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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regulations for mitigation of highway traffic noisein
the planning and design of federally aided highway projects are contained in Title 23 of the United
States Code of Federal Regulations Part 772 (23 CFR 772). These regulations state that a“ Type I”
traffic noise impact analysis is required when interchange ramps are added or relocated and a
highway is constructed on new location. This report details the noise impact analysis for the Bi-
County Parkway (BCP) Reeval uation, formerly named the Tri-County Parkway project, in Prince
William and Loudoun Counties, Virginia. The Bi-County Parkway project involves the construction
of anew four-lane divided facility within a new right-of-way and on a new alignment between Route
50 and I-66. This noise analysis was conducted in accordance with FHWA and Virginia Department
of Transportation (VDOT) noise assessment regulations and guidelines.

This study details the noise impact assessment for the Existing (2013) conditions and for the design-
year (2040) No-Build and Build Alternatives. The table below summarizes the projected number of
dwelling units and recreational receptors potentially exposed to noise impact by the project
alternatives. No noise impact at interior institutional or commercial outdoor areas are predicted in
any of the study alternatives. There is a considerable amount of residential aswell as recreational
land use on both sides of the BCP and al of the noise impacts in the study area would be associated
with traffic traveling on the new roadway. At noise-sensitive locations up to nearly 1000 feet from
the BCP mainline, substantial increases in noise levels are predicted from the Existing conditions to
the 2040 Build scenario. Only one residential dwelling is currently exposed to noise impact in the
Existing 2013 case. The 2040 No Build conditions are predicted to impact four residential units.
Under the 2040 Build Alternative, 111 residential units and 32 recreational receptors are predicted to
be impacted. Because future noise impacts are predicted under the Build Alternative for this Typel
project, noise abatement measures must be considered.

Noise Impact Summary

Projected Number of Impacted Receptors by

Alternative
Land Use
2013 2040 2040
Existing No Build Build
Residential 1 4 111
Recreational 0 0 32
Total 1 4 143

Source: HMMH, 2013

Noise abatement by alternative measures to noise barriers was considered, as suggested in the Noise
Policy Code of VirginiaHB 2577, but they may not be feasible. Further consideration to the
feasibility of alternative abatement measures will be given during the final design phase, with
particular attention to areas of Manassas National Battlefield Park as apart of the Section 106
Programmatic Agreement. Noise barriers were evaluated for all of the impacted residential and
recreational noise sensitive land use along the BCP. This study made a preliminary determination of
barrier feasibility and reasonableness for the 2040 Build Alternative to provide appropriate noise
reduction for the impacted areas. Up to approximately 1,004, feet of warranted barriers would be
potentially feasible and reasonable with a uniform height of 20 ft. at an approximate cost of
$963,792. The barrier would provide sufficient noise reduction to benefit 16 impacted residential
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units, and 21 unitsintotal. An additional 9.2 miles of potentially feasible barriers could benefit 87
impacted receptors at an estimated cost of $54 million, however, they were found to be not
reasonable.

A preliminary noise evaluation was performed and a more detailed review will be completed during
final design. Assuch, noise barriersthat are found to be feasible and reasonable during the
preliminary noise analysis may also not be found to be feasible and reasonable during the final
design noise analysis. Conversely, noise barriersthat were not considered feasible and reasonable
may meet the established criteria and be recommended for construction.

The need for an analysis of reflected sound and the potential use of sound absorbing materials will be
evaluated during the noise barrier analysis conducted during the final design phase of the project.

Construction activity may cause intermittent fluctuations in noise levels. During the construction
phase of the project, all reasonable measures will be taken to minimize noise impact from these
activities.

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The FHWA regulations for mitigation of highway traffic noise in the planning and design of
federally aided highway projects are contained in Title 23 of the United States Code of Federal
Regulations Part 772 (23 CFR 772). These regulations state that a“Type |” traffic noise impact
analysisis required when interchange ramps are added or rel ocated and lanes are added. This report
details the noise impact analysis for the Bi-County Parkway project in Prince William and Loudoun
Counties, Virginia.

This study details the noise impact assessment for the Existing (2013) conditions and for the design-
year (2040) No-Build and Build Alternatives. A noise assessment of the No-Build scenario was
required per FHWA and VDOT guidance since the BCP new location is proposed to connect to an
exigting interstate highway (1-66). The noise assessment for Build Alternative incorporates the Build
Alternative 2 from the Dulles Air Cargo, Passenger, and Metro Access Highway (DACPMAH)
project, including an assumed interchange at Route 50 and Bi-County Parkway. The DACPMAH
project isincluded in the BCP study because both projects are being considered within the Loudoun
County’s Constrained Long Range Plan for the same future design year. Although severa
alternatives are proposed for the DACPMAH project, Alternative 2 was chosen for the BCP Build
model in order to assess aworst-case scenario for noise impact. The traffic volumes and speeds
would be highest along the BCP and the ramps connecting to Route 50 in that alternative.

This report presents a description of noise terminology, the applicable standards and criteria, an
evaluation of the existing noise conditions, a description of the predictions of existing and future
noise levels, a prediction of future noise impact, and an evaluation of potential noise abatement
measures. Appendices provide details of the traffic data used in the noise modeling, predicted noise
levels at receptors, noise monitoring data, and noise barrier worksheets.

1.2 Project Description

The VDOT, in cooperation with the FHWA, is conducting an Environmental Reevaluation for the
Bi-County Parkway (formerly Tri-County Parkway Location Study) to update findings of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that was completed and approved by FHWA in 2005. The
DEIS addressed the No-build Alternative and three Candidate Build Alternatives (CBA), West Two,
West Four, and the Comprehensive Plan. On November 17, 2005, the CTB approved the 10.46 mile
CBA West Two alignment as the preferred aternative, which is now referred to as the Bi-County
Parkway (BCP). The BCPislocated along the western edge of the Manassas National Battlefield
and would provide a new urban principal arteria roadway from the northern terminus near the
intersection of US 50 (John Mosby Highway) and Route 877 (Racefield Lane) and the southern
terminus at the 1-66 and 234 Bypass Interchange. The alignment generally follows or parallels
exigting Route 705 (Pageland Lane and Sanders Lane) and lies west of Route 659 (Gum Spring
Road). The BCP would consist of Segment 1 (Option 1) and Segment 2 designs as referenced in the
DEIS. Figure 1 below shows typical sectionsfor general design Segment 1 (Option 1) and Segment
2.

In order to take into account what the actual environmenta impacts of the proposed project may be,
design concepts for an interchange at BCP/234 Bypass and 1-66 was included in the Build

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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Alternative. This method provides a conservative estimate for maximum impacts that may occur in
order to alow for flexibility in fina design, eiminating the need for further environmental analysis.
However, these assumptions do not reflect the completion of any design detail. At-grade
intersections are assumed at Braddock Road, Sudley Road, and L ee Highway.

Figure 2, shown later in the report, depicts the locations of the proposed roadway improvements.

Figure1l Roadway Design Typical Sections

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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2 NOISE TERMINOLOGY AND CRITERIA

2.1 Regulations and Guidelines

The noise impact of Bi-County Parkway Project was assessed in accordance with FHWA and VDOT
noi se assessment regulations and guidelines. The FHWA regulations are set forth in 23 CFR Part
772.2 On July 13, 2010, FHWA published revised noise regulations which became effective on July
13, 2011. FHWA has also published a guidance document to support the new regulations.? VDOT
prepared revisionsto its noise policy in accordance with FHWA' s requirements and revised policy.
VDOT’ s revised policy has received approval from FHWA, and was updated on February 11, 2013.°

2.2 Noise Abatement Criteria

To assess the degree of impact of highway traffic and noise on human activity, the FHWA
established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for different categories of land use (see Table 1). The
NAC are given in terms of the hourly, A-weighted, equivalent sound level in decibels (dBA). The A-
weighted sound level is a single number measure of sound intensity with weighted frequency
characterigtics that corresponds to human subjective response to noise. Most environmental noise
(and the A-weighted sound level) fluctuates from moment to moment, and it is common practice to
characterize the fluctuating level by a single number called the equivalent sound level (Lej). The L
isthe value or level of asteady, non-fluctuating sound that represents the same sound energy as the
actual time-varying sound evaluated over the same time period. For traffic noise assessment, L is
typically evaluated over a one-hour period, and may be denoted as L g(h).

In this study, residential (Category B), recreational (Category C) and commercial (Category E) land
uses were evaluated for noise impact. For Categories B and C, noise impact is assumed to occur
when predicted exterior noise levels approach or exceed 67 dBA in terms of L(h) during the loudest
hour of the day. For Category E land use, noise impact is assumed to occur when predicted exterior
noise levels due to the Project approach or exceed 72 dBA in terms of L () during the loudest hour
of the day. VDOT defines the word “approach” in “approach or exceed” as within 1 decibel.
Therefore, the threshold for noise impact for Categories B and C iswhere exterior noise levels are
within 1 decibel of 67 dBA, L(h), or 66 dBA. The threshold for noise impact for Category E is
where exterior noise levels are within 1 decibel of 72 dBA, L (h), or 71 dBA. Noise impact also
would occur wherever Project noise causes a substantial increase over

1 23 CFR Part 772, as amended 75 FR 39820, July 13, 2010; Effective date July 13, 2011 — “Procedures for
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise,” Federal Highway Administration, U.S.
Department of Transportation. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/

2“Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance,” Federal Highway Administration, U.S. DOT,
June 2010, revised January 2011.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations and guidance/analysis and abatement_guidance/rev

quidance.pdf

3 “Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Guidance Manual (Version 3),” Virginia Department of
Transportation , updated February 11, 2013. http://www.virgini adot.org/projects/pr-noise-walls-about.asp
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Tablel FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria

Activity

1 B AR
Category Leq(h) Description of Activity Category

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need and where the
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to
continue to serve its intended purpose

A 57 (Exterior)

B? 67 (Exterior) Residential

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds,
cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical
facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds,
public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures,
radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f)
sites, schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings

c? 67 (Exterior)

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical
facilities, places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or
nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios,
schools, and television studios

D 52 (Interior)

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed

E 72 (Exterior) lands, properties or activities not included in A-D or F

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial,
logging, maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards,
retalil facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water
treatment, electrical), and warehousing

Undeveloped lands that are not permitted (without building
permits)

G —

! Hourly Equivalent A-weighted Sound Level (dBA)
2 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category
Source: 23 CFR Part 772.

exigting noise levels. VDOT defines a substantia increase as an increase of 10 decibels or more
above existing noise levels.

When the predicted design-year Build scenario noise levels approach or exceed the NAC during the
loudest hour of the day or cause a substantial increase in existing noise, consideration of traffic noise
reduction measures is necessary. If it isfound that such mitigation measures will cause adverse
social, economic or environmental effects that outweigh the benefits received, they may be dismissed
from consideration. For this study, noise levels throughout the study area were determined for
Existing (2013) conditions and for the design-year (2040) Build Alternatives.

All noise-sensitive land uses potentially affected by the project are near roads for which traffic data
were developed as part of the environmental study. Therefore, all noise levels were predicted from
the appropriate loudest-hour traffic data. The prediction methods and predicted noise levels appear in
Section 3.

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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2.3 Undeveloped Lands and Permitted Developments

Highway traffic noise analyses will be performed for devel oped lands as well as undevel oped lands
if they are considered “ permitted.” Undeveloped lands are deemed to be permitted when thereisa
definite commitment to devel op land with an approved specific design of land use activities as
evidenced by the issuance of at least one building permit.

In accordance with the VDOT Traffic Noise Policy, an undeveloped lot is considered to be planned,
designed, and programmed if a building permit has been issued by the local authorities prior to the
Date of Public Knowledge for the relevant project. VDOT considersthe “Date of Public
Knowledge’ asthe date that the final NEPA approval is made. VDOT has no obligation to provide
noise mitigation for any undevel oped land that is permitted or constructed after this date.

Michadl Seigfried at Loudoun County and Christopher Price at Prince William County Planning
Departments were contacted on March 22, 2013 and April 18, 2013, respectively, to determine the
locations of known noise-sensitive undevel oped lands with active building permits in the corridor.
The following neighborhoods were confirmed for assessment in the BCP Reeval uation:

o Westridge Townhomesin CNE 13

e StoneRidgein CNE 13

e Stratshire Crossing in CNEs 11 and 12
o Kirkpatrick Farmsin CNEs 11 and 12

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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3 EXISTING NOISE CONDITIONS

Existing noise conditions within the study area were evaluated to assist in determining the noise
impacts of the proposed project. A hoise measurement program was conducted, consistent with
FHWA and VDOT recommended procedures, to document existing ambient noise levels in noise-
sengitive locationsin the study corridor, and to provide a means for validation of the TNM noise
prediction model.

3.1 Monitoring of Existing Noise Levels

Noise monitoring was conducted at ten short-term (30 minutes in duration) sites on April 3" and 4™,
2013. Traffic classification counts on the roadways nearest each measurement site were conducted
simultaneoudly with each noise measurement. The short-term measurements characterized existing
noise levelsin the study area but were not necessarily conducted during the loudest hour of the day.
They included contributions from sources other than traffic, such as aircraft. Figure 2, presented later
in the report, show the locations of the three noise measurement sites within the project study area.

Short-term noise monitoring is not a process to determine design year noise impacts or barrier
locations. Short-term noise monitoring provides alevel of consistency between what is present in
rea-world situations and how that is represented in the computer noise model. Short-term
monitoring does not need to occur within every Common Noise Environment to validate the
computer noise model.

The short-term noise measurements were conducted using a Larson Davis 870 (ANSI Typel,
“Precision”) integrating sound level meter. The short-term data collection procedure involved
measurements of individual one-minute LS, SO that periods including events that were not
representative of the ambient noise environment or not traffic-related could be separated or excluded.
Specifically, minutes that included such events were logged, and those with events not representative
of the ambient environment were eliminated. Minutes with representative events not related to traffic
were separated, and the total measurement period Lo, was determined both with and without the
minutes that included these events. By comparing the two totals, the significance of non-traffic
events (such as aircraft operations) to the overall noise level can be determined for the measurement
period.

The dominant source of noise at site M1 was traffic on Lee Highway due to the proximity of the
measurement location to the roadway and the low level of activity directly near the site. Ambient
outdoor noise dominated at site M2, and Pageland Lane traffic was the dominant noise source at sites
M3 and M4. Sudley Road was the dominant noise source at site M5, and Sanders Lane and ambient
outdoor noise dominated at site M6. The noise environment was dominated by ambient outdoor
noiseat M7 and M8. Traffic on Braddock Road dominated the noise level at M9, and local traffic
excluding construction activity dominated at site M10. Ambient outdoor noise sources that were not
related to traffic included primarily wood or forest activity, local community activity, and
overflights. Local human activity istypical of the study zone and is included in the measurement
results presented under “Total” in Table 2. Noise from some local community activity, such as
construction or yard work, was thought to be non-typical and was excluded from the totals.
Overflights were found to contribute significantly to the noise level north of Braddock Road.

During the measurement program, the weather was overcast, with temperatures between 50 and 55
degrees F and light, variable winds with up to 10 mile per hour (mph) wind gusts. Noiselevels

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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recorded on April 3" were adjusted to not include noise associated with wind gusts above
approximately 12 mph.

The measured short-term noise levels appear in Table 2 as equivalent sound levels (Lg;). As
described above, the L, is a sound-energy average of the fluctuating sound level (in A-weighted
decibels, dBA) measured over a specified period of time. The measurement time periods are shown
in the table. Appendix D provides details of the data acquired during the noise measurement
program, including noise monitor output, site sketches, photographs, noise level data with site
summary results, and traffic counts with hourly totals.

Table 2 shows that the measured Total L s range from alow of 55 dBA at measurement site ST2 to
ahigh of 60 dBA at the mobile home community on Old Courthouse Tpke (Site ST3). Also shownin
Table 2 are the measured “Traffic Only” LS, which are the same as the measured Total LS at al
sites, which is an indication that traffic was the dominant source of noise in spite of the presence of
occasional human activity.

Table2 Short-term Noise M easurementson April 3 and 4, 2013

Measured Leq (dBA)

Site L . D Ti Dominant Sources of
NO. ocation ate ime _— Traffic Noise

Only

12521 Lee Highway, Manassas

M1 National Battlefield Park 44113 13:10 25 55 Lee Highway

M2 6389 Pageland Lane 4/4/13 15:09 42 42 Ambient Noise

M3 5905 Pageland Lane 4/4/13 12:10 49 49 Pageland Lane

M4 5501 Pageland Lane 4/4/13 11:12 43 43 Pageland Lane

M5 gi(r)lf Sudley Road, Catharpin 4/3/13 1658 57 57 Sudley Road

M6 3480 Sanders Lane 4/4/13 10:08 44 44 Ambient Noise and Sanders
Lane

M7 25992 Lightridge Farm Road 4/3/13 15:40 50 50 Ambient Noise

M8 25503 Kinsale Place 4/3/13 13:03 52 52 Ambient Noise

M9 41512 Hitchin Court 4/3/13 12:01 56 50 Braddock Road and
Overflights

41535 Sacred Mountain Street, . Ambient Noise and Local
M10 John Champe High School 4/3/13  10:46 53 53 Traffic

Note: Site locations shown on map in Figure 2. Detailed data presented in Appendix D.
Source: HMMH, 2013

3.2 Characterization of Existing Background Sound Levels

The two days of noise measurements HMMH conducted in the study area were used to form the
basis of areasonable and conservative background noise level associated with the aircraft activity in
the area. The characterization of existing background sound levels presented in the Dulles Air Cargo,

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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Passenger and Metro Access Highway project* was also considered for receptors in the vicinity of
Route 50, since the project study areas overlap there. That project determined 57 dBA to be the
resulting average background Leq after energy-averaging all of the background Leqg sound levels
associated with aircraft. Through field observation and measurements, it was determined that
aircraft does not contribute as significantly to areas of the Bi-County Parkway corridor south of
Braddock Road, but there is still a contribution to consider north of Braddock Road as evidenced by
observations and noise levels measured at sites M8 through M10. In the same manner as for the
Dulles Air Cargo project, the background Legs found at these sites were energy-averaged (equivalent
to determining Leq for all sites combined) to determine an average background Leq to apply to the
area from approximately Tall Cedars Parkway to just south of Braddock Road. The resulting
average background L, for this portion of the study areais 54 dBA. Asaresult, 57 dBA or 54 dBA
are added to the TNM -predicted roadway traffic Leq noise levels to determine the total Leq at each
receptor in the study area north of the vicinity of Braddock Road for the Existing and future scenario
analyses. At receptors south of the Braddock Road vicinity, background sound levels of 50 dBA or
less are characteristic away from major roadways, and were attributed in that portion of the study
corridor.

