South Alternatives, would 
displace a slightly greater percentage of minority households than exist in the surrounding 
Census Blocks.  Stumpy South would impact a much greater percentage of minority 
households than exist in the surrounding area (67%). The remainder of the alternatives, 
except the North Alternative, would also impact somewhat higher percentages of minority 
households than exist in the surrounding area.  Given the pattern of concentrated minorities 
in the region and the comparable impacts of each Alternative presented in Table 4-3, it is 
determined that the only CBA likely to have a disproportionately high impact on minorities 
is the Stumpy South Alternative.  It is important to note that for the Preferred Alternative, 
nearly all of the displaced minority households would be displaced by either Segment A or 
Segment F (96% of the total minority displacements), which are common to all five 
alternatives.   

 
Few minority businesses would be displaced by the project.  For the Preferred Alternative, 
one of the fourteen business displacements would affect a minority-owned business.  Each 
of the other alternatives would also impact this business.  The North and North K 
alternatives would impact a total of three minority-owned businesses.  

 
Considering these studies, it has been determined that the Preferred Alternative will not 
have disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations. 
 

                                                 
1 The threshold for low income, as defined by DHHS and the US Census, is less than 30% of the median 
household income in the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake. As defined in Chapter 3, this threshold for 
low income was $15,000 in 2000. 
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The US Census 2000 definition of low income households in the project study area is 
households earning less than $15,000 per year. The median household incomes (listed in 
Table 4-3, modified from the DEIS) for the Census Blocks crossed by the Build 
Alternatives are considerably higher than this threshold – with the lowest Alternative being 
$36,600 and the highest being $51,600.  As discussed in Chapter 3 and shown on Exhibit 
3-3, the area with the highest percentage of households earning less than $15,000 are 
located, for the most part, outside of the project study area. The highest concentrations of 
low income households (20-40%) are located in northern Chesapeake, near Norfolk, and 
east of Segment F in Virginia Beach. Only four CBA segments (A, B, G and F) cross 
Census Tracts with higher than 10% low income households. Segments A and F, which are 
common to all alternatives, cross the highest concentration of low income households in 
the project (10-30%).  The Preferred Alternative has the greatest proportion of 
displacements that would affect low-income households (25%) and this proportion is 
higher than the total proportion of low-income households along its corridor.  However, the 
Preferred Alternative would impact the smallest total number of low-income households 
(39) and all of these households would be displaced by either Segment A or Segment F.  
Considering these studies, it has been determined that the preferred alternative will not 
have disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income populations. 
 

TABLE 4-3 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FOR CENSUS BLOCKS CROSSED BY 

CANDIDATE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative Total 
Population 

% 
Minority 

% Age 
65+ 

%  
Disabled 

%  
Tenant 

% 
Low 

Income 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Price Range, Single-
Family Homes 

Preferred 50,246 33.2% 7.9% 26.3% 34.3% 10.1% $48,239 $10,000-1,000,000+ 
North 68,607 35.1% 6.4% 25.8% 31.6% 7.5% $36,592 $10,000-1,000,000+ 
Stumpy N 63,038 34.7% 6.9% 24.3% 31.0% 7.7% $49,213 $10,000-749,999 
Stumpy S 63,011 34.2% 7.0% 24.2% 30.2% 7.7% $51,588 $10,000-1,000,000+ 
North K 57,763 22.4% 7.8% 30.5% 30.8% 7.5% $50,635 $10,000-1,000,000+ 

 
 
B. LAND USE 
 
The Preferred Alternative is the only alternative consistent with local land use plans.  It 
would impact the fewest acres of industrial and residential land and, along with the Stumpy 
South Alternative, would impact the fewest acres of commercial and institutional land.  The 
North K Alternative would impact the most residential land, the North Alternative would 
impact the most commercial and institutional land, and these two alternatives would each 
impact the most industrial land.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS pages 4-8 through 4-11. 
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Existing Land Use Impacts 
 
The following clarification is made to a statement in the DEIS to address an agency 
comment:  Information on existing land use for this chapter, including data sources, were 
derived from the data presented on page 3-9 through 3-11 of the DEIS.   
 
C. EXISTING AND PLANNED COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The Preferred Alternative is the only CBA that would not use any parks or recreational 
facilities.  Neither the Preferred nor the Stumpy South Alternatives will impact any schools.  
The North Alternative would impact the fewest churches, but it would have the greatest 
number of school, and park and recreational facilities impacts.  The Stumpy South 
Alternative would impact the largest number of churches.  Stumpy North and North will 
impact the fewest cemeteries, while North K and Stumpy South will impact the most.  No 
police stations, fire stations, or hospitals will be displaced or directly impacted by any of the 
alternatives.  In addition, none of the alternatives should interfere with existing or planned 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS pages 4-11 through 4-17. 
 
1. Cemeteries 
 
To acknowledge potential impact to a previously unknown cemetery within Segment F 
(which was determined through public comments received on the DEIS), all of the 
Alternatives have increased their cemetery impacts by one.  Stumpy South will have 4 
cemetery impacts, North K and the Preferred will have 3 each, and North and Stumpy North 
will each impact 2 cemeteries.  The cemetery impacted is known as the “Stone Family 
Cemetery, 446 Oceana Blvd”.   
 
2. Public Parks and Recreation Areas 
 
The Section 4(f) Evaluation in the DEIS summarized the impacts on parks and recreation 
areas by CBA (see Table 5-1, p. 5-18 of the DEIS).  Overall, the North Alternative impacted 
the greatest number of parks (four), with Stumpy South and North K impacting two each, and 
Stumpy North impacting three.   
 
Although the Preferred Alternative (Segments E and F) will require right-of-way acquisition 
from the Princess Anne Park and the US Field Hockey Center (see Exhibit 5-1iv, unmodified 
from the DEIS), the City of Virginia Beach reserved the corridor for these segments for 
highway use as part of the creation of the Princess Anne Commons Master Park Plan.  This 
was prior to the 4(f) resource being established on the site; therefore property acquisition for 
these segments does not constitute a 4(f) or park impact.  Nor is there a constructive use of 
the 4(f) resource, since it was jointly planned with the highway project.  Therefore, no parks 
or recreation impacts (including 4(f)) are applicable for the Preferred Alternative.  
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D. HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
To correct a misstatement in the Executive Summary of the DEIS, it should be noted that 
none of the CBAs will affect any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) potentially 
eligible historic districts or architectural historic properties listed as eligible for the NRHP.  
Stumpy South will affect the most NRHP potentially eligible archaeological sites, while the 
North Alternative will affect the fewest.   
 
In 1997, the FHWA and the Virginia SHPO executed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
for the Preferred Alternative to resolve potential adverse effects to historic properties (see 
Appendix B of the DEIS).  No additional architectural historic properties have been 
identified within the Area of Potential Effect for the Preferred Alternative since that time. 
 
This 1997 MOA also recognized that efforts to identify archaeological historic properties 
within the APE for the project were incomplete and established a process for conducting 
further studies and coordinating them with the Virginia SHPO.  If archaeological sites 
meeting NRHP eligibility criteria are found to be located within the selected alternative prior 
to project construction, potential adverse effects to the sites can possibly be avoided or 
minimized through careful design of the alignment through the corridor, or through 
controlled site burial.  The majority of archaeological sites are significant chiefly for their 
potential to yield important information about prehistory or history, so, as stipulated in the 
1997 MOA, archaeological data recovery can be employed to mitigate any adverse effects to 
archaeological sites that cannot be avoided.  The treatment of any archaeological sites that 
may contain human burials, and, thus, may be of value for reasons other than their historic 
significance, will be developed in consultation with the Virginia Council on Indians, 
appropriate Native American tribal leaders, or other lawful descendents as appropriate. 
 
Coordination with the SHPO since publication of the DEIS indicates that the archaeological 
sites may be eligible only under Criterion D, if at all, and that the MOA was found to be still 
valid and that the work done in the new DEIS did not reveal any new information that would 
require further study at this time.  An April 4, 2005 letter from the SHPO (see Appendix B of 
the DEIS) confirmed that none of the newly-recorded architectural or archaeological sites are 
eligible for the NHRP. 
 
In finalizing the Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan for the project since 
publication of the DEIS (see Section M of this Chapter), Phase I cultural resource 
investigations were undertaken in the spring and summer of 2006 for the potential 
compensation parcels being evaluated within Megaclusters 1 and 2.  The purpose of these 
investigations was to determine if there are historic structures or archaeological sites listed or 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that could 
compromise use of the parcels as compensation sites.  If the Mitigation Strategy of a 
potential compensation site incorporates preservation, it is expected that any cultural resource 
at the site could be avoided so that it would not hinder the compensation plan.  However, if 
the Mitigation Strategy for a potential compensation site incorporates restoration, the 
restoration activities could adversely affect a cultural resource. Thus, any eligible cultural 
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resource on a proposed restoration area could hinder compensation there.  Two of the 
identified sites will require further investigation during final Compensation Plan 
development to clarify their components and determine if they are eligible for listing on the 
NRHP.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-17 
through 4-21. 
 
E. COMMUNITY COHESION 
 
The number of neighborhoods directly impacted by the CBAs ranges from 16 for the 
Preferred to 40 for the North.  In addition to the direct impacts, each of the build alternatives 
will have some indirect impacts on community cohesion, which occur when an alternative 
divides a neighborhood, separates one portion of a neighborhood from community facilities, 
or eliminates development from an access road.  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS, pages 4-21 through 4-25. 
 
1. Direct Neighborhood Impacts 
 
The I-264 corridor modification may require acquisition of some vacant land within the 
Ocean Trace Apartment property, although no buildings will be affected. This will increase 
the number of neighborhoods directly impacted by each CBA by one, as reflected in Table 4-
11, modified from the DEIS. 

 
TABLE 4-11 

NUMBER OF NEIGHBORHOODS DIRECTLY IMPACTED BY CBAs 
Preferred North Stumpy South Stumpy North North K 

16 39 22 25 36 
 
In response to an agency comment that Chapter 3 listed several subsidized and senior 
facilities in the study area, but there was no mention of their impacts in Chapter 4, the 
following new information has been developed since publication of the DEIS: 
 
2. Subsidized and Senior Housing Impacts 
 
No subsidized housing in the City of Chesapeake will be affected by any Build Alternative.  
Due to the City of Virginia Beach implementing a Section 8 voucher program (which allows 
participants to use their vouchers anywhere they are accepted throughout the city), there is no 
way to know if any tenant-occupied unit impacted by any of the Build Alternatives is 
currently subsidized.  
 
There is only one Senior Housing complex impacted by any of the Build Alternatives - 
Cambridge Square Senior Apartments, located within Segment G, where it ties in with 
Segment B in Chesapeake.  This facility is classified as Section 8 housing for the elderly and 
disabled.  Two of the six buildings would be directly impacted by the North K Alternative.  
No other Build Alternative would impact senior housing. 
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F. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 
 
None of the alternatives would cause the area to exceed the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO).  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS, pages 4-25 through 4-28. 
 
1. Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis 
 
a. Introduction 
 
This Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis is a new FHWA requirement for NEPA 
documents (which was issued after the DEIS was published)2.   Like other sections of this 
document that contain new information, the MSAT analysis is contained entirely within the 
FEIS.  This MSAT evaluation addresses the air quality impacts from the proposed 
Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt in the Cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  This 
project involves five alignment alternatives for a new limited access divided roadway from I-
64 to I-264.   The purpose of the proposed improvements is to improve transportation 
mobility and linkages and to relieve traffic congestion within the study area.  This evaluation 
investigated possible mobile source air toxics effects from the five build alternatives and the 
no-build alternative. 
 
b. Methodology 
 
The Virginia Department of Transportation is proposing to construct a new limited-access, 
divided highway on a new alignment in the cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach.  The 
project study area is located between I-64 and I-264.  Five alignment alternatives are being 
studied.   This section presents the findings of the mobile source air toxics impact analysis 
performed for the five build alternatives of the proposed improvement.   The no-build 
alternative was also examined. 
 
This project is currently at the corridor level of analysis.   Five build alternatives have been 
developed and consist of combinations of eleven different alignment segments.   While the 
general locations of interchanges between the proposed parkway are known, details such as 
ramp layouts and traffic volumes have not yet been developed.   
 
In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics.  Most air toxics originate from human-
made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), 
area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).  
 
MSATs are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act.  The MSATs are 
compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment.  Some toxic compounds 

 
2 For additional information, see http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/020306guidmem.htm 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/020306guidmem.htm
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are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the 
engine unburned.  Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as 
secondary combustion products.  Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from 
impurities in oil or gasoline.   
 
The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain 
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs.  The EPA issued a Final Rule on 
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 FR 17229 
(March 29, 2001).  This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air 
Act.  In its rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source 
control programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low 
emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and 
gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle 
standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.  Between 2000 and 2020, 
FHWA projects that even with a 64 percent increase in VMT, these programs will reduce on-
highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent 
to 65 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel PM emissions by 87 percent. 
 
As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel 
standards were necessary to further control MSATs.  The agency is preparing another rule 
under authority of CAA Section 202(l) that will address these issues and could make 
adjustments to the full 21 and the primary six MSATs.     
 
The FHWA has developed a tiered approach for analyzing MSATs in NEPA documents.  
Depending on the specific project circumstances, FHWA has identified three levels of 
analysis: 
 

• No analysis for projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT effects, 
• Qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects, 
• Quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects with higher potential 

MSAT effects. 
 
This project is intended to improve operations of the area highways without creating a 
facility that is likely to meaningfully increase emissions.  Traffic volumes on the build 
corridors are not predicted to exceed 80,000 vehicles per day.   The threshold for 
consideration for potential MSAT effects is about 150,000 vehicles per day.   Therefore, the 
project has low potential for MSAT effects and a qualitative analysis is warranted. 
 
c. Unavailable Information 
 
This evaluation includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this 
project.  However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific 
health impacts of the emission changes associated with the alternatives in this study.  Due to 
these limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ regulations 
(40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information: 
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1) Information That Is Unavailable or Incomplete 
 
Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway 
project would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion 
modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, 
exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and 
then final determination of health impacts based on the estimated exposure.  Each of these 
steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more 
complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project. 
 
Emissions - The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not 
sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway 
projects.  While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited 
applicability at the project level.  MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model--emission factors are 
projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip.  
This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to predict emission factors for a 
specific vehicle operating condition at a specific location at a specific time.  Because of this 
limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion 
likely to be present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions 
effects of smaller projects.  For particulate matter, the model results are not sensitive to 
average trip speed, although the other MSAT emission rates do change with changes in trip 
speed.  Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 for both particulate matter and MSATs 
are based on a limited number of tests of mostly older-technology vehicles.  Lastly, in its 
discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with MOBILE 6.2 
as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.  
 
These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT emissions.  
MOBILE6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing relative 
analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture 
the effects of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near specific 
roadside locations. 
 
Dispersion - The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited.  The EPA’s current 
regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a 
decade ago for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to 
determine compliance with the NAAQS.  The performance of dispersion models is more 
accurate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some location 
within a geographic area.  This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure 
patterns at specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess 
potential health risk.  The NCHRP is conducting research on best practices in applying 
models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATs.  This work also will focus on 
identifying appropriate methods of documenting and communicating MSAT impacts in the 
NEPA process and to the general public.  Along with these general limitations of dispersion 
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models, FHWA is also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in 
establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations. 
 
Exposure Levels and Health Effects - Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of 
MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure 
assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about 
project-specific health impacts.  Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to 
accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the 
portion of a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific 
location.  These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly 
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel 
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period.  There 
are also considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the 
various MSATs, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of 
occupational exposure data to the general population.  Because of these shortcomings, any 
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than 
the uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts.  Consequently, the results of such 
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this 
information against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 
 
2) Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the 

Impacts of MSATs 
 
Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing.  For different emission types, there 
are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse 
health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found 
in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed 
to large doses.   
 
Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts.  Most notably, the agency 
conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled 
estimates of human exposure applicable to the county level.  While not intended for use as a 
measure of or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA database 
best illustrate the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a national or state level. 
 
The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these 
pollutants.  The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human 
health effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment.  
The IRIS database is located at http://www.epa.gov/iris.  The following toxicity information 
for the six prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence 
Characterization summaries.  This information is taken verbatim from EPA's IRIS database 
and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the potential hazards and toxicology 
of these chemicals or mixtures. 
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• Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen. 
• The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing 

data are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the 
oral or inhalation route of exposure. 

• Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in 
humans, and sufficient evidence in animals. 

• 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation. 
• Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal 

tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters 
after inhalation exposure. 

• Diesel exhaust is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from 
environmental exposures.  Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the 
combination of diesel particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. 

• Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary non-
cancer hazard from MSATs.  Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function 
and could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis.  
Exposure relationships have not been developed from these studies. 

 
There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways.  
The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, 
has undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the 
health implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, and other topics.  The final 
summary of the series is not expected for several years. 
 
Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health 
outcomes, particularly respiratory problems3.  Much of this research is not specific to 
MSATs, instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants.  The 
FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not 
provide information that would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and 
enable us to perform a more comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this 
project. 
 
3) Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably 

Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of 
Impacts. 

 
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air 
toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level.  While 
available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes between 
alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project 
alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project 

 
3  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-II (2000); Highway Health 
Hazards, The Sierra Club (2004) summarizing 24 Studies on the relationship between health and air quality); 
NEPA's Uncertainty in the Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles, 
Environmental Law Institute, 35 ELR 10273 (2005) with health studies cited therein. 
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alternatives cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health 
impacts.  (As noted above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a 
meaningful emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.)  Therefore, the relevance of the 
unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not possible to make a determination of 
whether any of the alternatives would have "significant adverse impacts on the human 
environment.” 
 
In this document, FHWA has provided a qualitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to 
the various alternatives, and has acknowledged that one of the project alternatives may result 
in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the concentrations 
and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects 
from these emissions cannot be estimated. 
 
d. Qualitative Analysis 
 
As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and 
uncertain science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of 
MSAT emissions and effects of this project.  However, even though reliable methods do not 
exist to accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATs at the project level, it is possible to 
qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project.  Although a 
qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, it can give a 
basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions—if 
any—from the various alternatives.  The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in 
part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile 
Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives which can be found 
at www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm. 
 
For each alternative in this study, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the 
vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same 
for each alternative (see Table 4-25, new to the FEIS). 
 
As shown in Table 4-25, the VMT for only the North Alternative is estimated to be higher 
than that for the No-Build, and the average speeds during congested conditions are estimated 
to be higher than the No-Build for all five build alternatives.  Higher speeds generally 
translate into lower MSAT emissions up to 60 mph.  Therefore, even though the VMT is 
slightly higher for the North Alternative, the regional MSATs are not expected to be higher 
from any of the Build Alternatives compared to the No Build.  In addition, because the 
estimated VMT and average congested speeds under each of the Build Alternatives are 
nearly the same, varying by less than two percent, it is expected there would be no 
appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives.  Also, 
regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the 
design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce 
MSAT emissions by 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. Local conditions may differ from 
these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local 
control measures.  However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm
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after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be 
lower in the future in virtually all locations. 
 

TABLE 4-25 
TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Corridor VMT* VMT Change from 
No-Build 

Average Speed in 
Congested 

No-Build 10,574,474 --- 23.7 mph 

South 
(Segments ABCDEF) 10,393,296 -1.72% 26.7 mph 

Stumpy South 
(Segments ABCHIKEF) 10,378,861 -1.86% 26.3 mph 

Stump North 
(Segments ABCHIJF) 10,485,466 -0.85% 26.3 mph 

North/K 
(Segments AGIKEF) 10,494,032 -0.77% 26.3 mph 

North 
(Segments AGIJF) 10,585,166 +0.09% 26.3 mph 

* VMT data from the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt Location Study Draft Environmental Impact Study, 
Transportation Technical Report, May, 2005 
 
 
Because of the specific characteristics of the project alternatives, under each alternative there 
may be localized areas where VMT would increase, and other areas where VMT would 
decrease.  Therefore it is possible that localized increases and decreases in MSAT emissions 
may occur.  The localized increases in MSAT emissions would likely be most pronounced 
along the new roadway sections that would be built through developed residential areas.  
However, even if these increases do occur, they too will be substantially reduced in the future 
due to implementation of EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations. 
 
In summary, under all Build Alternatives in the design year it is expected there would be 
reduced regional MSAT emissions, relative to the No Build Alternative, due to the improved 
average speeds, limited changes in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and due to EPA’s MSAT 
reduction programs.  In comparing various project alternatives, MSAT levels could be higher 
in some locations than others, but current tools and science are not adequate to quantify 
them, nor can they assess the impacts of those differences.  However, on a regional basis, 
EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause 
substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be 
significantly lower than today.   
 
e. Conclusions 
 

The following are the findings of this Mobile Source Air Toxics evaluation: 
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• The North Alternative is estimated to result in a slightly higher VMT than the No-
Build condition. 

• All five build alternatives will result in faster average speeds during congested 
conditions than the No-Build condition. 

• All five build alternatives will likely result in lower regional MSAT’s than the No-
Build condition. 

• There will be no appreciable difference in regional MSAT’s between the five build 
alternatives. 

• Segments built through residential developed areas may result in higher local 
MSAT’s than the No-Build condition. 

• The local and regional MSAT’s will be substantially reduced in the future due to 
implementation of EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations. 

 
G. NOISE 
 
The Preferred Alternative has the fewest receptors with Type 2 (Substantial Increase) noise 
impacts, while the North Alternative will have the greatest number of receptors with this type 
of impact.  The North and North K alternatives will have the fewest receptors with Type 1 
(Approach or Exceed NAC) noise impacts, while the remaining alternatives will have the 
most.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-28 through 
4-31. 
 
1. Traffic Noise Analysis 
 
Interchange configurations at I-264 were not included in the DEIS noise analysis, given that 
all alternatives share this interchange and the results would not change the overall 
comparison of findings.  Therefore, with the new corridor modification at I-264, the overall 
noise analysis results as presented in the DEIS does not change. 
 
H. ENERGY 
 
An energy analysis conducted for the 1994 Supplemental DEIS indicated that the No-Build 
Alternative would use the least energy, followed by the North K.  The Preferred Alternative 
would have the greatest energy consumption.  No new energy analysis was performed for the 
FEIS.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS page 4-32. 
 
I. VISUAL QUALITY 
 
The appearance of SEPG will be determined by many factors including the materials used, 
the mainline design, and nearby landscape features.  Regardless of which CBA is chosen 
there will be unavoidable visual impacts to the Stumpy Lake Natural Area.  However, 
measures are available to mitigate these impacts.  More detailed information on this section 
is provided in the DEIS pages 4-33 through 4-35. 
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1. Project Appearance 
 
Depressed or below grade roadway construction is precluded by the flat terrain, near sea 
level elevations, and the design of the project’s mainline, interchanges, and crossings of other 
roadways, railroads, and water courses.  As a result of elevated grade separations, the project 
will be seen as a subtle undulation of the road surface rising and falling from heights ranging 
from 4 to 25 feet across the relatively flat landscape.  This will result in visible roadway at 
crossings and interchanges, creating views for the motorists using the facility and views of 
the facility by residents in the area through which the road traverses.  Other man-made 
landscape features of the project include bridge crossings.  Bridge structures crossing water 
courses at Gum Swamp, North Landing River and West Neck Creek will react with the flat 
topography and breaks in the tree/vegetation line which should create visual experiences for 
the motorists using the facility. 
 
2. Visual Impacts to Stumpy Lake Natural Area 
 
The major natural landscape feature that will be impacted is the “Stumpy Lake Natural 
Area”, the name given by Virginia Beach to the area surrounding Stumpy Lake.  The Stumpy 
Lake Management Plan shows a future overlook near the dam and spillway of Stumpy Lake, 
providing a view of the Lake on one side and of Gum Swamp on the other.  Exhibit 4-10 in 
the DEIS depicts the City of Virginia Beach’s conceptual plan for this facility.  At this time, 
neither the road elevations nor the height of the overlook are defined, although it is predicted 
that the roadway facility will be on bridge at this location and the overlook and bridge would 
be located within approximately 150-feet of each other.  Whether or not the dam will provide 
a visual barrier between them is unknown at this time, but will be considered during final 
design.   

 
When the CTB approved the location of the Preferred Alternative (after publication of the 
DEIS), they requested that straightening Segment D in this location be considered during 
final design.  Because the environmental agencies are not in support of this shift (due to the 
additional wetland and wildlife habitat fragmentation and potential secondary growth-
inducing impacts), the final design for this project will need to balance the visual impacts on 
Stumpy Lake with minimizing direct and indirect wetland impacts in a context sensitive 
manner.   

 
To correct an oversight in the DEIS, it should be clarified that, if built, Segment I (not part of 
the Preferred) will cross the Stumpy Lake Natural Area, as well as portions of the lake itself 
(see Exhibit 2-7 in the DEIS). This facility would not only visually impact the park and those 
who visit it, but it would impact the Stumpy Lake Golf Course and the surrounding 
neighborhoods.   
 
J. GEOLOGY, SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY 
 
None of the alternatives will cause adverse impacts to either mineral resources or 
topography.  However, each of the build alternatives will impact at least 92 acres of prime 
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farmland.  Stumpy North and Stumpy South will have the least impact to prime farmland, 
while the Preferred will impact the most prime farmland acres, at 126.  More detailed 
information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-36 through 4-38. 
 
1. Prime Farmland 
 
NRCS Form CPA-106 (found in Appendix A of the DEIS) shows that CBA segments D, E 
and F (of the Preferred Alternative) have each been given Farmland Conversion Impact 
Ratings of 161, which is beyond the 160 threshold established by the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act.  This Act is intended to minimize the extent to which Federal projects and 
programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural uses.  Under this Act, USDA recommends that sites with scores greater than 
160 be regarded as most suitable for protection and avoidance and minimization options be 
considered.  Given that all Candidate Build Alternatives use Segment F, Stumpy North and 
North K uses Segment E, and the Preferred uses all three rated segments, it is not possible to 
completely avoid the farmland impacts and meet the purpose and need of the project.  
However, given that the 161 rating was garnered from a 300 foot wide corridor, it is expected 
that minimization of these farmland impacts will occur with the reduction in the final ROW 
footprint (which is likely to lie between 220 and 250 feet).  The final farmland impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative will therefore likely be under the 160 threshold established by the Act.    
 
2. Hydric Soils 
 
All of the proposed CBAs will impact hydric soils as classified by NRCS.  Gum Swamp, 
which is crossed only by the Preferred Alternative, is mapped in the 1959 Norfolk County 
Soil Survey as the Dismal Swamp mucky peat association, an organic soil. However, the 
USDA has since updated the soil survey through its on-line “Web Soil Survey”. Three soil 
series are identified in the City of Chesapeake as highly organic: mucky peat, mucky peat 
shallow over loam, and mucky peat shallow over sand.  Based on the on-line soil survey 
mapping, the Preferred Alternative does not impact organic soils in the City of Chesapeake. 

 
Since the study area wetlands are supported by hydric soils, hydric soils will be impacted in 
those areas.  In addition, hydric soils are extensive in the cities, found in woodlands, and 
found in farm fields that have been drained for many years and that no longer meet the 
hydrology requirements to be categorized as wetlands (see Section L, Wetlands).  Impacts to 
hydric soils will be minimized by using the narrowest acceptable footprint.   
 
K. WATER QUALITY AND AQUATIC ECOLOGY 
 
Surface water impacts were determined for each CBA for the entire 300-foot wide corridor, 
not considering potential reductions that could result from mitigation measures including 
bridging (see Table 4-17).  Total linear feet of stream impacts range from 9,854 feet (Stumpy 
North Alternative) to 11,745 feet (Preferred Alternative).  Total acres of open water impacts 
range from 5.13 acres (Preferred Alternative) to 16.44 acres (Stumpy South Alternative).  
Surface waters will also be subjected to indirect impacts due to nonpoint source pollution.  
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Best Management Practices (BMPs) and other stormwater management techniques will be 
employed to minimize these impacts. 
 
Each of the CBAs crosses designated floodplains and floodways.  Potential impacts include 
displacement due to filling, alteration of drainage patterns, water quality degradation, 
reduction in flood storage capacity, and effects on floral and faunal communities.  The 
magnitude of the impacts varies by alternative, based on the number and type of crossings 
that will be necessary.  All floodways will be bridged.  Mitigation of impacts to floodplains 
will be accomplished through incorporation of engineering and design measures that address 
human safety and health, as well as floodplain functions and values. 
 
Although each of the CBAs would likely result in minimal adverse impacts to groundwater, 
VDOT will minimize the potential for contamination by following recommendations from 
the Best Management Practices Handbook:  Sources Affecting Groundwater. 
 
VDOT will employ design and construction techniques to reduce water quality impacts and 
protect aquatic species.  These include conducting stream relocations in the dry when 
possible and using natural stream restoration techniques; minimizing the disturbance of 
stream bottoms; countersinking culverts; and designing multiple barrel culverts to both 
maintain low flow depths and handle high flow conditions. 
 
None of the alternatives will impact coastal barrier units protected under the Coastal Barrier 
Resources Act.  In addition, none of the alternatives would affect any Wild or Scenic Rivers.  
More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-38 through 4-43. 
 
1. Watersheds and Surface Waters Impacts 
 
After publication of the DEIS, stream and wetland impacts before and after bridging were 
recalculated for a refined (reduced) project corridor, which was developed using a 
preliminary estimate of right-of-way.  Impacts calculated in the DEIS used the 300 foot 
project study corridor; however this refined impact analysis used a 220 to 250 feet right-of-
way estimate. This recalculation was performed only for wetlands and streams in response to 
agency comments on the permittability of the project.  It is intended to provide a more 
realistic view of potential wetland and stream impacts for the Preferred Alternative.  In 
addition to a reduced footprint corridor, bridges were extended in several locations to further 
avoid stream and wetland impacts.  Detailed aerial maps found in the Final NRTR show each 
stream and wetland impact area for this reduced project corridor, along with initial and 
extended bridging.  Additional stream and wetland mitigation information is found below 
and in Section L of this chapter. 
 
The primary impact of highway construction on surface water is associated with the number 
and nature of the surface water crossings.  The majority of the study area drains generally to 
the south and is located within the Chowan River/Albemarle Sound Watershed (see Exhibit 
4-16).  Study area surface waters in this watershed include West Neck Creek, North Landing 
River, unnamed tributaries to Stumpy Lake, and unnamed tributaries to the Albemarle and  
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Chesapeake Canal.  A small portion of the study area within this watershed drains to the 
southeast into the Back Bay sub-watershed.  The western portion of the study area is located 
in the Lower James Watershed, which includes unnamed tributaries that drain to the 
northwest and north through the Southern Branch and the Eastern Branch of the Elizabeth 
River.  The northeastern portion of the study area drains to the north or northeast within the 
Chesapeake Bay/Atlantic Ocean Watershed. Included in this watershed are the upper portion 
of Great Neck Creek, which drains to Lynnhaven Inlet, and unnamed tributaries of Owl 
Creek and Lake Rudee, which drain to Rudee Inlet. 
 
