CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

Agenda Date: November 5, 2007

Action Required: Project Review

Staff Presenter: Jim Tolbert, Angela Tucker, Owen Peery RK&K
Staff Contacts:  Jim Tolbert, Angela Tucker

Re: Route 250 Bypass Interchange at McIntire Road Project
Environmental Assessment, Public Hearing, and Next Steps

Background: The Steering Committee and the Project Team have evaluated four build
alternatives (Alternatives B, C1, E2, and G1) and the No-Build Alternative (Alternative
A) for the proposed interchange at Route 250 Bypass and McIntire Road. Two of these
alternatives — Alternatives C1 and G1 — were Recommended as Preferred Alternatives by
City Council on July 2, 2007. Plan displays of the two Preferred Alternatives are
attached for your reference.

The Project Team has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Section
4(f) Evaluation in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966. The Federal Highway Administration approved
the EA/4(f) for public review on September 25, 2007. The document is currently
available for public review at the project website (www.250interchange.org), at
Charlottesville NDS offices, VDOT Charlottesville Residency and Culpeper District
offices, and the Jefferson-Madison Regional Library. The EA/4(f) document is also
attached for your reference.

A Public Hearing to receive comments on the two Preferred Alternatives and the EA will
be held at the Albemarle County Office Building on November 1st from 4 PM to 7 PM.
The public may also comment at the project website or by mail through November 13,
2007.

Presentation Purpose

The purpose of the November 5, 2007 City Council meeting presentation is to prepare
for identification of a single Preferred Alternative which can be carried forward to
project design. This memorandum summarizes relevant facts which lay groundwork
toward that potential decision.

Following the public comment period which ends on November 13, 2007, the project
team will return to City Council and report on the comments received during the public
comment period. These comments, along with the information provided to City Council
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during previous briefings and contained in the attached EA, will provide the basis for an
informed decision on a single Preferred Alternative. The Project Team anticipates
requesting a City Council decision on a single Preferred Alternative in December.

Environmental Assessment and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Based on the recommendations from City Council, the environmental impacts of
Alternatives C1 and G1 are evaluated equally as NEPA Preferred Alternatives in the
combined EA/4(f) document. The document also presents the likely environmental
impacts of the other retained alternatives (A, B and E2). In accordance with NEPA,
those retained alternatives that are not Preferred have been evaluated in the EA and at
the public hearing; however, a higher level of analysis has been provided for the
Preferred Alternatives.

The use of the term “Preferred Alternatives” is only used to refer to the alternatives that
have been carried forward from the alternatives development process for detailed study
in the Environmental Assessment; the use of the term ‘preferred’ should not be
interpreted to mean that a decision regarding the project selected alternative has been
made.

Per NEPA requirements, the EA was prepared to help determine whether the action (in
this case, either Preferred Alternative) would cause significant impacts on the
environment and thus require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The term
“significant” has special legal meaning and is described in Council on Environmental
Quality regulations at 40 CFR Section 1508.

Based on comments received to date from federal, state, and local agencies, including
FHWA and VDOT, the Preferred Alternatives do not have significant impacts on the
environment. The final determination will be made by FHWA through a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI), if appropriate, after development of a Revised EA to
address the single Preferred Alternative and public comments.

The EA finds that the Preferred Alternatives, Alternatives C1 and Gi, would have very
similar environmental impacts. There are small differences in the impact acreages
reported for parks, lengths of stream, noise levels, and several other resources. Because
the magnitude of these differences is small, they should not be used as the only factor
for determining the single Preferred Alternative. A FHWA FONSI is just as likely for
either alternative.

Furthermore, the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation finds that although the two Preferred
Alternatives would have slightly different areas of impact to McIntire Park and McIntire
Skate Park (a combined difference of 0.6 acres), these differences do not result in
appreciable changes of impact to the resources, features, or attributes of the parks.
Therefore, neither Alternative is considered to have the “least net harm” under Section
4(f), and the Preferred Alternatives may be considered equal.

The following is a summary of the content and findings of the EA/4(f) document.
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Purpose and Need:

As briefed to City Council on July 2, 2007, each of the retained alternatives has been
evaluated for the ability to meet the project’s purpose, which is to provide safe and
attractive pedestrian and bicycle access to McIntire Park and the City’s trail network; to
address roadway and operational deficiencies that exist now and that will result from
future traffic conditions at the Route 250 Bypass/Mclntire Road/Mclntire Road
Extended intersection; and to safely accommodate future traffic. The project will be
designed as a gateway to the City and McIntire Park that is sensitive to the context of its
surroundings and minimizes impacts to the environment while supporting existing and
planned recreational development.

Environmental Impacts:
Below is a summary of the environmental impacts for the two Preferred Alternatives, as
presented in the EA and to the Steering Committee on October 3, 2007.

Community
Neither alternative will require the relocation of any residence.

Both of the Preferred Alternatives will have similar property impact to several
community resources, including sliver takes from the Covenant School and Monticello
Area Community Action Agency and between 9 and 11 residences; partial acquisition of
the Charlottesville-Albemarle Rescue Squad (CARS); impacts to Mclntire Skate Park,
Mclntire Park, and Bailey Park (additional discussion under “Section 4(f)”, below); and
impacts to the Dogwood Vietnam Veterans Memorial.