M easured background sound levels associated with the aircraft activity do not include noise from
nearby or project roadways. The background aircraft noise levels are used in two ways in the study:

1. Thefirst way isto establish existing noise levels throughout the study area against which the
project noise levels are compared to determine “ substantial increase” noise impact. The
background sound level is used directly in areas away from roadways (i.e. in the Alternative
2 corridor. In areas near roadways that are included in the noise prediction model, the
background noise level is added to the existing traffic noise level computed with the Traffic
Noise Model (TNM — see Section 4.1 for description) to determine atotal existing noise
level at each receptor.

2. The second way that the background sound level isused isthat it is added to all TNM-
predicted future roadway noise levels. This provides the proper context for the determination
of noiseimpact and the noise reduction and feasibility of noise barriers.

The approach described above to account for the contribution of aircraft activity to the background
noise level is consistent with that used where other types of noise sources exist in a study area, such
asarail line or another roadway. In such cases, the noise from those sources is added to the noise
from project roadways at receptors affected.

3.3 Predicted Existing Noise Levels

For calculation of loudest-hour noise levels throughout the study areain the TNM noise-prediction
computer model, many additional receiver locations were added to the measurement sites to provide
a comprehensive basis of comparison for the analysis of noise impacts from the existing and future
project conditions. Using the appropriate loudest-hour traffic data, existing and future traffic noise
levels were predicted for the measurement sites and the additional receiver locations. The prediction
methods and predicted noise levels are presented in the next section of this report.

*“Noise Analysis Technical Report, Dulles Air Cargo, Passenger and Metro Access Highway, Loudoun
County, Virginia’ HMMH Report No. 304800.004, May 2013.

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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4 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

4.1 Noise Prediction Model

All traffic noise predictions for this study were conducted using the latest version of the FHWA
Traffic Noise Model (FHWA TNM 2.5).°> The FHWA TNM incorporates state-of-the-art sound
emissions and sound propagation agorithms, based on well-established theory or on accepted
internationa standards. The acoustical algorithms contained within the FHWA TNM have been
validated with respect to carefully conducted noise measurement programs, and show excellent
agreement in most cases for sites with and without noise barriers.

Available project engineering plans, topographic contours and building information were used to
create athree-dimensional model in the TNM of the geometry of the existing and future design
roadway configurations and the surrounding terrain and buildings. The noise modeling also
accounted for such factors as propagation over different types of ground (acoustically soft and hard
ground), elevated roadway sections, significant shielding effects from local terrain and structures,
distance from the road, traffic speed, and hourly traffic volumes including percentage of medium and
heavy trucks. To fully characterize existing and future noise levels at al noise-sensitive land usesin
the study area, nearly five hundred noise prediction receivers (also called “receptors’ and “sites’)
were added to the ten measurement sitesin the TNM model.

The majority of the proposed BCP project modeling in this reevaluation used the same design files
from the 2004 preliminary noise analysis including roadway plans, right-of-way, typical sections,
profiles, and cross-sections. The updated Avoidance Alignment plan for a portion of the BCP was
provided by Parsons. Elevations for the modeling used a single updated LIDAR data set for
completeness, consistency and accuracy from the Geospatial Data Gateway hosted by the United
States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service.

A concept of the BCP and 1-66 interchange was provided by Parsons and included in the future Build
model of this project. The improvements to the interchange that affect the noise environment in the
study area include a proposed connection from BCP southbound to an existing flyover ramp
connection to 1-66 westbound and aramp from I-66 westbound to BCP northbound. The BCP was
assumed to be elevated above 1-66 and the existing ramps. Any interchange roadway modeled on-
structure was el evated approximately 25 feet above the roadway below, a standard engineering
assumption consistent with other proposed interchanges in Loudoun County, Virginia.

A concept known as Alternative 2 from the DACPMAH preliminary noise assessment was a so
included in the model of this project. The proposed improvements include a
BCP/DACPMAH/Route 50 partia-cloverleaf interchange with six ramps and an alignment of the
DACPMAH freeway on new location to the north of the interchange. The BCF/DACPMAH
roadway was assumed to be on elevated structure 25 feet over Route 50 with an adjacent roadway
profile that did not exceed the maximum grade assumed in the DACPMAH study.

*Anderson, G.S., C.S.Y. Lee, G.G. Fleming, and C.W. Menge, “FHWA Traffic Noise Model, Version 1.0
User's Guide”. Federal Highway Administration Report No. FHWA-PD-96-009, January 1998.
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4.2 Noise Model Validation

A validation of the noise modeling assumptions was conducted using the traffic counted on nearby
roadways simultaneous with the noise measurement at sites where roadway noise dominated as input
to the noise prediction model. The traffic counts are provided in Appendix D. Predicted noise levels
based on the counted traffic were compared to the measured noise levels to confirm the assumptions
about aspects of the TNM model, such as the acoustical shielding provided by intervening terrain.
The modeling assumptions were refined, as necessary, to obtain appropriate agreement between the
predicted and measured values. The validated modeling assumptions at the measurement sites and
for the existing geometry were then extended to the design-year alternative and applied at prediction
|ocations where no measurements were made.

Noise levels were predicted at five of the measurement sites where local traffic dominated the noise
environment, using the counted traffic asinput to the model. These levels were on average slightly
higher by 2.5 decibels when compared to the measured noise levels, with a standard deviation of the
differences of 0.8 decibels. This generally good agreement confirms that traffic is the dominant
source of noise at these sites. There is variation between measured and predicted level s of about four
decibels at one of the sites, which may be due to a combination of the relative complex geometry,
varying terrain and trees/brush in the area, and wind gusts during the measurement. The comparison
of measured versus predicted sound levels at each of the validated measurement sitesis shownin
Table 3.

Table 3 Predicted vs. Measured Sound Levels at M easurement Sites

Measured Leg

?\lict)e. Location Land Use (dBA) Pre(z(ijcéi(; Leg Difference
(Traffic Only)
ML Natonal Batlefield Park Park 4.6 57.3 21
M2 6389 Pageland Lane Residential 41.7 N/A N/A
M3 5905 Pageland Lane Residential 49.1 52.9 3.8
M4 5501 Pageland Lane Residential 43.4 45.2 1.8
M5 5805 Sudley Road, Catharpin Park Park 57.0 59.1 2.1
M6 3480 Sanders Lane Residential 43.6 N/A N/A
M7 25992 Lightridge Farm Road Residential 49.7 N/A N/A
M8 25503 Kinsale Place Residential 52.4 N/A N/A
M9 41512 Hitchin Court Residential 50.2 52.3 21
M10 41535 Sacred Mountain Street, John School 507 N/A N/A

Champe High School

Note: Site locations shown on map in Figure 2. Detailed data presented in Appendix D.
N/A indicates no validation was performed due to ambient noise dominating the measured noise level.
Source: HMMH, 2013
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4.3 Traffic Data for Noise Prediction

Thetraffic data used in the noise analysis must produce sound levels representative of the loudest
hour of the day, per FHWA and VDOT policy. Hour-by-hour vehicle volumes, truck percentages and
speeds were developed by VDOT and Parsons Transportation Group for the Bi-County Parkway,
Route 50, Braddock Road, Sudley Road, L ee Highway, 1-66, Pageland Lane, Sanders Lane, and 234
Bypass and Interchange. 2040 Build traffic datafor the Route 50 Interchange ramps was cal cul ated
using data from the Dulles Air Cargo, Passenger, and Metro Access Highway project Alternative 2
condition. The volumes and speeds producing the loudest-hour conditions for the 2013 Existing and
2040 No-Build and Build Alternatives were used in the modeling of those roadways. The loudest-
hour conditions for the Existing and No-Build scenarios were determined by cal culating the loudest-
hours on Pageland Lane, Sanders Lane, Route 50, and 1-66. The Build loudest-hour was determined
by calculating the loudest-hour for al segments of the Bi-County Parkway. The worst-hour traffic
for the 2013 Existing case was in the hour starting at 7:00. For the future 2040 aternatives, the
worst-hour traffic occurred in the hour starting at 7:00 for the No Build Alternative and the 11:00
hour for the Build Alternative.

Appendix B provides tables of the existing and future traffic data used in the noise model for al
roadways in the network.

4.4 Presentation of Results

The study areaincludes mostly residential land use and devel opment, as well as some recreational
and institutional land use. There are severa residentia developments with building permits near the
northern end of the corridor between Route 50 and Braddock Road that are included in the study.
Arcola Elementary School and John Champe High School are also located in thisarea. The
remainder of the study area contains scattered residential land use, with Catharpin Park at Sudley
Road and Manassas National Battlefield Park near Route 29.

To fully characterize existing and future noise levels at all noise-sensitive land uses in the study area,
roughly 500 additional noise prediction receptors (also called “receivers’ and “sites’) were added in
the TNM model to the ten measurement sites. Each of these receptors represented exterior noise-
sensitive land use except for one receptor representing the interior of each school and the building
associated with the Manassas Battlefield Park.

All noise levels predicted were the A-weighted equivalent sound level, or Leqg, in dBA. Loudest-hour
noise levels were predicted for the Existing 2013 and the design-year 2040 No-Build and Build
Alternatives. Table 4 presents alist of the CNEsin the study area with FHWA Activity categories,
descriptions of the associated land use, and the general location for each CNE. Table 5 presents
ranges of the predicted sound levels at the receptors in each Common Noise Environment (CNE) for
each aternative. Appendix C provides atable that lists the predicted sound levels at all of the
receptors for each aternative. Each receptor, or prediction site, is given an identifier that is also
displayed in Figure 2 using a“ P##" format.

Figure 2 shows the location and predicted barrier status for all receptors in the Build Alternativein
graphical form. For the receptorsin Figure 2 depicting impact, predicted 2040 Build noise levels
would approach or exceed the NAC for the associated land use category, or would cause substantial
increasesin existing noise levels. The NAC is 67 dBA L, at @l residential and recreational
receptors, and 72 dBA L, a the commercial land uses. These receptor |ocations are shown with
either alight blue, dark blue, or red dot indicating impact with 5 or 6 dBA insertion loss, impact with
7 dBA or more of insertion loss, and impact with lessthan 5 dBA of insertion loss from anoise
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Table4 Common Noise Environment (CNE) Descriptions

FHWA Activity

CNE . Description of Land Use and Location
Categories*
Manassas National Battlefield Park and undeveloped land south of Lee Highway and
1 C,D
east of the BCP
2 C Manassas National Battlefield Park north of Lee Highway and east of the BCP
3 B Single-family residences north of Lee Highway and west of the BCP
4 B Single-family residences along Pageland Lane and east of the BCP
5 B Single-family residences along Pageland Lane and west of the BCP
6 B Single-family residences in the vicinity of Sudley Road and east of the BCP
Single-family residences and Catharpin Park in the vicinity of Sudley Road and west of
7 B,C
the BCP
8 B Single-family residences north of the Sudley Road area and east of the BCP
Single-family residences along Sanders Lane/Lightridge Farm Road and east of the
9 B,C .
BCP; Boxwood Farms Equestrian Area
10 B Single-family residences along Sanders Lane and west of the BCP
Single-family and multi-family residences in Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick Farms
11 B subdivisions under construction and in the vicinity of Braddock Road and east of the
BCP
Single-family and multi-family residences in Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick Farms
12 B,C subdivisions under construction and in the vicinity of Braddock Road and west of the
BCP; Park at the corner of Braddock and Goshen Roads
13 B Future permitted residences Stone Ridge and Westridge Townhomes east of Northstar
Boulevard
14 B Single-family residence in wooded area west of Northstar Boulevard
15 C Arcola Elementary School recreation areas east of Northstar Boulevard
John Champe High School recreation areas and future single-family residences west of
16 B,C.D
Northstar Boulevard
17 B Single-family residences in the vicinity of Route 50 and east of the BCP
18 B Single-family residences in the vicinity of Route 50 and west of the BCP

* Note: Activity Category B is exterior residential, C — exterior recreational or institutional, D - interior institutional, E - exterior
commercial. Table 1 provides detailed descriptions of the land uses included in the categories.

Source: HMMH, 2013

barrier, respectively. Receptors represented by green dots are not predicted to be impacted by
project noise but would be benefited and receive at least 5 dB of insertion loss from abarrier. The
yellow dots indicate sites that would be neither impacted by highway traffic noise nor benefited by
the proposed noise mitigation. Dark gray symbols represent properties that may be potential
acquisitions related to the project. Section 6.2 discusses the details of the barrier designs.

Overall, predicted noise levels range from 43 to 66 dBA L (exterior) for the Existing case, 44 to 67
dBA L (exterior) for the No-Build case and 48 to 72 dBA L, (exterior) for the Build Alternative.
On average for all receptors, sound levels are predicted to increase from Existing to No-Build
conditions by approximately two decibels. Thisincreaseis dueto predicted increasesin traffic
volumesintheareain general. For all receptors, an average increase of seven dB over the Existing
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Table5 Ranges of Predicted Worst-hour Leq Noise Levelsby CNE

CNE
ID

Area Land Use and Description

Receptor
Nos.

Ranges of predicted Worst-hour Leq

Noise Levels, dBA

Existing

No Build

Build

Manassas National Battlefield Park and
undeveloped land south of Lee Highway
and east of the BCP

51

53

57

Manassas National Battlefield Park north
of Lee Highway and east of the BCP

4-29

43 - 52

46 - 58

53-70

Single-family residences north of Lee
Highway and west of the BCP

30-35

45 - 60

48 - 63

52-72

Single-family residences along Pageland
Lane and east of the BCP

36 - 45

43 - 52

45 - 58

51-66

Single-family residences along Pageland
Lane and west of the BCP

46 - 60

43 - 50

44 - 56

51-68

Single-family residences in the vicinity of
Sudley Road and east of the BCP

61-67

46 - 56

49 - 60

59 - 67

Single-family residences and Catharpin
Park in the vicinity of Sudley Road and
west of the BCP

68 - 108

47 - 64

50 - 66

54 -72

Single-family residences north of the
Sudley Road area and east of the BCP

109 - 118

44 - 45

44 - 47

48 - 64

Single-family residences along Sanders
Lane/Lightridge Farm Road, east of the
BCP; Boxwood Farms Equestrian Area

119 - 148

44 - 57

45 - 63

51-70

10

Single-family residences along Sanders
Lane and west of the BCP

149 - 168

44 -61

45 - 66

54 - 69

11

Single- and multi-family residences in
Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick Farms
subdivisions and near Braddock Road
and east of the BCP

169 - 269

54 - 56

54 - 58

55-70

12

Single- and multi-family residences in
Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick Farms
subdivisions and near Braddock Road
and west of the BCP; Park at the corner of
Braddock and Goshen Roads

270 - 298

54 - 57

54 - 60

56 - 69

13

Future permitted residences Stone Ridge
and Westridge Townhomes east of
Northstar Boulevard

299 - 392

54 - 58

54 -61

54-71

14

Single-family residence in wooded area
west of Northstar Boulevard

393

55

57

59

15

Arcola Elementary School recreation
areas east of Northstar Boulevard

394 - 414

57

57

59-70

16

John Champe High School recreation
areas and future single-family residences
west of Northstar Boulevard

415 - 490

54 - 58

54 -61

56 - 68

17

Single-family residences in the vicinity of
Route 50 and east of the BCP

491 - 492

57 - 66

58 - 65

62

18

Single-family residences in the vicinity of
Route 50 and west of the BCP

493 - 497

57 - 65

57 - 67

64 - 65
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caseis predicted for the Build scenario. The proposed BCP roadway is the major contributor to the
increase in sound levels within the study area. A small number of receptors are predicted to
experience dight decreases in sound level from the No build to the Build scenario due to significant
traffic volumes being redirected onto roadways farther from the receptors.

Predicted sound levels at land uses other than residential properties are discussed in the paragraphs
below. Table 14 in Appendix C presents the predicted sound levelsfor al receptors under all project
alternatives.