Stream impacts in linear feet and acres listed in Table 4-17 (unmodified from the DEIS) were 
tallied for the entire 300’ wide study corridor and did not include bridging.  Table 4-27 (new 
to the FEIS) shows stream impacts before and after bridging for the refined (reduced) project 
corridor.  In addition to a reduced footprint corridor, impacts shown in Table 4-27 reflect 
revised bridging.  It should be noted that since the time the stream field work was completed 
for the FEIS, the Unified Stream Methodology (USM) has become the standard operating 
procedure for evaluating the quality and function of a stream and developing compensation 
requirements for potential impacts in Virginia.  Although the USM was not a standard 
procedure at the time the field work was prepared for the FEIS, this methodology will be 
utilized during the development of the permit for the project. 
 
Gum Swamp is entirely vegetated in the study corridor and does not have a defined stream 
channel.  Therefore, it is included in wetland impacts.  Refined stream impacts are also 
reported by watershed (before bridging), as shown in Table 4-26, new to the FEIS.  Wetland 
impacts and open water impacts are discussed in Section L.  For the FEIS, a stream segment 
was identified within Gum Swamp to more precisely define existing conditions and impacts. 
Recreational fishing is a common activity within the high water channel of Gum Swamp 
upstream as far as Elbow Road. 
 

TABLE 4-17 
SURFACE WATER IMPACTS IN THE CBAs  

(for 300-foot corridor) 
 

Alternate Stream Impacts 
(linear feet) 

Open Water Impacts 
(acres) 

Preferred 11,745 5.13 
North 10,015 10.46 
North K 11,739 10.59 
Stumpy North 9,854 16.31 
Stumpy South 11,578 16.44 

 
2. Surface Water Impact Minimization & Mitigation 
 
Twenty-nine stream channel segments and their likely crossing types were defined in detail 
in the Final NRTR.  The stream segments are shown in the wetland maps in Appendix B of 
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the NRTR.  Bridges are planned for six of the stream crossings, providing 1,922.12 linear 
feet of avoidance and minimization.  These bridge crossings would substantially reduce 
impacts to the watersheds of the streams they cross.  Seven of the segments are situated 
parallel in relation to the alignment.  In these cases, if relocation of streams is necessary, the 
relocated stream segments would be constructed using natural channel design concepts. 
Thus, the relocated stream segments may qualify for a portion of the mitigation needed. 

 
Unavoidable impacts to the streams will be compensated based on quality and function.  If 
relocation of streams is necessary, those relocations will be self-mitigating because they will 
be conducted using natural stream design.  Additional compensation will be provided 
through a combination of preservation and/or restoration at the selected habitat compensation 
site(s).   
 

TABLE 4-26 
SURFACE WATER IMPACTS OF THE REFINED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

BY WATERSHED (BEFORE BRIDGING)  
(for reduced 220 to 250-foot corridor) 

 

Watershed Streams Impacted (before 
bridging) (linear feet) 

Southern Branch Elizabeth River - 
Deep Creek 

2,699.43 

Southern Branch Elizabeth River - 
New Mill Creek 

2,067.20 

Chesapeake Canal - Stumpy Lake 915.37 

North Landing River 1,724.54 

West Neck Creek 2,990.76 

Back Bay 0 

Rudee Inlet 0 

Lynnhaven River - Linkhorn Bay 247.98 

 
TABLE 4-27 

SURFACE WATER IMPACTS OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
(for reduced 220 to 250-foot corridor) 

 
Stream Impacts 
Before Bridging 
(linear feet) 

Stream Length 
Bridged (linear feet) 

Stream Length 
Impacted After 
Bridging (linear feet) 

10,645.28 1,922.12 8,723.16 
 

 
Wetland losses in Gum Swamp from the Preferred Alternative will be minor due to the extent 
of bridging that is expected, based on the revised right-of-way developed for the FEIS.  
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However, bridging may result in the permanent conversion of forested wetlands to shrub or 
emergent wetlands, or open water and will add to the existing fragmentation of this forested 
wetland system.  When the project is constructed, however, the existing crossing of Gum 
Swamp on Elbow Road, which uses a culvert, will be removed and replaced with a bridge, 
thereby improving the connectivity of Stumpy Lake with Gum Swamp.  In addition, for the 
segment of the Preferred Alternative that traverses southward on the east side of Gum 
Swamp, drainage structures for the roadway will be brought up to current Federal Highway 
Administration standards, which will provide better drainage than the structures currently in 
place on the adjacent Indian River Road. 

 
The stream functional replacement values will be determined during the permitting stage of 
the project. The final stream compensation plan (see Section M) will incorporate the current 
evaluation methodologies that address the functional values of both the impacted and the 
replacement streams.  That evaluation will determine the precise amount of stream mitigation 
that is required.   
 
3.  Aquatic Ecology Impact Minimization 
 
Several measures will be considered in the final design and construction of the project, as 
needed, to reduce water quality impacts and protect aquatic species.  These include:  
 
• conducting stream relocations in the dry when possible, using natural stream design for 

any necessary stream relocations;  
• minimizing the disturbance of stream bottoms, and reducing channel losses when 

aligning and placing culverts; 
• performing instream activities during low- or no-flow conditions, using nonerodible 

cofferdams to isolate the construction area, blocking no more than 50% of the stream 
flow at any given time, stockpiling excavated material in a manner that prevents reentry 
into the stream, restoring natural streambed and streambank contours, and revegetating 
barren areas with native vegetation;   

• Using bottomless culverts or countersinking culverts a minimum of three to six inches, 
depending on the size of the pipe, below the stream bottom elevation  to facilitate the 
reestablishment of natural stream bottom within the culvert and to facilitate fish passage;  

• Designing and constructing multiple barrel culverts to maintain low flow depths and 
handle high flow conditions to avoid damaging stream hydraulics and to assure fish 
passage during low flow periods; and,   

• Installing floodplain culverts to carry bankfull discharges. 
 
L. WETLAND RESOURCES 
 
More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-44 through 4-49. 
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1. Wetland Impacts 
 
Direct impacts are those that are caused by directly placing fill material, dredging, or 
otherwise harming the plants or soils.  Direct wetland impacts for the CBAs range from 
approximately 214 acres for the North Alternative to 271 acres for the Stumpy South 
Alternative (based on a 300 foot study corridor).  Regardless of the alternative, the majority 
of the wetland impacts are to palustrine forested systems.  Mitigation measures, including 
bridging and design measures to reduce the width of the roadway and median, will be 
employed to minimize the impacts to wetlands. 
 
Construction of the SEPG will also cause indirect wetland impacts, such as increased levels 
of pollutant-laden stormwater runoff and/or the alteration of floodwaters and wetland 
hydrology (i.e., water table).  In general, the potential for indirect impacts is higher for those 
alternatives that have the most direct impacts and are adjacent and parallel to large tracts of 
wetlands.  Indirect impacts will be minimized through the implementation of appropriate 
erosion and sedimentation controls, as well as through proper sizing, design, and alignment 
of drainage structures. 
 
At the time the DEIS was published, the compensation plan for wetland impacts from the 
SEPG had not yet been developed.  It has been included as part of a comprehensive 
mitigation package described in Section M of this FEIS.  
 
The figures in Table 4-19 (unchanged from the DEIS) were based on the initial 300-foot 
project study corridor.  Table 4-28 (new to the FEIS) shows that wetlands within the refined 
roadway footprint for the refined Preferred Alternative total 203.50 acres, and 30.92 acres 
will be bridged, leaving a net wetland loss of 172.58 acres.  Table 4-29 (new to the FEIS) 
shows wetland impacts of the refined Preferred Alternative are greatest in the Chesapeake 
Canal - Stumpy Lake, North Landing River, and West Neck Creek watersheds. 
 

TABLE 4-19 
WETLAND ACREAGE IMPACTS FOR THE CBAs 

(based on 300-foot corridor) 
ALTERNATIVE SEGMENTS WETLAND 

IMPACTS (Acres) 
Preferred A,B,C,D,E,F 243 
North Alternate A,G,I,J,F 214 
Stumpy South Alternate A,B,C,H,I,K,E,F 271 
Stumpy North Alternate A,B,C,H,I,J,F 237 
North K Alternate A,G,I,K,E,F 249 

 
As discussed in Chapter 2, there has been a very recent modification to the project corridor 
along the east side of the interchange with SEPG at I-264.  There are three wetland areas that 
will be affected by this project modification/expansion, two of which were already to be 
impacted by the project (CA 52 and 53), and one new one (CA54) (see Exhibit 4-17).   
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TABLE 4-28 
WETLAND ACREAGE IMPACTS FOR THE REFINED PREFERRED CORRIDOR 

(based on 220 to 250-foot corridor) 
TOTAL WETLAND 

IMPACT (AC) 
WETLANDS 

BRIDGED (AC) 
WETLANDS 
FILLED (AC) 

203.50 30.92 172.58 
 

TABLE 4-29 
WETLAND IMPACTS OF THE REFINED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

BY WATERSHED (BEFORE BRIDGING)  
(for reduced 220 to 250-foot corridor) 

Watershed Wetlands Impacted (before 
bridging) (Acres) 

Southern Branch Elizabeth River - Deep Creek 0.297 

Southern Branch Elizabeth River – New Mill Creek 10.433 

Chesapeake Canal - Stumpy Lake 53.648 

North Landing River 58.710 

West Neck Creek 53.840 

Back Bay 18.650 

Rudee Inlet 0.010 

Lynnhaven River - Linkhorn Bay 9.950 

 
 
Because these areas were derived using aerial interpretation only (no field delineation), and 
because they were very minor in size and have not been COE confirmed, they are not 
included in FEIS calculations, nor are they shown on the NRTR wetland mapping.  (The 
NRTR wetland maps need to reflect what was approved by the Corps).  These project 
additions will need to be field delineated and Corps confirmed during final Compensation 
Plan development, permitting and final design.   

 
The additional wetland acreages impacted by the I-264 expansion are estimated to be as 
follows: 

Wetland Area 

Acreage Estimated 
within Modified 

Corridor Type 
CA52 0.004 E1UB 
CA53 0.05 E2EM 
CA54 0.17 E2EM 
Total Additional Loss 0.224  
 

These 0.224 acres of additional wetland loss would apply to all CBAs and is in addition to 
the wetland totals discussed throughout the FEIS and which were used in the Compensation 
Plan.   
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2.  Wetland Impacts by Wetland Type 
 
The following additional discussion on the wetland systems in the study area is being 
provided to respond to agency comments: 
 
Palustrine broadleaf and needleleaf deciduous forests with a seasonally flooded to 
semipermanently flooded water regime (PFO1 and PFO2 C, D, E, or R) in the study area are 
also called Bottomland Hardwood Forests or Swamps.  In PFO2 wetlands, the canopy is 
typically dominated by trees such as bald cypress (Taxodium distichum) and water tupelo 
(Nyssa aquatica).  In PFO1 wetlands, the canopy is dominated by red maple, green ash 
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides). PFO2 communities 
are essentially restricted to a few locations including Gum Swamp below Stumpy Lake, the 
North Landing River crossing, and the headwater stream crossing above West Neck Creek in 
the Northwest River watershed.   
 
Additional bridging and a refined design have been identified for the Preferred Alternative.  
Using the refined design, wetlands within the roadway footprint of the Preferred Alternative 
total 203.50 acres, and 30.92 acres will be bridged, leaving a net wetland fill of 172.58 acres.  
The majority of wetlands along North Landing River and West Neck Creek are spanned by 
bridges with the refined design.  All of the Palustrine Forested Needle-Leaved Deciduous 
(PFO2) wetlands identified in the Preferred Alternative refined corridor will be spanned by 
bridges.  See Table 4-20 in the DEIS for wetland impacts for the CBAs by wetland types 
(based on 300-foot corridors).   
 
3. Wetland Impact Minimization 
 
In discussing wetland impact minimization for the project, it is important to reflect on the 
overall social and environmental resources present in the study area.  As discussed in the 
DEIS, most of the development in the study area has historically occurred on uplands; 
therefore, there is a larger percentage of wetlands in existing undeveloped areas in the region.  
There are very few undeveloped uplands remaining in the area. Thus, in selecting a Preferred 
Alternative for SEPG, it was necessary to balance business and residence impacts, to wetland 
losses.  The selected alignment therefore has attempted to minimize, to the maximum extent 
possible, both wetland and relocation impacts.   
 
Impacts to wetlands from SEPG have been minimized from the beginning of the project 
(even dating back to the first study prepared in the 1980’s) through a number of planning and 
design measures: 
 

• Interchange footprints were reduced in several locations to avoid the large diameter 
loop/ramps that have greater impacts;  

• Reductions were made to the EDAW “Parkway” design concept provided by VA 
Beach in areas of wetlands (i.e. the corridor width within wetlands was reduced by 
not using the EDAW design, which incorporated a wide landscaped median, as well 
as wide landscaped exterior rights-of-way (beyond the shoulders) and interchange 
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areas.) By avoiding this engorged design, the roadway footprint was reduced 
substantially;  

• The corridor footprint was reduced between the DEIS and the FEIS by using the 
narrowest footprint possible to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes.  

• Another location where the corridor was narrowed was along the Oak Grove 
Connector, where the alignment was narrowed and moved over to avoid the 
“Wetland Preservation Area”; 

• The FEIS Mitigation Section recommends the use of design features such as barrier 
divided roadways, extended bridging and retaining walls to minimize impacts of 
environmentally sensitive areas;   

• Impacts to the surrounding wetlands were reduced by placing the corridor on top of 
the existing Elbow Road, where possible; and,  

• The Preferred Alternative retained the previously developed loop on Segment D 
(along Elbow Road at Stumpy Lake across Gum Swamp), even though a straight 
alignment was preferred by the localities4.  The loop was carried forward into the 
Preferred Alternative by VDOT since its straightening would impact more wetlands 
in general (by pulling it off of Elbow Road), as well as form an additional crossing 
of Gum Swamp (in addition to Elbow Road), causing greater fragmentation of 
forested swamp.  Keeping the alignment over Elbow Road, which would involve 
installing bridges and enlarging all remaining culverts will improve water quality 
and hydrologic conditions over current conditions for Stumpy Lake and Gum 
Swamp.  For these reasons, the straightening of the alignment at this location was 
not acceptable to the regulatory agencies and was not favored by VDOT. 

 
The most effective impact minimization effort used on the project (once it was decided that a 
crossing was unavoidable) is the construction of bridges over sensitive wetland areas and 
streams.  Wetlands under a bridge experience a certain amount of impact due to placement of 
footers, piers or pilings, shading, reduced height clearance, or temporary construction 
measures.  However, the overall impact to wetlands can be substantially reduced by bridging. 
To better avoid or minimize impacts to some of the more sensitive wetlands and to get a 
more realistic idea of impacts, VDOT has refined the Preferred Alternative by reducing the 
right-of-way width to the amount deemed necessary, where possible, and extending bridges. 
The extended bridges proposed for the Preferred Alternative are shown on Exhibits 4-18a 
and 4-18b, new to the FEIS.  Using this refined design, wetlands within the roadway 
footprint of the Preferred Alternative total 203.50 acres, and 30.92 acres will be bridged, 
leaving a net wetland loss of 172.58 acres.   

 
The majority of wetlands along North Landing River and West Neck Creek are spanned by 
bridges with the refined design and all of the Palustrine Forested Needle-Leaved Deciduous 
(PFO2) wetlands identified in the Preferred Alternative refined corridor will be spanned by 
bridges, thereby avoiding and reducing the loss of these high quality wetlands.  High Quality 
wetland losses within Gum Swamp from the Preferred Alternative will also be reduced due to  

                                                 
4 The CTB, in making its decision to approve the project location on 11-17-06, has asked that this straightening 
of the loop at Segment D be revisited during final project design and permitting. 
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the extent of bridging that is expected, based on the revised right-of-way developed for the 
Final EIS.  In fact, when the project is constructed, the existing crossing of Gum Swamp on 
Elbow Road, which uses a culvert, will be removed and replaced with a bridge, thereby 
improving the connectivity of Stumpy Lake with Gum Swamp.  In addition, for the segment 
of the Preferred Alternative that traverses southward on the east side of Gum Swamp, 
drainage structures for the roadway will be brought up to current Federal Highway 
Administration standards, which will provide better drainage than the structures currently in 
place on the adjacent Indian River Road. 
 
The revised wetland impacts by type for the refined Preferred corridor are shown in Table 4-
30, new to the FEIS.  The refined corridor and expanded bridging are shown on detailed 
aerial wetland maps in Appendix B of the NRTR.   
 

TABLE 4-30 
NET WETLAND IMPACTS OF THE REFINED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

 
Wetland Type Total Wetland 

Loss (ac) 
Wetlands 

Bridged (ac) 
Net Wetland 

Loss (ac) 

Palustrine Emergent – PEM 21.49 1.72 19.77 
Palustrine Scrub Shrub – PSS1 & PSS4 16.97 0.47 16.50 
Palustrine Forested/ Scrub-Shrub 
(PFO/SS) 0.52 0 0.52 
Palustrine Forested – PFO1A/B & 
PFO4A/B 153.17 20.08 133.09 
Palustrine Forested Bottomland Swamp 
– PFO1 and PFO4 
SWAMP 

 
1.03 

 
0 

 
1.03 

Palustrine Forested Needle Leaved 
Deciduous (PFO2) 8.06 8.06 0 
Palustrine Open Water - POW 1.82 0.38 1.44 
Estuarine Emergent – E2EM 0.14 0 0.14 
Estuarine Emergent/ Scrub Shrub – 
E2EM/SS1 

 
0.09 

 
0 

 
0.09 

Estuarine Unconsolidated Bottom – 
E1UB 

 
0.21 

 
0.21 

 
0 

Total – All Wetland Types 
 

203.50 
 

30.92 
 

172.58 
 
 
4. Wetland Compensation 
 
Even with the addition to the minimization efforts discussed above, the extent of the 
Preferred Alternative’s impacts on wetlands and streams will still exceed 170 acres.  
Therefore, an extensive Compensation Plan was developed for the project.  Due to the 
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magnitude of the direct wetland, stream and natural resource impacts anticipated with the 
project, the compensation plan proposed for the direct wetland and stream impacts also 
includes compensation for the direct impacts to wildlife habitat.  The compensation plan for 
this project has been under development since the first initiation of the project in the early 
1990’s.    The conceptual natural resources compensation plan was developed over a ten year 
period through the cooperative efforts of an interagency planning team that included active 
involvement and direction from federal agencies. One of the goals of the compensation plan 
is to provide full replacement of acreage and functional value of the wetlands that will be 
directly impacted.  The wetland compensation approach strives to provide a replacement 
ratio of 2:1 for impacted forested wetlands, 1.5:1 for shrub wetlands, and 1:1 for emergent 
wetlands.  In addition, due to the magnitude of wetland, stream, and natural resource impacts, 
a goal of the compensation plan is to provide full replacement for wildlife habitat values lost 
by the use of the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP).   

 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Habitat Evaluation Procedure was used in the 
Compensation Plan to assess, quantify, and document the habitat quality and quantity of the 
Preferred Alternative impacts.  Additionally, HEP was used to assess the potential value of 
multiple land parcels to provide compensation for the calculated habitat impacts.  Use of 
HEP was integrated into the overall wetlands and stream compensation plan for the project.   
 
The Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan (see the full text in Section M of this 
FEIS) was developed using a suite of site selection criteria that includes consideration of size 
of potential mitigation sites, location within appropriate watersheds, connectivity within an 
existing conservation corridor, and compatibility with local land use plans including the 
Southern Watershed Area Management Plan and the Multiple Benefits Conservation Plan.   
 
The Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan for this project identifies 3,255.07 
acres for compensation and is estimated to cost approximately $127 million.  For comparison 
purposes, the acreage and cost of the wetland compensation was calculated in order to show 
what portion of the compensation package is contributed to direct wetland impacts. For the 
direct wetland impacts alone, the amount of acreage needed for compensation would be 
2,019 acres and would cost approximately $33.5 million (excluding stream compensation).  
The additional 1236 acres and approximately $92 million of the compensation are attributed 
to the HEP component (excluding stream) of the compensation package.  Table 4-31 shows 
the calculations supporting the direct wetland-only compensation calculations. Table 4-32 
shows the relative compensation costs.   
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Table 4-31 Wetland-Only Compensation Calculation 

 
Wetland Type Wetlands Filled 

(ac) 
Compensation 
Ratio 

Compensation 
Req’d (ac) 

Palustrine Emergent- PEM 19.77 1:1 19.77 
Paulstrine Scrub Shrub-PSS1 
&PSS4 

16.5  1.5:1  24.75  

Palustrine Forested/Scrub-Shrub 
- PFO/SS 

0.52  2:1 1.04 

Palustrine Forested - PFO1A/B 
& PFO4 A/B 

133.09  2:1 266.18 

Palustrine Forested  
Bottomland Swamp - PFO1 & 
PFO4 - SWAMP 

1.03  2:1 2.06 

Palustrine Open Water -  
POW 

1.44  
 

0:00 0 

Estuarine Emergent - E2EM 0.14  
 

1:1 0.14 

Total 172.49   313.94 
Compensation Land Cover Type 
 

Area Provided 
(ac) 

Replacement 
Ratio 

Compensation 
Provided (ac) 

Prior Converted Cropland 
Restoration 

224.22  
 

1:1 224.22 

Wetland Preservation 1794.40  
 

1:20 89.72 

Total 2018.62   313.94  
 

Table 4-32 Wetland versus HEP Compensation Cost Comparison 
 

 Wetland Only Compensation 
(excluding stream compensation) 

HEP Compensation (including 
wetland and stream compensation) 

Land Cover Type Acres 
Provided 

Cost Per 
Acre $ 

Total Cost $ Acres 
Provided  

Cost Per 
Acre $ 

Total Cost $ 

Prior Converted 
Cropland (acres) 

224.22 137,000 30,718,140 224.22 137,000 30,718,140 

Wetland/Swamp 
(acres) 

1,794.40 30,500 2,736,460 2,880.00 30,500 87,840,000 

Upland (acres) 0  0 151 55,700 8,410,700 
Total 2,018.62  $33,454,600 3,255.22  $126,968,840 
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5. Only Practicable Alternative Finding 

 
In accordance with Executive Order 11990, wetlands were given special consideration in 
developing and evaluating alternatives and have been avoided where practical.  All of the 
CBA's developed for the Draft EIS would impact at least 200 acres of wetlands.  
Minimization and mitigation for the wetland impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative is outlined in the FEIS and the Compensation Plan and includes such 
minimization efforts as the proposed construction of 29 bridges over sensitive wetlands and 
streams.  Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable 
alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action includes all 
practicable measure's to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use. 
 
M. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
 
The Stumpy North Alternative will impact the least amount of undeveloped land, while the 
North K will impact the most.  North K will have the least impact on cultivated land, while 
the Preferred will have the greatest. 
 
The primary impact of the CBAs on wildlife will be the elimination of habitat and the loss of 
smaller less mobile wildlife species within the corridor.  A roadway such as SEPG can sever 
or bisect populations of less mobile species such as reptiles, amphibians, and small 
mammals, resulting in isolation of certain populations and a possible reduction in the species’ 
genetic integrity.  Additional impacts are likely in the form of road-kills.   More detailed 
information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-50 through 4-53. 
 
As discussed further in Section T of this Chapter, indirect wildlife impacts would occur in the 
form of forested ecosystem fragmentation.  This would reduce the habitat value of the area 
for species that require large contiguous forested areas.  Impacts to species sensitive to 
human disturbance could also occur.  However, this fragmentation may have beneficial 
impacts to species adapted to edge habitat types.  The Preferred Alternative will cause the 
greatest forest fragmentation impacts.   
 
A Habitat Evaluation Procedure was conducted as part of this project, and its results will be 
utilized to offset the impacts to wildlife and its habitat. 
 
1. Upland Habitat 
 
To respond to agency comments and provide additional information on the black bear, in the 
vicinity of the Preferred Alternative, there are only a few areas that can provide refuge for 
black bears.  The areas that could provide such refuge are Gum Swamp, the upper tributaries 
of the North Landing River, and the upper tributaries of the Northwest River.  The overall 
black bear population in the Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge (GDSNWR) 
appears to be relatively stable.  However, as the land to the north and east of the Refuge 
continues to be developed, the potential for human-bear conflict is likely to increase.  Young 
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male bears will continue to be driven out of the GDSNWR by other bears, but they will have 
fewer safe places to go once out of the Refuge. 
 
2.  Wildlife 
 
Fragmentation of forested ecosystems may also contribute to indirect impacts on wildlife 
species, reducing the habitat value of the area for species that require large contiguous tracts 
of forested habitat, such as black bear.  Some of the potential negative effects of 
fragmentation include reduction in total habitat area available, increase in edge habitat, lower 
diversity due to smaller woods patches, potential isolation of populations, increased 
vulnerability of species moving between fragmented patches, increased vulnerability to 
external competition and predation, and potential decreased flow of genetic material through 
the landscape.  Vehicle-wildlife collisions kill numerous animals every year.  However, 
collisions with black bears are rare in the study area, as the bears are infrequent transient 
visitors. 

 
The Preferred Alternative, as well as the CBAs, will unavoidably cause habitat fragmentation 
and isolation of forest habitat within the project area (see Section T of this Chapter for 
additional discussion).  Of all the CBAs, the Preferred Alternative will have the greatest 
impact on wildlife from forest fragmentation, followed closely by the North K Alternative.    
 
The following major fragmentation impacts could occur along the Preferred Alternative: 
 
• At the intersection with the Oak Grove Connector, the Preferred Alternative will impact 

the edges of two forested parcels. The eastern parcel is bordered by farmland to the north 
and the Oak Grove Connector to the west.  The western parcel is bordered by the Oak 
Grove Connector to the east, homes to the east, and Kempsville Road to the north. 

• After crossing the Norfolk Southern Railroad, the Preferred Alternative crosses through 
mixed woods to Centerville Turnpike.  This is the area being developed for Greystone, 
thus is currently undergoing forest clearing. The Preferred Alternative would be adding a 
certain width, to be determined during final design, to the already disturbed area. 

• Along Elbow Road, the Preferred Alternative will widen and elevate the existing 
roadway, thereby increasing the fragmentation effects in the corridor.   

• At Stumpy Lake/ Gum Swamp, the Preferred Alternative would be placed on a bridge. 
This segment of roadway could isolate a forest fragment approximately 8 acres in size of 
bottom-land hardwoods adjacent to Stumpy Lake.  However, the bridge would allow 
movement of animals underneath.  

• In the remaining traverse to Indian River Road, the Preferred Alternative would impact 
areas of higher palustrine forested wetlands, which generally form the “back yard” for 
several large lot residential parcels.  

• East of Indian River Road, the Preferred Alternative would widen the disturbed area 
south of Hillcrest Farms and then cut a new corridor approximately 2,000 feet long 
through forested wetlands, a portion of which would be bridged. 

• At the intersection with Princess Anne Road, the Preferred Alternative will impact a large 
area of mixed woods which is located just south of the Landstown subdivision. 



Southeastern Parkway & Greenbelt                        Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences         Page 4 - 37                           
Chesapeake & Virginia Beach, Virginia                            
 

• Farther east, the Preferred Alternative will traverse a large block of forested upland and 
wetland.  The alignment generally follows and would widen an existing cleared utility 
corridor, crossing West Neck Creek and tributary, to the Castleton Subdivision and 
London Bridge Road.  Much of this traverse is on a bridge. 

• Approximately 900 feet east of Dam Neck Road, the Preferred Alternative would 
fragment a woodlot that is surrounded mostly by farm field.  The woodlot is 
approximately 45 acres in size. 

• East of Oceana Boulevard, the Preferred Alternative would impact mixed woods, 
isolating one area of approximately 7 acres and another area of approximately 10 acres, 
before rejoining Oceana Boulevard. 

• Immediately south of Virginia Beach Boulevard, the Preferred Alternative would traverse 
approximately 2,000 feet of mixed woodlands, leaving an isolated remnant of 
approximately 20 acres.  This area is bounded on the west by Oceana Boulevard, on the 
east by a borrow pit, and on the north by an industrial area. 

 
Fragmentation of the large blocks of forested wetlands, such as along the North Landing 
River and West Neck Creek floodplains, could open these areas to edge-adapted species, 
including predators such as the red and gray fox and brood parasites such as the brown-
headed cowbird.  The result could be increased loss of populations of neotropical migrant 
bird species, as well as reptiles and amphibians. 
 
In addition to fragmentation, roadway noise may also result in direct and/or indirect impacts 
to wildlife, although these impacts are very difficult to quantify.  It has been suggested that 
roadway noise can have possible adverse effects (altered habitat utilization, strained 
communication, and heightened metabolic rates) on wildlife, especially avian communities.  
Numerous studies have been undertaken to document the effect of roadway noise on wildlife.  
However few of these studies have been able to conclusively determine that roadway noise is 
the primary cause for reduced densities of certain animals, or that the roadway noise 
seriously impacts their ability to communicate.  These studies have shown that the effect that 
roadway noise may have is species-specific and dependent on traffic density. 
 
3. Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan 
 
a. Introduction 
 
This Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan was not finalized (in concert with the 
USFWS, ACOE and EPA) until after publication of the DEIS.  This plan summarizes the 
process that VDOT has undertaken to determine compensation for impacts of the proposed 
Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt Project on wetlands, streams, and wildlife habitat.  It 
also identifies VDOT’s goals and objectives for the compensation, as well as their 
commitment to providing the compensation. 
 
This project originally was studied during the early 1990’s.  At that time, VDOT agreed to 
conduct a wildlife habitat impact study using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s “Habitat 
Evaluation Procedure” (HEP, USFWS 1980).  The results of the HEP study were reported in 
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the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS, VDOT 1994).  In 1996 and 1997, VDOT 
expanded the HEP analysis to evaluate potential compensation options and committed to a 
compensation plan that incorporated HEP (Supplemental EIS, VDOT 1997). The reports 
related to those studies contain detailed information on the original field studies and the 
habitat models that were used.   
 
In the current project study, VDOT evaluated the impacts of the five proposed Candidate 
Build Alternatives using 300-foot wide corridors for comparison purposes in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (VDOT 2005).  In late 2005, the Commonwealth 
Transportation Board adopted the Preferred Alternative.  During that time, VDOT carried 
forward the previous HEP study to determine habitat impacts of the Candidate Build 
Alternatives.  For this Final EIS, VDOT has refined the Preferred Alternative by reducing the 
right-of-way width to the amount deemed necessary, where possible, and extending bridges 
in order to get a more realistic idea of impacts and to respond to agency comments.  The 
refined right-of-way width which was used for wetland, stream, and watershed impact 
calculations varies between 220 feet and 250 feet for new alignment areas. In addition, 
VDOT is addressing mitigation for the impacts of the Preferred Alternative using the HEP 
process.  The corridor width for the HEP evaluations remains the same as the DEIS 300-foot 
wide corridor. 
 