The Preferred Alternatives would have a beneficial effect on the community by fulfilling
the project Purpose and Need and improving community mobility through the project
area to and from Mclntire Park.

Historic Resources

Both Preferred Alternatives would result in similar physical impacts to three historic
resources which have been identified as either eligible or listed on the National Register
of Historic Places: McIntire/Covenant School, MclIntire Park, and the Charlottesville-
Albemarle County Courthouse Historic District. Coordination with VDHR regarding the
effects to these resources (per Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act) is
ongoing.

Air Quality

The project is not expected to be a major source of air pollution. Guidance through a
Memorandum of Understanding between VDOT and FHWA indicates that project
design year build traffic volumes would not significantly impact air quality. Temporary
construction impacts to air quality would be minimized through adherence to VDOT
Road and Bridge Specifications and DEQ Air Division regulations.

Noise

The Traffic Noise Analysis Technical report is complete and available for public viewing
with the EA. The analysis indicates that, based on FHWA criteria, the Preferred
Alternatives and the No Build Alternative would each create noise impacts to three
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residences. Alternative G1 would create an additional impact to the McIntire Park
wading pool Area. All noise increases at these locations would be minor, ranging from
between 1 and 4 decibels. In all cases, mitigation for these impacts would not be feasible
(not capable of reducing noise levels) or reasonable (cost effective).

Natural Resources

Based on Corps of Engineers, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and state agency review
through the State Environmental Review Process (SERP), there are no wetlands or
known threatened and endangered species in the project area.

Schenk’s Branch and two intermittent tributaries to Schenk’s Branch will be physically
impacted by the project. Some portions of Schenk’s Branch would likely require
relocation as a result of both Preferred Alternatives.

The water quality of Schenk’s Branch is currently poor. The project will improve stream
quality by daylighting current culverted portions of affected streams and providing
appropriate stream restoration as determined during the design and permitting phase.

The Preferred Alternatives will impact forested habitat areas located in the northeast
and southwest quadrants of the existing intersection.

Adverse surface water quality impacts will be avoided through appropriate stormwater
management design and Best Management Practices.

Section 4(f):

There are five Section 4(f) resources in the project area that may be physically affected
by the project. McIntire Park is considered both a park resource and a historic resource
under Section 4(f):

Mclntire Park — Historic Property (east of railroad)

Mclntire Park — Parkland

Mclntire Skate Park

Charlottesville-Albemarle County Courthouse Historic District (Two contributing
elements - 501 Park Hill and 502 Park Hill)

e Mclntire / Covenant School

Bailey Park is considered exempt from Section 4(f) because of language in the park deed
that permits use of the property for transportation improvements.

A Draft “Individual” Section 4(f) Evaluation was performed for these five resources. The
project will require use of McIntire Park (both historic and parkland) and McIntire
Skate Park. The 4(f) Analysis evaluated multiple avoidance alternatives. The avoidance
alternatives either do not meet project purpose and need or would cause extraordinary
environmental/social impact.

FHWA has concurred with these draft findings through release of the EA/4(f) for public
availability. FHWA will make a final determination on all Section 4(f) issues in a Final
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Section 4(f) Evaluation. The final evaluation is anticipated to be completed
concurrently with a Revised EA.

Public Involvement
The Public Hearing marks the latest element of the project’s substantial public
involvement program. In addition to the Hearing, the following public involvement and
agency coordination has occurred to date:
e Eleven Steering Committee Meetings
Two Citizen Informational Meetings (March 2006 and June 2006)
Peer Review Session (May 2007)
An ongoing project website at www.250interchange.org
Ongoing coordination with VDOT, FHWA, and TJPDC
Regulatory agency coordination (May 2007)
Presentation to the Board of Architectural Review (October 2007)
Two presentations to City Council (August 2006 and July 2007)
Presentation to Planning Commission for conformance to the Comprehensive
Plan (June 2007)

Public comment on the project has been ongoing. The comment period for the EA and
the Hearing ends on November 13, 2007. Comments received on the project to date
have been used by the Project Team, Steering Committee, and City Council to develop
Recommendations for Preferred Alternatives which were carried forward to the EA.
Project comments will be evaluated following the end of the EA/Hearing public
comment period and presented City Council on December 34, 2007.

Next Steps
As a Federally-funded project following the VDOT process, before a selected alternative

is chosen the project must comply with NEPA and Section 4(f). The Public Hearing on
November 1 is part of this process.

The following future actions are anticipated and must be followed for consistency with
NEPA and VDOT/FHWA guidance in order to choose a Selected Alternative:

e Public comments on the EA received by the Project Team.

e City Council provides resolution on a single Preferred Alternative that would
be carried forward to VDOT. The resolution considers public comments received
at the hearing and on the EA.

e A Revised EA prepared to address public comments and the effects of the single
Preferred Alternative and the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

e The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) prepared, if appropriate.

e The Selected Alternative identified after FHWA approval of the FONSI.

Attachment
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