The Manassas Battlefield Park Headquarters areain CNE 1 would experience approximately 6 dB
increases in noise levels from the existing condition to future Build Alternative due to the proposed
construction of the BCP roadway. Existing loudest-hour noise levels are predicted up to 51 dBA
(exterior) and Build noise levels are predicted up to 57 dBA, Leq (exterior). Interior noise levels at
the headquarters building are projected to be 37 dBA under the Build conditions, assuming an
outside-to-inside noise reduction of 20 decibels for wood frame construction and air conditioning.

The Manassas Battlefield Park trail areain CNE 2 would experience approximately 13 dB increases
in noise levels from the existing condition to the future Build alternative due to the proposed
construction of the new BCP roadway. Existing loudest-hour noise levels are predicted up to 52
dBA in some areas, Build noise levels are predicted up to 70 dBA, Leq.

The receptors at the baseball fields within Catharpin Park in CNE 7 would be impacted under the
Build alternative with worst-hour noise levels predicted up to 65 dBA and an average increase of
approximately 6 dB. The maximum increase at Catharpin Park receptorsis approximately 10 dB
over existing noise levels, which are predicted to range from 47 to 61 dBA at the receptors within al
fields.

CNE 9 includes the Boxwood Farms equestrian area FHWA Activity Category C with an exterior
NAC of 67 dBA. Theexterior riding areais predicted to have worst-hour noise levels of 52 dBA
under the Build scenario; therefore it is not predicted to be impacted.

CNE 12 includes an unnamed park at the corner of Braddock and Goshen Roads. The exterior court
and field areas are predicted to have worst-hour noise levels of 56 dBA under the Build scenario;
thereforeit is not predicted to be impacted.

CNE 15 includes the Arcola Elementary School. The exterior use consists of two playing fields and
several playground areas to the north of the building. Existing loudest-hour noise levels are
predicted up to 57 dBA, Build noise levels are predicted up to 70 dBA, Leg. Theinterior of thisair-
conditioned masonry building would not be impacted under the Build condition with predicted
interior worst-hour Legs of up to 45 dBA

CNE 16 includes the John Champe High School. The exterior use consists of two playing fields to
the south of the main building. Existing loudest-hour noise levels are predicted up to 57 dBA, Build
noise levels are predicted up to 67 dBA, Leg. The interior of this air-conditioned masonry building
would not be impacted under the Build condition with predicted interior worst-hour Legs of up to 39
dBA. Thisareaisalso the future location of the Boyd School in Stone Ridge represented by Site
P464. Theinterior of this assumed air-conditioned masonry building would not be impacted under
the Build condition with predicted interior worst-hour Legs of up to 37 dBA.

The next section presents the noise impact assessment in detail.
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5 NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The potential noise impact of the Bi-County Parkway project was assessed according to FHWA and
VDOT noise assessment guidelines, described in detail in Section 2. In summary, noise impact
would occur wherever Project noise levels are expected to approach within one decibel or exceed 67
dBA, Leq at noise-sensitive land uses in Activity Categories B (residential) and C (recreational) and
approach within one decibel or exceed 72 dBA, Leq at noise-sensitive land usesin Activity
Categories E during the loudest hour of the day. Noise impact also would occur wherever Project
noise levels cause a substantial increase over existing noise levels—an increase of 10 dB or moreis
considered substantial by VDOT.

Figure 2, the study area graphic presented in the previous section, shows the locations of individua
receptors where noise impacts are predicted to occur in the Build Alternative. Figure 2 aso includes
anoise impact contour for the Build Alternative without abatement in the residential and recreational
aress (at the applicable Categories B and C NAC of 67 dBA, which is represented by 66 dBA L, for
ground floor receptors).

Table 6 presents a summary of the projected noise impact for the 2013 Existing and 2040 No Build
and Build alternatives. The impacts are summarized for the entire study area and separated by NAC
activity categories and type of impact. For each NAC, noise impact isfirst given as residential or
recreational units that approach or exceed the NAC. Thisisthe only type of impact that occurs for
the Existing and No Build aternatives. For the Build alternatives, NAC impact is listed first,
followed by substantial increase impact, followed by impact by both NAC and substantial increase,
followed by the total noise impact count.

Table6 Noiselmpact Summary

Land Use and NAC Activity Category

Alternative  Impact Type

Residential B Recreational C Interior D Commercial E Total
Existing NAC/Total 1 0 0 0 1
No Build NAC/Total 4 0 0 0 4
NAC Only 5 1 0 0 6

_ Subs. Increase 66 26 0 0 92

Build Only

Both* 40 5 0 0 45

Total 111 32 0 0 143

*Both indicates all receptors where both NAC and Substantial Increase impact is predicted.

Residential land use is the only category where there are impacts under all alternatives, including the
Existing and No Build alternatives. No Category D or E impacts are predicted under any alternative.
Tota noise impact under the Existing Alternative is one residence, and under the 2040 No Build
Alternative, four residential units would be impacted. The reason impacts are as low under the
Existing and No Build alternativesis that there are few major noise sources in the study corridor
currently, except the major intersecting roadways. The Build alternative would impact a total of 143
receptors, 111 of which are residential, and 32 of which are recreational. The NAC would be
exceeded at 45 of the residential receptors, and 40 of those would a so experience a substantial
increase in existing noise levels. Sixty-six additional residences would experience hoise impact only
due to substantial increases. Of the 32 impacted recreationa areas, sound levels would approach or
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exceed the NAC at six receptors, and 31 would be exposed to substantial increases in existing noise
levels.

Table 7 lists the noi se impacts by Common Noise Environment. Residential impact is scattered along
the project corridor, some in sparsely-settled areas, and some in existing and proposed residential
subdivisions. The permitted subdivisions include Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick Farmsin CNEs
11 and 12, and Stone Ridge and Westridge Townhomes in CNE 13. There are no recreational

Table 7 Noise Impact by Common Noise Environment

Dwelling or Recreational
CNE Area Description Units Impacted by Noise

Existing NB  Build

Manassas National Battlefield Park and undeveloped land south of Lee

1 Highway and east of the BCP 0 0 0
Manassas National Battlefield Park nouth of Lee Highway and east of

2 0 0 25
the BCP

3 Single-family residences north of Lee Highway and west of the BCP 0 0 3

4 Single-family residences along Pageland Lane and east of the BCP 0 0 11

5 Single-family residences along Pageland Lane and west of the BCP 0 0 15
Single-family residences in the vicinity of Sudley Road and east of the

6 0 0 3
BCP

7 Single-family residences and Catharpin Park in the vicinity of Sudley 0 5 4
Road and west of the BCP
Single-family residences north of the Sudley Road area and east of the

8 0 0 11
BCP
Single-family residences along Sanders Lane/Lightridge Farm Road

9 0 0 12
and east of the BCP

10 Single-family residences along Sanders Lane and west of the BCP 0 1 17

Single-family and multi-family residences in Stratshire Crossing and
11 Kirkpatrick Farms subdivisions under construction and in the vicinity of 0 0 8
Braddock Road and east of the BCP

Single-family and residences in Stratshire Crossing and Kirkpatrick
12 Farms subdivisions under construction and in the vicinity of Braddock 0 0 7
Road and west of the BCP

Future permitted residences Stone Ridge and Westridge Townhomes

13 east of Northstar Boulevard 0 0 19

14 Single-family residence in wooded area west of Northstar Boulevard 0 0 0

15 Arcola Elementary School recreation areas east of Northstar Boulevard 0 0 3

16 Joh_n Champe High School recreation areas and future Single-family 0 0 5
residences west of Northstar Boulevard

17 Single-family residences in the vicinity of Route 50 and east of the BCP 1 0 0

18 Single-family residences in the vicinity of Route 50 and west of the BCP 0 1 0
Totals 1 4 143
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impacts and very few residential impacts under the Existing and No Build alternatives. Most of the
Build case recreational impact occursin CNE 2, along a Manassas Battlefield Trail located north of
Rt. 29, just east of the Build alignment. Noiseimpact is projected at atotal of 25 receptor units,
which are spaced 100 feet apart along trail. Two receptorsin CNE 7, the Catharpin Park fields, are
projected to be impacted. Impact is predicted at three recreational receptors each in the playing fields
of Arcola Elementary School (CNE 15) and John Champe High School (CNE 16).
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6 NOISE ABATEMENT MEASURES

FHWA has identified certain noise abatement measures that may be incorporated in projects to
reduce traffic noise impact. In general, mitigation measures can include aternative measures (traffic
management, the ateration of horizontal and vertica alignment, and low-noise pavement), in
addition to the construction of noise barriers.

6.1 Alternative Noise Abatement Measures

Traffic management measures normally considered for noise abatement include reduced speeds and
truck restrictions. Reduced speeds would not be an effective noise mitigation measure since a
substantial decrease in speed is necessary to provide a significant noise reduction. A 10 mph
reduction in speed would result in only atwo decibel decreasein noise level. Restricting truck usage
on the Bi-County Parkway itself along the entire corridor is not practical since providing a more
direct route for vehiclesto and from I-66 and Route 50 and improve traffic flow in the area are
primary reasons for constructing the project. Diversion of truck traffic to other roadways would
increase noise levelsin nearby residential areas. A significant ateration of the horizontal alignment
of BCP for this project would be necessary to make such a measure effective in reducing noise and
would create undesirable impacts such as right-of-way acquisitions, easements, and retaining walls.
Altering the vertical alignment significantly would not be feasible since the project design attempts
to minimize the excavation into the hilly terrain and provide the safest vertical dopes possible to
intersect with existing cross-streets.

Additionally, the Noise Palicy Code of Virginia (HB 2577, as amended by HB 2025) states:
Requires that whenever the Commonwealth Transportation Board or the Department plan for or
undertake any highway construction or improvement project and such project includes or may
include the regquirement for the mitigation of traffic noise impacts, first consideration should be
given to the use of noise reducing design and low noise pavement materials and techniquesin lieu of
construction of noise walls or sound barriers. Vegetative screening, such as the planting of
appropriate conifers, in such a design would be utilized to act as a visual screenif visual screening
isrequired. Consideration will be given to these measures during the final design stage, where
feasible. Particular attention will be given to areas of Manassas National Battlefield Park as a part of
the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. The response from project management is included
Appendix E.

6.2 Noise Barriers

The only remaining abatement measure investigated was the construction of noise barriers. The
feasibility of noise barriers was evaluated in locations where noise impact is predicted to occur in the
Build condition. Where the construction of noise barriers was found to be physically practical,
barrier noise reduction was estimated based on roadway, barrier, and receiver geometry as described
below.

To be constructed, any noise barriersidentified in this document must satisfy final feasibility and
cost reasonableness criteria. Therefore, the noise barrier design parameters and cost identified in this
document are preliminary and should not be considered final. Fina design parameters, feasibility,
and cost reasonableness cannot be determined, as the noise barrier cost estimate must be based upon
an approved road design alignment and include all required materials and installation costs. If anoise
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barrier is determined to be feasible and reasonable, the affected public will be given an opportunity
to decide whether they are in favor of construction of the noise barrier.

6.2.1 Feasibility and Reasonableness

FHWA and VDOT require that noise barriers be both “feasible” and “reasonable”’ to be
recommended for construction.

To be feasible, a barrier must be effective, that is it must reduce noise levels at noise sensitive
locations by at least 5 decibels, thereby “benefiting” the property. VDOT requiresthat at least fifty
percent (50%) of the impacted receptors receive 5 decibels or more of insertion loss from the
proposed barrier for it to be feasible.

A second feasibility criterion isthat it must be possible to design and construct the barrier. Factors
that enter into constructability include safety, barrier height, topography, drainage, utilities,
maintenance of the barrier, and access to adjacent properties. VDOT has a maximum allowable
height of 30 feet for noise barriers.

Barrier reasonableness is based on three factors: cost-effectiveness, ability to achieve VDOT' s
insertion loss design goal, and views of the benefited receptors. To be “ cost-effective,” a barrier
cannot require more than 1600 square feet per benefited receptor. VDOT' s maximum barrier height
of 30 feet figuresinto the assessment of benefited receptors. Where multi-family housing includes
bal conies at el evations above that of a 30-ft high barrier, or terrain lifts ground-based receptors
above the elevation of a 30-ft barrier, these receptors will not be assessed for barrier benefits and are
thereby not included in the prediction of the barrier’ s feasibility or reasonableness.

The second reasonableness criterion is VDOT’ s noise reduction design goal of 7 decibels. This goal
must be achieved for at least one of the impacted receptors, for the barrier to be considered
reasonable.

Thethird reasonableness criterion relates to the views of the owners and residents of the potentially
benefited properties. A majority of the benefited receptors must favor the barrier for it to be
considered reasonable to construct. Community views are surveyed in the final design phase of
projects.

6.2.2 Barriers Found Not Feasible

The future Build alternative roadway designs resulted in severa impacted areas where mitigation
would be warranted and barrier designs were evaluated but were found not feasible based on VDOT
criteria. In general, the major factors contributing to barriers being found not feasible are the
limitations to barrier length due to driveway or local roadway access.

Narrative descriptions are given below for each of the areas where barriers were investigated but
found to be not feasible. Barriersthat are not feasible due to driveway and local roadway access
limitations are not displayed on the graphics. In addition, Warranted, Feasible and Reasonable
Worksheets were prepared for al of the areas where quantitative barrier analysis was conducted.
Those worksheets are provided in Appendix F.

Three residential dwelling unitsin CNE 3, represented by sites P034 and P035, would be impacted
approximately 65 feet from the Bi-County Parkway edge of roadway. The maor contributor to the
noise environment in the future Build aternative is the proposed BCP east of the receptors. Barrier
system NF-3 was evaluated for this area but found to be not feasible due to gaps required in the
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barrier to allow for driveway accessto the BCP. The barrier could not provide the necessary
minimum 5-decibel reduction at any impacted receptors.

Eleven residential dwelling unitsin CNE 4, represented by sites P038, P0O40, P041 and P043-P045,
would be impacted along the east side of the proposed BCP from approximately 150 feet to 950 feet
from the edge of roadway. The major contributor to the noise environment in the future Build
aternative is the proposed BCP west of the receptors. Barrier system NF-4 was evaluated for this
area but found to be not feasible due to gaps required in the barrier to allow for driveway access to
the BCP. The barrier could not provide the necessary minimum 5-decibel reduction at 50% of the
impacted receptorsin the area asrequired by VDOT.

6.2.3 Details of Potential Feasible Barriers

Details of each of the evaluated barriers are given in Table 8 and described in narratives following
the table. Each of the barriersis aso shown in Figure 2 as asolid red line along the roadway, and is
labeled with a barrier number. One of the seventeen barriers that were determined to be feasible was
also found to be cost reasonable, Barrier 15in CNEs 13 and 15. All barriers are discussed in the
paragraphs below and their characteristics are shown in Table 8 and in Figure 2. Appendix F presents
the preliminary Warranted, Feasible and Reasonable Worksheets for al barriers.

The potentia barriers evaluated and shown in the graphics have not been intentionally placed outside
of VDOT right of way. While the need for right of way to construct some barriersfor this project is
not anticipated, it al'so cannot be precluded in the future, given the limited information available for
this noise analysis. In some cases, the potential barriers shown on the graphic indicate designs with
significant length that do not meet reasonableness criteriain order to make clear that the situation
cannot yield areasonable barrier but still provide the most insertion loss for impacted receptors.

Note that several of the barriers discussed below represent barrier systems with many separate
segments. Ideally, these barrier systems would have been evaluated as a continuous barrier in order
to benefit impacted receptors set well back from the proposed BCP. However, some of the barriers
needed to be broken into separate segments with gaps to accommodate driveway or other access that
would have to be maintai ned between private property and the BCP. Judgment was used to
determine the locations of the gaps in the barriers, since detailed engineering guidance was
unavailable at the time of study. The acoustical analysis of such barrier systems found that many of
these barrier systems would be feasible even with the gaps, and the entire system would be needed to
benefit the more distant receptors. All of these barriers and systems would be reexamined during the
final design phase of the project, and would be evaluated as both barrier systems and individual
barriersto determine if both the feasibility and reasonableness criteria could be met.

Barrier 1 — Recreational receptorsin Manassas National Battlefield Park (CNE 2)

Barrier 1 isdesigned to benefit the impacted trail in Manassas National Battlefield Park (MNBP) on
the east side of the proposed BCP. A barrier height of 20 feet would be necessary to provide benefit
and meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one impacted
receptor.