1) Compensation Goals and Objectives 

 
VDOT is committed to compensating for impacts of the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt 
Project to wetlands, streams, and fish and wildlife habitat.  This compensation plan sets out 
the goals, objectives, and strategies for providing the needed compensation.  It is expected, 
however, that when the project is permitted and constructed, the exact impacts of the 
roadway will be substantially less than the amount currently projected, due to further 
refinement in the roadway footprint and bridge lengths.  In addition, it is possible that the 
exact parcels of land identified for this compensation plan may not be available.  Thus, the 
final compensation plan for the project may change, although the amount of compensation 
will be proportionate to the impacts.  It is expected that at that time the HEP models will 
need to be re-run to recalculate project impacts and compensation.  
 
The over-riding goals of this Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan are to 
compensate for the area, functions, and values of wetlands, streams, and fish and wildlife 
habitat that will be unavoidably lost by project construction.  To achieve this goal, three 
primary objectives were identified: 
 

• Compensate for wetland loss at an acreage ratio of 2:1 for forested wetlands, 1.5:1 for 
shrub wetlands, and 1:1 for emergent wetlands;  

• Compensate for stream loss by replacing functional values; 
• Compensate for fish and wildlife habitat loss using the HEP methodology. 

 
Secondary objectives of the compensation concept plan include: 
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• Locate compensation areas within the sub-watersheds traversed by the corridor; 
• Provide compensation in close proximity to the corridor; 
• Locate compensation parcels within the High Priority Areas identified within the 

Southern Watershed Area Management Plan, developed jointly by numerous local, 
state, and federal agencies (Carlock, et al., 2004); 

• Locate compensation parcels so as to “in-fill” other preserved lands to form 
continuous corridors; 

• Provide compensation in large contiguous parcels, if practicable; 
• Distribute compensation acreage proportionately within the cities of Virginia Beach 

and Chesapeake at a ratio similar to the acreage of impacts. 
 
2) General Approach 

 
VDOT is following two parallel paths to providing compensation:  1) provide wetland and 
stream compensation as typical under normal permitting procedures, and 2) provide habitat 
compensation as calculated through HEP specific and exclusive to this project.  For the 
purposes of this compensation plan, impacts are defined as: 1) the wetland acreage and 
stream length lost within the refined (220 to 250 foot) footprint of the Preferred Alternative, 
and 2) the quantity of fish and wildlife habitat impacted within the Preferred Alternative 
study corridor established in the DEIS (300 foot) without bridging. 
 
The wetland losses of the Preferred Alternative were recalculated for this study by using the 
revised footprint (220 to 250 foot width) and extended bridging mentioned above.  The 
amount of needed wetland compensation, based on standard ratios, is shown in Table 4-33, 
new to the FEIS. 
 
The stream losses of the Preferred Alternative were recalculated for this study by using a 
standard footprint width of 250 feet.  The length of stream within the bridge footprint 
(2,170.10 linear feet (lf)) was subtracted from the total stream length of 10,645.28 lf.  Thus, 
the total stream length lost by the Preferred Alternative is 8,475.18 lf.  The regulatory 
agencies have stated that 1:1 compensation for stream function will be required.  Stream 
enhancement (minor improvements and/or buffer planting) and preservation would likely be 
expected at a return ratio of between 5 to 1, to 20 to 1. 
 
The habitat impacts of the Preferred Alternative were calculated using the DEIS corridor 
width of 300 feet and no reduction due to bridging. Habitat compensation of 100 percent of 
habitat lost for each evaluation species will be provided, based on using the HEP 
methodology. 
 
3) Compensation Strategy Definitions 

 
The compensation strategies developed for this concept plan are defined as management 
approaches to treating the lands and plant communities, thereby allowing the lands to serve 
as habitats for the evaluation species.  These treatments are termed “mitigation strategies” 
(MS) and are numbered.  Each mitigation strategy is evaluated using HEP to calculate the 
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value of the treatment for the evaluation species.  The mitigation strategies were developed 
through consensus during the current study by the HEP Team.  The HEP Team is a group of 
Partnering Agencies (US Army Corps of Engineers, Environmental Protection Agency, and 
US Fish and Wildlife Service), VDOT’s Environmental Division, and Consultant staff that 
was specifically formed to address technical HEP issues.   
 
The mitigation strategies used for this Plan are essentially the same as those used in the 1997 
study report.  This is because those strategies were developed through extensive study and 
modeling during the previous studies.  However, they are named differently to separate them 
from the previous study which used the term “Mitigation Plan” (MP). The descriptions are 
similar in most cases, and the strategies described below include the cross references to the 
previous mitigation plan items.  Mitigation Strategies 2, 4, 5B, 6A, 6B, 11, and 13 are land 
preservation strategies that use the HEP values for the “No-build” Option.  All lands included 
in this compensation plan would be preserved in perpetuity through conservation easements.  
No lands located within the proposed project’s interchanges would be selected for mitigation. 

 
TABLE 4-33 

WETLAND LOSSES AND COMPENSATION BY TYPE 
Wetland Type Acreage Compensation 

Ratio 
Compensation 
Needed (acres) 

 
Palustrine Emergent (PEM) 

 
19.77 

 
1 : 1 

 
19.77 

 
Palustrine Scrub-Shrub (PSS) 

 
16.50 

 
1.5 : 1 

 
24.75 

 
Palustrine Forested, Deciduous 
and Coniferous, Temporarily 
Flooded/ Saturated (PFO1 or 
PFO4, water regime A/B) 

 
133.09 

 
2 : 1 

 
266.17 

Palustrine Forested, Deciduous 
and Coniferous, Seasonally to 
Semipermanently Flooded/ 
Saturated (SWAMP) (PFO1 or 
PFO4, water regime C, D, E, F, 
Y) 

 
1.03 

 
2 : 1 

 
2.06 

Palustrine Forested Needle 
Leaved Deciduous (PFO2 ) 

 
0 

 
N/A 

 
0 

Palustrine Forested and Scrub-
Shrub (Mixed PFO/SS) 

0.52 2:1 1.04 

Palustrine Open Water 1.44 N/A Not required 
Estuarine Emergent 0.14 1 : 1 0.14 
Estuarine Emergent/ Scrub-
Shrub 

0.09 1.5 : 1 0.14 

Estuarine Unconsolidated 
Bottom 

0 N/A 0 

 
Total 

 
172.58 

 
 

 
314.07 
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MS1 involves purchase of prior converted cropland (wetlands drained for agriculture before 
1977) and conducting aggressive restoration.  This is the same strategy as MP4 from the 
previous study.  The restoration would include blocking drainage ditches and breaking or 
removing any drain tiles to restore wetland hydrology.  The site would be planted with 100 
shrubs and 400 trees per acre.  The tree selection would be: 50% hardmast species (at least 5 
different species) and 50% other hardwood species. Assuming a 50-year life of the project, 
the end result would be palustrine deciduous forested and open water/emergent/scrub-shrub 
areas.   
 
MS2 involves purchase of palustrine emergent wetlands (fresh water herbaceous) and 
allowing natural succession to occur.   
 
MS3 would involve purchase of palustrine emergent wetlands and planting with trees.  
However, this strategy was dropped from consideration following further evaluation by the 
HEP Team. 
 
MS4 would involve the purchase of palustrine deciduous scrub-shrub wetlands and allowing 
natural succession to occur.   
 
MS5A would involve purchase of palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands and planting with trees.  
However, this strategy was dropped from consideration following further evaluation by the 
HEP Team. 
 
MS5B involves the purchase of palustrine coniferous scrub-shrub wetlands and allowing 
natural succession to occur.   
 
MS6A involves the purchase of upland deciduous forest and allowing natural succession to 
occur.   
 
MS6B involves the purchase of upland coniferous forest and allowing natural succession to 
occur.  
 
MS7 involves purchase of cutover palustrine forested wetlands and allowing natural 
succession to occur.  The mitigation strategy acreage is compared to the No-build land cover 
acreage with an annual loss rate of 2.5%.  This is the same treatment as MP6 from the 
previous study. 
 
MS8 involves purchasing cutover palustrine forested wetlands and planting them with 
hardmast tree species at a rate of 100 trees per acre.  This is the same treatment as MP7 from 
the previous study. 
 
MS9 involves the purchase of mature palustrine forested wetlands and allowing natural 
succession to occur.  The mitigation strategy acreage is compared to the No-build land cover 
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acreage with an annual loss of 2.5%.  This is the same treatment as MP8 from the previous 
study. 
 
MS10 would involve purchase of mature palustrine coniferous forest wetlands and allowing 
natural succession to occur.  However, this strategy was dropped from consideration 
following further evaluation by the HEP Team. 
 
MS11 involves purchasing swamp land and allowing natural succession to occur.   
 
MS12 involves purchasing upland pasture or crop land and planting it to pine trees at a rate 
which will be determined during the permitting phase of the project.  Management also will 
include breaking up any hardened ground by deep plowing and suppressing growth of 
deciduous tree species.  This mitigation strategy was developed specifically to address 
needed compensation for the Pine Warbler. 
 
MS13 involves purchasing riverine habitat and either restoring or preserving it for natural 
succession to occur.   
 
b. Site Evaluations 
 
In the DEIS for the project, mitigation for impacts was described in terms of avoiding and 
minimizing impacts, and then compensating for the remaining unavoidable impacts.  For this 
conceptual compensation plan, potential parcels that could be acquired for compensation 
were evaluated and combined to form a specific plan. 
 
1) Introduction 

 
This Conceptual Compensation Plan was developed using a multi-step process, which can be 
described as follows:  
 

• Identify mitigation site search area and potential mitigation parcels using desktop 
review of remote sensing resources, including aerial photography and soil surveys, 
and locality parcel data; 

• Classify and group potential mitigation sites based on several criteria; 
• Rank potential mitigation site clusters based on criteria; 
• Rank potential mitigation clusters based on criteria; 
• Further agglomerate clusters into “mega-clusters”; 
• Select two preferred mega-clusters; 
• Develop mitigation strategies and use HEP methodology to determine fish and 

wildlife habitat compensation potential; 
• Finalize selection of parcels; 
• Identify potential stream mitigation locations. 
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2) Potential Compensation Sites 
 

The mitigation site search was focused in the North Landing River and Northwest River 
subwatersheds, as the majority of impacts occur there.  Parcels were identified using 
interpretation of Year 2002 true color aerial photography and use of locality parcel data.  The 
parcels were evaluated in the field to determine their current status and to confirm the land 
cover and soils.  The parcels were then grouped into 44 clusters of relatively contiguous and 
cohesive geographic zones.   
 
3) First Screening 

 
The 44 clusters of individual parcels of land were then screened to evaluate the following 
criteria, and then ranked: 
 

• Proximity to Project Area (miles) – the linear distance measured on a map from the 
closest extent of the project corridor to the closest piece of the mitigation cluster; 

• Potentially Forms Conservation Corridor – is the mitigation cluster contiguous on one 
or both sides with another piece of conservation land; 

• Site Potentially Threatened – are there known plans for development for the 
mitigation parcels or cluster; 

• Potential for Restoration – does the parcel contain prior converted cropland where 
wetland hydrology could be restored; 

• Potential for Stream Restoration or Buffer – does the parcel or cluster contain a 
stream that could be restored or form a buffer for a restored stream; 

• Large Parcel – is the parcel relatively large and undivided; 
• Within AICUZ – is the parcel located within the “Air Installation Compatible Use 

Zones” (AICUZ) for Oceana Naval Air Station or other military air fields; 
• Potential for Wildlife - Aircraft Strike Conflict - is the parcel or cluster located within 

1000 feet of the end of an airport runway; 
• Potential for Upland Buffer – does the parcel or cluster have potential to provide or 

include an upland buffer to a wetland mitigation area; 
• Fatal Flaw – are there any insurmountable problems associated with the parcel or 

cluster, such as the presence of an endangered species or cultural resource site that 
would be harmed by proposed management, such that its use as a compensation site 
would be precluded. 

 
4) Second Screening 

 
The HEP Team reviewed the initial mitigation plan evaluation factors and ranking and 
provided suggestions to refine them.  Using these suggestions, the following criteria were 
used in a second screening of the sites.  In addition, the sites were combined into “super” 
clusters, which are referred to as “mega-clusters” (MC).  There are six such mega-clusters, 
located as follows: 
 
 



Southeastern Parkway & Greenbelt                        Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences         Page 4 - 44                           
Chesapeake & Virginia Beach, Virginia                            
 

MC1 – vicinity of Stumpy Lake and Gum Swamp 
MC2 – vicinity of West Landing Road 
MC3 – south of US Naval Auxiliary Landing Field Fentress 
MC4 – near Northwest River Natural Area Preserve 
MC5 – immediately east of Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge and north 
of Virginia state line 
MC6 – immediately east of Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge and 
vicinity of Chesapeake Regional Airport  

 
The following criteria were used for the second screening: 
Proximity to project area: 
 

• Potentially forms conservation corridor; 
• Opportunity for wetland restoration; 
• Opportunity for wetland preservation; 
• Opportunity for Pileated woodpecker habitat compensation; 
• Opportunity for Wood duck habitat compensation; 
• Opportunity for Prothonotary warbler habitat compensation; 
• Potential for wildlife – aircraft strike hazard; 
• Degree of development threat. 

 
Based on the second screening, MC1 and MC2 were selected for more detailed evaluations, 
to include detailed land cover mapping and cultural resource evaluations. These mega-
clusters were located to the southwest of the Stumpy Lake – Gum Swamp area, and to the 
east of Indian River Road – south of Princess Anne Road.   
 
5) Habitat Evaluation Procedures 

 
The Virginia Department of Transportation used the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Habitat 
Evaluation Procedure (HEP) to assess, quantify, and document the habitat quality and 
quantity impacts of the Preferred Alternative.  Additionally, HEP was used to assess the 
potential value of multiple land parcels to provide compensation for the calculated habitat 
impacts.  Use of HEP was integrated into the overall wetlands and stream compensation plan 
for the project. 
 
The Habitat Evaluation Procedures is a standardized procedure used to conduct habitat 
evaluations in the field for impact studies and planning.  HEP is a relatively complex process 
in which a team of experts (the HEP Team) determines and evaluates: 
 

• The applicability of HEP species models for a given project 
• Definition of the Study Area 
• Baseline Habitat Suitability for the evaluation species for an area considering “build” 

and “no-build” conditions 
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• Future Habitat Suitability for the evaluation species for an area considering “build” 
and “no-build” conditions 

• Compensation plans 
 
The original HEP team for the first study conducted a complete HEP evaluation for the 
project over the course of several years.  They identified the specific wildlife resource 
objectives of the HEP study.  These objectives involved compensating for habitat loss for: 
 
High profile species Cavity users 
Species sensitive to fragmentation Species sensitive to humans 
Wetland dependent species Species using rare/uncommon areas 
Rare, threatened and endangered species Open/deepwater dependent species 

 
Evaluation Species are used as representatives for the habitat types identified above.  The 
selection of evaluation species is intended to provide a range of guilds, or groups of species 
with similar habitat requirements, which are representative of the sensitive habitats present in 
the project area.  The originally selected evaluation species are: 
 

Carolina chickadee  Blueback herring 
Bluegill Northern bobwhite quail 
Brown thrasher Barred owl 
Gray squirrel Great blue heron 
Pileated woodpecker Pine warbler 
Prothonotary warbler American woodcock 
White-tailed deer Red-spotted newt 
Wood duck Marsh rabbit 

 
The Blueback herring was dropped from the analysis for this project because the HEP Team 
determined that the species is not found in the project area.   
 
The Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) values for each evaluation species for each Mitigation 
Strategy were calculated in the previous study.  Those tables are provided in the Appendix.  
The HSI values were entered into spreadsheets to calculate Average Annual Habitat Unit 
(AAHU) gains for various combinations of land cover acreage and Mitigation Strategy.  The 
AAHUs to be replaced for each species are calculated for a mitigation parcel without the 
Mitigation Strategy and subtracted from the values for the parcel under the Mitigation 
Strategy to determine the compensation value of the parcel, a positive number indicating 
habitat gain due to the compensation plan.  The amount of acreage needed for full 
compensation for each evaluation species and each Mitigation Strategy is also provided in 
the Appendix.  
 
6)  Cultural Resource Evaluations 

  
Phase I cultural resource investigations were undertaken in the spring and summer of 2006 
for the potential compensation parcels within MC1 and MC2.  The purpose of these 
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investigations was to determine if there are historic structures or archaeological sites listed or 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that could 
compromise use of the parcels as compensation sites.  If the Mitigation Strategy of a 
potential compensation site incorporates preservation, it is expected that any cultural resource 
at the site could be avoided so that it would not hinder the compensation plan.  However, if 
the Mitigation Strategy for a potential compensation site incorporates restoration, the 
restoration activities could adversely affect a cultural resource. Thus, any eligible cultural 
resource on a proposed restoration area could hinder compensation there.  Two of the 
identified sites will require further investigation to clarify their components and determine if 
they are eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
 
In MC1, the Phase I cultural resource evaluation identified five sites, all of them 
archaeological, one of which is potentially significant.  This site has the potential to disrupt 
restoration of a substantially sized parcel within the mega-cluster.  Further evaluations will 
be needed to determine the extent of the resource and whether the parcel should be used for 
compensation. 
 
In MC2, the Phase I cultural resource evaluation identified one archaeological site as 
potentially significant.  This site does not have the potential to significantly disrupt use of the 
proposed mitigation parcel.   
 
c. Conceptual Compensation Plan 
 
This Conceptual Compensation Plan identifies the areas and treatments needed for full 
compensation in terms of wetlands, streams, and fish and wildlife habitat.  The plan was 
developed by evaluating specific land parcels within the cities of Chesapeake and Virginia 
Beach, determining the potential mitigation strategies for each parcel, and quantifying the 
wetland, stream, and fish and wildlife habitat compensation that the parcels would provide.  
Acquisition, management, and preservation of the following areas will provide the full 
compensation required for the project.  MC1 consists of 714.36 acres in the City of 
Chesapeake and 1589.47 acres in the City of Virginia Beach.  MC2, entirely in Virginia 
Beach, would total 951.24 acres.  The combined area of MC1 and MC2 is 3,255.07 acres of 
compensation, the land cover of which is shown in Table 4-34, new to the FEIS.   
 

TABLE 4-34 
SUMMARY OF LAND COVER WITHIN MC1 AND MC2 

 
Land Cover Classification Acres 
Crop1 308.56 
Pasture/ Open 26.26 
Lacustrine 2.64 
Riverine2 1.22 
UFOE 16.18 
UFOD 4.80 
USHE 6.37 
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TABLE 4-34 
SUMMARY OF LAND COVER WITHIN MC1 AND MC2 

 
USHD 10.24 
Urban N/A 
Swamp 935.33 
PFO1 705.29 
Cutover PFO1 136.32 
PFO4 332.32 
PSS1 618.17 
PSS4 151.37 
PEM 0 
E2EM 0 
E2SS 0 
E2UB 0 
Total Compensation Area 3,255.07 
1 Crop includes both upland and prior converted cropland 
2 Approximate based on length times average width of streams in plan 

 
The compensation plan must account for replacing 172.58 acres of lost wetlands with a 
minimum of 314.07 acres based on the ratios shown in Table 4-33.  The wetland 
compensation provided by the proposed compensation plan was developed accounting for 
reductions in the corridor width and lengthening of bridges.   
 
The acreage of the conceptual compensation plan is: 

224.22 acres of prior converted cropland restoration; 
2,880.02 acres of wetland preservation; and, 
150.83 acres of additional land, primarily upland; 

 
The 2,880.02 acres of wetland preservation provides a credit ratio of greater than 30:1.  [This 
value was calculated by subtracting 224.22 acres of prior converted cropland restoration at 
1:1 credit ratio from 314.07 acres compensation required, leaving 89.85 acres remainder; 
then dividing 2,880.02 acres preservation by 89.85, giving a product of 32.05, which is 
greater than a 30:1 ratio.]  
 
The stream compensation goal is to offset the loss of length and functional value of 8,475.18 
linear feet of impacted streams.  The stream compensation provided by the proposed 
compensation plan was developed accounting for reductions in the corridor width and 
lengthening of bridges.  The regulatory agencies have stated that 1:1 compensation for stream 
function will be required.  Stream enhancement (minor improvements and/or buffer planting) 
and preservation would likely be approved at a return ratio of between 5 to 1, to 20 to 1.  
Many of the stream impacts are at locations where the stream parallels the corridor. It is 
expected that these parallel impacts can be avoided during final design or the impacts can be 
replaced “in-kind” by relocating the impacted segment adjacent to the roadway using natural 



channel design techniques.  Therefore, the precise values for stream function impacts will be 
determined during final design.  This conceptual compensation plan has identified potential 
stream segments and possible treatments as follows: 
 

31,436.69 linear feet of stream preservation; 
1,630.58 linear feet of stream restoration; 
For a total length of 33,067.27 linear feet. 

 
The stream mitigation ratios will be determined during the permitting stage of the project. 
The final stream compensation plan will incorporate the current evaluation methodologies 
that address the functional values of both the impacted and the replacement streams. 
 
All of the identified mitigation strategies, except for MS2, are needed to accomplish the 
desired full compensation for each evaluation species.  Table 4-35, new to the FEIS, provides 
the acreage of this Conceptual Compensation Plan by Mitigation Strategy. 
 

Table 4-35 
Acreage of Mitigation Strategies

Mitigation Strategy Acres 
MS1 224.22 
MS2 0 
MS4 618.17 
MS5B 151.37 
MS6A 4.80 
MS6B 16.18 
MS7 136.32 
MS9 1037.61 
MS11 935.33 
MS12 110.60 
MS13 1.22 
Other 19.25 
Total Compensation Area 3,255.07 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The mix of parcels and mitigation strategies that would provide at least 100% compensation 
for all evaluation species was continually refined throughout the HEP process by the HEP 
Team.  Table 4-36, new to the FEIS, provides a list of the evaluation species and the acreage 
required to provide 100 percent habitat compensation. 
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The compensation site selection effort led to identification of a mix of parcels that actually 
provided well more than 100% compensation for certain species.  A generalized map 
showing the conceptual compensation plan study area is provided on Exhibit 4-19, new to the 
FEIS.  Table 4-37, new to the FEIS, provides the amount of compensation provided by this 
Conceptual Compensation Plan in relation to the amount needed.   
 
It should be noted that the final compensation plan will be re-evaluated during the permitting 
phase of the project and may change at that time based on changes in the project, the land 
parcels available, land cover of the compensation parcels, and any changes in regulatory 
policies.  
 
d. Compensation Plan Cost 
 
The expected cost of the proposed natural resources compensation plan was calculated to be 
approximately $127 million based on the 3,255 acres needed for habitat compensation.  The 
costs include acquisition, engineering, construction, and monitoring for ten years.  The costs 
for engineering, construction, and monitoring are expected to be lower than the average 
compensation site cost because so much of the compensation plan involves preservation 
rather than construction.  The cost is based on 2006 dollars. 
 

Table 4-37 
Summary of Percent Compensation Provided for  Lost 

Average Annual Habitat Units
Evaluation Species Compensation Percent 

Provided by Plan 
Chickadee 420 % 
Pine warbler 512 % 
Prothonotary warbler 1,148 % 
Woodcock/ forested 338 % 
Woodcock/ shrub 20,718 % 
Gray squirrel 322 % 
Brown thrasher 688 % 
Pileated woodpecker 475 % 
Northern bobwhite quail 408 % 
Swamp rabbit – forest/ shrub 884 % 
Swamp rabbit – herbaceous None needed 
Barred owl 317 % 
Newt – aquatic 255 % 
Newt – terrestrial 143 % 
Wood duck 163 % 
White tail deer 437 % 
Great blue heron 440 % 
Bluegill – lacustrine None needed 
Bluegill - riverine 100 % 
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4.  Mitigation of Wildlife Impacts 
 
The expected impacts to wildlife as a result of the project can be reduced through use of 
design measures, such as bridging, countersinking of culverts, and reducing the roadway 
footprint and median width.  In addition, temporary impacts can be reduced through 
minimizing staging areas and construction access roads in valuable habitats. 
 
Providing wildlife crossings at strategic locations can reduce the impacts of forest 
fragmentation and potential mortality associated with vehicle-wildlife collisions, and will 
allow continued movement of wildlife within forest corridors. The locations and design of 
wildlife crossings will be developed during final design and permitting for the project. 

 
The impacts of forest fragmentation resulting from the project will be further reduced by 
following the existing Elbow Road footprint through much of the Stumpy Lake area.  Elbow 
Road currently fragments the large forested systems that it traverses, including Gum Swamp 
below the Stumpy Lake spillway.  The proposed SEPG may actually reduce the effects of 
existing fragmentation in this highly sensitive area, because bridging will be provided over 
Gum Swamp, Elbow Road will be closed, and wildlife crossings could be added.   
 
Potential noise impacts can be minimized by limiting damage to natural forest stands along 
the roadway.  Forests with a mid-story shrub layer have been shown to dampen traffic noise 
substantially, with the dampening effect increasing with distance from the roadway in a near 
exponential fashion.  In addition, temporary impacts can be reduced through minimizing 
staging areas and construction access roads in valuable habitats. 
 
Compensation for the unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitats will be accomplished by 
implementation of the Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan discussed in the 
previous section.   

 
5.  Natural Areas 

 
VDCR has identified “Conservation Sites”, which are legally unprotected lands that support 
one or more occurrences of rare species or natural community elements of the state.  In the 
outer coastal plain physiographic province where the study area is located, several 
conservation sites have been identified. These include Gum Swamp, West Neck Creek, the 
North Landing River, and the Oceana Ponds.  The North Landing River-Gum Swamp 
Conservation Site and the North Landing River-West Neck Creek Conservation Site have 
been given a B3 biodiversity significance, which means a site having excellent examples of 
community types with good occurrences of globally rare species.   

 
Stumpy Lake Natural Area will be crossed by the North, North K, Stumpy North and Stumpy 
South CBAs.  Gum Swamp Natural Area will be crossed by the Preferred Alternative.   
Although some impacts will occur, the most of the crossings will be on bridge, thereby 
minimizing potential natural resource impacts.    
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These Conservation Sites have been taken into consideration when developing the 
Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan.  The Conservation Sites are incorporated 
into the Southern Watershed Management Area boundaries, which were one of the primary 
location criteria in screening and selecting the compensation parcels defined in the 
Conceptual Compensation Plan.  In addition, the conceptual compensation plan was 
developed using a suite of site selection criteria, which includes size of potential mitigation 
sites, location within appropriate watersheds, connectivity within an existing conservation 
corridor, and compatibility with local land use plans including the Southern Watershed Area 
Management Plan and the Multiple Benefits Conservation Plan.  
 
Since no legally protected natural areas would be directly impacted by the CBAs, no 
mitigation will be required.  Mitigation may be required for impacts to the small parcel 
owned by The Nature Conservancy if it is directly impacted. Protection of these areas from 
potential secondary impacts would be accomplished primarily through implementation of 
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures.   
 
6. Plan Implementation 
 
Given that over 160 acres of the impacted wetlands from the Preferred Alternative are 
forested, it was noted by an agency that it may be difficult to obtain adequate hydrological 
conditions for the development of a forested wetland system, which could make them 
difficult to adequately mitigate for since forested wetlands require decades to reach maturity.  
The agency was also concerned that planted seeds or tree saplings may not readily adapt in a 
mitigation area where there is no adequate canopy cover that limit sunlight and reduces 
competition.   
 
VDOT has had good success designing and constructing forested wetlands. Although there 
are occasional challenges, most VDOT wooded wetland compensation sites reach their 
mitigation goals.  While it does take time for a forested wetland to reach maturity, the 
standard 2:1 replacement ratio, which is committed to in this Plan, is intended to compensate 
for this time discrepancy.    
 
It should also be noted that the mitigation package for this project has been developed 
collaboratively with the study team and the resource agencies.  In addition to building upon 
the HEP work performed during previous EIS documents, the new HEP team had monthly 
meetings, beginning in September 2005, to develop the mitigation package for the current 
project.  The members of the HEP team included: members from VDOT, consultant, and the 
COE, USFWS, and EPA.  The mitigation plan as put forth in the FEIS was developed in 
concurrence from the resource agencies – utilizing their guidance in the process.  As part of 
the development of the mitigation package, the HEP team realized the difficulties in 
mitigating for forested wetlands. These issues were identified, discussed and specific 
commitments were made in the plan to address this issue (as discussed above).   
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N. RARE SPECIES 
 
Neither the No-Build nor any of the Build Alternatives would cause impacts to federally 
threatened or endangered species.  However, each of the CBAs will impact habitat for the 
state-protected Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew and canebrake rattlesnake.  Detailed 
discussions of these impacts are provided in the DEIS, pages 4-53 through 4-55.   
 
The following additional information regarding the canebrake rattlesnake is provided to 
supplement the DEIS: 
 
The canebrake rattlesnake occupies hardwood and mixed hardwood-pine forests, cane fields, 
and swamp margins.  Because this habitat type occurs within the project footprint, impacts to 
this species are possible.  Small populations of the state-listed endangered canebrake 
rattlesnake have been documented in the study area; however habitat loss due to development 
continues to reduce the viability of the remaining habitat to sustain those populations. Again, 
potential impacts will be due to loss of individuals during construction and loss of habitat.  
Where feasible, impacts to the snakes’ preferred habitat will be avoided.  Impacts of the 
CBAs to potential Canebrake Rattlesnake habitat are shown in Table 4-24 of the DEIS.   
 
Once the final construction footprint has been determined, consultation with VDGIF will 
occur to design mitigation measures to minimize impacts to these species. 
 
O. HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES 
 
Only two designated federal, state, or local hazardous waste sites or treatment, storage and 
disposal facilities would be directly impacted by SEPG.  Both are located on Segment F, so 
they will be impacted by whichever build alternative is selected.  Neither would be impacted 
by the No-Build Alternative.   
 
It is beyond the scope of this study to assess the potential impacts the CBAs would have on 
small generators of hazardous waste located within the study area.  A more detailed 
investigation (i.e. Phase I and/or Phase II Environment Site Assessment) may be necessary 
during the design phase for the selected build alternative.  Any hazardous waste sites 
encountered during the design phase may require mitigation in accordance with federal and 
state standards and regulations.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the 
DEIS page 4-55. 
 
P. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
During construction of the roadway, several environmental impacts may occur, but they can 
be controlled, minimized or mitigated through careful attention to prudent construction 
practices and methods.  Many of these practices and methods are found in the VDOT 2002 
Road and Bridge Specifications.  Any land disturbing activities that occur in the VDOT 
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right-of-way must be supervised by a certified Erosion and Sediment Control Contractor.  
More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS pages 4-55 through 4-59. 
 
1. Water Quality 
 
Project construction would likely result in short-term impacts to nearby water resources from 
sedimentation.  Strict adherence to erosion and sedimentation controls as outlined in the 
Virginia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Handbook, 1992, will minimize these impacts.  
Construction activities will be staged so that exposure of cleared areas and erodible earth are 
minimized to the extent possible and wherever feasible, erosion control measures will be 
retained as permanent features in the roadway design.  Construction impacts should also be 
mitigated by performing work adjacent to waterways during periods of low flow.  Extreme 
caution will be exercised to prevent spilling of construction materials and equipment fuels 
and lubricants into waterways during construction.  In the event any contractor dumps, 
discharges, or spills any contaminant that may effect water quality, they will immediately 
notify all appropriate local, state, and federal agencies and would take immediately action to 
contain and remove the contaminant.   
 