Barrier 1 would benefit 100% of the impacted recreational receptorsin CNE 2, therefore the barrier
is considered feasible. Eleven of these impacted and benefited sites would meet VDOT’ s noise
reduction goal of 7 decibelsor more. A total of 25 impacted and benefited recreational receptors are
predicted with this design. The barrier would provide 5 to 15 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. Barrier 1 would be 3,436 feet long along the BCP northbound north of Lee
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Table 8 Potential Noise Barriers

Barrier Data Benefited Surface
Dwellings & Area of
i Noise . i i
BaNrcr)lier CNE  Reduction Length ';Z'nggh; S‘ergge Cost at nggrci%ttlgrnsal '?aaéﬁ'ffrnﬂﬁr
Range (ft) (i) (sq ft) $48.00/sf Total Receptor
(dBA) (Impacted) (SF/BR)
1 2,4 5-15 3,436 20 68,665 $3,295,920 25 (25) 2,747
2 5 5-6 4,678 30 140,300  $6,734,400 2(2) 70,150
3 5 5-11 5,498 30 164,941  $7,917,168 5(5) 32,988
4 7 2,173 20 43,460  $2,086,080 2(2) 21,730
5 6,8 5-15 5,371 20 107,400  $5,155,200 16 (14) 6,713
6 7 5 4,826 25 120,608  $5,789,184 5(2) 24,122
7 9 6 1,593 30 47,778 $2,293,344 1(1) 47,778
8 10 5-11 7,796 25 194,845  $9,352,560 10 (9) 19,485
9 9 5-8 5,388 20 107,753  $5,172,144 8 (6) 13,469
10 12 5-6 629 15 9,424 $452,352 2(2) 4,712
11 11 5-9 1,689 15 25,318 $1,215,264 13 (5) 1,948
12 12 5-9 1,110 15 16,640 $798,720 4 (3) 4,160
13 11 5-13 1,497 15 22,468 $1,078,464 5@) 4,494
14 16 6-10 618 20 9,263 $444,624 2(2) 4,632
15 13 5-12 1,004 20 20,079, $963,792 21 (16) 956
16 16 5-7 834 15 12,515 $600,720 33 4,172
17 15 5-11 1,489 20 29,768 $1,428,864 6 (3) 4,961

Highway, with auniform height of 20 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 68,665 sg. ft., and
it would cost atotal of $3,295,920 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 1 would not
be reasonable as it would be above VDOT' s cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface
area per benefited receptor of 2,747. Although the barrier is not reasonable (and was not desired by
the NPS and preservation groups), a commitment to consider other measures to minimize noise
impacts to the MNBP during the design processisincluded in the Section 106 programmatic
agreement being devel oped for the project.

Barrier 2 — Single-family residences off Angel Rod Road (CNE 5)

The Barrier 2 system, comprised of three barriers, is designed to benefit the two impacted homes,
P046 and P047, on the west side of the proposed BCP across from Manassas National Battlefield
Park on Angel Rod Road. A barrier height of 30 feet was evaluated but found to be not reasonable
asit would not provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7
dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

The Barrier 2 system would benefit both impacted residential dwelling units, therefore the systemis
considered feasible. The barriers would provide 5 to 6 decibels of noise reduction to the benefited
receptors. The Barrier 2 system would be atota 4,678 feet long along BCP southbound, with a
uniform height of 30 feet. The total area of the barriers would be 140,300 sg. ft., and they would cost
atotal of $6,734,400 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The Barrier 2 system would be
well above VDOT' s cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited
receptor of 70,150.
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Barrier 3 — Single-family residence west of Pageland Lane (CNE 5)

The Barrier 3 system, comprised of seven barriers, is designed to benefit all but two of the remaining
impacted homes west of the proposed BCP in CNE 5. A uniform height of 30 feet would provide
enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at
one impacted receptor.

The Barrier 3 system would benefit 50% of the impacted residential dwelling unitsbehind it in CNE
5, therefore the system is considered feasible. Two impacted and benefited sites would meet
VDOT's noise reduction goal of 7 decibels or more. A total of 5impacted and benefited residences
are predicted with this design. The barriers would provide 5 to 11 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. The Barrier 3 system would be a total of 5,498 feet long along BCP southbound,
with auniform height of 30 feet. The total area of the barriers would be 164,941 sq. ft., and they
would cost atotal of $7,917,168 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The Barrier 3 system
would be well above VDOT’s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per
benefited receptor of 32,988.

Barrier 4 — Single-family residences west of Pageland Lane (CNE 5)

Barrier 4 isdesigned to benefit the remaining impacted residences, represented by site P057, west of
the proposed BCPin CNE 5. A uniform height of 20 feet would provide enough benefit to meet the
VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

Barrier 4 would benefit both impacted residential dwelling units, therefore the barrier is considered
feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide approximately 7 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. Barrier 4 would be 2,173 feet long along BCP southbound, with a uniform
height of 20 feet. Thetotal area of the barrier would be 43,460 sg. ft., and it would cost atota of
$2,086,080 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 4 would be well above VDOT's
cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of 21,730.

Barrier 5 — Scattered single-family residences north of Sudley Road (CNE 6,8)

The Barrier 5 system, comprised of two barriers, is designed to benefit scattered single-family
residences north of Sudley Road, east of the proposed BCPin CNE 6 and 8. A uniform height of 20
feet would benefit the impacted residentia receptors, and it would provide enough benefit to meet
the VDOT design goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

The Barrier 5 system would benefit 100% of the impacted residential dwelling unitsin CNE 6 and 8,
therefore the system is considered feasible. Nine impacted and benefited sites are predicted to meet
VDOT' s noise reduction goal of 7 decibels or more. A total of 14 impacted and benefited residences
and two additiona non-impacted residences are predicted to be benefited. The barriers would
provide 5 to 15 decibels of noise reduction to the benefited receptors. The Barrier 4 system would be
atotal of 5,371 feet long along BCP northbound, with a uniform height of 20 feet. The total area of
the barriers would be 107,400 sq. ft., and they would cost atotal of $5,155,200 based on a unit cost
of $48.00 per sguare foot. The barriers were found not to be reasonable as the Barrier 5 system
would be above VDOT’ s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited
receptor of 6,713.

Barrier 6 — Scattered single-family residences and Catharpin Park north of Sudley Road (CNE 7)

The Barrier 6 system, comprised of two barriers, is designed to benefit scattered single-family
residences and Catharpin Park north of Sudley Road, west of the proposed BCPinCNE 7. A
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uniform height of 25 feet would benefit two impacted recreationa receptors and three non-impacted
recreational receptors. The system was found to be not reasonable as it does not provide enough
benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one
impacted receptor.

The Barrier 6 system would benefit 67% of the impacted receptorsin CNE 7, therefore the systemis
considered feasible. The barriers are predicted to provide approximately 5 decibels of noise
reduction to the benefited receptors. The Barrier 6 system would be atotal of 4,826 feet long along
BCP southbound, with a uniform height of 25 feet. The total area of the barriers would be 120,608
sg. ft., and they would cost atotal of $5,789,184 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The
Barrier 6 system would be well above VDOT's cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted
surface area per benefited receptor of 24,122.

Barrier 7 — Single-family residence east of Sanders Lane (CNE 9)

Barrier 7 isdesigned to benefit asingle-family residence, P119, east of the proposed BCP in CNE 9.
A uniform height of 30 feet would benefit the impacted receptor, but the barrier was found to be not
reasonable as it does not provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a
minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

Barrier 7 would benefit the only impacted residencein CNE 9, therefore the barrier is considered
feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide approximately 6 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptor. Barrier 7 would be 1,593 feet long along BCP northbound, with a uniform height
of 30 feet. The total areaof the barrier would be 47,778 sq. ft., and it would cost atotal of
$2,293,344 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 7 would be well above VDOT’s
cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of 47,778.

Barrier 8 — Scattered single-family residences west of Sanders Lane (CNE 10)

The Barrier 8 system, comprised of six barriers, is designed to benefit scattered single-family
residences west of the proposed BCPin CNE 10. A uniform height of 25 feet is predicted to benefit
nine impacted receptors and one non-impacted receptor, and the barriers do provide enough benefit
to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at five impacted
receptors.

The Barrier 8 system would benefit 53% of the impacted receptorsin CNE 10, therefore the system
is considered feasible. The barriers are predicted to provide 5 to 11 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. The Barrier 8 system would be atotal of 7,796 feet long along BCP southbound,
with auniform height of 25 feet. The total area of the barriers would be 194,845 sg. ft., and they
would cost atotal of $9,352,560 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barriers were
found not to be reasonable as they would be well above VDOT' s cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with
apredicted surface area per benefited receptor of 19,485.

Barrier 9 — Scattered single-family residences off Sanders Lane (CNE 9)

The Barrier 9 system, comprised of five barriers, is designed to benefit the remaining scattered
single-family residences east of the proposed BCPin CNE 9. A uniform height of 20 feet is
predicted to benefit six impacted receptors and two additional non-impacted receptors, and the
barriers would provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7
dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.
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The Barrier 9 system would benefit 55% of the impacted receptorsin CNE 9, therefore the systemis
considered feasible. The barriers are predicted to provide 5 to 8 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. The Barrier 9 system would be atotal of 5,388 feet long along BCP northbound,
with auniform height of 25 feet. The total area of the barriers would be 107,753 sg. ft., and they
would cost atotal of $5,172,144 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barriers were
found not to be reasonable as the system would be well above VDOT’ s cost-reasonabl eness
guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of 13,469.

Barrier 10 — Single-family residencesin Kirkpatrick Farms (CNE 12)

Barrier 10 is designed to benefit two single-family residencesin the Kirkpatrick Farms development
west of the proposed BCPin CNE 12. A uniform height of 15 feet would benefit the impacted
receptors, but the barrier was found to be not reasonable asiit is predicted to not provide enough
benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss a one
impacted receptor.

Barrier 10 would benefit 100% of the two impacted receptorsin CNE 12, therefore the barrier is
considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 5 to 6 decibels of noise reduction to the
benefited receptors. Barrier 10 would be 629 feet long along BCP southbound, with a uniform height
of 15 feet. Thetotal area of the barrier would be 9,424 sq. ft., and it would cost atotal of $452,352
based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barrier would be above VDOT’ s cost-
reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of 4,712.

Barrier 11 — Single-family residencesin Kirkpatrick Farms (CNE 11)

Barrier 11 is designed to benefit single-family residences in the Kirkpatrick Farms development east
of the proposed BCPin CNE 11. A uniform height of 15 feet would benefit the five impacted
receptors and eight additional non-impacted residential receptors, and the barrier is predicted to
provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion
loss at two impacted receptors.

Barrier 11 would benefit 100% of the impacted receptorsin Kirkpatrick Farmsin CNE 11, therefore
the barrier is considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 5 to 9 decibels of noise
reduction to the benefited receptors. Barrier 11 would be 1,689 feet long along BCP northbound,
with auniform height of 15 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 25,318sq. ft., and it would
cost atotal of $1,215,264 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barrier would be above
VDOT' s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of 1,948.

Barrier 12 — Single-family residences in Stratshire Crossing (CNE 12)

The Barrier 12 system, comprised of three barriers, is designed to benefit single-family residencesin
the Stratshire Crossing development west of the proposed BCPin CNE 12. A uniform height of 15
feet would benefit three impacted receptors and one additional non-impacted residential receptor,
and the system is predicted to provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a
minimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

The Barrier 12 system would benefit 60% of the impacted receptors in Stratshire Crossing in CNE
12, therefore the system is considered feasible. The barriers are predicted to provide 5 to 9 decibels
of noise reduction to the benefited receptors. The Barrier 12 system would be atotal of 1,110 feet
long along BCP southbound, with a uniform height of 15 feet. The total area of the barriers would be
16,640 sg. ft., and they would cost atota of $798,720 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot.
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The barriers would be above VDOT' s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area
per benefited receptor of 4,160.

Barrier 13 — Single-family residences in Stratshire Crossing (CNE 11)

Barrier 13 is designed to benefit single-family residences in the Stratshire Crossing devel opment east
of the proposed BCP in CNE 13. A uniform height of 15 feet would benefit the three impacted
receptors and two additiona non-impacted residential receptors, and the barrier is predicted to
provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7 dB of insertion
loss at two impacted receptors.

Barrier 13 would benefit 100% of the impacted receptorsin Stratshire Crossing in CNE 11, therefore
the barrier is considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 5 to 13 decibels of noise
reduction to the benefited receptors. Barrier 13 would be 1,497 feet long along BCP northbound,
with auniform height of 15 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 22,468 . ft., and it would
cost atotal of $1,078,464 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barrier was found to be
not reasonable as it would be above VDOT' s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface
area per benefited receptor of 4,494,

Barrier 14 — John Champe High School field west of Northstar Boulevard (CNE 16)

Barrier 14 is designed to benefit an outdoor recreationd field at John Champe High School west of
the proposed BCPin CNE 14. A uniform height of 20 feet would benefit the two impacted
recreational receptors, and the barrier is predicted to provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT
design goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at two impacted receptors.

Barrier 14 would benefit 100% of the impacted recreational receptorsin CNE 16, therefore the
barrier is considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 6 to 10 decibels of noise reduction
to the benefited receptors. Barrier 14 would be 618 feet long along BCP southbound, with a uniform
height of 20 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 9,263 sg. ft., and it would cost atotal of
$444,624 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. The barrier was found to be not reasonable
asit would be above VDOT’ s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per
benefited receptor of 4,632.

Barrier 15— Single-family residences in Stone Ridge east of Northstar Boulevard (CNE 13)

Barrier 15 is designed to benefit single-family residences in Stone Ridge east of the proposed BCPin
CNE 13. A uniform height of 20 feet would benefit 16 impacted receptors and five additional non-
impacted receptors, and the barrier is predicted to provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design
goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at twelve impacted receptors.

Barrier 15 would benefit 84% of the impacted receptors in Stone Ridge in CNE 13, therefore the
barrier is considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 5 to 12 decibels of noise reduction
to the benefited receptors. Barrier 15 would be 1,004 feet long along BCP northbound, with a
uniform height of 20 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 20,079 sg. ft., and it would cost a
total of $963,792 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 15 is reasonable asit would
be below VDOT’ s cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor
of 956.
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Barrier 16 — Single-family residences in Stone Ridge west of Northstar Boulevard (CNE 16)

Barrier 16 is designed to benefit single-family residences in Stone Ridge west of the proposed BCP
in CNE 16. A uniform height of 15 feet would benefit the three impacted receptors, and the barrier
is predicted to provide enough benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving a minimum of 7
dB of insertion loss at one impacted receptor.

Barrier 16 would benefit 100% of the impacted receptorsin Stone Ridge in CNE 16, therefore the
barrier is considered feasible. The barrier is predicted to provide 5 to 7 decibels of noise reduction to
the benefited receptors. Barrier 16 would be 834 feet long along BCP southbound, with a uniform
height of 15 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 12,515 sg. ft., and it would cost atotal of
$600,720 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 16 is not reasonable asit would be
above VDOT' s cost-reasonabl eness guideline, with a predicted surface area per benefited receptor of
4,172.

Barrier 17 — Arcola Elementary School field east of Northstar Boulevard (CNE 15)

Barrier 17 is designed to benefit an outdoor recreational field at Arcola Elementary School east of
the proposed BCPin CNE 15. A uniform height of 20 feet would benefit the three impacted
receptors and three additional non-impacted receptors, and the barrier is predicted to provide enough
benefit to meet the VDOT design goal of achieving aminimum of 7 dB of insertion loss at three
impacted receptors.

Barrier 17 would benefit 100% of the impacted recreational receptorsin CNE 15, therefore the
barrier is considered feasible. Barrier 17 is predicted to be 1,489 feet long along BCP northbound,
with auniform height of 20 feet. The total area of the barrier would be 29,768 . ft., and it would
cost atotal of $1,428,864 based on a unit cost of $48.00 per square foot. Barrier 17 is not reasonable
asit would be above VDOT’ s cost-reasonableness guideline, with a predicted surface area per
benefited receptor of 4,961.
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7 CONSTRUCTION NOISE CONSIDERATION

Construction noise provisions are contained in Section 107.16(b)3 Noise of the 2007 VDOT Road
and Bridge Specifications. The specifications have been reproduced below:
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The Contractor’ s operations shall be performed so that exterior noise levels measured during
a hoise-sensitive activity shall not exceed 80 decibels. Such noise level measurements shall
be taken at a point on the perimeter of the construction limit that is closest to the adjoining
property on which anoise-sensitive activity is occurring. A noise-sensitive activity is any
activity for which lowered noise levels are essential if the activity isto serveitsintended
purpose and not present an unreasonabl e public nuisance. Such activities include, but are not
limited to, those associated with residences, hospitals, nursing homes, churches, schools,
libraries, parks, and recreational aress.

The Department may monitor construction-related noise. If construction noise levels exceed
80 decibels during noise sensitive activities, the Contractor shall take corrective action
before proceeding with operations. The Contractor shall be responsible for costs associated
with the abatement of construction noise and the delay of operations attributable to
noncompliance with these requirements.

The Department may prohibit or restrict to certain portions of the project any work that
produces obj ectionable noise between 10 P.M. and 6 A.M. If other hours are established by
local ordinance, the local ordinance shall govern.

Equipment shall in no way be altered so asto result in noise levels that are greater than those
produced by the original equipment.

When feasible, the Contractor shall establish haul routes that direct his vehicles away from
devel oped areas and ensure that noise from hauling operations is kept to a minimum.

These requirements shall not be applicable if the noise produced by sources other than the
Contractor’s operation at the point of reception is greater than the noise from the
Contractor’s operation at the same point.
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8 INFORMATION FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS

FHWA and VDOT policiesrequire that VDOT provides certain information to local officials within
whose jurisdiction the highway project islocated, to minimize future traffic noise impacts of Type |
projects on currently undeveloped lands. (Type | projects involve highway improvements with noise
analysis.) Thisinformation must include information on noise-compatible land-use planning, noise
impact zones in undevel oped land in the highway project corridor and federal participation in Typell
projects (noise abatement only). This section of the report provides that information, aswell as
information about VDOT’ s noi se abatement program.

8.1 Noise-Compatible Land-Use Planning

Section 9.0 of VDOT’ s 2011 noise policy outlines VDOT's approach to communication with local
officials and provides information and resources on highway noise and noise-compatible land-use
planning. VDOT’ sintention isto assist local officiasin planning the uses of undeveloped land
adjacent to highways to minimize the potentia impacts of highway traffic noise.

Entering the Quiet Zone is a brochure that provides general information and examplesto elected
officials, planners, developers, and the general public about the problem of traffic noise and effective
responsestoit. A link to this brochure on FHWA'’ s website is provided:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise_compatible planning/federal_approach/land_use/

gz00.cfm

A wide variety of administrative strategies may be used to minimize or eliminate potential highway
noise impacts, thereby preventing the need or desire for costly noise abatement structures such as
noise barriersin future years. There are five broad categories of such strategies:

m Zoning,

m  Other legal restrictions (subdivision control, building codes, health codes),

= Municipal ownership or control of the land,

m Financial incentives for compatible devel opment, and

m Educational and advisory services.

m The Audible Landscape: A Manual for Highway and Land Use is a very well-written and
comprehensive guide addressing these noise-compatible land use planning strategies, with
significant detailed information. This document is available through FHWA'’ s Website, at

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise compatible planning/federal approach/audib
le landscape/a00.cfm

8.2 VDOT's Noise Abatement Program

Information on VDOT' s noise program is provided in “Highway Traffic Noise Impact Analysis
Guidance Manua (Version 2),” updated September 16, 2011. This document is available from
VDOT s Noise Abatement Section, Virginia Department of Transportation, 1401 E. Broad St.,
Richmond, VA 23219.
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APPENDIX A  LIST OF PREPARERS
This appendix lists the preparers of this noise study report.

Preparers with Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. are as follows:

Christopher Menge, Project Manager

James Ferguson, 111, noise analysis

Ruth Anne Mazur, noise measurements and analysis
Ryan Cranfill, noise analysis

Michadl Hamilton, noise analysis

Kirk Harris, noise measurements analysis

TNM Certification of HMMH's Project Manager, Christopher Menge, ison filein VDOT’ s offices.
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APPENDIXB  TRAFFIC DATA USED IN NOISE MODELING

This appendix lists the traffic volumes and speeds used in the noise analysis modeling. Hour-by-hour
vehicle volumes, truck percentages and speeds were developed by VDOT and Parsons
Transportation Group and provided in aformat similar to ENTRADA. The traffic volumes and
speeds from the ENTRADA forms representing loudest-hour conditions for the Existing, future No
Build and future Build aternative for the Bi-County Parkway and associated roadways were entered

into the model.

Table9 Loudest-hour Traffic for All Roadways: 2013 Existing Alter native

Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)

. Speed
Roadway Name and Location ;
Autos el Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
I-66 EB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp./BCP 4837 257 92 68
I-66 WB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp./BCP 1751 137 71 70
I-66 EB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 5117 271 97 62
I-66 WB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 1860 145 75 70
Ramp - EB I-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 1106 59 21 41
Ramp - WB |-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 468 37 19 35
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to WB |-66 521 41 21 35
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to EB 1-66 886 47 17 44
BCP/Northstar Blvd SB From Tall Cedars
Pkwy to Braddock Rd 81 5 2 55
BCP/Northstar Blvd NB From Braddock
Rd to Tall Cedars Pkwy 46 3 1 55
;:?14 Bypass SB From |-66 to Balls Ford 2024 129 60 36
224 Bypass NB From Balls Ford Rd to I- 1902 122 56 39
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) EB From Pageland 604 19 19 50
Ln to BCP
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From BCP to 80 3 5 55
Pageland Ln
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) EB From BCP to
Marble Hill Ln 604 19 19 52
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From Marble Hill
Ln to BCP 80 3 2 55
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From Boxwood
Farms D to VA 234 (Sudley Rd) 127 ! 0 50
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From VA 234 47 3 0 50
(Sudley Rd) to Boxwood Farms D
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From VA 234 38 2 0 50
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Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)

. Speed
Roadway Name and Location i
Autos el Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
(Sudley Rd) to Livia Dr
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From Livia Dr to
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) 38 2 0 50
US 50 EB From Racefield Ln to
BCP/Dulles Connector 1284 49 24 59
us SQ WB From BCP/Dulles Connector to 308 15 7 60
Racefield Ln
US 50 EB.From BCP/Dulles Connector to 1284 49 24 59
Stone Springs Blvd
US 50 WB From Stone Springs Blvd to
BCP/Dulles Connector 398 15 ! 60
Tall Cedars Pkwy.EB From BCP/Northstar 53 0 0 45
Blvd to Stone Springs Blvd
TaII. Cedars Pkwy WB From Stone 89 0 0 45
Springs Blvd to BCP/Northstar Blvd
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) EB From VA 705
(Lightridge Farm Rd) to BCP/Northstar 42 2 1 35
Blvd
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) WB From
BCP/Northstar Blvd to VA 705 (Lightridge 42 2 1 35
Farm Rd)
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) EB From 59 4 1 35
BCP/Northstar Blvd to Summerall Dr
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) WB From 30 5 0 35
Summerall Dr to BCP/Northstar Blvd
Source: VDOT 2013
Table 10 Loudest-hour Traffic for All Roadways: 2040 No Build Alternative
Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)
Roadway Name and Location Medium Spe(re]d
Autos Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
I-66 EB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp./BCP 7070 375 134 57
I-66 WB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp./BCP 2557 200 104 70
I-66 EB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 7418 394 141 37
I-66 WB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 2696 211 109 69
Ramp - EB I-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 2188 116 42 12
Ramp - WB I-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 850 66 34 33
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to WB |-66 1034 81 42 32
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to EB 1-66 1607 85 30 28
BCP/Northstar Blvd SB From Tall Cedars 222 14 7 55
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Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)
Roadway Name and Location Medium Spet:‘d
Autos Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
Pkwy to Braddock Rd
BCP/Northstar Blvd NB From Braddock
Rd to Tall Cedars Pkwy 135 o 4 55
BCP/MNBPB SB From VA 234 (Sudley
Rd) to US 29 815 52 24 55
BCP/MNBPB NB From US 29 to VA 234
(Sudley Rd) 1305 83 39 53
;:?14 Bypass SB From |-66 to Balls Ford 3841 246 114 4
224 Bypass NB From Balls Ford Rd to I- 3549 297 105 5
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) EB From Pageland 1539 49 47 7
Ln to BCP
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From BCP to 521 17 16 53
Pageland Ln
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) EB From BCP to 2302 74 71 34
Marble Hill Ln
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From Marble Hill 426 14 13 55
Ln to BCP
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From Boxwood
Farms D to VA 234 (Sudley Rd) 447 25 1 48
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From VA 234
(Sudley Rd) to Boxwood Farms D 162 o 0 50
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From VA 234
(Sudley Rd) to Livia Dr 172 10 0 50
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From Livia Dr to
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) 178 10 0 50
US 50 EB From Racefield Ln to
BCP/Dulles Connector 2655 101 S0 26
us SQ WB From BCP/Dulles Connector to 785 30 15 60
Racefield Ln
US 50 EB.From BCP/Dulles Connector to 2503 95 47 31
Stone Springs Blvd
US 50 WB From Stone Springs Blvd to
BCP/Dulles Connector 782 30 15 60
Tall Cedars Pkwy EB From BCP/Northstar
Blvd to Stone Springs Blvd 157 0 0 45
Tall Cedars Pkwy WB From Stone
Springs Blvd to BCP/Northstar Blvd 245 0 0 45
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) EB From VA 705
(Lightridge Farm Rd) to BCP/Northstar 301 18 5 35
Blvd
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) WB From
BCP/Northstar Blvd to VA 705 (Lightridge 257 15 4 35
Farm Rd)
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) EB From 295 13 4 35
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Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)
Roadway Name and Location Medium Spet:‘d
Autos Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) WB From
Summerall Dr to BCP/Northstar Blvd 104 6 2 35
Source: VDOT 2013
Table 11 Loudest-hour Traffic for All Roadways. 2040 Build Alternative
Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)
Roadway Name and Location Medium Spet:‘d
Autos Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
I-66 EB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp./BCP 3001 269 164 70
I-66 WB Between US 29 [Gainesville] and
VA 234 Byp /BCP 2176 287 216 70
I-66 EB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 3440 308 188 68
I-66 WB Between VA 234 Byp./BCP and
VA 234 Bus. 2505 331 249 69
Ramp - EB |-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 473 42 26 45
Ramp - EB I-66 to NB BCP 28 2 1 35
Ramp - WB |-66 to SB VA 234 Byp. 568 75 56 35
Ramp - WB I-66 to NB BCP 267 35 26 45
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to WB |-66 417 55 41 35
Ramp - SB BCP to WB I-66 22 3 2 35
Ramp - NB VA 234 Byp. to EB 1-66 807 72 44 44
Ramp - SB BCP to EB I-66 377 34 21 35
BCP SB From US 50 to Tall Cedars Pkwy 790 73 51 55
BCP NB From Tall Cedars Pkwy to US 50 738 69 47 55
BCP/Northstar Blvd SB From Tall Cedars
Pkwy to Braddock Rd 880 82 56 55
BCP/Northstar Blvd NB From Braddock
Rd to Tall Cedars Pkwy 814 76 52 55
BCP SB From Braddock Rd to VA 234
(Sudley Rd) 956 89 61 54
BCP NB From VA 234 (Sudley Rd) to
Braddock Rd 899 84 o8 55
BCP/MNBPB SB From VA 234 (Sudley
Rd) to US 29 1262 117 81 53
BCP/MNBPB NB From US 29 to VA 234 1072 100 69 54
(Sudley Rd)
BCP SB From US 29 to I1-66 1021 95 65 54
BCP NB From 1-66 to US 29 1087 101 70 54
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Vehicle Volume in the loudest hour (vph)
Roadway Name and Location Medium Spet;d
Autos Heavy Trucks (mph)
Trucks
;:;4 Bypass SB From I-66 to Balls Ford 1753 163 112 39
224 Bypass NB From Balls Ford Rd to I- 1842 171 118 37
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) EB From Pageland 566 26 39 52
Ln to BCP
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From BCP to 481 29 33 53
Pageland Ln
VA 234 ($udley Rd) EB From BCP to 403 19 28 55
Marble Hill Ln
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) WB From Marble Hill 429 20 29 55
Ln to BCP
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From Boxwood 64 4 0 50
Farms D to VA 234 (Sudley Rd)
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From VA 234 54 4 0 50
(Sudley Rd) to Boxwood Farms D
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) SB From VA 234
(Sudley Rd) to Livia Dr 113 8 0 50
VA 705 (Sanders Ln) NB From Livia Dr to
VA 234 (Sudley Rd) 114 8 0 50
US 50 EB From Racefield Ln to
BCP/Dulles Connector 927 49 38 60
us 5Q WB From BCP/Dulles Connector to 918 48 37 60
Racefield Ln
Us 50 EB.From BCP/Dulles Connector to 792 42 32 60
Stone Springs Blvd
US 50 WB From Stone Springs Blvd to
BCP/Dulles Connector s a1 31 60
Tall Cedars Pkwy.EB From BCP/Northstar 54 0 0 45
Blvd to Stone Springs Blvd
TaII. Cedars Pkwy WB From Stone 59 0 0 45
Springs Blvd to BCP/Northstar Blvd
VA 620 (Braddock Rd) EB From VA 705
(Lightridge Farm Rd) to BCP/Northstar 112 8 3 35

Blvd

Source: VDOT 2013
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APPENDIX C  PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

Appendix C provides the predicted 2013 Existing, future design-year 2040 No Build, and future
design-year 2040 Build sound levels at all of the receiver locations shown in the study graphics. Also
provided are the name and location of each receiver site, the number of dwelling units or recreational
units assigned, a description of the land use, the applicable Noise Abatement Criteria, and the

Loudest-hour L, sound levels. For the Build Alternative, three values are given for each site: the
predicted L without a barrier, the L, with the potential barrier evaluated and the insertion loss of

the barrier.
Table 12 Predicted Existing and Future Noise Levels
Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or .

Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P001 LEE HY Manassas Row 1 Fir. 1 1 Int. 51 31 33 37 37 0
P002 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 51 53 57 57 0
P003 LEE HY Manassas Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Rec. 66 51 53 57 57 0
P004 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 47 54 49 4
P0O5 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 47 54 49 5
P006 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 47 55 50 5
P007 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 47 55 50 5
P00 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 47 56 51 5
P009 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 48 56 51 5
PO10 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 48 57 51 5
PO11 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 44 48 57 51 6
PO12 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 45 48 58 52 6
P013 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 45 49 59 52 6
PO14 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 45 49 59 52 7
PO15 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 45 49 60 53 7
PO16 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 45 50 60 53 7
POL7 PAGELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Rec. 66 16 51 61 53 8

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
Graphi R%rc. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P018 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 46 52 62 54 8
P019 ElAr_GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 47 52 63 54 9
P020 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc. 66 47 52 62 54 9
P021 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc 66 46 51 62 53 8
P022 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc. 66 43 46 53 48 5
P023 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 43 46 54 49 5
P024 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 48 54 65 54 11
P025 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 45 49 60 52 7
P026 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc. 66 43 46 55 49 5
P027 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc. 66 44 47 56 50 6
P028 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  poc. 66 52 58 70 55 15
P029 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) poc. 66 44 48 58 51 6
PO30 IiOLAN ST Manassas Row 1 Flr. 2 Res. 66 60 63 65 65 0
PO31 IiOLAN ST Manassas Row 1 Flr. 2 Res. 66 51 54 55 55 0
P032 IiOLAN ST Manassas Row 1 Flr. 4 Res. 66 48 50 54 54 0
P033 IiOLAN ST Manassas Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 45 48 50 50 0
P034 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  peg. 66 51 57 72 71 1
P035 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) peg. 66 52 58 72 70 2
P036 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl 5 pes. 66 43 45 51 51 0
P037 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Rowl ) peg. 66 43 46 PA PA  PA
P038 EflELAND LN Manassas Rowl —,  peg. 66 43 45 53 48 4
P039 E;?_GlELAND LN Gainesville Row 1 1 Res. 66 50 58 PA PA PA
PO40 PAGELAND LN Gainesville Row 1 1 Res. 66 16 51 62 58 4

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or _

Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units __ Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar _ Bar IL
P041 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 2 Res. 66 48 54 66 60 6
P042 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 50 56 PA PA  PA
P043 E?GIELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 43 47 64 61 3
pogq ~ CENERALTRIMBLES LN 2 Res. 66 43 46 55 51 5

Gainesville Row 2 Fir. 1
P045 E?GIELAND LN Catharpin Row 2 3 Res. 66 43 45 53 49 3
P046 E?GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Res. 66 44 46 56 49 6
P047 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Res. 66 43 46 53 48 5
P048 élF:TlEMUS RD Manassas Row 1 1 Res. 66 43 45 51 51 0
P049 E?GIELAND LN Manassas Row 1 1 Res. 66 47 52 65 56 9
PO50 E?GlELAND LN Gainesville Row 1 5 Res. 66 44 48 60 56 4
PO51 E?GlELAND LN Gainesville Row 1 1 Res. 66 44 47 58 54 5
PO52 E?GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 47 52 64 61 4
P0O53 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 49 55 68 65 3

DOMINIQUE ESTATES LN

. . 56 5

P054 Catharpin Row 1 Fir. 1 2 Res 66 43 a7 51
PO55 E?GIELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 43 47 63 52 11
PO56 E?GIELAND LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 43 45 55 50 5
PO57 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 5 Res. 66 43 16 60 54 7
PO58 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 2 1 Res. 66 43 45 55 51 4

DOMINIQUE ESTATES LN
POSO oo Row 2 Fr. 1 1 Res. 66 43 44 51 47 3
P060 Eﬁ\GlELAND LN Catharpin Row 2 1 Res. 66 50 56 57 56 2
POB1 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 49 53 61 56 5
POB2 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 56 58 67 60 8
PO63 RICHLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 47 50 PA PA PA

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
Graphi R%rc. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P064 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 1 Res. 66 56 60 61 61 0
POG5 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 2 Res. 66 56 58 59 58 1
PO66 fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 5 Res. 66 56 58 61 59 5
PO67 Ellr_CTLAND DR Catharpin Row 2 1 Res 66 46 49 59 52 7
PO6S fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 63 66 67 66 0
POGY fUDLEY RD Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 64 66 72 68 4
P070 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 61 64 65 65 0
PO71 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 61 62 63 63 0
PO72 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 59 61 62 62 0
P073 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 58 60 61 60 1
P074 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 57 59 61 60 1
PO75 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 56 58 60 59 2
P076 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 55 58 59 58 1
PO77 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 57 59 60 59 0
PO78 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 54 57 59 57 1
P079 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 54 57 59 57 2
PO80 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 53 56 59 56 2
PO81 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 53 56 57 56 1
P082 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 53 56 57 56 1
P083 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 52 55 57 55 2
P084 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 51 55 57 55 2
PO85 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 51 54 59 54 4
POS6 Catharpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec. 66 51 54 58 54 3

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
Graphi R%rc. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
PO87 ;?_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 51 55 56 54 1
PO88 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 51 54 56 54 2
PO89 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 50 54 57 53 3
P090 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 50 54 56 54 2
P091 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 50 53 57 53 4
P092 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 49 53 58 53 5
P093 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 49 53 55 53 2
P094 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 49 52 56 52 4
P095 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 50 53 55 53 2
P096 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 49 53 55 52 3
P097 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 52 57 52 4
P098 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 52 58 52 5
P099 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 52 54 52 3
P100 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 52 54 52 2
P101 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 51 56 51 4
P102 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 51 56 52 5
P103 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 48 52 55 51 3
P104 ;?_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 47 50 56 51 5
P105 ;?_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 47 51 54 51 2
P106 gl";‘_thlarpi” Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 47 50 55 51 5
P107 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 47 51 54 51 3
P108 (F:f:_thlarpin Park, Catharpin Row 1 1 Rec 66 47 51 55 51 4
P109 RICHLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 5 Res. 66 45 16 54 49 5