Q. PERMITS 
 
The project will require submittal of a Joint Permit Application (JPA) to the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission (VMRC).  The JPA is used to apply for permits from VMRC, the 
Norfolk District Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 
(DCR) and local wetlands boards.  Issuance of permits will require that impacts to aquatic 
resources have been adequately compensated.  More detailed information on this section is 
provided in the DEIS pages 4-59 and 4-60. 
 
R. RELATIONSHIP OF LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES VS. LONG-TERM 

PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Constructing the project will result in long-term gains at the expense of short-term impacts.  
Generally, although the degree of impact may vary, all CBAs will have similar short-term 
impacts to long-term productivity.  Short-term impacts are primarily experienced during the 
construction period, which is also the time of greatest environmental disruption.  
Construction impacts and other short-term impacts are, for the most part, offset by gains in 
long-term productivity.  More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS 
pages 4-60 and 4-61. 
 
S. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
 
Although resources by quantity may vary among CBAs, all build alternatives would require 
similar irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources.  Any construction will also 
require a one-time expenditure of irretrievable State and federal funds.  The benefits of 
construction, including improved accessibility and safety, savings in time, and greater 
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availability of quality services are anticipated to outweigh the commitment of resources.  
More detailed information on this section is provided in the DEIS page 4-62. 
 
T. INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
The entire Section T from the DEIS (pages 4-62 through 4-83) is reproduced below, with 
various amendments and updates. 
 
1. Background 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR §§ 1500 -1508) define 
the impacts and effects that must be addressed and considered by Federal agencies in 
satisfying the requirements of the NEPA process.  This includes direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts: 
 
• Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR § 

1508.8).  Except for this section, most of the impacts discussed in Chapter 4 deal with 
the direct effects or impacts of the project. 

• Indirect effects or impacts (also referred to as secondary impacts or effects) are caused 
by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 
foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, 
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems (40 
CFR § 1508.8).  CEQ guidance states that “reasonably foreseeable” actions are those 
that are likely to occur or probable, rather than those that are merely possible, imagined 
or speculative.  

• Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment, which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such 
other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR § 1508.7). 

 
2. Evaluation of Previous Indirect Analyses 
 
The previous environmental documents prepared for the project were reviewed for their 
analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts.  The original DEIS (1989) did not contain an 
indirect or cumulative impacts analysis section.  The SDEIS (1994) contained a section on 
indirect impacts, approach, assumptions and results, and contained several maps that showed 
resources for the entire cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake, as well as existing 
developed areas, planned growth areas and sensitive environmental areas.  A table 
summarizing indirect effects (see Table 4-36) showed overall acreages of undeveloped land 
and the portions of which potentially contained sensitive environmental resources.  The 
SDEIS report made several conclusions regarding this indirect effects analysis.  They 
included:  
 



 

• There will be some development induced by Southeastern Expressway (previous 
name of SEPG); however, its location and extent cannot be accurately predicted. 

• Development induced by Southeastern Expressway may extend beyond the limits of 
the study area, particularly along arterials such as Centerville Turnpike and Indian 
River Road. 

• The results of the indirect effects exercise will not constitute secondary impacts from 
Southeastern Expressway, but rather an inventory of environmentally sensitive lands 
upon which planned development may occur. 

• The inventory will serve as a basis for future preservation and planning by the Cities. 
• The inventory will be used by the Cities and resource agencies as a mechanism for 

future regulatory efforts. 
 

 
 

TABLE 4-38, SDEIS INDIRECT EFFECTS

Given that the SDEIS analysis is now outdated, it was concluded at the onset of the current 
SEPG project that the methodology used for the SDEIS would not be repeated, and the 
historical data would be used only as a reference.  Several regulatory and resource agencies 
commented on the DEIS that the current indirect analysis should be comparable to the level 
of analysis utilized in the SDEIS.  As a result, an alternative methodology was developed 
based on current FHWA guidance and comparable to the indirect analysis prepared for the 
SDEIS.  The indirect analysis performed for the SDEIS did not quantify the likely indirect 
impacts associated with the project.  Rather, the indirect analysis included a mapping effort 
to depict land that was environmentally sensitive and had the potential for development.  
 
3. Indirect Analysis Map 
 
Similar to the indirect analysis prepared for the SDIES, a mapping effort was performed for 
the Preferred Alternative to depict potentially developable land and land that is 
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environmentally sensitive.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, Indirect Analysis Maps (Exhibits 4-21 and 4-22) were 
created by using the most recently available GIS data and aerial imagery from VDOT and the 
Cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake. In order to determine which areas were considered 
developable, all of the land that was either already developed or land in which development 
has started and/or been approved for development was assumed to be already developed. 
Additionally, land that was currently protected with a conservation or preservation purpose 
was determined as not developable.  All remaining land was assumed to have the potential 
for development.   
 
In addition, environmentally sensitive areas were identified using the National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) maps.  For the purpose of this analysis, the wetland areas identified on the 
NWI maps were considered to be environmentally sensitive.    
 
It should be noted that this map does not account for the limitations to development resulting 
from the ACUIZ overlay zoning district.   
  
Results 
 
As with the SDEIS indirect analysis, this mapping effort was used to draw general 
conclusions of the land which has the potential for development and is environmentally 
sensitive and not used to quantify impacts.  Exhibits 4-21 and 4-22 depict the developable 
land and the environmentally sensitive land in Virginia Beach and Chesapeake, respectively.  
Cleary, the maps demonstrate that the majority of land near the Preferred Alternative has 
already been developed and would not be indirectly impacted by the Preferred Alternative.   
 
Table 4-37 depicts the acreage of potentially developable land adjacent to the Preferred 
Alterative and how much of this developable land is environmentally sensitive. It was 
assumed for this calculation that for any parcel neighboring the Preferred Alternative, the 
entire acreage of the parcel was calculated.  In accordance with current NEPA guidance on 
assessing indirect impacts, as cited below in this section, it is likely that only those areas near 
intersections, interchanges or major arterials leading to these intersections could likely be 
indirectly impacted as a result the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts resulting 
from the Preferred Alternative would likely be considerably less than that shown in Table 1.  

 
Table 4-37   Indirect Analysis Map Results 

 Developable 
Land (acres) 

Environmentally 
sensitive land 

(acres) 
Chesapeake 607.7 120.7 
Virginia Beach 328.3 0 
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Additionally as depicted in Exhibits 4-21 and 4-22, only two of the ten proposed 
intersections or interchanges along the Preferred Alternative have potentially developable 
land.  The land adjacent and approaching the intersections at Centerville and Dam Neck, is 
potentially developable and its attractiveness to developers could be enhanced with the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  
 
 4. Indirect Impact Analysis 
 
Given that the Build Alternative is a new, controlled access transportation facility along new 
alignment in a growing area, NEPA guidance provided by the Transportation Research Board 
(TRB) states that there is moderate certainty that substantial land use conversion may be 
induced adjacent to the facility, primarily at interchanges and along major arterial roads 
leading to them.  This is based on several indicators, including the fact that the path of 
regional development is in the direction of the planned facility, the majority of the study area 
is characterized by middle and high income levels, and there are no development 
moratoriums in either Chesapeake or Virginia Beach that could severely restrict growth.  
The following indirect impact analysis evaluates the potential for land use conversion for the 
No Build and Candidate Build Alternatives at the proposed intersections and major arterials 
leading to these intersections.  In compliance with the FHWA Technical Advisory, the 
analysis also presents the secondary social, economic, and environmental impacts of any 
substantial, foreseeable, induced development.  Where possible, the distinction between 
planned and unplanned growth is identified.  It is assumed that for the Build and No Build 
Alternatives that development will be controlled by a variety of federal, state, or local 
regulations or ordinances, such as the AICUZ overlay zoning district and the Clean Water 
Act. 
 
Overall Assumptions 
 
• Other forces impacting the location, type and density of land uses in the region will 

affect this induced development, including location and availability of public utilities, 
other local and regional transportation improvements, and new development controls 
around NAS Oceana due to noise.   

• Each Build Alternative will continue the same historical growth rates and land use 
changes into the future, such that the overall amount of growth for the study area would 
not change.  The main elements that would change are the location and pattern (i.e. 
concentration or dispersion) of that growth.  

• Land use development is likely to occur where access is improved from the facility.  
Because SEPG will be built as a controlled access facility, no parcel of land adjacent to 
the mainline of SEPG will have direct access to the facility.  Given that access to SEPG 
from land parcels will only be improved at defined interchanges with SEPG (via local 
cross streets), it is concluded that conversions from planned low density uses (primarily 
low density residential) to higher density (commercial, industrial and medium to high 
density residential) land uses will primarily be induced on parcels within a 1 mile radius 
of a proposed interchange as well as along main arterials that lead to the interchange. 
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• Even with the previous assumption, however, there is always the possibility that other 
areas through which SEPG passes may be more easily accessed because of the facility.  
Increased access to areas of the study corridor outside of defined interchanges is 
therefore theoretically possible; however, qualifying that potential for every proposed 
interchange is highly speculative and outside of the scope of this EIS. 

 
5. Indirect Impacts 
 
a. No Build Alternative 
 
The No Build Alternative assumes the roadway and freeway projects committed for 
construction in the Hampton Roads 2026 Regional Transportation Plan, except for SEPG, 
will be implemented (see Chapter 2 for complete discussion and list of projects).  Just as the 
absence of SEPG has not limited the amount of growth up to now, it is not predicted to do so 
in the future under the No Build Alternative.  In approximating the No Build Alternative, 
therefore, it is assumed that the same historical growth rates, total amount of population 
growth and amount of residential and non-residential development estimated for the Build 
Alternatives in the study area as a whole will continue into the future, just without the SEPG 
facility. 
 
Coordination with local land use planners was conducted to determine possible changes to 
land use with the No-Build scenario. Currently, the adopted Land Use plan identifies the 
SEPG as being built, with higher density, non-residential land uses concentrated at 
“development nodes” around future interchanges.  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 
in the absence of the SEPG and its planned interchanges, the location of future non-
residential development in the study area will change.  Given the diminished existing levels 
of service on the main arterials throughout the study area (such as Elbow Road, Mt. Pleasant 
Road, Indian River Road, Centerville Turnpike, Princess Anne Road, Nimmo Parkway and 
London Bridge Road) it is likely that these roadways (among others) would be widened in 
the future to provide additional capacity.  As these roadways are widened, frontage parcels 
would tend to attract non-residential uses (especially strip retail commercial), given an 
absence of development nodes and also given that residential subdivisions are normally not 
favored to be located on wide arterial streets.  Under the No Build, many of the planned 
development nodes along the Preferred Alternative (as identified in the cities’ adopted land 
use plans, including Centerville/Elbow Road in Chesapeake and Princess Anne Commons 
and Corporate Landing Park in Virginia Beach), would be unable to attract the necessary 
truck-dependant and high tech developments without freeway access.  Thus, the types and 
densities of uses at these nodes would decrease substantially, and the pressure to develop 
land along the widened arterials with “more compatible” strip commercial, high density 
residential and industrial uses would increase.  This would likely result in greater pressure to 
induce the surrounding areas along these arterials to residential uses to support these 
commercial areas.  Instead of concentrated non-residential development at interchange 
development nodes (as under the Build Alternatives), the No Build would likely lead to strip 
commercial and industrial development extended along local arterial roads (especially where 
they intersect) over a wide portion of the study area.  Such dispersed and low density land 
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use patterns have been shown to impede the effectiveness of mass transit and lead to more 
vehicle miles traveled in a region. 
 
Indirect environmental impacts likely to result from this change in development patterns 
under the No Build Alternative include increased use of environmentally sensitive and unique 
natural lands, especially North Landing River and West Neck Creek located along major 
arterials in the study area for commercial, industrial and commercial uses.  It is assumed that 
lands near Stumpy Lake and Gum Swamp will continue to be protected by locality plans, as 
they are with the Preferred Alternative.  Development predicted under the No Build 
Alternative would cause a cumulative loss of wildlife and sensitive species habitat, a loss of 
wetlands and an encroachment onto floodplains. The Chowan River/Albemarle Sound, Back 
Bay, Lower James and Chesapeake Bay/Atlantic Ocean Watersheds that drain the study area 
may be disrupted by increases in downstream sedimentation and turbidity and deposition of 
pollutants such as nutrients, coliform bacteria, heavy metals, asbestos and petroleum products 
and byproducts.  These adverse effects could reduce downstream water quality and 
potentially impact fisheries and macrobenthic populations.  Conversion of forested areas, 
shrub lands and prime agriculture lands to urban uses may also occur, resulting in a loss of 
timber resources and loss of wildlife habitat, which could adversely affect sensitive wildlife 
species. 
 
b. Build Alternatives 
 
1. Interchange Analysis 
 
Although the exact amount, location and type of land use change possible for each specific 
interchange area is highly speculative at this point and dependent on many factors that are 
beyond the scope of this study, it is possible to compare the existing land uses with future 
planned land uses at potential interchange locations and along connecting arterials to 
determine if there is a potential for induced land use changes beyond what is currently 
planned.  Below is such a discussion.   
 
a) Preferred Alternative Interchanges  
 
The current adopted Comprehensive Plans for Chesapeake and Virginia Beach assume that 
the Build Alternative for SEPG will be constructed on the Preferred location.  The probable 
induced land use changes of the Preferred Alternative were therefore considered at the time 
these plans were adopted and are adequately represented in these plans.  It should therefore 
be assumed that, unless otherwise noted, a comparison between existing land uses (see 
Exhibit 4-1 in the DEIS, page 4-10) and future land uses as shown on these plans (see Exhibit 
4-20, revised from Exhibit 4-16 in the DEIS) should adequately reflect a reasonably 
foreseeable estimate of induced land use changes around the project’s Preferred Alternative 
interchanges.  As discussed in Chapter 3, the future land use plan maps in the FEIS (Exhibits 
3-8 and 4-20) were revised using the most current adopted land use plans for the localities 
(2003 Plan for Virginia Beach and 2026 Comprehensive Plan for Chesapeake). 
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i. I-64 / I–464 & Oak Grove Connector (Chesapeake Expressway) Interchange 
 
This existing interchange is the western terminus of the project and is common to all of the 
Build Alternatives for SEPG.  Closest to this interchange on CBA Segment A near Dominion 
Blvd in Chesapeake, is a small existing residential area (at Doziers Corners and Battlefield 
Commons) as well as some vacant land (near Battlefield Corporate Center) which are 
planned to be converted to commercial or industrial uses.  Some existing commercial uses at 
Battlefield Corporate Center are planned for Industrial uses.  Further out, current vacant 
pockets are planned to fill in with residential or public/institutional uses.  The Preferred 
Alternative will not extend outside of the current Oak Grove Connector right-of-way, which 
will avoid impact to the preserved high value forested wetland and uplands on the north side 
of the Oak Grove Connector (which is partial mitigation for the Oak Grove Connector, Cedar 
Rd. Phases IV-V, and the City of Chesapeake’s Oak Grove Park.)  This is a high quality 
mixed pine-hardwood community that is particularly important because it is a large area of 
preserved land surrounded by developed land.  
  

ii. Battlefield Blvd / Oak Grove Connector (Chesapeake Expressway) 
 Interchange 

 
This interchange on CBA Segment B in Chesapeake is common to the Preferred, Stumpy 
North and Stumpy South Alternatives.  It is planned for additional urban single family and 
high density residential development near Oak Grove Meadows, Wimbledon Chase and 
Acorn Grove neighborhoods, along with additional commercial and industrial development 
south on Battlefield Blvd, near the Oak Grove Business Center.  Further out, current vacant 
pockets are planned to fill in with residential or public/institutional uses.  This area is in close 
proximity to the preserved and restored wetland areas, as well as the wooded areas, described 
in the section above.  Other areas expected to be impacted by induced development 
(especially closer to the South Branch of the Elizabeth River), contain lands with less prior 
disturbance, more wetlands and higher natural values. 
 

iii. Great Bridge Bypass (Chesapeake Expressway) / Kempsville Road 
Interchange 

 
This interchange on CBA Segment B in Chesapeake is common to the Preferred, Stumpy 
North and Stumpy South Alternatives.  No additional land uses are planned near Stillwater 
Farms or Oak Brooke Neighborhoods.  Additional commercial uses are planned near Little 
Zion Baptist Church and office/industrial uses are planned at the intersection of Clearfield 
Ave and Kempsville Road.  A Chesapeake Development Authority industrial development is 
also planned on about ½ of the triangular land area bounded by Clearfield Avenue, 
Kempsville Road and Butts Station Road.  Land use changes are not likely to the southeast of 
the proposed interchange, as that area is identified in Chesapeake’s land use plan to remain 
undeveloped in conservation.  The land use changes that are induced (according to adopted 
plans) will likely occur on previously ditched farmland with forested field edges that contain 
some wetlands and moderate wildlife and natural areas.  
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iv. SEPG Segment C / Great Bridge Bypass (Chesapeake Expressway) 
Interchange 

 
This interchange separates CBA Segments B & C at the point where the new alignment of 
SEPG will tie in to existing ROW under the Preferred Alternative in Chesapeake. This 
interchange is common to the Preferred, Stumpy North and Stumpy South Alternatives.  Land 
uses within the northeast quadrant of this new interchange are planned for office/industrial 
uses (as described above at the intersection of Clearfield Ave and Kempsville Road).   
 
Land uses within the southwest and southeast quadrants are planned to remain undeveloped 
as Conservation Areas.  According to the NWI map shown on Exhibit 4-14a (of the DEIS), 
these Conservation Areas contain a significant amount of wetlands.  There is no reason to 
expect these Conservation Areas to be induced to develop into urban uses. 
  
 

v. SEPG  Segment D / Centerville Turnpike Interchange  
 
This interchange is on CBA Segment D in Chesapeake and is only on the Preferred 
Alternative.  All four quadrants of the surrounding area are planned for business/commercial 
development, as is a wide area along Centerville Turnpike from Butt Station on the south to 
just before Mill Pond Forest subdivision to the north.  The large area extending northwest of 
the interchange is planned to be a medium density mixed use center that extends to 
Kempsville Road.  To the northeast of the interchange are planned a school, residential 
development, and further east, along Elbow Road, a Conservation Area that surrounds 
Stumpy Lake.  To the south of this interchange, commercial and residential extend about ¾ of 
a mile, turning into a Conservation Area that extends down to Albemarle-Chesapeake Canal.  
These induced land use changes are likely to occur on previously ditched farmland and 
grassland with forested edges that have moderate wildlife and natural area values.  According 
to the NWI maps (see Exhibit 4-14a in the DEIS), some of this planned development could 
impact wetlands; however, a substantial area that is predicted to contain wetlands has been 
identified by Chesapeake to remain natural under their Conservation Area designation. 

 
vi. SEPG Segment E / Indian River Road Interchange 

 
This interchange is on CBA Segment E in Virginia Beach and is common to the Preferred, 
Stumpy South and North K Alternatives.  All four quadrants currently contain residential 
uses, including the Hillcrest Farms neighborhood, or are undeveloped/vacant.  The entire area 
is planned for residential or public/institutional uses.  Gum Swamp is planned for public use 
by the City of Virginia Beach.  There are high quality wetlands located to the east, associated 
with the North Landing River, and west, associated with Gum Swamp.  Development at this 
interchange could affect this area, with its high quality habitat and important water quality 
values.  It could also fragment this wildlife corridor. 
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vii. SEPG / Princess Anne Road Interchange 
 
This interchange separates CBA Segments E & F in Virginia Beach and is common to all 
Candidate Build Alternatives, including the Preferred.  The surrounding area currently 
consists of farmland/forest/vacant, residential (Landstown Meadows, Woods of Piney Grove 
and Christopher Farms neighborhoods) and public uses (Virginia Beach Sportsplex and The 
Players Club Golf Course at Princess Anne Park).  The interchange has already been planned 
for within the Princess Anne Park Plan.  The western half of the interchange is planned for 
additional institutional/public use while the eastern half is planned for additional residential 
uses.  Over 50% of the interchange is planned in wetlands.  The induced land use changes 
around this interchange will likely occur on previously ditched farmland and grassland, along 
with high quality forested wetland and upland areas that have moderate wildlife, water 
quality, open space, and natural area values.   
 

viii. SEPG / Dam Neck Road Interchange 
 
This interchange is on CBA Segment F in Virginia Beach and is common to all Candidate 
Build Alternatives, including the Preferred.  The surrounding area currently consists mostly 
of farmland/forest/vacant, with small pockets of residential (Sandalwood, Dam Neck Estates 
neighborhoods), commercial, industrial and public/institutional.  The four quadrants of the 
proposed interchange have already been planned for industrial uses within the Corporate 
Landing Office Park Master Plan.  These induced land use changes will likely occur on 
previously ditched farmland, along with some forested and wetland areas that have moderate 
wildlife and natural area values.  The eastern two quadrants of this interchange appear to be 
located in wetlands.  
 
 ix. SEPG / Oceana Blvd Interchange 
 
This interchange is on CBA Segment F in Virginia Beach and is common to all Candidate 
Build Alternatives, including the Preferred.  It provides access to the main entrance of NAS 
Oceana, and except for the large public/institutional (NAS Oceana) area to the northwest, the 
area surrounding it currently consists mainly of farmland/forest/ vacant with pockets of 
commercial to the east and residential (Derby Run Trailer Park and Macons Corner 
neighborhoods) to the south.  The northwest quadrant of the interchange is planned to 
continue to be part of the Naval Air Station, while the northeast is planned for industrial, the 
southeast is planned for commercial and the southwest is planned to complete its buildout as 
residential.  These induced land use changes will likely occur on previously ditched 
farmland, along with some forested and wetland areas that have moderate wildlife and 
natural area values.  A large forested wetland constitutes approximately 50% of this 
interchange area. 

 
 x. SEPG / Virginia Beach Boulevard (17th Street) Interchange 

 
This interchange is on CBA Segment F in Virginia Beach near Sykes Avenue and is common 
to all Candidate Build Alternatives, including the Preferred.  The surrounding area consists of 
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existing residential uses (Oceana Gardens Neighborhood is nearby) and a few small 
businesses and industries.  Some vacant land to the east (along Great Neck Creek) is planned 
for residential and industrial uses. Although very little land is slated for induced change to a 
different use, Virginia Beach’s plans allow for increased density of uses in this area.  Most of 
these induced land use changes will likely occur on existing urban or previously disturbed 
uplands with marginal wildlife and natural area value, except for the area along West Neck 
Creek, which may contain previously disturbed wetlands of marginal value. 
 

xi. SEPG / I-264 Interchange 
 
This interchange is on CBA Segment F in Virginia Beach and is common to all Candidate 
Build Alternatives, including the Preferred.  It is located at the point where the new 
alignment of SEPG will terminate with I-264, to the east of the Hilltop Shopping Center.  The 
surrounding area consists of existing single-family and multi-family residential uses and a 
few small businesses and industries with some vacant land north of I-264.  The area to the 
north of I-264 is planned to be commercial while the area to the south of I-264 is planned to 
be residential.  Most of these induced land use changes will likely occur on existing urban or 
previously disturbed land with marginal wildlife and natural area value.  There is a tidal 
wetland near this interchange associated with Linkhorn Bay that will require disturbance and 
bridging, but it has previously been disturbed.    
 
b) Other CBA Interchanges 
 
To reasonably predict what land uses could be foreseeably induced by the other Candidate 
Build Alternatives, a qualitative discussion of land use changes possible for each proposed 
interchange along the other Candidate Build Alternatives, relative to their  potential for 
indirect effects, is provided below for all interchanges not discussed under the Preferred. 

 
i. SEPG Segment G / Oak Grove Connector (Chesapeake Expressway) 

Interchange 
 
This interchange separates CBA Segments A & B in Chesapeake and is common to the North 
and North K Alternatives.  It consists of vacant/undeveloped land planned for urban 
residential, commercial and public/institutional uses.  Several uses already exist in the area, 
including residential (Greenwood Estates, Red Oak, Oak Bridge Forest Neighborhoods) and 
public/institutional uses (Chesapeake General Hospital, Oscar Frommel Smith High School, 
Oak Grove Lake Park, Chesapeake Wetland Mitigation Sites).   The induced land use 
changes at this interchange will occur on previously disturbed land with marginal wildlife 
and natural area values (on the northeast quadrant and south of the Oak Grove Connector), as 
well as high quality forested wetlands and uplands on the northwest quadrant (adjacent to the 
Chesapeake Wetland Mitigation Site).    
 
 
 
 



 

Southeastern Parkway & Greenbelt                       Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences         Page 4 - 69                           
Chesapeake & Virginia Beach, Virginia                            
 

ii. SEPG / Greenbrier Parkway Interchange 
 
This interchange along CBA Segment G in Chesapeake is common to the North and North K 
Alternatives.  The interchange and surrounding areas are currently developed to urban uses 
such as public/institutional (Greenbrier Middle School, Greenbrier Park), commercial (Shops 
at Greenbrier), industrial (Greenbrier Commerce Park) and residential (Saint Andrews and 
Lakewood Country Club Neighborhoods and their associated golf courses).  Very little 
vacant land exists in this area for new growth, however, induced development to higher 
density residential, commercial or industrial at the interchange could be predicted once the 
middle school is relocated, due to its large size.  Given the orientation and types of uses 
currently in the area, land uses could change substantially around the interchange after the 
introduction of SEPG and the interchange. 
 

iii. SEPG Segment G / Centerville Turnpike Interchange 
 
This interchange along CBA Segment G in Virginia Beach is located just north of Lynnhaven 
Parkway and is common to the North and North K Alternatives.  The interchange and 
surrounding areas are currently developed to urban uses such as residential (Alexandria and 
Charlestown Lakes Neighborhoods) and public/institutional (Centerville Elementary School).  
Very little vacant land exists in this area for new growth; however, induced development to 
higher density residential, commercial or industrial at the interchange could be predicted 
north and south of Lynnhaven Parkway.  Given the orientation and types of uses currently in 
the area, land uses could change substantially around the interchange after the introduction of 
SEPG and the interchange. 
 

iv. SEPG Segment H / Centerville Turnpike Interchange 
 
This interchange along CBA Segment H in Chesapeake is located north of Elbow Rd and 
south of Lynnhaven Parkway and is common to the Stumpy North and Stumpy South 
Alternatives.  The interchange and surrounding areas are currently mostly vacant or with 
scattered rural residential uses.  All four quadrants of the interchange are currently planned 
for commercial or public/institutional development.  These induced land use changes will 
likely occur on previously ditched farmland and grassland on the south side of the 
interchange, and will likely occur on wetlands and forests with wildlife and natural area 
values on the north side of the interchange.  
 

v. SEPG Segment I / Indian River Road Interchange 
 
This interchange along CBA Segment I in Virginia Beach is located north of Stumpy Lake 
and is common to all CBAs besides the Preferred (i.e. Stumpy North, Stumpy South, North 
and North K).  The interchange and surrounding areas are currently developed to urban uses 
such as residential (Brigadoon Pines, Rosemont Forest Neighborhoods) and public / 
institutional (Stumpy Lake Natural Area and Golf Course). No vacant private owned land 
exists in the interchange area for induced growth.  Additionally, given the orientation of uses 
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in the area, existing land uses would likely not change after the introduction of the 
interchange and SEPG. 
 
2. Indirect Impacts of the Build Alternatives 
 
a) Land Use Impacts 
 
Implementation of the cities’ Comprehensive Plans (which includes development of SEPG at 
the Preferred location), will facilitate a variety of land use changes in the study area.  
However, regardless of the Build Alternative chosen, the overall amount of population and 
employment growth is predicted to remain constant among the CBAs.  This means that 
although the location of specific land use changes may shift geographically between Build 
Alternatives, the overall amount of residential, industrial and commercial land use 
development will remain relatively constant between the various CBAs.   
 
An expected result of these assumptions is that development nodes will be shifted to new 
locations, but an overall increase in the number of development nodes, or an increase in the 
overall amount of non-residential development, would not be predicted.  Another expected 
result is that residential uses will continue to dominate the study area, regardless of the Build 
Alternative chosen.  This is because, except for designated conservation lands near the 
Albermarle Chesapeake Canal, Stumpy Lake, Gum Swamp, and the Virginia Beach 
Transition Area, the base land use designation for each locality is mainly residential.  There is 
no reason at this point to presume additional conservation lands or an entirely different open 
space preservation scenario for each Build Alternative.  
 
A final expected result is to the timing of this land use change.  Although the majority of the 
lands in the study area (except near Stumpy Lake and Gum Swamp) are predicted to be 
developed to an urban use at some point in the future (i.e. they will likely not remain natural 
or undeveloped under any of the CBAs), the selection of interchange locations will not only 
induce changes on lands surrounding them, but they may bring urbanization to the area 
sooner than would have normally been expected if the road and the interchange had not been 
there.  So, although the overall amount of non-residential development will not vary 
substantially between the CBAs, the lands at a few of the most southern CBA interchanges 
under the Preferred will likely become commercial and industrial sooner than under the other 
CBAs.  But, regardless of CBA, all of the lands in the study area, including the sensitive 
environmental ones not planned for protection by the locality, are anticipated to become 
urbanized at some point in the future, it is just a matter of whether or not they become 
commercial, industrial or residential. 
 
Given that the overall amount of development is predicted to remain constant between Build 
Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative can be used as a representative guide for the overall 
land use changes expected for all of the CBAs.  Therefore, it is likely that the majority of 
future land uses in the study area (regardless of alternative) would be residential, totaling 
51% of the study area, which is an increase of 4,111 acres from existing levels, which make 
up 35% of the current study area.  Public/Institutional is projected to increase by 1,753 acres, 
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or 13% to 17.5% of the study area in the future.  Industrial is predicted to increase by 4,016 
acres, rising from 2% of the study area to 12.5%.  Commercial is actually projected to 
decrease by 100 acres in the future, totaling 2,220 acres and 6% of the study area.  Given the 
projected amount urbanization of the study area in the future, it is not surprising that the 
overall amount of woodland / agricultural and undeveloped acreage is predicted to decline 
from 40% of the study area to 9%, a reduction of 12,093 acres.  
 
The overall amount of land use change in the study area will not vary substantially between 
Build Alternatives.  However, the shift of interchange locations between CBAs will alter the 
mix and timing of land uses on a localized basis, as is summarized below by CBA. 
 
Preferred Alternative – The Great Bridge, Centerville (on Segment D) and Indian River 
(south) interchanges along the Preferred Alternative are generally located in mostly 
undeveloped areas, which would induce a greater amount of natural to urban land use change 
than the other CBAs located in predominantly urban areas (e.g. North and North K).  
Although natural area impacts from induced development from the Preferred may be greater, 
its interchanges are mostly located outside of large wetland areas (except for Princess Anne, 
which is common to all the CBAs).  Overall, the Preferred Alternative will induce more 
dense urban development around interchanges that are physically located further to the south, 
and therefore closer to the rural fringe of the communities, than any other CBA.  This will 
bring development at higher densities (commercial, medium and high density residential and 
industrial) to more sensitive natural portions of the study area sooner than with the other 
CBAs.   
 