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
Graphi R%rc. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P110 El'r(_:TLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 3 Res. 66 45 47 64 54 10
P111 El'r(_:TLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 44 45 48 46 1
P112 Ellr_CTLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 2 Res. 66 44 45 58 52 6
P113 Ellr_CTLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 44 45 59 51 8
P114 Ellr_CTLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 2 Res. 66 44 45 64 55 9
P115 El'r(_:TLAND DR Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 44 45 58 51 8
P116 El'r(_:TLAND DR Catharpin Row 2 1 Res. 66 44 45 51 47 3
P117 El'r(_:TLAND DR Catharpin Row 2 1 Res. 66 44 44 54 49 5
P118 Ellr_CTLAND DR Catharpin Row 2 1 Res 66 44 45 56 50 6
P119 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 44 45 57 51 6
P120 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 49 53 69 69 0
P121 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 55 60 70 66 5
P122 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 62 PA PA  PA
P123 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 48 52 61 59 2
P124 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 54 58 66 63 3
P125 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 48 53 62 59 3
P126 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 56 61 64 63 1
P127 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 52 56 63 58 5
P128 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 54 59 64 62 2
P129 iﬁ\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 46 49 56 51 5
P130 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 52 57 61 53 8
P131 ?ﬁ_\_NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 55 60 60 55 5
P132 SANDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 62 62 57 4

Flr. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or _

Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P133 iﬁ\NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 54 59 55 53 2
P134 iﬁ\NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 48 52 58 52 6
P135 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 53 58 55 53 2
P136 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 51 56 54 52 2
P137 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 51 56 55 53 2
P138 i’IN OAK CT Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 45 46 61 54 7
P139 iﬁ\NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 48 52 55 52 2
P140 CHATTER BROOK DR Catharpin 1 Res. 66 a4 46 60 54 5

Row 1 Flr. 1
LIGHTRIDGE FARM RD
P41 i Row L FI. 1 1 Res. 66 57 63 57 57 0
LIGHTRIDGE FARM RD
P42 i Row L . 1 1 Res. 66 55 60 55 54 1
o145 LIGHTRIDGE FARM RD Aldie ) Res o o e o e .
Row 1 Flir. 1
o4y  UIGHTRIDGE FARM RD Aldie L Res. o6 o e o6 e o
Row 1 Flr. 1
o145 LIGHTRIDGE FARM RD Aldie L Res. o6 o e o e o
Row 1 Flr. 1
P146 E::TGAN CT Catharpin Row 2 1 Rec 66 44 46 52 50 2
P147 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 2 1 Res 66 48 53 51 49 2
P148 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 2 1 Res 66 49 54 53 51 2
P149 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 49 53 60 52 8
P150 i?NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 47 50 62 52 10
P151 i?NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 49 54 64 53 11
P152 GABLES GREEN WY Catharpin 1 Res. 66 46 48 55 49 6
Row 1 Flr. 1
P153 GABLES GREEN WY Catharpin 1 Res. 66 45 48 56 50 7
Row 1 Flir. 1
P154 ?RIDLE LN Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 53 58 67 63 5
P155 BRIDLE LN Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 44 16 55 51 4

1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or _
Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P156 iﬁ\NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 55 60 69 69 1
P157 iﬁ\NlDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 46 50 60 58 2
P158 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 50 54 63 60 2
P159 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res. 66 52 56 65 58 7
P160 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 1 1 Res 66 46 50 61 59 2
P161 i’IN OAK CT Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 45 47 60 50 10
P162 i’IN OAK CT Catharpin Row 1 Flr. 1 Res. 66 a4 46 60 51 9
P163 CHATTER BROOK DR Catharpin 1 Res. 66 a4 45 55 50 3
Row 1 Fir. 1

P164 CHATTER BROOK DR Catharpin 1 Res. 66 44 16 63 58 5
Row 1 FlIr. 1

P165 ??NIDERS LN Catharpin Row 2 1 Res. 66 61 66 60 60 1

P166 ?RIDLE LN Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 1 Res. 66 45 47 56 54 5

P167 ?RIDLE LN Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 1 Res. 66 a4 46 54 52 5

P168 ?RIDLE LN Catharpin Row 2 Flr. 1 Res. 66 45 46 55 50 3

o1gg  KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o6 e e o o s
1FIr 1

o170 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o e e ;) o .
1FIrn 1

o171 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o e e ;) s .
1FIrn 1

017, KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o e e o1 o A
1FIrn 1

o1y KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o6 e e 61 e .
1FIr 1

o174  KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o6 e e o e .
1FIr 1

P175 f'nglATR'CK FARMS Aldie Row Res. 66 54 54 PA PA  PA

o17g  KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o e e ;) . .
1FIrn 1

P177 E'EIFZATR'CK FARMS Aldie Row Res. 66 54 54 PA PA  PA

017  KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row res. o e e o e .

1FIr. 1
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P179 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 67 58 9
1FIr. 1

P180 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 62 57 5
1FIr. 1

P181 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 65 58 7
1FIr. 1

P182 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 59 1
1FIr. 1

P183 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 63 61 5
1FIr. 1

P184 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 58 1
1FIr. 1

P185 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 60 0
1FIr. 1

P186 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 60 0
1FIr. 1

P187 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 58 0
1FIr. 1

P188 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 55 59 59 0
1FIr. 1

P189 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 56 59 59 0
1FIr. 1

P190 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 62 60 2
Row 1 Flr. 1

P191 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 61 58 3
Row 1 Flr. 1

P192 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flr. 1

P193 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P194 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 62 57 5
Row 1 Flir. 1

P195 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P196 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 63 57 6
Row 1 Flr. 1

P197 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 66 58 8
Row 1 Flr. 1

P198 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flr. 1

P199 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P200 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P201 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA

Row 1 Flir. 1
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P202 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flr. 1

P203 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flr. 1

P204 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 70 62 7
Row 1 Flir. 1

P205 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 66 61 5
Row 1 Flir. 1

P206 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 58 1
2FIr. 1

P207 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 62 59 2
2FIr. 1

P208 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 62 57 5
2FIr. 1

P209 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 63 57 6
2FIr. 1

P210 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 60 56 4
2FIr. 1

P211 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 56 5
2FIr. 1

P212 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 62 57 5
2FIr. 1

P213 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
2FIr. 1

P214 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 60 56 4
2FIr. 1

P215 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
2FIr. 1

P216 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 5
2FIr. 1

P217 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 56 4
2FIr. 1

P218 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
2FIr. 1

P219 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 56 1
2FIr. 1

P220 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 57 1
2FIr. 1

P221 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 58 1
2FIr. 1

p222 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 57 0
2FIr. 1

P223 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
2FIr. 1

P224 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 57 1

2FIr. 1
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P225 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 57 0
2FIr. 1

P226 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 57 0
2FIr. 1

p227 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 55 56 56 0
2FIr. 1

P228 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 55 57 57 0
2FIr. 1

P229 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 56 58 59 59 0
2FIr. 1

P230 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 60 59 1
Row 2 Flr. 1

P231 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 5 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
Row 2 Flr. 1

P232 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 5 Res. 66 54 54 60 56 4
Row 2 Flr. 1

P233 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 56 1
Row 2 Fir. 1

P934 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 63 59 4
Row 2 Fir. 1

P235 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 58 1
3FIr. 1

P236 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 61 57 4
3FIr. 1

p237 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
3FIr. 1

P238 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
3FIr. 1

P239 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 60 56 4
3FIr. 1

P240 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 5
3FIr. 1

P24l KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 55 3
3FIr. 1

P242 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
3FIr. 1

P243 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
3FIr. 1

po44 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 57 1
3FIr. 1

P245 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 1
3FIr. 1

P246 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
3FIr. 1

P247 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0

3FIr. 1
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P24 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
3FIr. 1

P249 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 60 59 1
Row 3 Fir. 1

P250 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 5 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 5
Row 3 Fir. 1

po51 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 4 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
Row 3 Fir. 1

p252 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 4 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 5
Row 3 Fir. 1

P253 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 4 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
Row 3 Fir. 1

po54 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 4 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
Row 3 Fir. 1

P255 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 56 1
Row 3 Fir. 1

P256 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 56 1
Row 3 Fir. 1

po57 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 56 1
Row 3 Fir. 1

po58 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 57 1
4 Flr. 1

P259 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 58 56 2
4FIr. 1

P260 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 55 2
4FIr. 1

P26l KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 58 55 3
4FIr. 1

P262 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 5
4 Flr. 1

P263 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 59 56 3
4 Flr. 1

P264 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 5
4 Flr. 1

P265 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
4FIr. 1

P266 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
4FIr. 1

P267 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 0
4FIr. 1

P268 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
5FIr. 1

P269 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
5FIr. 1

P270 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 PA PA PA

1FIr. 1
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p271 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 65 60 5
1FIr. 1

p272 KIRKPATRICK FARMS Aldie Row 1 Res. 66 54 54 66 60 6
1FIr. 1

P273 E'EIFZATR'CK FARMS Aldie Row Res. 66 54 54 PA PA  PA

po74 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P275 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 68 60 8
Row 1 Flir. 1

P276 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 64 59 5
Row 1 Fir. 1

p277 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 54 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Fir. 1

P278 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 55 69 65 4
Row 1 Fir. 1

P279 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 55 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P280 ;B-RADDOCK RD Aldie Row 1 Flr. 1 Rec. 66 55 56 56 56 0

P28l ;B-RADDOCK RD Aldie Row 1 Flr. 1 Rec. 66 55 56 56 56 0

P282 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 67 62 6
Row 1 Fir. 1

P283 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 PA PA PA
Row 1 Fir. 1

p2g4 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 PA PA PA
Row 1 Fir. 1

P285 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 56 58 66 60 5
Row 1 Flir. 1

P286 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P287 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 56 58 PA PA PA
Row 1 Flir. 1

P288 GOSHEN RD Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 56 56 0

P289 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 61 58 3
Row 2 Fir. 1

P290 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 60 57 3
Row 2 Fir. 1

P291 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 64 61 4
Row 2 Fir. 1

P292 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 56 58 62 59 3
Row 2 Fir. 1

P293 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 56 64 60 4
Row 2 Fir. 1

P294 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie 1 Res. 66 55 57 65 63 2
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Row 2 Fir. 1
oygs  STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie L res. o o o e . )

Row 3 FIr. 1
o206 STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie L res. o e o o0 s R

Row 3 FIr. 1
oyg;  STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie L res. o o e o o B

Row 3 FIr. 1
oygg  STRATSHIRE CROSSING Aldie L res. o6 6 o o o1 )

Row 3 Fir. 1
P299  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 58 58 0
P300  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 60 60 0
P301  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 57 57 0
P302  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 60 60 0
P303  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 59 59 0
P304  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 59 59 0
P305 CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 59 59 0
P306 CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P307  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 58 58 0
P308  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 55 55 55 55 0
P309  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P310  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 58 58 0
P311  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 58 58 0
P312  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 56 56 0
P313  CD SMITH Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 55 56 55 55 0
P314 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 58 58 0
P315 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 2 Res. 66 57 60 58 58 0
P316 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 2 Res. 66 57 60 58 58 0
P317 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 2 Res. 66 57 59 58 58 0
P318 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 58 58 0
P319 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 59 59 58 0
P320 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 59 59 1
P321 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 60 59 1
P322 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 61 60 1
P323 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 62 60 2
P324  STONE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 63 60 3
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Fir. 1

P325 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 2 Res. 66 57 61 70 60 9
P326 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 71 60 11
P327 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 71 60 12
P328 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 PA PA  PA
P329 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 PA PA  PA
P330 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 PA PA  PA
P331 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 PA PA  PA
P332 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 59 PA PA  PA
P333 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P334 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 59 PA PA  PA
P335 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P336 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P337 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P338 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P339  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P340  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P341  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P342  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P343  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P344  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P345  CD SMITH Aldie Row 2 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P346 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P347 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P348 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P349 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 55 55 0
P350 STONE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 3 Res. 66 54 55 57 56 1

Flr. 1
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P351 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 57 56 1
P352 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 58 56 2
P353 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 56 57 64 58 5
P354 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 54 55 60 56 4
P355 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 56 67 58 9
P356 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 70 59 11
P357 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 70 59 11
P358 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 71 59 12
P359 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 71 50 12
P360 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 PA PA  PA
P361 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 PA PA  PA
P362 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 56 69 61 8
P363 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 56 PA PA  PA
P364 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P365 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P366 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P367 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P368 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P369 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P370 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 55 56 55 1
P371 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 3 Res. 66 54 54 56 56 1
P372 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 55 57 56 1
P373 STONE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 3 Res. 66 54 55 64 57 7

Flr. 1
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P374 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 56 64 60 4
P375 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 57 67 61 6
P376 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 1 Res. 66 55 57 68 61 7
P377 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 1 Res. 66 57 59 66 63 3
P378 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 1 Res. 66 57 59 67 64 4
P379 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 1 Res. 66 57 59 68 64 4
P380 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 1 Res. 66 57 59 69 65 5
P381 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 1 Res. 66 57 59 71 65 6
P382 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 2 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
P383 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 3 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
P384 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 4 Res. 66 54 54 56 55 1
P385 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 2 Res. 66 54 54 58 55 3
P386 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 2 Res. 66 54 54 57 55 2
P387 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 4 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 1
P388 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 4 Res. 66 56 58 61 60 1
P389 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 3 Res. 66 56 59 63 62 1
P390 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 4 2 Res. 66 56 59 64 62 2
P391 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 5 4 Res. 66 54 54 55 55 0
P392 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 5 5 Res. 66 54 54 54 54 0
P393  GOSHEN RD Aldie Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 55 57 59 58 1

TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone
. 5
P304 e Rowd FIr 1 1 Rec 66 57 57 63 58
P395 Arcola Elementary School, Fairfax Int. 51 32 32 45 45 0
Row 1 FlIr. 1
p3gs  |ALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 63 58 5
Ridge Row 1 FIr. 1
P397  TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 68 59 9

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101




Noise Analysis Technical Report
Bi-County Parkway Project

June 2013
page C-18

Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or -
Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar

cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
Ridge Row 1 FIr. 1
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

P39B it howd Fir 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 63 59 4
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

. 67 8

P399 Lt Rowd Fir 1 1 Rec 66 57 57 59
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PAOD Lt Row 1 FIr 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 63 59 4

pgor  |ALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 66 59 7
Ridge Row 1 FIr. 1

pgop  TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 64 59 5
Ridge Row 1 FIr. 1

pgoz  |ALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 2
Ridge Row 2 Fir. 1
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PADA e Row2 FIr 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 2
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PAOS e Row 2 FIr 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 61 58 2
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PAO e Row2 FIr 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 2

pgo7  TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 61 58 3
Ridge Row 2 Fir. 1

pgog  |ALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 2
Ridge Row 2 Fir. 1

pgog  TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 61 59 3
Ridge Row 2 Fir. 1
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PAI0 Lt row2 FIr 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 2
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PALL Lt Row2 Fir 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 62 59 3
TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone

PAIZ Lt how2 Fir 1 1 Rec. 66 57 57 62 59 3

pg13  |ALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 59 58 1
Ridge Row 3 FIr. 1

pg1q  TALL CEDARS PKWY Stone 1 Rec. 66 57 57 60 58 1
Ridge Row 3 Fir. 1

o4ys  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie ) rec. o o o o o 0
Row 1 Flr. 1

o41  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie ) rec. o o o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1

041,  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie ] rec. o o o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1

41 SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie ] rec. o o o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1

o4rg  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie ] rec. o o o o e 0
Row 1 Flr. 1

P420  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie 1 Rec. 66 54 55 63 59 4
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cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
Row 1 Fir. 1
o4p;  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e o o o o
Row 1 FlIr. 1
o4py  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1
o4ps  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1
o4ps  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e e 61 o )
Row 1 Fir. 1
o4ps  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e o o o A
Row 1 Fir. 1
o4z SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e e o0 e )
Row 1 Flr. 1
o4p;  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e o o o .
Row 1 FlIr. 1
o4z SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L . o1 0 0 o 2 .
Row 1 FlIr. 1
P429 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 63 63 0
P430 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 62 62 0
P431 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 58 62 62 0
P432 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 61 61 0
P433 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 61 61 0
P434 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 60 60 0
P435 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 60 60 0
P436 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P437 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P438 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 60 60 0
P439 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P440 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 61 PA PA  PA
P441 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P442 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 60 60 0
P443  STONE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or -
Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
Fir. 1
P444 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 61 61 0
P445 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P446 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P447 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P448 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 56 59 60 60 0
P449 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 1 Res. 66 57 60 PA PA  PA
P450 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 2 Res. 66 56 58 60 60 0
P451 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 1 Res. 66 58 61 PA PA  PA
P452 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 1 2 Res. 66 56 57 60 60 0
P453 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 2 Res. 66 55 57 59 59 0
P454 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 1 2 Res. 66 55 56 58 58 0
P455 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 59 59 0
P456 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 59 59 0
P457 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 Flr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 61 60 0
P458  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 62 61 1
P459  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 62 61 1
P460  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 62 60 2
P461  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 66 60 6
P462 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 68 61 7
P463 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 1 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 66 62 5
P464 Boyd School, Fairfax Row 1 Flr. 1 1 Int. 51 32 32 37 61 1
o465 SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e e o6 o o
Row 2 Fir. 1
oscc  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e e o o 0
Row 2 Fir. 1
o4g;  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e e e o .
Row 2 Fir. 1
oscs  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o e e o o .
Row 2 Fir. 1
o4gg  SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e e 6 e o
Row 2 Fir. 1
o470 SACRED MOUNTAIN ST Aldie L rec. o6 e e o 6 o