North and North K Alternatives – The Greenbrier, Centerville (on Segment G) and Indian 
River Interchanges (one at the north end of Stumpy Lake and the other at the south) along the 
North and North K Alternatives are generally located in developed or developing areas.  
Although this would induce a greater amount of low density to high density land use change 
than the Preferred, it would induce less natural to urban land use impacts. These Alternatives 
would require the shifting of the Great Bridge development node to either Greenbrier 
Parkway or Centerville Turnpike.  Overall, these Alternatives would induce more dense 
urban development around existing urban interchanges that are physically located within the 
existing community, not near the rural fringe.  This will, however, bring higher density urban 
uses and redevelopment activities adjacent to existing neighborhoods at locations that have 
not been planned by the localities, creating extensive displacements and additional cultural 
and social impacts.   
 
Stumpy North and Stumpy South Alternatives – Stumpy South has interchanges at 
Centerville (Segment H) and two on Indian River (the northernmost one is within the north 
end of Stumpy Lake Park and located almost entirely in wetlands).  Stumpy North shares this 
north Indian River Road interchange and includes another at Centerville (Segment H).  These 
interchanges are generally located in developed or developing areas.  This would induce a 
greater amount of low density to high density land use change than the Preferred.  Overall, 
these Alternatives would induce more dense urban development around existing urban 
interchanges that are physically located within the existing community, not near the rural 
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fringe.  This will also bring high density urban uses and redevelopment activities to existing 
neighborhoods at locations that have not been planned by the localities, creating substantial 
displacements, disruptions to neighborhood cohesion, and additional cultural and social 
impacts.  Centerville (on Segment H) is generally located in a mostly undeveloped area, 
which would induce conversion of the natural landscape to urban uses. Of the three CBA 
Centerville Turnpike Interchanges, the one on Segment H for the Stumpy North and Stumpy 
South Alternatives would have the greatest secondary impact to wetlands.   
 
Overall, the alternative with the highest potential for secondary land use impacts on natural 
and wetland areas is the Preferred.  Stumpy South, Stumpy North, North K and North 
Alternatives are listed from next highest to lowest in their potential for secondary land use 
impacts on natural areas. 
 
b) Water Quality Impacts 
 
Given that similar types and amounts of urbanization are predicted for each of the CBAs, 
they are likely to have similar indirect impacts to water quality in the study area.  These 
impacts include potential for short-term declines in water quality from installation of public 
improvements and changes in land uses due to sedimentation and erosion from construction 
activities, and long-term declines in water quality from land use activities, increasing 
amounts of non-point sources of pollution, and declines of aquatic habitat, wetlands, and 
sensitive aquatic and amphibian species.  
 
The three major watersheds that encompass the study area (Lower James, Chesapeake Bay, 
and Chowan River) will be affected by the growth predicted with the CBAs.  Urban 
development planned for the CBAs may affect the physical and chemical characteristics of 
Gum Swamp, North Landing River, and West Neck Creek as well as their feeder streams, 
thereby altering aquatic habitat. The indirect impacts associated with the increases in 
impervious surface have the potential to result in proportional increases in runoff volume, 
thus, leading to erosion, stream widening, and incision, as well as increased contributions of 
pollutants (particularly sediment) to surface waters. Pollutants most often present in 
stormwater runoff from highways, roads, and bridges include: sediment; nutrients; toxic 
metals (including zinc, copper, cadmium, lead, chromium, and mercury); polycyclic 
hydrocarbons (PAH); oil and grease; MTBE (a gasoline additive); chloride, sodium, and 
calcium (incident to salting and sanding processes); pesticides; and road debris. Increases in 
concentrations of these pollutants in surface water can result in disruption of life processes 
for aquatic organisms (including reproduction), can be toxic to aquatic life, or can decrease 
habitat suitability.  
 
Induced development around interchanges, especially increasing the impervious surfaces, has 
a potential effect on both the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff.  These changes may 
result in the degradation of water quality from the various stormwater pollutants that wash 
off impervious areas during rain events (e.g. sediments, nutrients, oils, toxics, bacteria, etc.).  
The interchanges with the greatest potential for increases in impervious surfaces are those 
associated with the more urban alternatives (North and North K).  All of the alternatives, 
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however, would include interchanges that induce some amount of urban development that 
could create temporary and long term non-point runoff issues for local creeks.  Given that 
any increases in imperviousness can affect stormwater runoff, all of the CBAs would be 
considered to have a potential effect. 
 
The Indian River (north) Interchange (at Segment I), which is a part of all of the CBAs 
except the Preferred, is not predicted to have induced development around it; however, the 
interchange will be located over a portion of Stumpy Lake, including sensitive natural areas 
and forested wetlands.  Given that Stumpy Lake currently has high nutrient loading and 
turbidity water quality issues, mainly from stagnation, large water fluctuations, and non-point 
source pollutants (nutrients and fecal coliform bacteria), it is possible that the lake’s existing 
water quality problems could be exacerbated through the secondary impact of constructing 
this interchange, as well as the long term impact of non-point stormwater runoff from this 
facility entering into the lake. 
 
c) Wetlands, Floodplains, and Other Environmentally Sensitive Area Impacts 
 
As is shown on Exhibit 4-14a and b of the DEIS, wetlands (as mapped in the National 
Wetlands Inventory) are suspected to occur generally near Segments A, C, D and F, around 
Stumpy Lake and along stream corridors in the study area.  Wetlands impacted by induced 
development around interchanges will vary by interchange.   
 
Given that most future development in the study area is planned to be located outside of the 
existing floodplains (see Exhibit 4-13 of the DEIS), additional impacts to those areas are not 
expected. 
 
Sensitive environmental areas within the study area that could be affected by growth effects 
include: Stumpy Lake, Gum Swamp, North Landing River, West Neck Creek and Albermarle 
and Chesapeake Canal.  Even though similar types and amounts of urbanization are predicted 
for each of the CBAs, they are likely to have dissimilar indirect impacts to sensitive areas in 
the study area. As a function of the land use conversions discussed previously (around 
interchanges) plus other planned development in the study area, it is reasonable to expect that 
increased development would, over time, place additional stressors on environmentally 
sensitive areas through: 
 

• encroachment into wetland buffers and increase the probability of applications 
requesting authorization to fill wetlands; 

• encroachment into 100-year floodplains; 
• encroachment into Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas and other riparian systems and 

waters critical to populations of threatened or endangered species located downstream. 
 
Indirect impacts to wetlands caused by roadway construction may also include blocking 
hydrology, increasing hydrology, dust from construction activities, habitat fragmentation, 
noise, shading, introduction of invasive species, and disturbance due to temporary 
construction staging.  Indirect impacts to wetlands from the project could extend beyond the 
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300-foot wide corridor.  Loss of hydrology at the major stream/wetland crossings through 
placement of fill material without adequate drainage structures could reduce the functional 
value of the wetlands by changing the plant community associated with the area.  That 
change could alter the animal community, as well.  Noise, dust, fragmentation, and invasive 
species could also alter the plant and animal communities.   
 
Overall, the CBAs with the greatest potential for impacting wetlands and sensitive area 
through induced development at their interchanges (listed in order of greatest impact to least) 
would be – Preferred, Stumpy South, Stumpy North, North K and North. 
 
d) Wildlife Habitat Impacts 

 
As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, wildlife observed or expected to occur in the study area is 
generally typical of wildlife that inhabits rural-suburban environment, except for some less 
commonly encountered species that inhabit the larger tracts of less fragmented forest along 
the project area waterways, and some migratory species that pass through during migration 
periods. Given that the location and type of habitats near areas of induced development for 
the 5 CBAs are relatively similar, it stands to reason that they will have similar indirect 
impacts to wildlife.   
 
Some of the aquatic species, if they are found downstream of the Study Area, may be 
impacted by overall changes to water quality from point and non-point sources of pollution 
generated from growth.  Impacts may be due to increased sedimentation and erosion, loss of 
streambanks, loss of riparian buffer and increased amount of non-point source pollutants 
entering into the surface waters as urban land uses replace rural land uses in the project area. 
 
Further urbanization of the study area may have significant impacts on fish and wildlife 
resources, sensitive species and habitat areas, through the continued:  

• loss, fragmentation or degradation of sensitive and non-sensitive aquatic and terrestrial 
species and their habitats through conversion of land and wetland areas and filling or 
piping of streams and creeks for residential, business, or public facility uses;  

• degradation of water quality and negative impacts on aquatic resources, fisheries, and 
wetlands through increasing erosion and sedimentation from construction activities, 
increased stormwater runoff containing high levels of non-point source pollutants, and 
introduction of additional  point source wastewater discharges; 

• loss of species diversity and value of open space through the combined impacts listed 
above. 

 
c. Build vs. No Build Comparison of Indirect Impacts 
 
Both the Build and No Build Alternatives will see the same overall amount of urbanization of 
the study area.  The main difference between the Build and No Build Alternatives will be the 
locations of non-residential development and the timing of this development.  The No Build 
will see a longer time frame before the main arterials in the area are widened and stripped out 
with commercial uses, but the surrounding areas will likely subdivide for residential more 
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quickly, due to immediate housing demand.  The Build (especially the Preferred) will see 
quicker non-residential development around nodes that are formed at its planned 
interchanges, due to business ventures wanting to capitalize upon freeway access.  (This is 
already occurring around Centerville Turnpike in anticipation of the construction of SEPG).  
And, as with the No Build, the areas not slated for non-residential development under the 
Build will likely subdivide for residential quickly, due to immediate housing demand.   
 
Over the long-term, the indirect environmental impacts of the Build and No Build 
Alternatives will be similar, in that under both scenarios the study area will be fully 
urbanized, except where designated on local plans for conservation or preservation.  One 
difference is that the No Build and the Non-Preferred CBAs, by using fewer environmentally 
sensitive areas near Gum Swamp, would preserve a little more land planned for conservation 
and open space recreation than the Preferred Alternative.  However, the non-Preferred CBAs 
will induce development of environmentally sensitive lands to the north and west of Stumpy 
Lake (which the Preferred does not), and all of the Build Alternatives would induce 
development in the environmentally sensitive North Landing River area.   
 
6. Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment resulting from the incremental 
impact of the project when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. 
 
a. Past Actions 
 
1) Creation of / and Incremental Expansion to NAS Oceana.  In November 1940, the 

U.S. Government purchased about 328.95 acres of land and constructed a small 
airfield to serve as an auxiliary field to Norfolk’s military complex. In 1943, Oceana 
was commissioned as a Naval Auxiliary Air Station.  By 1952, Oceana was 
designated a Naval Air Station and by 1953, was an all weather air station.  In 1957 
NAS Oceana was officially designated as a Master Jet Base.  Over the years Oceana 
has grown to more than 16 times its original size. Today the complex consists of 
nearly 6,000 acres and employs more than 11,000 navy personnel. There were a 
quarter of a million takeoffs and landings at Naval Air Station Oceana last year. Over 
six miles of runways set the stage for this Master Jet Base serving the station’s 
assigned squadrons and transient military air traffic.  This major regional employer 
sustains the economy and affects the use of land in the study area.  

 
2) Creation of / Expansion of Stumpy Lake Natural Area.  The 278-acre lake was 

created in 1910 when the head of Gum Swamp was dammed to provide emergency 
drinking water for the City of Norfolk.  Although purchased by the City of Virginia 
Beach in 1991 as part of its open space plan, the lake today has severe water quality 
problems and functions for the most part as a large stormwater management facility.  
Stumpy Lake has been evolving over the years to more of an open space/recreation 
center with the natural area values of its open lands recognized and protected and its 
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park and golf course uses expanding.  The undeveloped areas to the west and south of 
Stumpy Lake that are planned for conservation/protection have also been enlarging, 
primarily due to the recognition that Gum Swamp and the wetlands surrounding the 
lake are worthy of protection.   Most recently, Chesapeake modified its adopted land 
use for the area immediately adjacent to Gum Swamp and Stumpy Lake to 
Conservation or Open Space/Recreation (previous plans called for residential and 
commercial uses).  Stumpy Lake serves as an effective dividing line between the 
urbanized north and rural and environmentally sensitive south parts of the study area.  
Stumpy Lake has also acted as an effective barrier to all of the Build Alternatives of 
SEPG (to go north would displace homes and businesses, which were likely built on 
drained wetlands; to go south would impact wetlands and streams). 

 
3) Agricultural and Urban Growth and Loss of Wetlands.  It has been estimated that 

over half of Virginia's wetlands have been lost since colonial times. In the project 
area, wetlands within the Great Dismal Swamp were reclaimed in the late 1700’s for 
water transportation routes. Farming on large plantations and expansion of 
settlements and towns also necessitated drainage or manipulation of wetlands in the 
southern coastal plain of Virginia.  Technical advances throughout the 1800's, 
including the steam-powered dredge, greatly facilitated wetland conversions in 
Virginia. More recently, from 1982 to 1989, Virginia experienced a net loss of more 
than 18,000 acres of wetlands. This continues a pattern reported for the 1956-1977 
period, during which Virginia lost nine percent of its inland forested wetlands. Most 
of these losses occurred in the Lower Coastal Plain, where SEPG is located. Between 
1996 and 2000, approximately 145 acres of tidal wetlands and 1138 acres of nontidal 
wetlands were impacted in Virginia’s coastal zone. In Lynnhaven River Basin (a 
portion of which is within the project Study Area), there has been a 50% loss of 
wetlands in the last 30 years.   

 
Most of the historic nontidal wetland losses in Virginia are attributed to agriculture, 
while most of the historic tidal wetlands losses have been caused by commercial and 
residential development along the shoreline.  Recent wetlands management programs 
have slowed the rate of losses considerably from these historic highs, but nontidal 
wetland impacts still occur, usually as a result of commercial and residential 
development.  According to the EPA, “non-tidal forested wetlands such as those 
threatened by SEPG are the most rapidly disappearing wetland type in the Mid-
Atlantic States and construction of the SEPG would contribute significantly to this 
undesirable trend.” 

 
4) Prior Pre-Zoning5 Actions by Chesapeake: 

• According to the City of Chesapeake Planning Department, as of February 2004, 
                                                 
5 Pre-Zoning is when land is rezoned by a city or county before an actual development plan for a site is considered and often 
is used by communities to force specific development types over large areas (usually to ensure consistency with a land use 
plan that may not develop as envisioned on its own). It removes controversial individual rezoning debates, but also does not 
allow the city to request exactions for changes in use, nor does it usually allow for long range plans for the area to change.  
Pre-Zonings can also be inflexible due to the legal challenges inherent in attempting to downzone (or reduce the allowed 
uses on) properties.  However, additional comprehensive rezonings could attempt to do so. 
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there were 7,600 acres of vacant/natural/agricultural land within the city prezoned 
for commercial, industrial, or residential uses, 38% of which were on hydric soils.  

• The 3,300 acres of undeveloped land in Chesapeake prezoned for residential uses 
could, if the 1,918 acres with hydric soils were protected, yield a minimum of 
4,795 residential units.  This means that without entertaining any more residential 
rezonings, the City of Chesapeake could see the addition of at least 11,990 dwelling 
units at any time. Current zoning regulations would allow roughly five thousand 
(5,000) units in the southern portion of the City alone. 

• Because these sites are already zoned, the City cannot restrict or deny a request to 
subdivide or develop the properties, nor can they require special conditions to be 
applied to each development.  

• Prezoning encourages premature urbanization of undeveloped land throughout the 
community, at times on land that cannot be developed due to an environmental 
constraint or that would be better suited for a different use.  

• The City has maintained a discipline on approving rezoning applications in recent 
years.  The inventory of undeveloped land prezoned for residential use has 
therefore exhibited a steady decline.  As fewer acres of undeveloped land are 
available for development by right, the City increases its ability to more effectively 
manage the location and type of new residential developments. 

 
b. Present Actions 
 
1) Private Development Projects – Chesapeake.  Major development projects within the 

study area or near a CBA segment that are currently being considered in Chesapeake 
include: 
• Dominion Acres – a subdivision of 31 lots located immediately adjacent to existing 

ramps and ROW of the southwest quadrant of the I-64/I-464 interchange, north of 
Route 104. This subdivision will be impacted by Segment A. 

• Oakbrooke Business Park – a business park proposal planned by the Chesapeake 
Economic Development Authority located off of Clearfield Avenue, east of 
Kempsville Road, adjacent to the Norfolk Southern RR tracks.  SEPG was shifted 
to avoid the majority of the future park, but some area was still impacted.  It has 
been approved for construction. 

• Transamerica Properties – Proposed Master Plan by Tri-Cities properties northeast 
of the intersection of Centerville Turnpike and Elbow Road for commercial and 
residential development. The rezoning was approved but the Corps of Engineers is 
now considering 401 and 404 water quality permits to authorize impacts to 145 
acres of wetlands. 

 
Other projects under consideration in Chesapeake near a CBA segment or in the 
SEPG study area include the following: 

 
 
 
 



 

Southeastern Parkway & Greenbelt                       Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences         Page 4 - 78                           
Chesapeake & Virginia Beach, Virginia                            
 

Project Name Road Frontage Status 

Lexington Place/Lake Thrasher Elbow Road Approved Preliminary 
Stony Run Manor Butts Station Road Under Construction 

Westchester Estates Butts Station Road Under Construction 
Arlington Meadows Butts Station Rd/Elbow Rd Under Construction 

Vance Level Elbow Rd/Butts Station Rd Under Construction 
Mars Brothers/Hilltop Terrace Butts Station Road Preliminary Review 
Woods of Whitehurst Station Clearfield Avenue Approved for 

Construction 
B. Cross Property Great Bridge Blvd. Approved for 

Construction 
Winston’s Trace Great Bridge Blvd Approved for 

Construction 
Winston’s Trace – Section 2 Great Bridge Blvd Construction Plan 

Review 
Cottages @ Great Bridge Great Bridge Blvd Construction 

Completed 
Cottages @ Great Bridge II Great Bridge Blvd Approved for 

Construction 
Riverwalk Commerce Center Great Bridge Blvd Construction Plan 

Review 
Mount Pleasant Crossing Mt. Pleasant 

Road/Centerville Turnpike 
Construction Plan 

Review 
The Retreat (age-restricted 

community) 
Kempsville Road Approved Preliminary 

Rezoning 
Church @ the Retreat Kempsville Road Approved Preliminary 

Rezoning 
Hampshires @ Greenbrier (age-

restricted community) 
Kempsville Road Approved for 

Construction 
Plantation North Volvo Parkway Construction Plan 

Review 
Commons @ Hunningdon Lakes Kempsville Road Approved for 

Construction 
Somerton Place Kempsville Road Construction Plan 

Review 
Kemp Bridge Kempsville Road Construction Plan 

Review 
North Trail at the Arboretum Green Tree Road Under Construction 

Grove at the Arboretum Green Tree Road Construction Plan 
Review 

7-11 @ Green Tree Road Green Tree Road Under Construction 
Kody Car Dealership Battlefield Boulevard Approved Rezoning 

and Use Permit 
Lincolnshire Clearfield Avenue Under Construction 

Peyton Estates Clearfield Avenue Under Construction 
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Project Name Road Frontage Status 

Sawyer’s Glen/Savannah Heights Clearfield Avenue Preliminary Review 
Woods of Whitehurst Station Clearfield Avenue Approved for 

Construction 
Resurrection Lutheran Church Centerville Turnpike Under Construction 

Living Stone Church Centerville Turnpike Preliminary 
 
2) Private Development Projects – Virginia Beach.  Major development projects within 

the study area or near a CBA segment that are currently being considered in Virginia 
Beach include: 
• Hollis Road Associates – 96 single family lots on the east side of Stumpy Lake, 

affected by Segment K. Rezoning was approved and preliminary plat is under 
review. 

• Princess Anne Commons Health Campus / Sentara – 600,000 sq foot floor area 
medical office, fitness, hospital, office and restaurant uses located near Dam Neck 
Rd and Princess Anne Rd (on the relocated Princess Anne Park site). Approved by 
Council. 

• Courthouse Market Plan – retail commercial center with new grocery anchor at 
the corner of Nimmo Parkway and Princess Anne Rd. Rezoning was approved 
and site plan is being reviewed. 

• Tidewater Institute of Sports – Training and tournament facility for the Virginia 
Rush Soccer Club, including 25 fields, clubhouse, maintenance shed and parking 
for 1,000+ cars, located on Harpers Road north of Dam Neck Rd.  Use Permit was 
approved, subdivision plat under review. 

  
Other projects under consideration in Virginia Beach near a CBA segment or in the 
SEPG study area include the following: 

 
Project Name Road Frontage Status 

Linkhorn Elementary 
School 

1413 Laskin Road (2 blocks 
north of end of project at I-264) 

Preliminary Review 

Orchards at 
Glenwood 

Stumpy Lake Lane Subdivision Construction 
Plan 

Glenwood Village Indian River Road Subdivision Agreement 
Cora Elizabeth Estate S. Independence Blvd and 

Indian River Road 
Final Subdivision Plat 

Prince Georges 
Estates 

London Bridge Road Subdivision Construction 
Plan 

Mayberry London Bridge Road Preliminary Subdivision 
Plat 

c. Future Actions 
 
1) Projects Committed in the Hampton Roads 2026 Regional Transportation Plan.  The 

2026 Plan includes several roadway and freeway projects committed for construction 
in the region besides SEPG (see Table 1-6).  Several improvements are planned for 
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the I-64 corridor, including widening it to 8 lanes (6 lanes + 2 HOV lanes) between 
Battlefield Boulevard and I-464/Oak Grove Connector (excluding the I-464/Oak 
Grove Connector interchange) and improving the I-64/I-264 interchange.  Other 
improvements to two interchanges on I-264 (at Newtown Road and at Witchduck 
Road) and the widening of Dominion Boulevard are also included in the plan.  Due to 
continued congestion, limited excess capacities and continual low levels of service on 
these facilities, even after improvement (see Chapter 1), they are not anticipated to 
cause a substantial amount of induced development or secondary environmental 
impacts.  Direct cumulative impacts to natural resources, including wetlands, may 
occur with these projects; however, these activities will occur on previously disturbed 
urban land with marginal wildlife and natural area value.   

  
2) Hampton Roads Sanitary District (HRSD). The HRSD treats and disposes of the 

municipal wastewater for Chesapeake and Virginia Beach. Their current service area 
covers the entire SEPG study area.   
• HRSD has two projects in the works which could enhance local sewer capacities 

and thereby induce development – 
o The Lakeridge Interceptor Force Main Project calls for construction of 

2,900 feet of new 42” sewer force main from the east side of the Gum 
Swamp Crossing (just west of Indian River Road) along the proposed 
relocated Elbow Road to the intersection of Round Hill Drive and Elbow 
Road.   

o The Gum Swamp Crossing project will extend the force main from the 
west side of the Gum Swamp to the east side of the Gum Swamp. 
Horizontal Directional Drilling of the pipeline under Gum Swamp is 
proposed to protect the wetlands areas.  

o Construction for both projects concluded in 2005. 
• HRSD also has plans for additional proposed interceptors in the area that could also 

enhance local sewer capacities and thereby induce development – 
o Extension of the Lakeridge Interceptor Force Main Project along Elbow 

Road, west of Stumpy Lake, to Centerville Turnpike.  
o Force Main along Indian River Road from Elbow Road south to West Neck 

Road. 
o Force Main along Salem Rd, Landstown Road, and North Landing Road. 
o Force Main along West Neck Road between North Landing and Indian 

River Road. 
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3) Southern Watershed Area Management Program.  The Southern Watershed Area 
Management Program (SWAMP) was developed by the cities of Chesapeake and 
Virginia Beach in the late 1980’s, in partnership with the Hampton Roads Planning 
District Commission and the Virginia Coastal Program.  Its purpose was to protect 
natural resources, sensitive lands and water supplies of the Southern Watershed Area, 
including the watersheds of Back Bay, Northwest River and the North Landing River.  
The intent is to balance protection of the Southern Watershed’s critical environmental 
resources with economic development opportunities.   

 
d. Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
 
As discussed in the future land use section of Chapter 3 and the Indirect Impacts section of 
this chapter, the cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake have adopted long range growth 
plans that call for urban development in defined patterns throughout their jurisdictions, 
including within some currently undeveloped areas along the southern rural fringe. 
Cumulative impacts to a variety of natural resources could result from the implementation of 
any one of the CBAs, as well as the No Build Alternative, in conjunction with growth 
predicted in these plans, as well as the major activities occurring in the region, as discussed 
above.   
 
The cumulative environmental impact of these past, present and foreseeable future projects, 
combined with the current project, could lead to: 
 
• The loss of agricultural / undeveloped land. 
• Loss of cultural resources. 
• Declining air quality. 
• Loss of hydric soils and prime farmland.  
• Loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat. 
• Increases in the amount of impervious surfaces (which results from urban development), 

which has a potential effect on both the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff. The 
higher the imperviousness, the proportional increase in runoff volume, which leads to 
erosion, stream widening, and incision, as well as increased contributions of pollutants 
(particularly sediment) to surface waters. These changes may result in the degradation of 
water quality from the various stormwater pollutants that wash off impervious areas 
during rain events (e.g. sediments, nutrients, oils, toxics, bacteria, etc.). This could 
exacerbate Stumpy Lake’s current water quality problems. 

• Increased water quality degradation in the Lower James, Chesapeake Bay, and Chowan 
River Watersheds due to sedimentation and erosion from construction activities and 
increased amounts of non-point source pollution.  Together these factors alter aquatic 
habitat and may result in declines of aquatic habitat, wetlands, and sensitive aquatic and 
amphibian species. 

• Impacts to the physical and chemical characteristics and overall water quality within 
streams such as Gum Swamp, West Neck Creek and North Landing River. 

• Potential decreases in groundwater quality. 
• Loss of wetlands and impacts to sensitive environmental areas through –  
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o directly filling, dredging, or otherwise harming the plants or soils,    
o blocking hydrology or increasing hydrology, 
o increasing dust from construction activities,  
o increasing habitat fragmentation, noise or shading,  
o introducing invasive species or disturbance due to temporary construction staging, 
o encroachment into wetland buffers, the 100-year floodplains, or the Chesapeake Bay 

Preservation Areas or other riparian systems and waters critical to populations of 
threatened or endangered species located downstream. 

• Reduction in the functional value of the wetlands by changing the plant community 
associated with the area through the placement of fill materials in wetlands.  That change 
could alter the animal community, as well.   

• Conversion of forested wetlands to other wetland types or open water due to bridging. 
• Impacts on fish and wildlife resources, sensitive species and habitat areas, through the 

continued:  
o loss, fragmentation or degradation of sensitive and non-sensitive aquatic and 

terrestrial species and their habitats through conversion of land and wetland areas and 
filling or piping of streams and creeks for residential, business, or public facility uses;  

o degradation of water quality and negative impacts on aquatic resources, fisheries, and 
wetlands through increasing erosion and sedimentation from construction activities, 
increased stormwater runoff containing high levels of non-point source pollutants, 
and introduction of additional  point source wastewater discharges; 

o increase in noise, dust, fragmentation, and invasive species; 
o loss of species diversity and value of open space through the combined impacts listed 

above. 
 

Several measures are enforced or proposed by the localities and VDOT which may mitigate 
the severity of these cumulative effects. The more prominent measures proposed by the 
localities are summarized in the following section. 
 
6. Mitigation 
 
Both the Cities of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake are currently employing a variety of 
growth management and environmental protection measures in the study area.  The following 
sections summarize specific measures being undertaken by the localities to mitigate the 
impacts of growth in their jurisdictions.  The most relevant measures to mitigating the 
potential impact to sensitive environmental areas from the Preferred Alternative include 
Chesapeake’s recent adoption of their 2026 Plan, which protects Stumpy Lake and Gum 
Swamp from development by designating a good portion of this large wetland and swamp 
area as Conservation/Recreation or Open Space. This measure, plus others detailed below, 
when used in concert with the specific mitigation measures identified for SEPG, should 
provide adequate mitigation for the environmental impacts created as a result of the indirect 
and cumulative effects of the Preferred Alternative.   
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a. Virginia Beach Growth Management Policies (2003 Comprehensive Plan) 
 

• Urban Growth is contained north of the Green Line, which separates the area of the 
city where facilities and services could be provided within a reasonable time period 
(and thus where urban development would be appropriate) from that area where there 
is no reasonable expectation of providing such services within a reasonable time (and 
thus where urban growth is not appropriate).   

• The Transition Area policy, adopted by City Council in 2003 requires additional 
environmental protection efforts along with abundant open space protection in 
development in this area.   

• The area generally south of Indian River Road is only allowed to develop as a rural 
area, and to this end, no capital improvements in the area are planned (beyond those 
necessary for basic service except for some possible improvements to Princess Anne 
Road north of Indian River Road). 

 
b.  Virginia Beach Environmental Protection Policies (2003 Comprehensive Plan) 
 

• Current watershed management planning and implementation policies are designed to 
improve water quality and control the rate and quantity of runoff that is generated in 
the City’s major and subwatersheds as a result of the different types and intensity of 
development activity.  

• Public lands acquisition and management policies and regulatory measures are 
designed to ensure open space areas and potential open space opportunities are 
protected and considered in the decision-making process for land use planning 
citywide. The purpose of these acquisitions is to provide connectivity, quality of life, 
natural resources protection, and economic vitality.  

• The City of Virginia Beach is currently revamping its property acquisition and surplus 
lands disposition processes to meet multiple outcomes and support land use goals, 
including: the Multiple Benefits Conservation Plan (MBCP) of Southern Watersheds 
Area Management Program (SWAMP); Wetlands Mitigation Banking; Open Space 
Acquisition; the Back Bay National Wildlife Refuge Expansion Plan; and the 
Agricultural Reserve Program. 

• The City of Virginia Beach is currently improving development review and 
environmental regulations to better minimize impacts to the natural environment. 
Specific regulatory programs and ordinances are being revised, including: the 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Ordinance; the Tree Protection and Replacement 
Ordinance; the Stormwater Management Ordinance; the Floodplains with Special 
Restrictions section of the Site Plan Ordinance; and the Preservation and Open Space 
Promotion sections of the City Zoning Ordinance.  

• Environmental restoration policies are currently targeted to the following natural 
resources - dunes, tidal wetlands, oyster reefs, submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV), 
nontidal wetlands, floodplains, and invasive plant and animal species control. 
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c. Virginia Beach Agricultural Reserve (ARP) Program 
 
In 1995, the City Council adopted the Agricultural Reserve Program (ARP) as a way to give 
property owners an option to help them protect agricultural and open space land in the rural 
part of the city.  The program is based on the purchase of development rights from the 
property owners by the City of Virginia Beach, for a period of 25 years. Participation in the 
program is strictly voluntary by the landowner.  The owner is compensated for the sale of his 
development rights.  The owner also retains title and all other rights to their land, including 
the pursuit of agriculture, horticultural and a variety of other rurally compatible uses. The 
goal of the city is to absorb 20,000 acres of land in the ARP program.  As of January 15, 
2005 over 6,879 acres have been protected in agricultural easements and 611 development 
units have been purchased.  The success of the program has stimulated further protection of 
open space in the rest of the city. The goal of the program is to protect 20,000 acres as a 
resource base for the agriculture industry. 
 
d. Joint Land Use Study Recommendations 
 
The Joint Land Use Study has developed recommendations for the Navy, Hampton Roads 
and the cities of Chesapeake, Norfolk, and Virginia Beach to reduce noise impacts on 
communities surrounding NAS Oceana, NALF Fentress, and Chambers Field while 
accommodating necessary growth and maintaining regional economic sustainability.  The 
cities of Chesapeake, Norfolk, and Virginia Beach adopted this study in 2005 and have begun 
implementing the recommendation.  Specific recommendations affecting land use 
development, growth management or land preservation in the study area of SEPG include - 
 
1. Navy Actions  

• The Navy will strictly enforce existing easement restrictions around NAS Oceana 
and NALF Fentress. 