Row 2 Fir. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or -
Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld  Bldw/ Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P471 i;olNE RIDGE Ashburm Row 2 1 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P472 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P473 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P474 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P475 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P476 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 57 60 60 0
P477 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 2 2 Res. 66 55 56 59 59 0
P478  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 2 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 59 59 0
P479  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 2 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 60 60 0
P480  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 2 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 61 59 1
P481 MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 2 FIr. 1 1 Res. 66 57 57 60 59 1
P482  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 2 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 60 59 1
P483 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 55 56 56 0
P4g4 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 55 58 58 0
P485 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 2 Res. 66 54 55 57 57 0
P486 i;olNE RIDGE Ashbum Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 56 58 58 0
P487 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 56 59 59 0
P488 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 56 59 59 0
P489 ?;OINE RIDGE Ashburn Row 3 2 Res. 66 55 55 58 58 0
P490  MARRWOOD Fairfax Row 3 FIr. 1 2 Res. 66 57 57 60 59 1
pag1  JOHNMOSBY HWY Fairfax Row L res. o6 e e o o ]
1FIr 1

P492 JOHN MOSBY HWY Fairfax Row 1 Res. 66 66 65 PA PA PA
1FIrn 1

P493 JOHN MOSBY HWY Fairfax Row 0 Res. 66 57 57 64 63 1
1FIrn 1
John Mosby Hwy Barn Area,

paga OIS T 1 Res. 66 58 58 65 65 0

pags  JOHN MOSBY HWY Fairfax Row L res. o6 o o3 o o o
1FIr 1

oag  QUAIL RIDGE LN Fairfax Row 1 L res. o6 o o oA oA A

Fir. 1
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Dwell Loudest-Hour Leq (dBA)
or -
Graphi Rec. Land NACImp. Exist-  No- Bld Bldw/  Bar
cID Receiver Site Name Units Use Crit. ing Bld No-Bar Bar IL
P497 SllrJAl'L RIDGE LN Fairfax Row 1 1 Res. 66 62 63 65 65 0

Note: Noise levels presented in this table are rounded. Comparison of values may appear incorrect as a result.
Receptors with design-year Build levels of “PA” are considered acquisitions for the purposes of this study.
IL = Insertion loss

PA = Potential Acquisition
Bold red values indicate impact based on the predicted noise level approaching or exceeding the FHWA

noise abatement criterion for that land use
Bold orange values indicate impact based on the substantial increase of predicted no-barrier noise levels

in the future Build scenario over the Existing noise level
Bold values indicate receptor receives at least 5 dB of insertion loss due to proposed barrier

Source: HMMH, 2013
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APPENDIXD NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA

This appendix includes data acquired during the noise measurement program, including noise
monitor calibration data, site sketches, photographs, field noise and traffic data sheets, and noise
measurement results spreadsheets, which include site summary results, noise monitor acoustic data
with period Leq calculations, and traffic counts.

Noise Monitor Sound Level Output and Calibration Records

Table 13 Noise Monitor Output - Interval Legs

Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M10 3-Apr-13  10:45:07 00:52.7 533
M10 3-Apr-13  10:46:00 01:00.0 53.1
M10 3-Apr-13  10:47:00 01:00.0 52.8
M10 3-Apr-13  10:48:00 01:00.0 53.7
M10 3-Apr-13  10:49:00 01:00.0 50.7
M10 3-Apr-13  10:50:00 01:00.0 49.2
M10 3-Apr-13  10:51:00 01:00.0 51.5
M10 3-Apr-13  10:52:00 01:00.0 56.9
M10 3-Apr-13  10:53:00 01:00.0 61.5
M10 3-Apr-13  10:54:00 01:00.0 49.4
M10 3-Apr-13  10:55:00 01:00.0 49.5
M10 3-Apr-13  10:56:00 01:00.0 48.8
M10 3-Apr-13  10:57:00 01:00.0 51.5
M10 3-Apr-13  10:58:00 01:00.0 50.0
M10 3-Apr-13  10:59:00 01:00.0 51.8
M10 3-Apr-13  11:00:00 01:00.0 53.0
M10 3-Apr-13  11:01:00 01:00.0 51.7
M10 3-Apr-13  11:02:00 01:00.0 59.7
M10 3-Apr-13  11:03:00 01:00.0 55.7
M10 3-Apr-13  11:04:00 01:00.0 54.8
M10 3-Apr-13  11:05:00 01:00.0 54.8
M10 3-Apr-13  11:06:00 01:00.0 53.3
M10 3-Apr-13  11:07:00 01:00.0 56.5
M10 3-Apr-13  11:08:00 01:00.0 53.0
M10 3-Apr-13  11:09:00 01:00.0 53.4
M10 3-Apr-13  11:10:00 01:00.0 57.2
M10 3-Apr-13  11:11:00 01:00.0 55.0
M10 3-Apr-13  11:12:00 01:00.0 58.4
M10 3-Apr-13  11:13:00 01:00.0 51.2
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M10 3-Apr-13  11:14:00 01:00.0 533
M10 3-Apr-13  11:15:00 01:00.0 54.5
M10 3-Apr-13  11:16:00 00:03.5 49.5
M9 3-Apr-13  12:00:16  00:43.8 43.9
M9 3-Apr-13  12:01:00 01:00.0 50.2
M9 3-Apr-13  12:02:00 01:00.0 47.5
M9 3-Apr-13  12:03:00 01:00.0 533
M9 3-Apr-13  12:04:00 01:00.0 48.7
M9 3-Apr-13  12:05:00 01:00.0 49.8
M9 3-Apr-13  12:06:00 01:00.0 55.8
M9 3-Apr-13  12:07:00 01:00.0 53.4
M9 3-Apr-13  12:08:00 01:00.0 53.4
M9 3-Apr-13  12:09:00 01:00.0 51.6
M9 3-Apr-13  12:10:00 01:00.0 41.6
M9 3-Apr-13  12:11:00 01:00.0 48.1
M9 3-Apr-13  12:12:00 01:00.0 50.5
M9 3-Apr-13  12:13:00 01:00.0 50.1
M9 3-Apr-13  12:14:00  01:00.0 46.4
M9 3-Apr-13  12:15:00 01:00.0 45.8
M9 3-Apr-13  12:16:00  01:00.0 534
M9 3-Apr-13  12:17:00 01:00.0 454
M9 3-Apr-13  12:18:00 01:00.0 52.0
M9 3-Apr-13  12:19:00 01:00.0 46.2
M9 3-Apr-13  12:20:00 01:00.0 57.0
M9 3-Apr-13  12:21:00 01:00.0 56.3
M9 3-Apr-13  12:22:00 01:00.0 58.0
M9 3-Apr-13  12:23:00 01:00.0 53.2
M9 3-Apr-13  12:24:00  01:00.0 47.1
M9 3-Apr-13  12:25:00 01:00.0 64.8
M9 3-Apr-13  12:26:00  01:00.0 58.6
M9 3-Apr-13  12:27:00 01:00.0 59.4
M9 3-Apr-13  12:28:00 01:00.0 56.0
M9 3-Apr-13  12:29:00 01:00.0 50.0
M9 3-Apr-13  12:30:00 01:00.0 61.2
M9 3-Apr-13  12:31:00 00:04.2 53.9
M8 3-Apr-13  13:02:44 00:15.5 39.8
M8 3-Apr-13  13:03:00 01:00.0 42.1
M8 3-Apr-13  13:04:00 01:00.0 42.3
M8 3-Apr-13  13:05:00 01:00.0 44.0
M8 3-Apr-13  13:06:00 01:00.0 42.6
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M8 3-Apr-13  13:07:00 01:00.0 434
M8 3-Apr-13  13:08:00 01:00.0 41.2
M8 3-Apr-13  13:09:00 01:00.0 44.6
M8 3-Apr-13  13:10:00 01:00.0 42.7
M8 3-Apr-13  13:11:00 01:00.0 40.9
M8 3-Apr-13  13:12:00 01:00.0 46.6
M8 3-Apr-13  13:13:00 01:00.0 453
M8 3-Apr-13  13:14:00 01:00.0 41.8
M8 3-Apr-13  13:15:00 01:00.0 44.2
M8 3-Apr-13  13:16:00  01:00.0 43.0
M8 3-Apr-13  13:17:00 01:00.0 429
M8 3-Apr-13  13:18:00 01:00.0 47.2
M8 3-Apr-13  13:19:00 01:00.0 438
M8 3-Apr-13  13:20:00 01:00.0 42.6
M8 3-Apr-13  13:21:00 01:00.0 39.5
M8 3-Apr-13  13:22:00 01:00.0 44.3
M8 3-Apr-13  13:23:00 01:00.0 45.1
M8 3-Apr-13  13:24:00 01:00.0 41.5
M8 3-Apr-13  13:25:00 01:00.0 44.5
M8 3-Apr-13  13:26:00 01:00.0 45.6
M8 3-Apr-13  13:27:00 01:00.0 42.3
M8 3-Apr-13  13:28:00 01:00.0 41.7
M8 3-Apr-13  13:29:00 01:00.0 65.6
M8 3-Apr-13  13:30:00 01:00.0 58.9
M8 3-Apr-13  13:31:00 01:00.0 46.2
M8 3-Apr-13  13:32:00 01:00.0 50.1
M8 3-Apr-13  13:33:00 00:05.7 50.8
M7 3-Apr-13  15:39:22  00:37.1 42.7
M7 3-Apr-13  15:40:00 01:00.0 47.1
M7 3-Apr-13  15:41:00 01:00.0 45.9
M7 3-Apr-13  15:42:00 01:00.0 56.9
M7 3-Apr-13  15:43:00 01:00.0 49.4
M7 3-Apr-13  15:44:00 01:00.0 51.4
M7 3-Apr-13  15:45:00 01:00.0 40.7
M7 3-Apr-13  15:46:00 01:00.0 45.2
M7 3-Apr-13  15:47:00 01:00.0 515
M7 3-Apr-13  15:48:00 01:00.0 49.3
M7 3-Apr-13  15:49:00 01:00.0 48.7
M7 3-Apr-13  15:50:00 01:00.0 51.7
M7 3-Apr-13  15:51:00 01:00.0 49.3
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M7 3-Apr-13  15:52:00 01:00.0 49.5
M7 3-Apr-13  15:53:00 01:00.0 47.0
M7 3-Apr-13  15:54:00 01:00.0 52.0
M7 3-Apr-13  15:55:00 01:00.0 45.6
M7 3-Apr-13  15:56:00 01:00.0 49.4
M7 3-Apr-13  15:57:00 01:00.0 47.0
M7 3-Apr-13  15:58:00 01:00.0 50.1
M7 3-Apr-13  15:59:00 01:00.0 55.2
M7 3-Apr-13  16:00:00 01:00.0 68.7
M7 3-Apr-13  16:01:00 01:00.0 58.1
M7 3-Apr-13  16:02:00 01:00.0 63.9
M7 3-Apr-13  16:03:00 01:00.0 48.1
M7 3-Apr-13  16:04:00 01:00.0 47.8
M7 3-Apr-13  16:05:00 01:00.0 60.7
M7 3-Apr-13  16:06:00 01:00.0 56.1
M7 3-Apr-13  16:07:00 01:00.0 57.9
M7 3-Apr-13  16:08:00 01:00.0 55.0
M7 3-Apr-13  16:09:00 01:00.0 49.7
M7 3-Apr-13  16:10:00 00:36.6 46.4
M5 3-Apr-13  16:57:45 00:14.1 53.6
M5 3-Apr-13  16:58:00 01:00.0 55.2
M5 3-Apr-13  16:59:00 01:00.0 54.2
M5 3-Apr-13  17:00:00 01:00.0 58.1
M5 3-Apr-13  17:01:00 01:00.0 55.6
M5 3-Apr-13  17:02:00 01:00.0 58.6
M5 3-Apr-13  17:03:00 01:00.0 56.9
M5 3-Apr-13  17:04:00 01:00.0 54.8
M5 3-Apr-13  17:05:00 01:00.0 55.9
M5 3-Apr-13  17:06:00 01:00.0 553
M5 3-Apr-13  17:07:00 01:00.0 54.4
M5 3-Apr-13  17:08:00 01:00.0 56.9
M5 3-Apr-13  17:09:00 01:00.0 59.9
M5 3-Apr-13  17:10:00 01:00.0 55.6
M5 3-Apr-13  17:11:00 01:00.0 54.5
M5 3-Apr-13  17:12:00 01:00.0 56.4
M5 3-Apr-13  17:13:00 01:00.0 58.5
M5 3-Apr-13  17:14:00 01:00.0 58.8
M5 3-Apr-13  17:15:00 01:00.0 55.0
M5 3-Apr-13  17:16:00 01:00.0 55.1
M5 3-Apr-13  17:17:00  01:00.0 59.0
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M5 3-Apr-13  17:18:00 01:00.0 53.5
M5 3-Apr-13  17:19:00 01:00.0 56.0
M5 3-Apr-13  17:20:00 01:00.0 56.3
M5 3-Apr-13  17:21:00  01:00.0 60.7
M5 3-Apr-13  17:22:00 01:00.0 60.4
M5 3-Apr-13  17:23:00 01:00.0 58.7
M5 3-Apr-13  17:24:00 01:00.0 59.5
M5 3-Apr-13  17:25:00 01:00.0 56.9
M5 3-Apr-13  17:26:00 01:00.0 57.3
M5 3-Apr-13  17:27:00  01:00.0 57.1
M5 3-Apr-13  17:28:00 00:30.5 57.1
M6 4-Apr-13  10:07:50 00:09.2 44.9
M6 4-Apr-13  10:08:00 01:00.0 41.3
M6 4-Apr-13  10:09:00 01:00.0 43.0
M6 4-Apr-13  10:10:00 01:00.0 36.9
M6 4-Apr-13  10:11:00 01:00.0 46.0
M6 4-Apr-13 10:12:00 01:00.0 39.8
M6 4-Apr-13  10:13:00 01:00.0 37.3
M6 4-Apr-13  10:14:00 01:00.0 41.7
M6 4-Apr-13  10:15:00 01:00.0 34.6
M6 4-Apr-13  10:16:00 01:00.0 34.4
M6 4-Apr-13  10:17:00 01:00.0 41.7
M6 4-Apr-13  10:18:00 01:00.0 38.2
M6 4-Apr-13  10:19:00 01:00.0 46.2
M6 4-Apr-13  10:20:00 01:00.0 37.9
M6 4-Apr-13  10:21:00 01:00.0 35.2
M6 4-Apr-13  10:22:00 01:00.0 39.8
M6 4-Apr-13  10:23:00 01:00.0 42.5
M6 4-Apr-13  10:24:00 01:00.0 35.1
M6 4-Apr-13  10:25:00 01:00.0 48.5
M6 4-Apr-13 10:26:00 01:00.0 34.4
M6 4-Apr-13  10:27:00 01:00.0 33.6
M6 4-Apr-13  10:28:00 01:00.0 354
M6 4-Apr-13  10:29:00 01:00.0 52.6
M6 4-Apr-13  10:30:00 01:00.0 46.1
M6 4-Apr-13  10:31:00 01:00.0 50.5
M6 4-Apr-13 10:32:00 01:00.0 46.6
M6 4-Apr-13  10:33:00 01:00.0 38.2
M6 4-Apr-13  10:34:00 01:00.0 31.2
M6 4-Apr-13  10:35:00 01:00.0 38.0
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M6 4-Apr-13  10:36:00 01:00.0 32.6
M6 4-Apr-13  10:37:.00 01:00.0 354
M6 4-Apr-13  10:38:00 01:00.0 41.0
M6 4-Apr-13  10:39:00 00:22.1 395
M4 4-Apr-13  11:11:23  00:36.1 53.8
M4 4-Apr-13  11:12:00 01:00.0 48.1
M4 4-Apr-13  11:13:00 01:00.0 45.7
M4 4-Apr-13  11:14:00 01:00.0 43.7
M4 4-Apr-13  11:15:00 01:00.0 36.8
M4 4-Apr-13  11:16:00 01:00.0 45.2
M4 4-Apr-13  11:17:00 01:00.0 43.6
M4 4-Apr-13  11:18:00 01:00.0 40.4
M4 4-Apr-13  11:19:00 01:00.0 44.5
M4 4-Apr-13  11:20:00 01:00.0 40.0
M4 4-Apr-13  11:21:00 01:00.0 44.8
M4 4-Apr-13  11:22:00 01:00.0 37.3
M4 4-Apr-13  11:23:00 01:00.0 45.7
M4 4-Apr-13  11:24:00 01:00.0 39.9
M4 4-Apr-13 11:25:00 01:00.0 44.5
M4 4-Apr-13  11:26:00 01:00.0 41.4
M4 4-Apr-13 11:27:00 01:00.0 39.8
M4 4-Apr-13  11:28:00 01:00.0 46.3
M4 4-Apr-13 11:29:00 01:00.0 46.5
M4 4-Apr-13  11:30:00 01:00.0 40.6
M4 4-Apr-13  11:31:00 01:00.0 53.9
M4 4-Apr-13  11:32:00 01:00.0 41.7
M4 4-Apr-13  11:33:00 01:00.0 46.9
M4 4-Apr-13  11:34:00 01:00.0 45.9
M4 4-Apr-13  11:35:00 01:00.0 40.2
M4 4-Apr-13  11:36:00 01:00.0 30.5
M4 4-Apr-13 11:37:00 01:00.0 41.1
M4 4-Apr-13  11:38:00 01:00.0 42.5
M4 4-Apr-13  11:39:00 01:00.0 38.8
M4 4-Apr-13  11:40:00 01:00.0 38.0
M4 4-Apr-13  11:41:00 01:00.0 39.4
M4 4-Apr-13  11:42:00 00:27.9 32.7
M3 4-Apr-13  12:09:02  00:57.7 48.0
M3 4-Apr-13  12:10:00 01:00.0 33.2
M3 4-Apr-13 12:11:00 01:00.0 49.2
M3 4-Apr-13  12:12:00 01:00.0 48.0
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Noise Analysis Technical Report
Bi-County Parkway Project