• Continue to expand educational outreach efforts. 
• Pursue development of an additional Outlying Landing Field in North Carolina. 
• When feasible, modify flight operations to minimize impacts on Hampton Roads 

developed areas. 
• Pursue conservation opportunities in the DoD Easement Partnership Program. 

 
2. Locality Actions  

• Consult with the Navy on the siting of future schools around existing airfields. 
• Form a Hampton Roads Joint Land Use Regional Coordinating Committee to 

sustain implementation. 
• Provide on-going and updated information on JLUS implementation through local 

governments. 
• Request additional information from the Federal Aviation Administration on 

development requirements and noise mitigation assistance. 
• Adopt expanded sound attenuation requirements for new residential construction 

in noise affected areas. 
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• Enforce enhanced sound attenuation practices. 
• Require sound attenuation for schools in the AICUZ. 
• Implement recently-enacted State legislation requiring noise attenuation for certain 

non-residential structures in the AICUZ. 
• Promote improved sound attenuation construction practices. 
• Require early real estate disclosure in areas exposed to safety issues or average 

noise levels of 65 dB or higher. 
• Educate public on existing airfield noise and safety ordinances and restrictions in 

place to reduce air operations impacts. 
 
3. Specific Recommendations for Chesapeake  

• Revise existing Cluster Zoning Ordinance to recognize those portions of a parcel 
within noise and safety zones as prime candidates for clustering development. 

• Establish an avigation easement program. 
• Implement Comprehensive Plan that supports an integrated set of rural 

preservation planning policies. 
• Expand the Fentress Overlay District to recognize the potential land use conflicts 

resulting from noise exposure of 65 dB or higher. 
 
4. Specific Recommendations for Virginia Beach  

• Establish a Virginia Beach Re-development Strategy as part of the Comprehensive 
Plan and other land use policies.  

• Pursue purchase of impacted properties in the > 70 dB DNL area of the Transition 
Area for Open Space. 

• Expand or modify land acquisition and protection programs in the Transition Area. 
• Seek Federal funding to purchase conservation lands. 
• Establish an avigation easement program. 

 
e. Southern Watershed Area Management Program 
 
The Southern Watershed Area Management Program (SWAMP) was developed by the cities 
of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach in the late 1980’s, in partnership with the Hampton Roads 
Planning District Commission and the Virginia Coastal Program to protect natural resources, 
sensitive lands and water supplies of the Southern Watershed Area, which encompasses the 
watersheds of Back Bay, Northwest River and the North Landing River.  The intent is to 
balance protection of the Southern Watershed’s critical environmental resources with 
economic development opportunities.  The main goals of this program are to refine local 
development controls to protect water quality and preserve critical habitat and improve 
preservation efforts.  
 
The SWAMP program has led to the Multiple Benefits Conservation Plan Memorandum of 
Agreement which aims to achieve the following goals in the region:  1) Improve coordination 
and sharing of information among the agencies involved in the wetlands mitigation process 
in the Southern Watershed Area; 2) Continue refinement of the conservation corridor system 
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for the Southern Watershed Area, particularly as it pertains to the identification of multiple 
benefits sites to be used for compensation for wetlands impacts; 3) Continue to refine a 
coordinated process for the selection of multiple benefit sites for compensation of wetlands 
impacts; and 4) Voluntarily employ the shared methodology when selecting compensation 
sites for wetland impacts that simultaneously achieve multiple benefits while complying with 
existing regulations and maintaining local land use control.  
 
F. Forward Chesapeake 2026 Comprehensive Plan 
 
1. Land Use 
The City of Chesapeake adopted Forward Chesapeake, 2026 Comprehensive Plan on March 
9, 2005. This long-range planning document specifies policies relating to land use, growth 
management and preservation of natural resources. The land use element of the 
Comprehensive Plan aims to create development patterns and trends that exhibit an orderly 
transition from urban uses in the northern part of the City to rural land uses in the southern 
part along planned sewer and transportation systems. To this end Chesapeake created three 
distinct overlay districts: the Urban Overlay District, the Suburban Overlay District, and the 
Rural Overlay District. The purpose of the districts is to provide an orderly transition from 
the urban areas of the City to the suburban areas, to the rural areas and to allow for the 
grouping of land uses that are of compatible density and intensity. 
 
One of the most noteworthy changes in this new plan is the redesignation of a large area of 
sensitive environmental area to the west and south of Stumpy Lake and Gum Swamp to 
conservation and recreation land use designations.  These designations call for preservation 
of this land as open space and parkland uses, respectively.  
 
The comprehensive plan calls for the coordination of land use and public facilities 
development with the transportation system in order to ensure safety, efficiency and 
convenience. New transportation facilities and services are required to meet the City’s 
adopted level of service standards; standards will be updated every three to five years to 
ensure that the level of service data is available and accurate. 
 
2. Growth Management 
Understanding that growth will inevitably occur, the City has adopted several policies that 
manage the timing and financial implications of development. The comprehensive plan calls 
for the revitalization, preservation and redevelopment of older neighborhoods and 
commercial corridors, preserving much of the existing natural areas as practical, ensuring 
that adequate public services, adequate schools, and utilities will be available to support the 
expected growth and to plan for density of land development to be highest in areas with 
public water and sewer service and good road and transit access. 
 
3. Environmental Protection 
The city plans to preserve the rural landscape surrounding designated development areas as a 
city-wide open-space resource to protect groundwater, flood prone areas, wetlands and 
special habitats. The City has continued to work with the Elizabeth River Project to restore 
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and protect wetlands in and around the Elizabeth River in order to restore some of the natural 
buffering and flood control that wetlands provide.  
 
4. Water Resources 
The City will take a proactive approach to water quality protection by continuing to 
implement its existing protection program as well as seeking new solutions as additional 
information and technology become available. The City Planning and Public Works 
Departments will cooperatively undertake a comprehensive assessment of each of the City’s 
sub-watersheds and formulate individual watershed action plans.  
 
5. Floodplain Management 
Floodplain management is another water quality tool that the City has to prevent 
contaminants from entering local waterways. The City’s Floodplain Management ordinance 
(Chapter 26 City Code) establishes a floodplain district which serves to regulate uses within 
the floodplain.  The ordinance requires all development within the floodplain district to have 
elevated and flood-proofed structures. All site plans and building permits must show the 
elevation of the 100-year flood as well as topographic information showing existing and 
proposed ground elevations. All public utilities and facilities, such as sewer, gas, electrical, 
and water systems shall be located, elevated, and constructed to minimize or eliminate flood 
damage.  
 
6. Stumpy Lake 
The City’s Southern Watershed Area (SWA) is still primarily rural in nature. The shorelines 
of the Northwest River, North Landing River, and Lake Drummond are primarily 
undeveloped and general water quality is good. Because these water features supply drinking 
water, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities, the City should develop an action plan 
to protect these valuable resources. Stumpy Lake is an example of a water feature in the 
SWA facing development pressures as well as their consequent problems, including nonpoint 
source pollution loadings from surrounding residential and golf course development. 
 
7. Wetland Resources 
The City Planning Department continuously maps the City’s wetland areas as on-site 
delineations become available, either through the local development review process or 
through the State or federal permitting process. The City’s Wetland/CBPA Board review 
process encourages the use of nonstructural shoreline stabilization methods to preserve and 
facilitate the growth of wetland areas and improve water quality.   
 
Conservation corridors will be preserved based on the recommended conservation corridors 
contained in the City’s Southern Watershed Conservation Plan, Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
Area program and Multiple Benefits Conservation Plan Information Sharing Memorandum 
of Agreement. This action would provide a logical, scientifically-based approach to 
conservation corridor design, because these programs have identified the most 
environmentally sensitive areas. 
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Tidal wetland areas in the City of Chesapeake are afforded some existing protections on a 
City-wide basis. These programs include a Wetlands ordinance, which is included in Article 
VI, Chapter 26, of the Chesapeake City Code. This ordinance outlines permitted uses in 
wetland areas as well as establishes the local wetlands board to hear permit applications for 
proposed activities in wetland areas. Any person who wants to use or develop any tidal 
wetland area in the City, other than those permitted uses listed in the ordinance, must file an 
application for a permit with the Wetlands/CBPA Board. Permitted uses include those 
permitted by state law under Title 28.2, Chapter 13, such as construction and maintenance of 
noncommercial piers, boathouses and fences as well certain low-impact recreational uses, 
conservation activities and shellfish cultivation. 
 
In addition, the Chesapeake Zoning Ordinance contains two conservation districts which vary 
in the degree of intensity of use. The purpose of the C-1, Conservation District, is to protect 
and preserve critical and environmentally sensitive areas, including parklands, wilderness 
areas, open spaces, greenbelts, beach reserves, scenic areas, wetlands, floodplains, 
floodways, watersheds, water supplies, and fish and wildlife preservation areas. These 
districts are not intended for development. 
 
In the Chesapeake Bay watershed area, the City has implemented a Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Area (CBPA) District. This district is found in Chapter 26 of the City Code and 
applies only to those lands found within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. In general, those 
lands within the Elizabeth River watershed, a major tributary to the Chesapeake Bay, are 
included in this district. 
 
The performance standards contained in the CBPA ordinance establish the means by which 
the City protects its Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) and Resource Management Areas 
(RMAs). Tidal wetlands and nontidal wetlands connected by contiguous surface flow are 
designated as RPAs and are protected by a 100-foot wide buffer adjacent to any of these 
features. Development activity is prohibited or curtailed in these areas. 
 
In the SWA, wetlands have been a major focus of biodiversity protection efforts since 1989. 
As of February 2001, approximately 11,000 acres of wetlands on the North Landing River 
have been acquired by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) as 
well as the Virginia Chapter of The Nature Conservancy. Additional public lands are owned 
by the City of Chesapeake and the US Army Corps of Engineers. Approximately 2,250 acres 
of the middle and lower Northwest River wetlands are owned and managed by DCR as a 
state natural area preserve. The 763-acre Northwest River Park owned by the City also 
contains extensive wetlands. Additional natural areas owned by The Nature Conservancy are 
also situated along the River east of Route 168 (Battlefield Boulevard), and east of Route 17, 
north of the River. 
 
In December 2001, the City became a signatory to the “Memorandum of Agreement to 
Improve the Coordination of the Wetlands Compensation Process in the Southern Watershed 
Area,” along with twelve other local, State and federal agencies. The purpose of the 
agreement is to improve the coordination and sharing of information among the agencies 
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involved in wetland compensation decisions in the Southern Watershed Area as well as to 
continue to refine a coordinated process for the selection of compensation sites which 
provide multiple benefits. City staff currently participates on a Technical Advisory 
Committee to further develop the information sharing process, which includes the sharing of 
wetland and mitigation site information with other agencies. 
 
8. Noise 
The City has developed working relationships with representatives of the US Naval Airfield 
Fentress Station, Chesapeake Municipal Airport, and the Hampton Roads Airport to mitigate 
the noise generated by air traffic and to update, if appropriate, and enforce land use controls 
within the adopted Fentress Airfield Overly District. The City has also committed to 
implementing the recommendations of the Chesapeake Jet Noise Task Force, as contained in 
their final report, dated May 2, 2001 as well as provisions in the Joint Land Use Study with 
the Cities of Virginia Beach and Norfolk, the Commonwealth of Virginia, and the US 
Department of the Navy, which seeks to address land use issues associated with the operation 
of Naval Air Station (NAS) Oceana, Naval Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF) Fentress and 
Chambers Field (formally Naval Air Station Norfolk). 
 
9. Water and Sewer Extensions 
Public water and sewer service will only be provided to those areas within the Public Utility 
Franchise Area or to the 2026 Public Utility Franchise Area, and only at a time that is 
consistent with the City’s overall growth management strategy.  These Franchise Areas are 
shown on the adopted Land Use Plan map for the 2026 Chesapeake Comprehensive Plan.   
 
10. Sewer Service 
Chesapeake owns and operates the wastewater collection system and transports the 
wastewater to Hampton Roads Sanitation District’s (HRSD) interceptor facilities. 
Wastewater treatment is provided by HRSD.   
 
11. Hampton Roads Sanitation District (HRSD) Service Area 
Based on the HRSD Facilities Management Plan (March 2006) the SEPG study area is within 
current service areas of the HRSD. The Elbow Road Interceptor Force Main and a 
corresponding pressure reducing station are under construction in the study area.  Present 
Service Areas are generally within one mile of an existing interceptor lines. HRSD 
interceptor gravity lines and force mains are major trunk lines providing area wide service for 
local jurisdictions and are not intended to be used as local collection systems for individual 
connections and therefore additional infrastructure through a local collector system must be 
constructed prior to and new development taking place. Requests for connections to HRSD 
interceptor gravity lines and force mains must be submitted through the local jurisdiction to 
HRSD for approval. 
 
12. Level of Service Policy 
In 1995, Chesapeake adopted a Level of Service (LOS) Policy as an amendment to its 
Comprehensive Plan, which serves as a guide to the Planning Commission and City Council 
in the consideration of rezoning and conditional subdivision applications. Under this policy, 
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new developments are subject to level of service standards for roads, schools and sewer 
capacity.  If these services do not have available capacity for the proposed development, the 
policy recommends the rezoning be denied as untimely.  Amendments to this policy from 
2004 require that the LOS review include consideration of the impacts from vacant lots 
shown on preliminary site and subdivision plans, as well as a policy on cash proffers for 
improvements to public facilities impacted by the proposed development. 
 
Key elements of this policy include: 
• Infrastructure Expansion and Phasing (utilities, roads and other transportation 
improvements) 
• Rate of Growth 
• Capital Improvement Budget (CIB) 
• Zoning Map Amendments (Rezonings) 
 
To the maximum extent possible under Virginia law, the City of Chesapeake will manage the 
pace of growth in order to ensure the demands of growth do not outpace the capacity to 
provide the necessary services and infrastructure. Major utility and transportation 
infrastructure improvements and other public improvements, proposed by the local, state or 
federal government, or the private sector, are evaluated for conformity with the land use 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan in accordance with Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of 
Virginia. 
 
13. Proffer Policy 
The City will consider proposals to mitigate the impact of new development as part of its 
decision to approve or deny rezoning applications. The applicant may propose to mitigate the 
impacts of development including voluntary proffers of cash, site dedication, in-kind 
improvements, as permitted by City policy or through the conditional zoning provisions of 
the Code of Virginia, development phasing schedules, and other mechanisms permitted by 
the Code of Virginia now or in the future. 
 
The City will target a coordinated and balanced policy of funding and construction of public 
facilities. Public facilities and infrastructure may be funded by public sources, or private 
sources or a combination thereof, a recent adoption of a proffer policy (December 2004) 
provides for these financial options and creates an opportunity for developers to offset 
impacts created by their development proposals. 
 
Projects proposed for the City’s CIB are evaluated for conformity with the Comprehensive 
Plan. In addition, the City will integrate its fiscal management policies and growth 
management policies by developing tools to project public facilities needs and expenditures 
beyond the five-year horizon of the CIB. 
 
14. Great Bridge Battlefield Plan 
Great Bridge Battlefield Plan District is within the study area and specifies policies to 
preserve and enhance the natural and built environment in this commercial corridor (Great 
Bridge Village Master Plan, March 2003. The plan calls for a unified design themes for a 
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historic and waterfront-oriented development character. Development should incorporate 
traffic access management considerations, pedestrian-friendly streetscape features, a City 
Hall complex with civic and pedestrian amenities, a trail and walkway system that buffers the 
waterways and other environmental amenities in the Great Bridge area. A key component to 
preserving environmental features in this area is a proposed Visitor Center District, intended 
to protect the historic Battlefield from incompatible uses. Preservation of the wetlands 
between Battlefield Boulevard and Route 168 is important in maintaining at least a portion of 
the character of the area at the time of the Great Bridge Battle. The battle occurred on a series 
of islands in the wetlands and the preservation of the remaining wetlands will provide visitors 
with a unique experience while protecting environmentally sensitive lands. 
 
G. Chesapeake Ordinances 
 
1. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance 
The City of Chesapeake adopted the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) ordinance 
on December 9, 2003 and amended it on July 26, 2005. The ordinance was initially adopted 
as part of the Chesapeake zoning ordinance to implement the requirements of the Virginia 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation 
and Management Regulations in 9 VAC 10-20 et seq. The purpose of this ordinance is to 
protect and improve the water quality of the Chesapeake Bay, its tributaries, buffer areas and 
other state waters, by minimizing the potential adverse effects of human activity upon these 
areas. These provisions are intended to encourage and promote: 
• Protection of existing high-quality state waters and restoration of all other state waters to 

a condition or quality that will permit all reasonable public uses and will support the 
propagation and growth of all aquatic life, which might reasonably be expected to inhabit 
them; 

• Safeguarding the clean water of the Commonwealth from pollution; 
• Prevention of any increase in pollution; 
• Reduction of existing pollution; and 
• Promotion of water resource conservation in order to provide for the health, safety and 

welfare of the present and future citizens of the city and region. 
 
All proposed new development within the CBPA is required to undergo review by the CBPA 
Review Committee. The proposals are reviewed for consistency with the CBPA ordinance, 
which includes buffer zones, tree canopy requirements and recommended landscaping. 
 
2. Subdivision Ordinance - Clustering 
The clustering provision within the zoning ordinance allows for design flexibility and 
efficiency in the siting of services and infrastructure for new development while conserving 
open land, including areas containing unique and sensitive natural features such as 
woodlands, streams, floodplains, and wetlands, by setting them aside from development as 
well as to protect areas of the City with productive agricultural soils for continued or future 
agricultural use by conserving blocks of land large enough to allow for efficient farm 
operations. The clustering of development (clustered housing development with residual 
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open space for rural subdivisions) is also known as “conservation design” and has been used 
as a tool to develop a desirable development patterns in rural areas. 
 
3. Stormwater Management Ordinance 
The City’s Stormwater Management Ordinance, as established by the Virginia Stormwater 
Management Act, Title 10.1, Chapter 6, Article 1.1 and in accordance with the Virginia 
Stormwater Management Regulations 4 VAC 3-20, establishes minimum stormwater 
management requirements, controls, and best management practices (BMPs) through 
minimizing increased stormwater runoff from new land development where such runoff will 
increase flood damage. Requirements include on-site infiltration of runoff or have the 
capacity to convey or store peak runoff from a storm and release it at a slower rate so as to 
minimize the peak discharge into storm drains; prevent an increase in nonpoint source 
pollution, as well as reduce the impact of development which causes stream erosion by 
assuring that new development does not create unstable conditions susceptible to erosion 
among other provisions relating to environment and stream health. 
 
In addition to the stormwater management ordinance the City recommends, through the 
comprehensive plan, the development of stormwater management plans that support wetland 
preservation and low impact design techniques. Regional stormwater management facilities 
will be incorporated into community design as prominent landmark features and will be 
treated as multi-use facilities with such uses as hiking trails, parks, fishing areas, wildlife 
habitat, or other passive recreational uses. Development should provide passive recreational 
opportunities for City residents as well as enhance the area’s water quality benefits through 
preservation of floodplains, wetlands, and adjacent buffer areas, funding for purchasing and 
establishing riparian corridors will be considered when available. 
  
4. Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 
The City’s erosion and sediment control ordinance also helps to protect water quality by 
preventing sediment from entering local waterways. Sediment is soil particles carried by 
rainwater into local waterways. Sediment may contain pollutants as well as reduce the clarity 
and depth of waterways. The ordinance requires each project over 10,000 square feet in area 
that lies outside of the CBPA district to submit an erosion and sediment control plan to the 
Department of Public Works before engaging in any land disturbing activity. Within the 
CBPA district, a permit is required for all development projects over 2,500 square feet. The 
City adopted the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook as the official City 
handbook. 
 
5. Landscaping Ordinance 
The Landscaping Ordinance, as part of the City’s zoning ordinance, provides minimum 
standards for the preservation, protection and enhancement of ecologic and aesthetic 
environments. The City’s urban forest includes all landscaped areas within the City and 
serves to prevent soil erosion; reduce flooding hazards; absorb carbon dioxide and supply 
oxygen; reduce the effects of noise, glare, and dust generated by some land uses; provide 
shade and reduce adverse effects of winds; safeguard and enhance property values; buffer 
and screen adjacent properties; and promote the pleasant appearance and character of 
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neighborhoods. The ordinance specifies landscaping plan requirements including: parking, 
buffer areas, tree preservation and canopy requirements. 
 
H. Other Chesapeake Plans and Programs 
 
1. Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
The City believes the waterway system is an integral part of its overall recreational system 
and should maximize opportunities to both utilize and protect these waterways. The 
Department of Parks and Recreation has developed a Master Plan "A Window Into The Year 
2010 ... A Plan For Parks & Recreation". This plan was adopted by Chesapeake City Council 
on October 15, 1991. In this plan is an inventory of recreation facilities, standards by which 
recreation needs are determined, listings of current and projected needs, and a plan to meet 
those needs.  
 
2. Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Program 
As a result of growing development pressures and in response to the community’s desire to 
preserve the City’s natural open spaces, rural character and the agricultural industry, 
Chesapeake City Council approved a city-wide open space and agriculture preserve program 
(OSAP) in February 2003. The OSAP is a development rights purchase program, whereby 
landowners voluntarily sell a conservation easement to the City.  The goal of the program is 
to minimize development impacts on the rural landscape.  
 
City Council is currently in the process of enrolling its first property in the program. The 
program is an element of the City's overall growth management strategy and restricts 
development on participating properties through the recordation of a perpetual easement on 
the property.  
 
The OSAP program's dedicated funding sources are derived from the proceeds from street 
closures and roll back taxes.  City Council has, in the past, also dedicated the proceeds from 
the sale of certain surplus properties as well as surplus Mosquito Control funds to the 
program. The City actively seeks grant funding for the preservation of open space. In fiscal 
years 2007 and 2008 the City has dedicated $300,000 each year toward the OSAP. 
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Chapter 5 – Mitigation Measures / Commitments 
 
Chapter 5 in the DEIS contained a Section 4(f) Evaluation of the project alternatives.  Given 
that there are no Section 4(f) impacts from the Preferred Alternative (see Section C.2. (page 
4-6) of this FEIS for more details), there is no need for a Section 4(f) Evaluation to be carried 
forward in the FEIS.   
 
This new Chapter 5 is a unique element to the FEIS.  It provides details on several measures 
and commitments proposed to mitigate impacts of the Preferred Alternative on affected 
resources.  
 
A. GENERAL 
 
The 2030 update to the Hampton Roads Regional Transportation Plan is currently underway 
and will show removal of the SEPG from the constrained plan.  Upon the identification of 
reasonably available revenue, the plan would be amended to include the SEPG as described 
in this EIS, an action that would be needed prior to the approval of a Record of Decision. 
Establishment of the park and ride lots at the locations indicated will be considered during 
the design phase of the project. 
 
B. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
As required by the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB), consideration will be given 
to the realignment of Segment D between Elbow Road and Indian River Road during the 
development of detailed design of the preferred alternative and the acquisition of permits. 
 
VDOT will continue to work with the City of Virginia Beach to provide opportunities for 
meeting the intent of the “Conceptual Design for SEPG’s Roadway Aesthetics” (prepared in 
1998 by EDAW consultants) during the development of detailed design and the acquisition 
of permits.  Opportunities for landscaping and aesthetic treatments within the rights of way 
and outside of environmentally sensitive areas will be explored.   
 
VDOT will implement a recently adopted policy for Context Sensitive Solutions 
(Instructional and Informational Memorandum, IIM-LD-235).  This memo defines Context 
Sensitive Solutions as a project development approach that promotes the involvement of all 
relevant stakeholders in the development of a transportation facility that fits its physical 
setting and also reflects concerns for scenic, aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources 
while providing for transportation safety and mobility. Key characteristics in the application 
of CSS principles include: 

 Open, honest, early and continuous communication with all stakeholders; 
 A multidisciplinary project development team including the public stakeholders; 
 A project development process tailored to meet project specific circumstances; 
 A public involvement process tailored to project specifics; 
 A full range of communication tools used to clearly visualize the project; 
 A balance of safety, mobility, community and environmental goals. 
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Bicycle facilities will be considered where feasible for inclusion in the final design of SEPG, 
according to VDOT’s Policy for Integrating Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations. 
 
C.  EXISTING AND PLANNED COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
Consistent with VDOT’s Bicycle Policy (mentioned above), the designs of overpasses and 
interchanges along SEPG will incorporate provisions to establish or maintain connectivity of 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations. 
 
D.  HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Potentially eligible archaeological sites within the final project right-of-way will be 
considered under the terms of an MOA for SEPG signed in 1997 to conduct evaluations and 
any needed data recovery prior to project construction.   Potentially eligible historic areas 
within the proposed natural resource compensation sites will be evaluated further during final 
design, final permitting and final compensation plan development, and these sites will also be 
considered under the terms of the 1997 MOA. 
 
E.  NOISE 
 
A detailed noise analysis and abatement study will be performed during the final design of 
the project. 
 
F.  VISUAL QUALITY 
 
The final design for this project will consider VDOT’s policy on context sensitive design to 
balance the visual impacts on the Stumpy Lake Natural Area.   
 
G. GEOLOGY, SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY 
 
Hydric and prime farm soils impacts will be minimized by using the narrowest acceptable 
footprint for SEPG.   
 
H. WATER QUALITY AND AQUATIC ECOLOGY 
 
Surface water impacts will be reduced by bridging 6 of the 29 streams crossed and by 
reducing the width of the roadway and median, to be identified during permitting and final 
design.  If relocation of streams is necessary, those relocations will be conducted using 
natural stream design.  The stream functional replacement values will be determined during 
the permitting stage of the project. The final stream compensation plan (see Section M of 
Chapter 4) will incorporate the current evaluation methodologies that address the functional 
values of both the impacted and the replacement streams.  That evaluation will determine the 
precise amount of stream mitigation that is required.  To reduce water quality impacts and 
protect aquatic species, several measures will be considered in the final design and 
construction of the project (see Section K.3. of Chapter 4 - Aquatic Ecology Impact 
Minimization). 
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Unavoidable stream impacts will be compensated by stream restoration and preservation as 
detailed in the Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan, which is discussed in 
Chapter 4, Section M of this Condensed FEIS, and also included in the Final Natural 
Resources Compensation Plan Technical Report.   
 
All floodways will be bridged, minimizing potential impacts.  Floodplain impacts will be 
minimized by following the general guidelines for the design and construction of culverts 
and bridges listed in the National Flood Insurance Program.  Stormwater management ponds 
incorporated during construction of the project will meet standards for reduction of 
stormwater flows required by the Virginia Stormwater Law and the Virginia Stormwater 
Management Regulations. 
 
During the design phase of the project, all water supply wells located within the SEPG right-
of-way will be identified.  VDOT will minimize the potential for groundwater contamination 
by applying recommendations from the Best Management Practices Handbook: Sources 
Affecting Groundwater.  Water quality and aquatic species impacts will be reduced by 
incorporating measures into project design and construction including conducting stream 
locations in the dry when possible, using natural stream design for relocations, minimizing 
the disturbance of stream bottoms, performing instream activities during low- or no-flow 
conditions, reducing channel losses when placing culverts, and using bottomless culverts or 
countersinking culverts to help reestablish the natural stream bottom. 
 
I. WETLAND RESOURCES 
 
Wetland impacts will be mitigated where practicable by constructing bridges along SEPG 
over sensitive wetland areas and streams.  Impacts will also be reduced through design 
measures to minimize the width of the roadway and median, to be identified during 
permitting and final design of the project.  Secondary impacts to wetlands will be minimized 
by restricting the location of construction staging areas and temporary construction 
causeways in wetlands.  Indirect impacts will be minimized through implementation of 
erosion and sediment control measures during construction and through proper sizing, design 
and alignment of drainage structures.  Various control measures including the use of 
stormwater basins and other Best Management Practices will be incorporated into roadway 
design and maintenance plans to reduce impacts to wetland hydrology and water quality. 
 
In addition to these measures, compensation for wetland impacts for SEPG has been 
addressed thoroughly with a unique and comprehensive Conceptual Natural Resources 
Compensation Plan, which is discussed in Chapter 4, Section M of this Condensed FEIS, and 
also included in the Final Natural Resources Compensation Plan Technical Report. 
 
The project corridor additions at I-264 will need to be field delineated for wetland and 
streams and Corps confirmed during final design, final Compensation Plan development, and 
permitting. 
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J. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
 
Impacts to wildlife will be minimized through the use of design measures including bridging, 
countersinking of culverts, and reducing roadway footprint and median width.  Temporary 
impacts will be reduced by minimizing staging areas and construction access roads in 
valuable habitats. 
 
Compensation for unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitats will be accomplished by 
implementing SEPG’s Conceptual Natural Resources Compensation Plan detailed in Chapter 
4, Section M of this Condensed FEIS. This is also included in the Final Natural Resources 
Compensation Plan Technical Report for the project.  
 
K. RARE SPECIES 
 
Impacts to rare species will be minimized through the use of design measures including 
bridging, countersinking of culverts, and reducing roadway footprint and median width.  
Temporary impacts will be reduced by minimizing staging areas and construction access 
roads in valuable habitats.  Mitigation measures including time of year restrictions on 
construction, contractor training, and on-site habitat restoration will be developed in 
coordination with VDGIF prior to construction. 
 
L. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
Potential environmental impacts during construction will be controlled, minimized or 
mitigated with the following techniques: 
 

• Strict adherence to erosion and sedimentation controls to minimize impacts to water 
resources. 

• Staging construction activities so that exposure of cleared areas and erodible earth are 
minimized. 

• Performing work adjacent to waterways during periods of low flow. 
• Defining designated truck routes and parking areas as part of the construction traffic 

plan. 
• Conduct burning of solid waste generated during construction in accordance with all 

local, state, and federal regulations.  Conduct burning at the greatest distance 
practicable from dwellings and not under adverse atmospheric conditions, closely 
monitoring burning activities. 

• Performing construction activities in accordance with VDOT’s 2002 Road and Bridge 
Specifications and all applicable local, state, and federal regulations to minimize 
potential air quality impacts. 

• Performing construction activities in accordance with construction noise limits 
identified in VDOT’s 2002 Road and Bridge Specifications, Section 107.14(b.3) 
“Pollution, Noise”. 
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M. PERMITS 
 
A Joint Permit Application (JPA) will be submitted to the VMRC, which acts as the 
clearinghouse for permit applications.  The JPA will be used to apply for permits from 
USACE, VMRC, DEQ, DCR and local wetlands boards.  The proposed project will be 
conducted with all pertinent federal and state permits and other authorizations including the 
applicable enforceable regulatory programs of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management 
Program (VCRMP). 
 
N. INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Indirect and cumulative impacts of the projects are closely associated with induced 
development in the project area.  Implementing a controlled access facility, which prohibits 
direct access to the roadway from adjoining properties, would eliminate the development of 
strip type development along the facility.  Mitigation of impacts of growth in the project area 
can occur through specific measures being undertaken by local governments.  These 
measures include comprehensive plan policies, other land use and watershed management 
policy recommendations, and local ordinances; they are described in detail in Chapter 4, 
Section T of this Condensed FEIS.  These measures combined with specific mitigation 
measures identified for SEPG should provide adequate mitigation for the environmental 
impacts associated with the project’s anticipated indirect and cumulative effects. 
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Chapter 8 – List of Recipients 
 
A list of recipients was included in the DEIS and is incorporated here by reference.  All those 
who previously received the DEIS will now receive the Condensed Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). 
 
In addition, the following agencies, governments, nongovernmental organizations, and 
members of the public who submitted substantive comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement will also receive copies of the Condensed FEIS and an additional copy of 
the Draft EIS.   
 
Federal Agencies 
• US Department of the Army – Norfolk District, Corps of Engineers 
• US Department of the Navy – Naval Air Station, Oceana 
• US Environmental Protection Agency – Region III 
• US Department of Interior – Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
• US Department of Interior – Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
State Agencies 
• Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
• Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
• Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 
 
Local Agencies 
• Hampton Roads Transit 
• Hampton Roads Planning District Commission 
• City of Virginia Beach – Department of Economic Development 
• City of Virginia Beach – Department of Parks and Recreation 
• Chesapeake Public Schools 
 
Nongovernmental Organizations 
• Back Bay Restoration Foundation 
• Southern Environmental Law Center 
• Wetlands Watch, Inc. 
• Virginia Conservation Network 
• Christian Broadcasting Network – Land Development Director 
• Citizens for Stumpy Lake 
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Public 
• Don Babcock 
• Taya Barnett 
• Lew Blanchette 
• David Campbell 
• Adam Froehlig 
• Mark Geduldid-Yatrofsky 
• Kathleen Hollowood 
• Kate Jennette 
• Kriby LaBounty, Sr. 
• Bill Lee 
• Mark Lutes 
• Franklin Ray Price 
• Charles Traub III 
• Jack Upton 
• John Wilson
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Chapter 9 – Comments and Coordination 
 
A. PROJECT SCOPING 
 
Scoping letters were distributed on February 2, 2004, to all relevant state and federal 
agencies, cities, and other organizations to solicit comments and feedback on the project.  
More detailed information is provided in the DEIS pages 9-1 through 9-2. 
 
B. SCOPING COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM AGENCIES AND CITIES 
 
Scoping comments were received from six state agencies, four federal agencies, and six local 
agencies.  The comments addressed included protected species, mitigation needs, cultural 
resources, wetlands, recreation sites, protection against incompatible land uses in the AICUZ 
and NAS Oceana areas, and coordination requirements. More detailed information is 
provided in the DEIS pages 9-2 through 9-4. 
 
 
C.  ACTIONS TAKEN SINCE PUBLICATION OF DEIS 

 
The DEIS was signed by FHWA and VDOT on May 27, 2005.  On June 7, 2005 the DEIS 
and all Technical Reports were mailed to local, state and federal agencies.  On June 10, 2005, 
the DEIS Notice was published in the Federal Register.  On June 13, 2005 advertisements 
were published in local newspapers advertising the availability of the DEIS for comment as 
well as the upcoming public hearings.  On July 11, 2005 a public hearing was held in 
Virginia Beach and on July 13, a public hearing was held in Chesapeake.  July 23, 2005 was 
the end of the comment period for the Public Hearing and July 25, 2005 was the end of 
comment period for the DEIS.  All comments received were evaluated and substantive ones 
were summarized for development of responses.  Sections F, G and H of this chapter contain 
these summary comments and responses to each.  Appendix A contains a compilation of 
public comments received.  Appendix B contains full copies of all agency, military and city 
comments received.  Appendix C contains full copies of all NGO comments received. 

 
In September 2005, the City Councils of Virginia Beach and Chesapeake passed resolutions 
supporting the Preferred Alternative.  In their resolutions of support, both Councils also 
included wording that recommended investigating the straightening of the “loop” on 
Segment D at Stumpy Lake. (See Appendix D for copies of these resolutions). 

 
On November 17, 2005, the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) passed a resolution 
that rescinded the location for the South Alternative previously approved (on February 15, 
1996) and approved the location of the Preferred Alternative proposed in the DEIS.  They 
further resolved that consideration be given to the realignment of Segment D between Elbow 
Road and Indian River Road during the development of detailed design and the acquisition of 
permits.  Through a separate resolution this same day, the CTB requested VDOT seek 
alternative funding sources, including solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Public Private 
Transportation Act (1995), for the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt project.  (See 
Appendix E for copies of these resolutions). 
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D. COORDINATION MEETINGS 
 
The project study team, consisting of FHWA, VDOT, Hampton Roads PDC, the Cities of 
Chesapeake and Virginia Beach, the US Navy, and consultants, met thirty four times over the 
course of the study with the goal of procuring a quality environmental document for SEPG.  
The federal agencies (Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Corps of Engineers) took part in over twenty Agency Partnering meetings.  There were also 
several meetings held to give presentations about the project to select groups or on select 
topics. 
 
Since publication of the DEIS, the following meetings have occurred: 
 

5/2/2005 SEPG Team – Review of April City Liaison Meeting, April Agency 
Meeting, remaining items, EIS status update and next steps 

 
6/2/2005 SEPG Team – EIS status update and next steps 
 
6/20/2005 SEPG Team – Preparation for Public Hearing 
 
7/25/2005 SEPG Team – Presentation of mitigation information (including maps 

with potential mitigation parcels)  
 
8/9/2005 VB City Council Workshop – Project overview and presentation 
 
8/22/2005 Agency Partnering – Discussed HEP/wetland mitigation and 

straightening of Segment D 
 
8/29/2005 SEPG Team – DEIS comments, August VB City Council Workshop, 

August Partnering meeting and next steps 
 
9/20/2005 Agency Partnering – HEP mitigation 
 
9/27/2005 SEPG Team – Public hearing comments, September Partnering 

meeting, City Council presentations, NAS Oceana / BRAC 
Commission, CTB Workshop and FEIS Update 

 
9/27/2005  Chesapeake City Council Workshop – Project overview and 

presentation 
 
10/25/2005 Agency Partnering – Discussed HEP mitigation, straightening of 

Segment D and permitting 
 
10/27/2005 SEPG Team – Public hearing comments, Chesapeake City Council 

workshop, CTB workshop, straightening of Segment D, October 
Partnering Meeting, Oceana NAS/BRAC, Toll Feasibility update 
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11/17/2005 CTB Meeting – Passed Resolution Approving Location of SEPG 
 
12/1/2005 Agency Partnering – HEP land cover numbers and permitting 
 
12/8/2005 SEPG Team – November CTB action, December Partnering meeting, 

elevation to CEQ, mitigation, Navy update, Toll Feasibility update and 
tentative FEIS schedule 

 
1/12/2006 Agency Partnering – HEP/ wetlands mitigation and scoring matrix 
 
1/19/2006 SEPG Team – Results of Draft Toll Feasibility Study, January 

Partnering meeting, Interchange Justification Report, FEIS comments 
and status 

 
2/21/2006 Agency Partnering – HEP land cover table, scoring matrix and wetland 

mitigation 
 
2/23/2006 SEPG Team – HEP study and mitigation plan, reduction of impacts, 

project benefits, Equivalent Service Variation (ESV), Toll Feasibility 
Report, project aerials and project schedule 

 
4/5/2006 Agency Partnering – Wetland mitigation and BRAC property 

acquisition 
 
4/6/2006 SEPG Team – April Partnering meeting, FEIS Status, NRTR, Toll 

Feasibility Report, Interchange Justification information, project 
aerials and project cost estimate 

 
5/11/2006 SEPG Team – HEP Study and Mitigation Plan, BRAC property 

acquisition, SAFETEA/LU, FEIS status, project aerials and 
interchange justification memo 

 
5/22/2006 Agency Partnering – HEP/wetland mitigation and Virginia Beach 

Agricultural Reserve Program 
 
6/26/2006 Agency Partnering – HEP / Mitigation Plan; Final Agency Meeting 

before FEIS 
 
7/13/2006 SEPG Team – Draft Mitigation Plan, HEP analysis, Agency update, 

wetland/bridging impacts, equivalent services memo, Interchange 
Justification Report, BRAC findings, cost verification SAFETEA-LU 
and CLRP 

 
9/21/2006 SEPG Team – Natural resources (revised wetland/stream impacts, 

mitigation plan), cultural resources mitigation, I-264 interchange, 
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Equivalent Service Alternative, transit analysis, Toll Feasibility Study, 
Oceana glide slope, cost estimate, TIP status, MSAT analysis, FEIS 
Schedule and logistics; Final Team Meeting before FEIS 

 
11/22/2006 Preliminary FEIS sent to federal agencies for review and comment.  

Comments received from USACE and EPA December 2006-Jan 2007.  
Discussion of comments between FHWA, USACE, EPA, and VDOT 
on-going during this time. 

 
02/06/2007 Conference call between USACE, VDOT and Consultants – 
 Review the HEP changes. 
 
10/29/2007 Conference call between FHWA and USACE; FHWA requested 

additional comments on the preliminary FEIS. 
 
02/14/2008 Agency meeting between FHWA, VDOT, USACE, EPA- Discussion 

of unresolved issues, prior concurrence, and next steps to complete 
NEPA process. 

 
E. WEBSITE 
 
The project website, www.virginiadot.org/projects/const-project.asp?ID=186, was established by 
VDOT to provide up-to-date information to citizens.  The website currently contains maps 
showing alternative corridors, the project schedule, purpose and need, study approach and 
findings, approval process, and frequently asked questions. 
 
F. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
 
Citizen Information Meetings were held in Chesapeake on May 26, 2004, and in Virginia 
Beach on May 27, 2004.  Post cards and flyers announcing the meetings were distributed to 
the public in the study area, and newspaper ads, radio/TV ads, and the project website also 
publicized the meetings.  157 people attended the meeting in Chesapeake and 296 people 
attended the meeting in Virginia Beach.  256 written and oral comments were submitted 
during and following the meetings.  More detailed information is provided in the DEIS pages 
9-6 through 9-7. 
 
Public participation activities that have occurred since publication of the DEIS include the 
following:  
 
2005 Public Hearings 
 
In preparation of the Location Public Hearings, an email announcement was sent to all 200+ 
citizens on the Study Mailing List on June 10, 2005.   In addition, on June 13, 2005, the 
second project newsletter was mailed to the Study Mailing List.   
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On July 11 and 13, 2005, identical public hearings were held in each locality to present the 
findings of the SEPG Location Study and to obtain input from the community.  The hearings 
provided an opportunity for one-on-one discussions between the public and study team; 
allowed viewing of exhibits, documents and project maps; and, received public comments.   
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Attendance counts for the hearings included the following: 
 
   City of Virginia Beach City of Chesapeake 

Date Held  July 11     July 13 
Attendance  245    235 

 
The public comment period for the public hearing transcript was from June 10th, 2005 to 
July 23rd, 2005.  During this time, the public was able to provide their input through several 
modes including: E-mail, mailed letters, comment forms, or submittal of written and oral 
comments at the public hearings.  To encourage public input and information, a comment 
form was developed and included in the June newsletter for the study.  Approximately 1500 
newsletters and comment forms were printed and distributed to the Study Mailing List, area 
faith organizations, regional libraries, and public hearing attendees.  The comment form was 
also available on the study Web site. All of the comments received by July 23rd were 
collected and reviewed.  This information was then entered into a database.  A total of 297 
responses were collected.  (See Appendix A for the compilation of public comments, which 
also contains a copy of the comment form). 
 
Those public comments received that were substantive in nature have been summarized in 
Table 9-1, located at the end of this chapter.  Responses to each of these are provided in the 
table, along with the name of the commenter. 

 
G. DEIS AND HEARING COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM AGENCIES, 

MILITARY AND CITIES 
 

Table 9-2, located at the end of this chapter, summarizes the comments received during the 
DEIS review period as well as the public hearing comment period from agencies, military 
and cities.  Copies of letters received from agencies, military and Cities are provided in 
Appendix B. 

 
H. DEIS AND HEARING COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM NON-

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS (NGO) 
 

Table 9-3, located at the end of this chapter, summarizes the comments received during the 
DEIS review period as well as the public hearing comment period from NGOs.  Copies of 
letters received from NGOs are provided in Appendix C. 
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Chapter 10 – List of Acronyms 
 
 
AASHTO American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials 

ADT Average Daily Traffic 

AICUZ Air Installation Compatible Use Zone 

BMP Best Management Practice 

CBA Candidate Build Alternative  

CEQ President’s Council on Environmental Quality 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 
Information System 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act 

DACS Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 

dBA Decibels on the A-weighted scale 

DCR Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

DEQ Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 

DGIF Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 

DHR Virginia Department of Historic Resources 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EO Executive Order 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FAPG Federal Aid Policy Guide 

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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FHWA Federal Highway Administration  

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 

FTA Federal Transit Authority 

FWS Fish and Wildlife Service  

GDSNWR Great Dismal Swamp National Wildlife Refuge 

HEP Habitat Evaluation Procedure 

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 

ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems 

JPA Joint Permit Application 

LEQ Level Equivalent 

LOS Level of Service 

MPH Miles Per Hour 

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MSL Mean Sea Level 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 

NALF Naval Auxiliary Landing Field 

NAS Naval Air Station 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NPL National Priorities List 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NWI National Wetlands Inventory  

O3 Ozone 

PEM Palustrine Emergent (wetlands) 

PFO Palustrine Forested (wetlands) 

PPM Parts Per Million 

PREP Pollution Complaints 

PSA Public Service Authority 
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PUB Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom (wetlands) 

RCRIS Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System 

ROW Right of Way 

SDEIS Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

SEPG Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 

SWAMP Southern Watershed Area Management Program 

TAZ Transportation Analysis Zone 

TEA 21 Transportation Efficiency Act for the Twenty First Century 

TNM Traffic Noise Model 

TSM Transportation System Management  

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USDOT United Stated Department of Transportation 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

VCRMP Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program 

VDOT Virginia Department of Transportation 

VEC Virginia Employment Commission 

VRP Virginia Voluntary Remediation Program 
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Comment Analysis  
 
Gathering the Data 
 
The public comment period for the public hearing transcript was from June 10th, 
2005 to July 23rd, 2005.  During this time, the public was able to provide their 
input through several modes including: E-mail, mailed letters, comment forms, or 
submittal of written and oral comments at the public hearings.  To encourage public 
input and information, a comment form was developed and included in the June 
newsletter for the study.  Approximately 1500 newsletters and comment forms 
were printed and distributed to the study mailing list, area faith organizations, 
regional libraries, and public hearing attendees.  The comment form was also 
available on the study Web site.  (See the comment form in Appendix A).   
 
An important opportunity for public input was the two public hearings that were 
held by VDOT on June 11th and 13th, 2005 in Virginia Beach and Chesapeake 
respectively.  The table below shows the attendance counts at these hearings. 
 

 City of Virginia 
Beach 

City of 
Chesapeake 

Date Held June 11 June 13 
Attendance 245 235 

 
All of the comments received by July 23rd were collected and reviewed.  This 
information was then entered into a database.  A total of 297 responses were 
collected.   
 
An analysis was conducted to identify duplicate responses from the same 
individuals.  This analysis found that 2 persons submitted a total of 4 multiple 
responses.  For example, a resident completed a comment form and also submitted 
an E-mail response.  In these cases, both types of responses were reviewed to 
ensure that all comments made by an individual were captured for that person’s 
overall response.  Each person was included once in the final analysis.  This de-
duping process resulted in a total of 295 responses.   
 
The data from all the responses regardless of mode (E-mails, letters, comment 
form, oral comment) was examined.   
 

Response Mode 
 
Among the 295 responses, the majority of comments collected were in the form of 
the comment forms distributed by VDOT (80%).  The table below further describes 
the mode of response among the participants.   
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Base = 295 

 
 
 

Response by Locality 
 

Majority of respondents were from Virginia Beach and Chesapeake.  Less than ten 
comments were received from persons residing in Norfolk or Portsmouth.  They are 
captured in the ‘Other’ category on the following chart. 

 
 

City of 
Virginia 
Beach
58%

City of 
Chesapeake

40%

Other
2%

 
(Base = 295) 
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Preferred Alternative 
 
The majority of those who responded stated a preference for one of the proposed 
alternatives. Several respondents stated that they wanted something different than 
the candidate build alternatives or the No-Build.  This response was captured in the 
Other category.  Responses that did not specify a preference to an alternative were 
captured in the No Alternative selected category.  Overall the Preferred Alternative 
was selected by the majority of responses. 
 
 

Stated Preference Alternative among All Participants  
 

26%

54%

3%

0

3%

1%

6%

7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

No-Build

Preferred

North
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Stumpy S
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No Alt Selected

Other

 
 (Base = 295) 
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Alternative Selection by Locality 
 

 
The alternatives were further analyzed by locality.  The table below shows the 
variation in selection by where residents live.   
 
 

Alternative Selection by Locality 

 
 
 

        

        

 
 

Locality Base No Build Preferred Stumpy 
South 

Stumpy 
North North North 

K Other No Alt 

Virginia Beach 170 24% 56% 4% 1% 2% 0 6% 7% 

Chesapeake 118 28% 53% 2% 0 5% 0 8% 4% 
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Opinions about the Alternatives 
 
Comments about the alternatives from comment forms, E-mails, letters, and oral 
responses were analyzed.  Similar types of remarks were grouped together and 
tabulated.  The most frequently stated responses are listed below. 
 

Frequent Comments by Alternative  
 

Comments are based on residents who selected this alternative 

Alternative 
Selected 

Comment 

No Build 
 

 The road will encourage growth 
 No Impact to Dewberry Farms  
 No Impact to Greystone  
 The road only serves Virginia Beach 
 No Impact to natural environment and 
Stumpy Lake 

 Improve I-464/64 and I-264 first 
 Improve existing roads 

Preferred 
 

 Least impact to the human and natural 
environment 

 Improve capacity and reduce traffic 
congestion 

 Improve East-West Connection 
 Move alignment South of Stumpy Lake 
 Fewer relocations  

North 
 

 Better access 
 Less Wetland and Stumpy Lake Impacts 
  Improves Capacity  

 
 

Stumpy North 
 Impact to Natural Environment 

 
 

Stumpy South 

 Improves the capacity and reduces 
congestion 

 Provides east-west connection between 
the cities 

North K 
 

 N/A 
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Other 

 Improve I-64/464 first 
 Mass transit 
 Improve existing Roads 
 Move preferred further south to avoid 
Stumpy Lake 

No Alternative Selected  Opposed to Segment J 
 
 
  Summary of Results 
 
 
The overall analysis showed that the Preferred Alternative received the most 
favorable input overall (54%).  This was true for both Virginia Beach and 
Chesapeake residents.  Respondents commented that the Preferred would have the 
least impact to the human and natural environment.  They were in support of the 
Preferred to improve capacity and reduce congestion.  Several respondents selected 
the Preferred Alternative but wanted to move the alignment south of Stumpy Lake.     
 
The No Build alternative was the second most favored alternative (26%).  
Participants in favor of this alternative were evenly distributed between Chesapeake 
and Virginia Beach respondents.  Persons who selected this option were concerned 
about the impact to the natural environmental particularly the wetlands and 
Stumpy Lake.  Another frequent comment by those selecting the No-Build was that 
interstate 464/64 and 264 should be improved first.  People were also concerned 
that the other alternatives would encourage growth and development in the area. 
 
The third and fourth most favored preference was for the Other and No Alternative 
selected categories.  For the most part, respondents who wanted other alternatives 
and did not state a preference to one of the Candidate Build Alternatives were 
placed into these categories.  The comments from this group of respondents 
centered around improving existing roads and improving I-464/64.  Also, people 
commented in favor of mass transit and increased public transportation.  
    
The remaining Candidate Build Alternatives, North, North K, Stumpy South, and 
Stumpy North were the least favored.  Comments received for these alternatives 
stated concern for improving capacity and minimizing the impact to wetlands and 
Stumpy Lake.       
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORFOLK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

FORT NORFOLK, 803 FRONT STREET
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 23510-1096

JUt 25

REPLY TO

A lTENTION OF: July 22, 2005

Eastern Virginia Regulatory Section
03-6813-15

Mr. Kenneth R. Myers
Planning and Environmental Program Manager
Federal Highway Administration
Room 750
Post Office Box 10249
Richmond, Virginia 23240-0249

Mr. Earl T. Robb
Environmental Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

RobbDear Mr Myers and Mr

This letter provides comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) prepared for the Southeastern Parkway (SEP) in the Cities of Virginia
Beach and Chesapeake. The DEIS was prepared by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT).
The Norfolk District Corps of Engineers is a Cooperating Agency. We have met
regularly with VDOT and FHWA since the Notice of Intent to publish an EIS was
released in December 2003, along with the Environmental Protection Agency,
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and representatives of both cities. Our
detailed comments about the document and project are attached. The Norfolk
District Engineer will ultimately make a permit decision after conducting a
full public interest review, following review of the Final EIS and the
responses to a public notice we will release following receipt of a complete
permit application.

Many of the concerns which led to our preliminary decision in 1992 to deny
the permit for the construction of the Southeastern Parkway remain. Similar
concerns were outlined in our December 1994 letter following the Supplemental
DEIS, in which we stated that it is not clear that issuance of a Department
of the Army permit would be in the public interest. Of primary concern are
the very significant direct wetland impacts that will occur regardless of the
build alternative selected. We remain concerned that the results of the
Habitat Evaluation Procedure may show the project has the potential for
extensive impacts to habitat of wetland dependent and habitat specialist
species. We remain concerned about the potential for indirect impacts,
because the road would cross through or along large tracts of largely
undeveloped lands, including extensive wetlands, particularly in the
watersheds of Gum Swamp and the North Landing River. The displacements of
homes and businesses and disruptions of neighborhoods are substantial,
regardless of the alternative, and we will consider these and other impacts
to the human environment in making our permit decision.
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We have consistently questioned whether the project benefits justify the
significant direct and potential indirect impacts to wetlands. Because
transportation improvement is the purpose for the project, we have worked
closely with VDOT and their consultants to clarify traffic issues and the
projected effects of the SEP with regard to the stated Purpose and Need. In
the attached detailed comments we identify several concerns about the
somewhat limited improvements that can be attributed to the SEP.

An extensive mitigation plan will be needed in the FEIS and to date only a
very conceptual plan has been presented. Finding suitable areas for
restoration of wetlands to compensate for forested wetlands at a 2:1 ratio in
the appropriate watersheds will likely be very difficult. While we are
willing to continue to work with FHWA and VDOT in developing the mitigation
plan, it is an applicant's responsibility to produce an acceptable plan to
mitigate the impacts of their project. It will be extremely difficult to
compensate for some of the impacts to bottomland hardwoods, such as found on
segments D and E of the Preferred Alternative. While bridging of these very
high quality areas may be required to minimize this loss if a permit is
issued, impacts would still be substantial because the bridges would be low,
leading to a loss of the canopy, disturbance from the bridge structure and
vehicle noise, and fragmentation of habitat.

As a cooperating agency, we will continue to participate in the
interagency team for the study of this project. However, as noted above, we
first expressed our serious concerns about this project well over a decade
ago and very little about the project has changed to alleviate thoseconcerns. 

Please contact Alice Allen-Grimes at 757-201-7219 if you have any
questions about our comments.

$

'---~ ---
Robert Hume, III

VChief, Regulatory Branch

Copies Furnished

U. 

S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Gloucester
Environmental Protection Agency, Reston
National Marine Fisheries Service, Oxford



DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE 2005 DEIS PREPARED FOR THE
SOUTHEASTERN PARKWAY

ToDical coxmnents:

1. 

Project Benefits/Traffic:

Build vs No Build Comparisona

This section on pages 2-40 to 2-51 of the DEtS compares the effects of the
Candidate Build Alternatives (CBAs) vs. the No Build with respect to each of
the key components of the Purpose and Need. Our comments on each of those
components are as follows.

Transportation Capacity

It is stated that the impacts of the peak tourist season traffic volumes are
centered on I-64 south of I-264 and the Oak Grove Connector. Tourist traffic
to and from the Outer Banks of North Carolina are discussed, including
backups onto the freeways and forecasts for worsening conditions. The text
goes on to say that because the SEP will take "many of the vehicle trips that
would otherwise be using the adjacent freeway system,. it would reduce
volumes on congested freeway segments. Page 42 of the TTR notes that the
impacts of the SEP on I-64 will be "inconsequential.. It appears, therefore,
than any improvements with relation to tourist traffic on the I-64 freeway
will be minor. As for addressing tourist traffic on the Oak Grove Connector,
it appears that widening of the Oak Grove Connector will address that traffic
as well as the SEP will, because widening the Connector from 4 to 8 lanes as
evaluated under the Equivalent Service Variation provides level of service
(LOS) D in 2026, as does the SEP.

The improvements to levels of service with t~e SEP, as depicted in Table 11
of the TTR and in part on Exhibit 2-10 of the DEIS, were reviewed. In that
light, it is important to ascertain what is considered an acceptable LOS. It
is stated on page 1-5 that adequate LOS is defined as LOS C or better for the
SEP. On page 8 of the Transportation Technical Report (TTR), it is stated
that under certain conditions, LOS D may be acceptable in urban areas. In
the 1994 SDEIS for SEP, it is stated on page 4-2 that LOS D represents the
maximum acceptable level of congestion, and that LOS D was used in that study
of the SEP as acceptable LOS.

If LOS D is taken as an acceptable threshold for congestion for this study,
then Table 11 depicts 12 out of 70 segments that go from unacceptable (LOS E
or F) to acceptable (LOS D or better), of which only one is a freeway
segment. Two other freeway segments go from an unacceptable LOS F to an
unacceptable LOS E. If LOS D is assumed unacceptable, as suggested in the
text on page 1-5, then an additional 10 segments improve from an unacceptable
LOS D to an acceptable LOS C. Fourteen segments are at LOS C or better with
or without the SEP and three are at LOS D with or without the SEP. The rest
are unacceptable with or without the SEP. Great Bridge Bypass deteriorates
from LOS E to LOS F with the SEP.
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If LOS D is taken as acceptable in this urban area, which appears reasonable
based on the statement in the TTR and the previous study, then 17% of
segments improve from an unacceptable to an acceptable level. If LOS C is
taken as acceptable LOS, the result is still 17% of roadway segments (12 out
of 70) that improve from unacceptable to acceptable LOS with the SEP, but of
those, all but two go from D to C, so only 3% go from LOS lower than D to LOS
higher than D. These improvements seem rather modest.

We understand that LOS alone does not demonstrate the effectiveness of the
SEP at addressing traffic problems. For our assessment of the outcome of the
other measures of effectiveness, see the section below on the Equivalent
Service Variation.

Connectivity

There is a discussion of how the Preferred Build improves east-west movement
between the cities. It appears that the Equivalent Service Variation, or at
least the widening of certain roadways by only two lanes, also serves to
address the problem of adequate east-west connection between the two cities,
as discussed on pages 2-46 and 47. The existing "inter-city. roadway
segments are compared in Table 2-5 under the No Build and the Preferred Build
in terms of LOS. I-64 (Greenbrier to Indian River), Kempsville Road
(Centerville to Volvo), and Centerville Turnpike (Lynnhaven to Elbow) all
show no improvement in LOS with the SEP (LOS F to F, C to C, and F to F,
respectively). We understand that while the LOS may not improve on these
roadways, east-west inter-city movements are improved because the SEP offers
another such route. Volvo/Lynnhaven Parkway (Centerville to Kempsville),
Elbow Road (Indian River to Centerville) and N. Landing/Mt. Pleasant Road
(Indian River to Centerville) do improve in LOS (D to C, F to D, and F to D
respectively) .

In Table 2-2, the LOS on some east-west roadways is given under the
Equivalent Service Variation (two lanes added to each roadway), and all of
the roadways are improved as much or more than they are under the SEP. I-64
(Greenbrier to Indian River) goes from F to D, Mount Pleasant Road
(Centerville Turnpike to AIW bridge) goes from F to B, Elbow Road
(Centerville to Indian River) goes from F to B, Lynnhaven Parkway (Indian
River to Pleasant Valley) goes from E to B, N. Landing Road (AIW Bridge to
Indian River) goes from F to C. The other east-west and inter-city roadway
segments were not selected for the Equivalent Service Variation because of
the criteria used to select the roadways for that analysis, so more direct
comparisons with regard to east-west movements to the SEP cannot be made.

Access to NAS Oceana & Dam Neck Annex

The text states that although eastbound I-264 is not congested in the morning
peak period, there are backups onto westbound I-64 at the interchange and
extending back onto I-64. The text goes on to describe some improvements on
I-264 that will result from the SEP, and since that discussion follows the
statement about I-64, it implies that the improvements on I-264 will address
the problems of back-ups on I-64, which will presumably reduce congestion to
Oceana/Dam Neck (since the discussion is under that section). It does not
appear that any improvement to I-264 will improve queues on I-64, however,
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since it has already been noted that I-264 is not congested at that time (and
must not be the cause of queues on I-64). In addition, improvements to I-64
resulting from the SEP have already been stated to be "inconsequential.- So,
it appears that the problem identified in this discussion is not addressed by
the SEP.

The document goes on to discuss access routes to NAS Oceana and Dam Neck
Annex, and how conditions on those access routes are projected to deteriorate
to exhibit severe congestion. It appears that most of the routes discussed
can be improved to acceptable levels by the addition of two lanes, as
demonstrated with the Equivalent Service Variation. While such widening
projects will no doubt result in displacements and other impacts, they have
not been evaluated and it is unknown to what degree such impacts would occur.

The TTR includes the results of a select link analysis that was performed for
access to Oceana and Dam Neck, using the Oak Grove Connector between Dominion
and Battlefield Boulevards and the SEP between Centerville Turnpike and
Indian River Road and between Oceana and I-264. Use of these links for
access to and from Oceana and Dam Neck were compared with comparable links of
the No Build. The results show that only 2% of traffic accessing Oceana and
5% of traffic accessing Dam Neck would use the Oak Grove Connector segment of
the SEP. These data suggest that very little traffic would travel from
Chesapeake to Oceana or Dam Neck on the SEP. Only 7% of all traffic
accessing Oceana and 10% of all traffic accessing Dam Neck would use the SEP
segment that crosses the City Line (from Centerville to Indian River), while
19% of all traffic going to and from Oceana and 13% of all traffic going to
and from Dam Neck would use the SEP segment that extends to I-264, which runs
directly parallel and adjacent to Oceana Boulevard. While 19% of traffic
shows more use of the SEP (from Oceana to I-264) to and from Oceana than the
other links, Table 11 of the TTR shows that Oceana Boulevard from Oceana to
Virginia Beach Boulevard would be at LOS D even without the SEP. This
comparison suggests that that segment of SEP is only somewhat needed to
improve access to Oceana, even though it is the closest segment of the entire
SEP to Oceana. It appears from these data that a very small portion of
traffic accessing these navy facilities would use SEP, which suggests that
the SEP will do little to improve access to them.

Hurricane Evacuation

This section appears to support a conclusion that the SEP will only
marginally improve evacuation for the Cities of Chespeake and Virginia Beach
and coastal North Carolina. The text makes clear that getting the traffic to
I-64 faster serves no purpose, because that is where the real bottleneckoccurs. 

It is stated that widening of I-64 between I-464 and Bowers Hill is
a high priority, but that improvement is not in the 2026 Long Range plan due
to funding constraints. The discussion goes on to state that the next
obstacle to evacuation if I-64 were improved is the Oak Grove Connector. The
Equivalent Service Variation demonstrates that by widening the Oak Grove
Connector from 4 to 8 lanes, the same LOS can be obtained as that provided by
the SEP (which would also widen the Connector to 8 lanes). As the document
states, "the best condition for hurricane evacuation for this area would
include both a widened Oak Grove Connector and a widened I-64 from I-464 to
Bowers Hill." Given that the SEP is projected to cost more than one billion
dollars, it appears that if hurricane evacuation is a priority, improvements
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to I-64 and the Oak Grove Connector would provide a better use of funds, and
these projects would involve relatively minimal impacts to aquatic resources

Economic 

Development

A description of how the SEP will help meet development goals by connecting
centers of employment, retail and residential uses, as outlined in the
cities' comprehensive plans is included in this section. The TTR presents
the results of a select link analysis for six economic development areas
identified for the two cities. The links analyzed were the same ones used
for the select link analysis for Oceana and Dam Neck.

The results show that only 1% of all traffic coming and going from the East
Oceana development area will use any of the SEP links analyzed. Only 3%, 2%,
5%, and 7% of all traffic accessing the development areas of South Oceana,
West Holland, North Princess Anne Commons, and South Glenwood respectively
will use the Oak Grove Connector segment of the SEP. Only 7%, 4%, 10%, 8%
and 8% of all traffic accessing the development areas of South Oceana, West
Holland, North Princess Anne Commons, Great Bridge and South Glenwood
respectively will use the Indian River Road to Centerville Turnpike segment
of the SEP. Only 8%, 2%, 1%, 1% and 1% of all traffic accessing the
development areas of South Oceana, North Princess Anne Commons, Oak Brooke,
Great Bridge and South Glenwood respectively will use the NAS Oceana to I-264
segment of the SEP, and none of the traffic accessing the West Holland
Development area will use that segment. Since the SEP segment from Indian
River to Centerville is close to the North Princess Anne Commons Development
area and offers freeway access, it would be expected that the use of that
segment to access that development area would be fairly high. Yet, only 10%
of all traffic coming and going to the North Princess Anne Commons
Development area will use the SEP. While 26% of all traffic accessing the
Great Bridge Development area will use the Oak Grove Connector segment of the
SEP, the No Build analysis shows that 23% of traffic will use the Oak Grove
Connector to access that development zone without the SEP. Similarly,
although 15% of all traffic accessing the Oak Brooke Development area will
use the Oak Grove Connector segment of the SEP, the No Build analysis shows
that 14% of traffic will use the Oak Grove Connector to access that
development zone without the SEP. The only segment of the SEP that appears
to serve to provide access to a development zone that is actually used to any
extent is the Indian River to Centerville segment, where 15% of all traffic
accessing Oak Brooke will use that SEP link and no traffic will use the Mount
Pleasant/Elbow Road link under the No Build.

One area referred to in both the DEIS and the TTR as a major center for
development is Corporate Landing Office Park. The TTR did not present a
select link analysis for a traffic analysis zone at Corporate Landing, so it
is unknown whether the SEP will serve much of the traffic accessing that
development area. However, Table 11 of the TTR shows that traffic on the
General Booth Boulevard segment from London Bridge Road to Dam Neck Road
(which borders Corporate Landing) will be at LOS F with or without the SEP,
suggesting that a minor amount of vehicles accessing Corporate Landing will
be diverted from General Booth Boulevard to the SEP.

While the argument is made in the DEIS that the SEP serves to provide
adequate linkages between the development areas identified in the
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Comprehensive Plans, the data do not support that the SEP will be used for
that purpose.

b Equivalent Service Variation

Section 2.a beginning on page 2-5 describes this alternative, which was
included and evaluated at our request. All of the segments evaluated were
selected based on criteria developed by VDOT and listed on page 2-5. To each
of the selected roadway segments, lanes were added sufficient to bring the
LOS of each segment to a level equivalent to that provided by SEP (as
discussed on page 45 of the TTR) , which resulted in the addition of two lanes
to all selected segments, except the Oak Grove Connector, to which four lanes
were added (Oak Grove Connector also did not meet the selection criteria, but
was added to the Equivalent Service study at our request).

In comparing the resulting LOS on these roadway segments as depicted in
Table 2-2 with the LOS on the same segments of the Preferred Build (data can
be found in Table 11 of the TTR), we observed that for many of the segments,
the LOS is better under the Equivalent Service alternative than with the SEP.
For example, Lynnhaven Parkway from Indian River Road to Pleasant Valley is
LOS B under the Equivalent Service Variation and LOS C with the SEPi Rosemont
Road from S. Plaza Trail to I-264 is LOS C under Equivalent Service Variation
and LOS E with the SEPi Independence Boulevard is LOS C with the Equivalent
Service Variation and LOS F with the SEPi I-64 from Battlefield Boulevard to
Greenbrier Parkway is LOS D with the Equivalent Service Variation and LOS E
with the SEP. We understand that this difference occurs because you cannot
model (or implement) the addition of one lane or a half-lane or some other
partial improvement to reach the same LOS as SEP, but must add at least one
lane in each direction. However, it is notable how much improvement can be
affected by selective additions of lanes to existing roadways.

Table 2-1 presents a summary comparison of certain measures of effectiveness
for 2026 for the No Build, Preferred Build, and the Equivalent ServiceVariation. 

The Preferred Build improves Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) over
the No Build by 1.7%, and the Equivalent Service Variation improves VMT by
1.4%; the Preferred Build improves Vehicles Hours Traveled under Free Flow
Conditions (VHTTFF) over the No Build by 3.6%, and the Equivalent Service
Variation improves VHTFF by 1.3%; the Preferred Build improves Vehicle Hours
Traveled under Congested Conditions (VHTTCS) over the No Build by 12.9%, and
the Equivalent Service Variation improves VHTCS by 10.3%; the Preferred Build
improves Total Vehicles Hours Traveled (Total VHT) over the No Build by 9.5%,
and the Equivalent Service Variation improves Total VHT by 7%; the Preferred
Build improves Average Vehicle Speed under Congested Conditions (CON SPEED)
over the No Build by 11.7%, and the Equivalent Service Variation improves CON
SPEED by 8.8%. None of these improvements seem very impressive. However,
even if the improvements of the Preferred Build are assumed to be of some
importance, the analysis appears to demonstrate that widening of existing
roadways can bring about very similar improvements. We recognize that the
widening of some of these roadways would result in undetermined displacements
of homes and other buildings, but it also appears that impacts to the aquatic
environment could be substantially minimized when compared to the CBA's.

In further support of the apparent ability of the Equivalent Service
Variation to address the Purpose and Need when compared to the other CBA's,



it is noted on page 2-38 that the difference in forecasted volumes between
the CBA's is not substantial. The percentages of improvement above compare
the Equivalent Service Variation to the Preferred Build CBA. When compared
to the other CBA's, the Equivalent Service Variation improves the VMT better
than the North CBA, the North K CBA, and the Stumpy North CBA. It improves
VHTFF, VHTCS, and Total VHT more than the North CBA. If, as stated in the
document, the differences between the forecasted volumes between the CBA's is
not substantial, then it appears that the differences between the Equivalent
Service Variation and the Preferred Build and other CBA's are also not
substantial.

Summary of Project Benefits/Traffic comments:c

It appears that while the SEP improves levels of service to some degree on
some segments of some roadways in the study area, the improvements with
regard to the stated components of the purpose and need are relatively minor
(Transportation Capacity, Connectivity, Hurricane Evacuation, Access to NAS
Oceana and Dam Neck, Economic Development). In addition, it appears from the
analysis of the Equivalent Service Variation that selective widening of
certain roadways may achieve many of the same or even better benefits while
substantially avoiding and minimizing impacts to aquatic resources.

2. Aquatic Resources:

The DEIS documents very extensive impacts to streams and wetlands that will
result from any of the CBAs. The preferred CBA will result in the loss of
243 acres of primarily forested wetlands (reduced to approximately 215 acres
with bridging), and almost 12,000 linear feet of streams. The bottomland
hardwood wetlands associated with Gum Swamp, West Neck Creek, and the North
Landing River are of particularly high value, and the areas where the SEP is
proposed to cross these systems are largely undisturbed by other roadways or
development. Page 4-41 of the document indicates that the floodway associated
with Gum Swamp, North Landing River, and West Neck Creek will be bridged.
The floodway and 100-year floodplain associated with these three waterways
should be bridged to minimize project impacts to these high value aquatic
resources. However, these areas will be impacted even if crossed on bridges
due to fragmentation of the habitat and disruption of the hydrology.

It should be noted that the construction of the SEP would result in the
direct loss of far more wetlands than any roadway project constructed in
Virginia in modern times. By comparison, the Battlefield Boulevard project
(Chespeake Expressway) resulted in the loss of about 48 acres of wetlands;
the Route 17 project under construction in Chesapeake will result in the loss
of about 25 acres of wetlands; Route 288 west of Richmond resulted in the
loss of about 20 acres; the widening of Route 58 from South Hill to
Clarksville impacted about 12 acres of wetlands; and the extension of the
Dulles Toll Road from the airport to Leesburg impacted about 45 acres of
wetlands. There is no precedent in Virginia for a roadway with impacts to
aquatic resources of the significance of the impacts that will result from
the SEP.
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~, .Mitigation:

We are concerned that the DEIS provides only a perfunctory discussion of
wetland mitigation, without any specific information. We have been meeting
regularly with VDOT and their consultants concerning a number of matters,
including mitigation. From the beginning of these meetings, we have
cautioned that developing a suitable wetland compensation plan would be very
challenging because of the significant wetland impacts. To date, only
general concepts have been discussed. While we concur with the statement on
page 4-49 that mitigation plans must provide full replacement of acreage and
function of wetlands, and we concur with the replacement ratios given, we are
concerned about the lack of progress in identifying mitigation sites.
Although potential preservation areas have been identified in the region,
VDOT has yet to present a single acre of potential wetland restoration.
Based on the impacts projected in the DEIS, and considering that bridging
will reduce impacts, current projections indicate that 400-500 acres of
wetlands restoration land will be needed for compensation.

Wetland creation in interchanges or in areas that are or are likely to be
surrounded by development will not be acceptable (unless some of the
replacement wetlands are placed in those areas expressly to perform certain
functions). We will be looking for water quality and wildlife habitatbenefits. 

It is highly unlikely that the functions and values of some of the
wetland types to be lost as a result of the project, such as deep swamp or
semi-permanently inundated wetlands, can be replaced by restoration of PC
croplands. We are open to consideration of preservation at high ratios of
wetlands with suitable buffers as partial compensation for those wetlands
which are difficult or impossible to replace (once it has been documented
that impacts cannot be further avoided or minimized), with the understanding
that no net loss of wetlands must be provided. It is acceptable to us if the
required wetland compensation is provided as part of the larger HEP (Habitat
Evaluation Procedure) mitigation plan, provided that the requirements
outlined above are met.

On page 4-41, there is a brief discussion of compensation for unavoidable
impacts to streams. It is stated the mitigation will be provided
"principally through relocation of channels and restoration of existing
channels ...or through preservation and/or restoration at the selected habitat
compensation site(s).R Relocation of channels is generally not an acceptable
means of compensation, but rather is an impact. Perhaps the intent of the
statement was that if relocation of streams is necessary for construction
(which would require authorization from the Norfolk District), then those
relocations will be conducted using natural stream design, which can be
"self-mitigatingR when performed appropriately. In addition, preservation of
existing streams is not likely to be an acceptable form of compensation,
although enhancement or restoration of deteriorated streams is generally
acceptable. Although Table 4-17 indicates the project is estimated to have
close to 12,000 feet of stream impacts, we have to date seen no potential
sites for stream mitigation identified.
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Other Page-.Specific Comments:

Executive SUnmlary

Page 7, Table S-2. Do the estimates of preliminary costs given for the
various alternatives include mitigation costs? Considering the extensive
wetland impacts and the commitment made by VDOT to compensate for lost
habitat, these costs could be significant. In addition, the wetland impact
estimates do not account for bridging, which may be required for crossing of
the floodplains and bottomland swamps of the North Landing River and Gum
Swamp. The bridging should drive the cost estimates up substantially, and it
is not clear if those costs are included.

Chapter i-Purpose and Need

Page 1-10: There is a paragraph at the toPI: of the page of the existing
freeway conditions as depicted in Table 1-3. The freeways listed in Table
1-3 are I-64, I-464, Oak Grove Conenctor, Great Bridge Bypass, and I-264.
The statement is made that "all of these facilities are clustered north of
Stumpy Lake.. All of these freeways except I-264 are located west of Stumpy
Lake, and only I-264 and I-64 intersect north of Stumpy Lake, out of the
study area. It is not clear what this statement and paragraph are intended
to imply, since it does not appear accurate, and there is no discussion or
conclusion.

Page 1-17: Under the section on Vehicle Hours of Delay, there is a
discussion of traffic congestion in Hampton Roads. It gives percentages of
roadways that will be at LOS F, anticipated increases in congestion, etc. It
states that over 90% of the region's interstate lane-miles will be congested.
Previous sections of Chapter 1 have discussed traffic problems in the study
area, but this discussion appears to include all of Hampton Roads. It is
misleading to the reader to suggest that the broader problems in all of
Hampton Roads are part of the Purpose and Need to be addressed by the SEP,
and to imply that the conditions as depicted in the discussion are
representative of the conditions in the stuPy area.

Page 1-18: The statement that because of the rise in population and the
increasing percentage of the population that works, "it is predicted that the
number of residents depending on east-west travel to commute to their jobs
will continue to increase in the study area" is poorly substantiated.
Further documentation of the "prediction" should be provided.

Page 1-19: In the summary list of needs, the first component states that
planned transportation improvements will not provide adequate capacity
"without SEPG." Since this section is identifying problems, it is assumed
that all of the problems listed are "without SEPG," and it is unclear why
that modifier is included in this one problem. The implication is that there
will be adequate capacity with SEP, which is clearly not the case. Page 2-6
indicates that none of the build alternatives for the SEP would bring service
levels on all segments to adequate levels.
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Section 2 -.-Alternatives

Page 2-2: The text refers to four new Park and Ride lots to be included as
part of the implementation of the SEP, and the proposed locations for them
are shown on Exhibit 2-1. Some of the locations shown are in the vicinity of
forested wetlands, and, in particular, the one shown near the intersection of
Indian River Road and Elbow Road is close to Gum Swamp. The FEIS should
identify any impacts of the Park and Ride lots to wetlands and any otherresources.

Page 2-2: The document states that "there is no means to expand this TSM
measure [fringe parking and ride sharing] to the extent required to
completely accommodate the regional capacity needs." To date, no
alternatives have been presented that "completely accommodate the regional
capacity needs," and certainly none of the build alternatives do. The
documentation of the basis for dropping this alternative from further
consideration in the EIS should be revised to something like "does not
sufficiently address regional capacity needs to be carried forward for
further evaluation."

Page 2-8: The intent of this evaluation of the Adequate Service Variation is
not clear. Since the SEP does not improve the LOS at all on many of the
segments used for the comparison, much less raise the LOS to C, the purpose
of developing a hypothetical situation where multiple lanes are added to
existing roadways to ~meet forecasted traffic volumes" (i.e., to LOS C) is
not apparent.

Page 2-15: It is stated that both cities began reserving land around the
preferred alternative after the South Alternative was selected in 1996.
While we do not dispute that some effort was made by the cities, the location
of the current Preferred Alternative has been shifted in any number of places
from the old South Alternative because of development that has occurred.
These shifts in several places are due to the construction of houses in
farmfields which has pushed the roadway into woodlands, including forested
wetlands. Most noticeable are the shifts to the south through Gum Swamp and
West Neck Creek that were made to avoid the Hillcrest Farms and Castleton
developments, respectively.

Page 2-54: The 2026 travel demand model incorporates a $3.00 toll on the SEP
for the life of the facility. It further states that if tolls were to be
increased, the volume of vehicles forecasted to use the SEP would be reduced.
We understand that the plan at this time is to implement a $3.00 toll and
that the toll will not be raised? However'l given the current situation with
transportation funding, and the variety of concepts being considered to fund
transportation projects now and in the future, is it reasonable to assume
that the toll will never be raised. The improvements to traffic congestion
in the study area appear to be modest, as discussed above, and even those
improvements may not occur if the toll must be raised in the future to fund
transportation needs.

Page 2-42, Exhibit 2-10: What criteria were used to select the segments of
roadways to be presented for the LOS comparison? For example, Table 11 of
the TTR shows that the segment of Lynnhaven Parkway from Indian River Road to



Pleasant Valley road improves from LOS E to"~LOS C with the SEP, a notable
improvement. However, neither the figure n r the table indicate the LOS on
Lynnhaven Parkway from Pleasant Valley all he way to South Lynnhaven, a much
longer segment. i

~ion 3 --Affected Environment

Page 3-15, Exhibit 3-8: As we noted in our comments on the SDEIS in 1994,
the depiction of future land use provides a basis for concern about impacts
to wetlands in this region. The Cities' Comprehensive Plans depict the
conversion of large tracts of wetlands to residential and commercial
development. Page 3-16 indicates that the overall amount of
woodland/agricultural and undeveloped acreage in the study area is predicted
to decline from 40% in the study area to 9%, a reduction of over 12,000
acres. While much of that land is not wetlands, much of it is. Introducing
a freeway through this area would likely serve to hasten development pressure
in these wetland areas.

Page 3-43: Table 3-12 is incomplete. It does not describe one major wetland
type that occurs in the project alignment that would be impacted by the
project, palustrine forested wetland, needle-leaved deciduous forest
(Cowardin Classification PFO2). This forested wetland type will be impacted
on Gum Swamp and the North Landing River.

Page 3-44: One large mammal, the black bear, has been left out of the
discussion of affected wildlife. Black bear are known to occur in Gum Swamp,
the North Landing River, and West Neck Creek systems and the potential impact
on this species should be considered.

Section 4 -Environmental Consequences

Page 4-33: The text discusses potential visual impacts to Stumpy Lake Natural
Area, but does not discuss visual impacts to Gum Swamp, North Landing River
or West Neck Creek. This discussion should be broadened in the FEIS.

Page 4-36~. Although the section on geology and soils does discuss hydric
soils, it does not mention organic soils. Gum Swamp is mapped in the 1959
Norfolk County Soil Survey as mucky peat, an organic soil. It will be
extremely difficult to compensate for losses of wetlands on organic soils.
Impacts to the high quality wetlands of Gum Swamp should be avoided, and if
shifts to completely avoid these areas are not practicable, then high
bridging to minimize impacts must be evaluated.

Page 4-41: In the discussion of minimization of impacts to surface waters on
this page and at several other locations in the document, mention is made of
stormwater management for the roadway. Do the reported impacts to waters of
the U.S. (including wetlands) include these stormwater management facilities?
All stormwater management facilities should be located outside of wetlands
and other aquatic resources, and the FEIS should address that issue.

Page 4-44: It is not clear what wetland impacts would likely be associated
with any of the project alignments, particularly with the "preferred"
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alignment. 

In the Executiv~ Summary on page 5 (Section G 1.), the document
states that compensatory mitigation would be required for 225 acres of
wetland impacts. Table 4-19 on page 4-44 reports likely wetland impacts on
the preferred alignment as 243 acres, while Table S-2 (page 8 in the
Executive Summary) reports the wetland impacts on the preferred alignment as
238 acres. We understand the different total (215) in Table 4-21 is due to
bridging, but the reason for the other variations is not clear. The reported
acreage should be consistent throughout the document or the differences
clearly explained.

Page 4-44,45: The Wetland Resources section includes no discussion of the
potential impacts of hydrologic changes to surrounding wetlands resulting
from the crossing of the North Landing River or any similar changes at other
stream crossings. As currently proposed, the crossing of the North Landing
River would probably impact many additional acres of swamp forest as a result
of hydrologic alterations. That impact (as opposed to direct fill impacts
from the road's footprint) is apparently not tabulated in any of the wetland
impact figures, but it is an impact about which we are concerned.

Page 4-46: Exhibit 4-14A shows wetland impacts in the area of two wetland
mitigation areas located on the north side of the Oak Grove Connector
(partial mitigation for impacts associated with the Oak Grove Connector and

Cedar Rd Phases IV & Vi these areas can also be seen on Exhibit 2-8iii on
page 28). The roadway should be designed to avoid impacts to these
mitigation areas, which are protected by deed restrictions. If this road
segment (A) is to be widened, it should be done by narrowing the existingmedian. 

If that is not practicable, then any widening should take place on
the south side of the existing roadway.

Page 4-48, Table 4-21: It is recommended that the deciduous forest wetland
impacts (PFO1) be separated into 2 categories: temporarily
inundated/seasonally saturated wetland impacts (PFO1A/B) and seasonally
saturated/semi-permanently/permanently inundated/ wind-tid~l driven wetland
(aka bottomland hardwood forest) impacts (PFO1C/D/E/R). While both the DEIS
and the Natural Resources Technical Report include descriptions of these
types, the impacts of each alternative are not broken down into these
categories. The PFO1A/B wetland impacts are likely to be greater for the
proposed SEP than the bottomland hardwood forest impacts, and compensation
for these impacts may be easier to provide in prior-converted cropland.
Compensation for the bottomland hardwood forest impacts will be much more
difficult to achieve.

Page 4-48, 49. Tables 4-20 and 4-21 give wetland impacts associated with the
various alternatives with a 300-foot right-of-way, with and without bridging.
It should be stated in the FEIS whether the proposed widths are sufficient to
include construction access and equipment storage and specify whether there
will be additional wetland impacts, including temporary ones, outside of the
right-of-way.

Page 4-64: In the discussion of indirect effects, the document states that a
likely impact of the No Build will be the increased use of environmentally
sensitive and unique natural lands in Stumpy Lake, Gum Swamp, North Landing
River, and West Neck Creek. Why is this statement made? There appears to be
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no justification for this assumption, and none is provided. No such similar
prediction of indirect effects to these sensitive areas is made for the SEP.
The discussion of the indirect effects of the Build alternatives states that
because the SEP will be a controlled access facility, it is concluded that
additional growth will be induced by the SEP primarily at interchanges. The
fact that no parcel of land adjacent to the SEP will have direct access to it
does not mean that all areas through which it passes will not be more easilyaccessed. 

In fact, a primary purpose of the project is to provide improved
connectivity, improving access to various nodes of development. If the road
is assumed to provide better access to these areas, even if they are a mile
or more from one of the interchanges on the SEP, then why is it assumed that
only areas at interchanges will have induced growth by the SEP? It appears
reasonable to assume that other, environmentally sensitive areas are also
going to be more readily accessed by the SEP.

The indirect effects discussion in the 1994 SDEIS was superior to this one,
and should be replicated in the FEIS, or included by reference to the earlierdocument.

Page 4-75: Although the section on cumulative effects begins by saying it
will discuss other past, present and reasonably foreseeable further actions,
there is no discussion of past or present actions. Land use in the Study
Area for SEP has undergone enormous changes, particularly in the last 25
years, yet there is no discussion of the formerly extensive forests and
swamps, the conversion of vast agricultural areas to residential and
commercial uses, or the large number of roadways built through the area over
time. All of the discussion focuses on planned and/or zoned actions that
have not yet occurred.

In addition to past, present and future actions other than the proposed
action, cumulative effects should include the direct and indirect effects of
the proposed action. The document does not even acknowledge that cumulative
effects will occur from the project, but rather states that the
implementation of anyone of the CBA's "couldw result in impacts to natural
resources. The entire discussion in the summary of cumulative effects on
page 4-79 is about indirect effects in the future, and even for those it is
stated that the CBA's "could lead to a loss of agricultural/undeveloped
land,w "could impact water quality within streams,w and "couldw increase
erosion and sedimentation in surface waters. Based on the information given
in the rest of Chapter 4, all of these impacts "will W occur.

We commented earlier to VDOT when reviewing the preliminary version of the
DEIS as a cooperating agency on the need to substantially improve the
indirect and cumulative effects discussions. Some changes have been made,
but both sections are still very weak, and need to be improved for the FEIS.
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Agenda item #9 

RESOLUTION 
OF THE 

COMMONWEALTH TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 

November 17, 2005 
 

MOTION 
 

Made By: Mr. Witt  Seconded By: Dr. Davis  Action: Motion Carried 
 
 

Title: Revised Location Approval: 
Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt 

Cities of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach 
(Rescinding Action of February 15, 1996 

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with the statutes of the Commonwealth of Virginia and 

policies of the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB), Location Public Hearings were held 
for the purpose of considering the proposed location of the Southeastern Expressway from the 
intersection of Interstate 64 and Interstate 464 in the City of Chesapeake to Interstate 264, 
between Virginia Beach Boulevard and Laskin Road, in the City of Virginia Beach, State 
Projects U000-131-F12, PE-100 and U000-134-F23, PE-100; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on February 15, 1996 the Commonwealth Transportation Board approved 
the South Alternative as the location for further development for the Southeastern Expressway; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, after a delay in the completion of the location study process, the Federal 
Highway Administration agreed to the development of, and signed a new Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on, May 27, 2005, which presented a Preferred Alternative that included minor 
alignment modifications to the South Alternative previously approved; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt location study was documented in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) ; and 
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WHEREAS, in accordance with the statutes of the Commonwealth of Virginia and 
policies of the Commonwealth Transportation Board, Location Public Hearings were held at the 
Virginia Beach Convention Center, Virginia Beach, Virginia, on Monday, July 11, 2005, and the 
Chesapeake Conference Center, Chesapeake, Virginia, on Wednesday, July 13, 2005 for the 
purpose of considering the proposed location of the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt, from 
the interchange of Interstates 64 and 464 in the City of Chesapeake, to Interstate 264,  
between Virginia Beach Boulevard and Laskin Road, in the City of Virginia Beach, State Project 
U000-131-F12, PE-100 and U000-134-F23, PE-100; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Chesapeake is pursuing a parallel, but independent, study of 
Dominion Boulevard; and 
 

WHEREAS, proper notice was given in advance, and all those present were given a full 
opportunity to express their opinions and recommendations for or against the proposed project as 
presented, and their statements being duly recorded and considered by the CTB; and 

 
WHEREAS, as a result of public input during the Location Public Hearing, the localities 

have expressed an interest in the realignment of Segment D in the vicinity of the Stumpy Lake 
spillway; and 

 
WHEREAS, the economic, social, and environmental effects of the proposed project 

have been examined and given proper consideration, and this evidence, along with all other 
evidence, has been carefully reviewed; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the South Alternative approved 
February 15, 1996 be rescinded and the location of this project be approved in accordance with 
the plan as proposed and presented as Segments A, B, C, D, E, and F and identified as the 
Preferred Alternative at the July 11 and 13, 2005, Location Public Hearings.   

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that consideration be given to the realignment of 

Segment D between Elbow Road and Indian River Road during the development of detailed 
design and the acquisition of permits. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt be 

designated as a limited access facility in accordance with the statutes of Virginia and in 
accordance with the Commonwealth Transportation Board Policies. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in the interest of public safety, mopeds, horse 
drawn vehicles, self-propelled machinery or equipment, and animals led, ridden or driven on the 
hoof be prohibited from using the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt.    
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that bicycle and pedestrian facilities be provided in 

accordance with VDOT’s Policy for Integrating Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations.   
 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Virginia Department of Transportation 
continue to work with state and federal agencies to minimize impacts to jurisdictional waters, 
which includes wetlands.  

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Chesapeake take all actions necessary 
to complete funding and environmental reviews of Dominion Boulevard. 

 

#### 
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Agenda item #12 

RESOLUTION 
OF THE 

COMMONWEALTH TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 

November 17, 2005 
 

MOTION 
 

Made By: Dr. Davis  Seconded By: Mr. Watson  Action: Motion Carried 
 
 

Title: Alternative Funding Sources for Rt. 460, Tri-County Parkway, and 
Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt 

 
WHEREAS,  on this date the Commonwealth Transportation Board has made 

location decisions for Rt. 460, Tri-County Parkway, and Southeastern Expressway and 
Greenbelt; and 
 
                WHEREAS,  Chapter 953 of the 2003 Acts of  Assembly states: “Within 90 
days of the Commonwealth Transportation Board’s approval of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on the U.S. Route 460 Corridor and related projects between Hampton 
Roads and the Richmond-Petersburg metropolitan area, the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) shall solicit proposals for improvements to U.S. Route 460 
between Hampton Roads and the Richmond-Petersburg metropolitan area under the 
Public-Private Transportation Act of 1995 (the PPTA).”; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commonwealth Transportation Board supports funding for the 
facilities and programs included in the regionally adopted Constrained Long Range Plan 
for the Washington Metropolitan Region; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth Transportation Board supports funding for the 
facilities and programs included in the regionally adopted Constrained Long Range Plans 
for the Hampton Roads and the Tri-Cities Regions.  
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Commonwealth Transportation 
Board hereby requests the Virginia Department of Transportation to seek alternative 
funding sources, including solicitation of proposals pursuant to the Public Private 
Transportation Act (1995), for the facilities and programs in the regionally adopted 
Constrained Long Range Plans, including Rt. 460, Tri-County Parkway, and Southeastern 
Parkway and Greenbelt. 

 
 

# # # 
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APPENDIX F 
 

List of Technical Reports Prepared for the DEIS & FEIS 
 
Various technical reports were prepared for the Southeastern Parkway and Greenbelt 
Location Study in order to provide a detailed technical analysis of specific elements and 
issues. The following list of technical reports prepared for and referenced in the DEIS and 
FEIS are included in the project files and available to the public by request to the VDOT 
Project Manager – 
 
• I-264 Preliminary Interchange Development Study 
• Air Quality Study and Evaluation 
• Archaeological Survey 
• Architectural Survey 
• Equivalent Service Variation (EQSV) Technical Report 
• Interchange Evaluation (I-64 and I-264) 
• Mobile Source Air Toxics Evaluation 
• Natural Resources Technical Report (including Conceptual Compensation Plan) 
• Noise Study and Evaluation 
• Right of Way and Relocation Report 
• Transit Service Analysis 
• Transportation Technical Report (including Toll Feasibility Study) 
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