June 2013
page D-7

Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M3 4-Apr-13 12:13:00 01:00.0 48.4
M3 4-Apr-13  12:14:00 01:00.0 47.0
M3 4-Apr-13  12:15:00 01:00.0 36.8
M3 4-Apr-13  12:16:00 01:00.0 48.7
M3 4-Apr-13 12:17:00 01:00.0 449
M3 4-Apr-13  12:18:00 01:00.0 47.6
M3 4-Apr-13 12:19:00 01:00.0 49.7
M3 4-Apr-13  12:20:00 01:00.0 43.0
M3 4-Apr-13 12:21:00 01:00.0 49.8
M3 4-Apr-13  12:22:00 01:00.0 36.4
M3 4-Apr-13 12:23:00 01:00.0 48.3
M3 4-Apr-13  12:24:00 01:00.0 47.5
M3 4-Apr-13  12:25:00 01:00.0 48.6
M3 4-Apr-13  12:26:00 01:00.0 45.3
M3 4-Apr-13  12:27:00 01:00.0 449
M3 4-Apr-13  12:28:00 01:00.0 51.1
M3 4-Apr-13  12:29:00 01:00.0 46.7
M3 4-Apr-13  12:30:00 01:00.0 49.5
M3 4-Apr-13 12:31:00 01:00.0 51.4
M3 4-Apr-13  12:32:00 01:00.0 49.4
M3 4-Apr-13 12:33:00 01:00.0 53.9
M3 4-Apr-13  12:34:.00 01:00.0 515
M3 4-Apr-13  12:35:00 01:00.0 47.0
M3 4-Apr-13  12:36:00 01:00.0 56.5
M3 4-Apr-13 12:37:00 01:00.0 48.7
M3 4-Apr-13  12:38:00 01:00.0 52.9
M3 4-Apr-13 12:39:00 01:00.0 48.7
M3 4-Apr-13  12:40:00 00:15.1 43.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:09:57 00:02.9 60.9
M1 4-Apr-13  13:10:00 01:00.0 55.1
M1 4-Apr-13  13:11:00 01:00.0 54.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:12:00 01:00.0 57.3
M1 4-Apr-13  13:13:00 01:00.0 53.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:14:00 01:00.0 55.8
M1 4-Apr-13  13:15:00 01:00.0 55.5
M1 4-Apr-13  13:16:00 01:00.0 55.9
M1 4-Apr-13 13:17:00 01:00.0 59.1
M1 4-Apr-13  13:18:00 01:00.0 53.1
M1 4-Apr-13  13:19:00 01:00.0 49.4
M1 4-Apr-13  13:20:00 01:00.0 55.9

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101




Noise Analysis Technical Report
Bi-County Parkway Project

June 2013
page D-8

Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M1 4-Apr-13 13:21:00 01:00.0 55.6
M1 4-Apr-13  13:22:00 01:00.0 52.6
M1 4-Apr-13  13:23:00 01:00.0 54.2
M1 4-Apr-13  13:24:00 01:00.0 56.6
M1 4-Apr-13  13:25:00 01:00.0 52.1
M1 4-Apr-13  13:26:00 01:00.0 52.9
M1 4-Apr-13  13:27:00 01:00.0 54.6
M1 4-Apr-13  13:28:00 01:00.0 52.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:29:00 01:00.0 499
M1 4-Apr-13  13:30:00 01:00.0 50.4
M1 4-Apr-13 13:31:00 01:00.0 49.1
M1 4-Apr-13  13:32:00 01:00.0 53.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:33:00 01:00.0 55.7
M1 4-Apr-13  13:34:.00 01:00.0 55.5
M1 4-Apr-13  13:35:00 01:00.0 58.3
M1 4-Apr-13  13:36:00 01:00.0 52.6
M1 4-Apr-13 13:37:00 01:00.0 54.3
M1 4-Apr-13  13:38:00 01:00.0 56.3
M1 4-Apr-13  13:39:00 01:00.0 51.6
M1 4-Apr-13  13:40:00 00:24.8 52.5
M2 4-Apr-13  15:08:30 00:29.8 38.4
M2 4-Apr-13  15:09:00 01:00.0 42.5
M2 4-Apr-13  15:10:00 01:00.0 39.3
M2 4-Apr-13  15:11:00 01:00.0 42.1
M2 4-Apr-13  15:12:00 01:00.0 434
M2 4-Apr-13  15:13:00 01:00.0 39.6
M2 4-Apr-13  15:14:00 01:00.0 39.8
M2 4-Apr-13  15:15:00 01:00.0 36.9
M2 4-Apr-13  15:16:00 01:00.0 35.7
M2 4-Apr-13  15:17:00 01:00.0 43.2
M2 4-Apr-13  15:18:00 01:00.0 39.8
M2 4-Apr-13  15:19:00 01:00.0 40.5
M2 4-Apr-13  15:20:00 01:00.0 37.7
M2 4-Apr-13  15:21:00 01:00.0 40.8
M2 4-Apr-13  15:22:00 01:00.0 46.8
M2 4-Apr-13  15:23:00 01:00.0 40.1
M2 4-Apr-13  15:24:00 01:00.0 43.1
M2 4-Apr-13  15:25:00 01:00.0 49.2
M2 4-Apr-13  15:26:00 01:00.0 41.3
M2 4-Apr-13  15:27:.00 01:00.0 37.7

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101
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Bi-County Parkway Project
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Meas Start Duration Leq
Site No. Date Time (sec) (dBA)
M2 4-Apr-13  15:28:00 01:00.0 41.0
M2 4-Apr-13  15:29:00 01:00.0 41.1
M2 4-Apr-13  15:30:00 01:00.0 40.1
M2 4-Apr-13  15:31:00 01:00.0 39.9
M2 4-Apr-13  15:32:00 01:00.0 39.6
M2 4-Apr-13  15:33:00 01:00.0 43.2
M2 4-Apr-13  15:34:00 01:00.0 439
M2 4-Apr-13  15:35:00 01:00.0 40.3
M2 4-Apr-13  15:36:00 01:00.0 41.6
M2 4-Apr-13  15:37:.00 01:00.0 39.7
M2 4-Apr-13  15:38:00 01:00.0 40.8
M2 4-Apr-13  15:39:00 00:10.2 42.3

Table 14 Noise Monitor Output - Calibration Record

Date Time Level Offset Status
3-Apr-13 10:42:01 94.0 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 11:18:17 94.0 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 11:59:28 94.1 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 12:31:41 93.9 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 12:59:43 94.0 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 13:34:09 93.9 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 15:38:00 93.7 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 16:14:06 94.1 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 16:55:51 94.0 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 17:31:33 94.1 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 10:05:16 93.9 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 10:43:37 93.8 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 11:08:57 94.0 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 11:43:00 94.0 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 12:08:21 94.0 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 12:40:54 94.0 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 13:08:43 94.0 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 13:41:07 93.8 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 15:06:37 93.8 9.6 Stable
4-Apr-13 15:39:34 93.7 9.6 Stable
3-Apr-13 10:42:01 94.0 9.6 Stable

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101




== PROJECT:
JOB NO.:

Tri-County Parkway
HMMH Job No. 305000.009

itginia Department of Transportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG

ASSESSMENT AREA: ?mc'«\(:g‘;),\%'“ MEASUREMENT SITE NO.: M\
ADDRESS: | 252\ lee \v\:\\)\\uo\%

OWNER: MNanassad Alainael  \addbe Se\d
DESCRIPTION: @a\-v\; WiddaaR e

NOISE SOURCES: Let \aww (24) \_(.o.vta_,,um_&gbtrd5; QgL

NOISE MONITOR: LORIO N2 SIN: o625k
MICROPHONE: LOPRMAYDA( SIN. DRLZ
CALIBRATOR: Brw Ty U3\ SIN: 263 4063

TEMP. RANGE (°F):

55>, 26% Huxy WEATHER CONDITIONS: Svanw °’1%E%1
1 Lt

SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North &
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT: 3B3.80S NV LG M3t W

Ao\ \

vl d .
Lo T e Clearino
2 t;o - =
)\r_m\. wwi\\
LS ok
(/Q [ 4 - .
\L \L Yo
A oy
l Y\ V)
; o i\ —) F ?"Fb\thﬁ_ Fa .

» vterphtne ~ |40 i Lee Hury



Site M1



ram
TextBox
Site M1



SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

= ‘ JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.005
SITE NO.: M\ PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: )2_51\ Lee. ;,.\w\é DATE: April _LL 2013
Minute | Meas'd | v . . COMMENTS
# J—Period Leqg or Autos h,nr(:l?;‘(rsn ?ﬁ;‘g Otshjlr"tlglsse (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)

101> |85\ Ca\ Qe U .o e

2 TR &R

3 2| 2D

4 \ D $3M

5 ]‘)\ <512

6 1S| $5.9

7 I | $%.4

8 N s4.)

9 %] $3.)

10 4] vawM

11 20| SS.\@ c\i&\-%:;hﬂdg.g_

12 L\ SS\e , i

13 VL S2.0

14 V3| S\

15 ™ s A bead dvean o

16 25 %\

17 Ue| SS9

18 A )

19 18] Sz Neann podTOL overFighia,

20 20 ua.a ' TS

21 20 FoM

22 4 | va.\

23 dL| €31

24 | S \;\

25 M| S5 / 2

] 35583 [V TSRl eticapier

27 k| Sk Grea i

28 ) | swW3 |

29 _38 SQ\& M

0]  3%] S\ O 10 ety 42,5 48
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = ° OF63oA AL
\ = Oinher sources coniribuied io Leq X = Exciude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



= PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

rginia Departmant of Tramsportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG

ASSESSMENT AREA:  QeacrWWEGIMA  MEASUREMENT SITENO.: _ M 2.

ADDRESS: (384 O Aand Land

OWNER: ébﬁd,b an

DESCRIPTION: SE

NOISE SOURCES: cerd\y S, W AN

NOISE MONITOR: 1o X0 V2 SIN: A0256
MICROPHONE: LO PG oL SIN: OPwl
CALIBRATOR: DA Type 31 SIN: _2034%6S
TEMP. RANGE (°F): 55'(‘—s 20°) Yooy WEATHER CONDITIONS: euy\% sSund, 63

Mmoen NG
SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North &

wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT 3B 821 N LOAG!M, SNoW N~
vanabole ea\wy
L \
r S Parerand
A\ —de-W\\ @ end o~
Mw /.-1 T "df\C‘Wblué\S"h\qomm’c-
4K » " fagelond
O
J
— €|y
g Avers e D
2| €
N 4
W I e
..'5
v
\ v\m3
ot
o PRICrghont- Ne-R 9 € edpe o r

fed , ~Us! back



Site M2



ram
TextBox
Site M2



SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
* PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

o warsommmn oo JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009
SITENO.: ML PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: (3 84 Ra g.cland LA DATE: April 4 2013

# lpméte Mf:id ;{, Autos | Medium - Heavy -\ Other Noise (lncflfjgncﬁgi\g:ion

Starting (dBA) X Trucks Trucks Sources Data)

1 180 | US Cal Choclh* 93,2

2 lo | 393 e

3 AR

4 | WM

5 \3 Zel ) A

6 9 | 3enR

7 p] 26.94

8 e | 35.71

9 10 | U A drank- ek aEumny

10 18 | 24.4

11 \q | Ye.s

12 2o | 3071

13 2\ | Yo.B

14 | Y6 | X e en Pazelonf

15 1% | Yol ne' wh

16 WM | ya,) etV deapredn |

17 18 | wq,2 :\'u-wﬁxﬁw

18 2b | .3 canhear 13 ,,,\0ued oyrn

19 2% | 3.0 R wondgeche

20 S8 | 4ub AiSYan "\ &

21 24 | 4\

22 3o| Ho.)

23 31| 3449

24 2| 3l

25 23| U3.2

2 M| Y3.4q sy 3 e

L‘ 13

Z sa J} (‘J 3 :\uck |aacdt. cally

29 37| 341 L At {evs

30 3 | Un.p ‘ Cal Clecl." 3:_5\»;“5\(5
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = s&é3ey G le
N = Other souices coniribuied to Leq X = Exciude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway

JOBNO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT DATA SHEET

ASSESSMENT AREA: START TIME:
MEASUREMENT SITENO.: MX END TIME:
ADDRESS/DESCRIPTION: (384 Pg%-e_}gﬂg\ DATE: April Y 2013
Ln PERSONNEL: RAM | Ke W
ML DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2
Roadway: Page\and =N
First Sample é:;—_o_minutes) N 6 56

Start Time: 15-’ Oq

Automobiles 3-1 " 1
Speed— 304055 _ _
men Medium Trucks (6 Tires) "’l '1
seead \mir=-4 3 Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires) | 2
Mo
Roadway:
Second Sample ( minutes)
Start Time:
Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heawvy Trucks (>6 Tires)
Roadway:
Third Sample ( minutes)
Start Time:
Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)
Roadway:
Fourth Sample ( minutes)
Start Time:

Automobiles

Medium Trucks (6 Tires)

Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)

Notes:

Liaonie M o Mu v en o WAanenn mr



=s PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

Virgiria Departmant of Trarsportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG

ASSESSMENT AREA: Qrnerg N EASUREMENT SITE NO - M3

ADDRESS: S909% Cogeland Lang

OWNER: Warmber

DESCRIPTION: Sse

NOISE SOURCES: \ Fow Al

NOISE MONITOR: Lo fnove SIN: &a2.Sto
MICROPHONE: LO Pew Qo0¢ SIN: OB2
CALIBRATOR: B Ty e LB\ SIN: 26394 3(S

TEMP. RANGE (°F): 5§ ¢, BcPlorlom  WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sutnu, O=Smgwind

VR FO\S mph guivd
SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North &
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT:38. 830 A/ LoNGI1. SN W N>

var apl
wind




Site M3



ram
TextBox
Site M3



SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET

= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway
JOB NG .; HMMH Job No. 305000.009

SITENO.: M3 PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: 5905 Qage\and Ln DATE: Aprit 4 2013
Minute | Measd | v _ . COMMENTS
# 3_F’eriod Leq or Autos 't?_‘::él:sn ?:ji\g Otsh(()al:rl;l;)lsse (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)

1 [\2'\o | 332 & as easrlond v i Cal Clrach 94: 0dB

2 W\ | U4z - SEFRFA L

3 2 | YUR.O

4 > | UM

5 ™ | Ko

6 15 | 269

7 [b | udn

8 \ A | yue

9 18] W

10 16| uan L oo Aty

11 20| U».0 ’

12 2\ ua@

13 2 3L

14 2% :\\‘b; S \ek orv £ligwiy

15 2 | D, ? 4 Ao R Ese. :

16 25| UL "“‘\‘g‘; 4B, offim N prop nev €N

17 2L Us3 Gnaly Wp=mid 1By

18 2\ | U4 Sthbud 6UdBmay jetever FljWr

19 IR

20 24 | M

21 30 Uas /

22 2\ | S\#4 |V birds Tt ~OFD - o A

23 »2| uaM e

24 33| 53.9 \oud au':;\

25 2| s\us '

26 2% | Uio

27 | 565 hvy Psaalen] Araffic

28 3] WeN | / \eh OB oy b3dB

29 % | 24 |V @;wy@r M Mo m

30 ._'bq yg A ‘Quo
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = o -1 o

N = Otner sources contribuied 10 Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



- PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
s ' JOBNO.. HMMH Job No. 305000.009

Virginia Repartsngot of Tramsportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG

ASSESSMENT AREA: (e ‘E-'\c:.\mu MEASUREMENT SITE NO.: M\4

ADDRESS: SSo\ Caseland L-ani.

OWNER: Ao dulla\n,

DESCRIPTION: S€

NOISE SOURCES: Qa,ag Vaad, onSers, over £\HN)

NOISE MONITOR: Log7a %2 ' - SIN: _AWLSL
MICROPHONE: o Pmqoo SIN:. O3
CALIBRATOR: orW Ty e U3 SIN: 2539363

TEMP. RANGE (°F); So6*F, 36% Hum  WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sutnm ,0-3mph wind

PR JLT suﬂ-a
SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North &
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT: 38.838 4 LONG I STW N —>
vVadab\ L v
\\
184 ue
4




Site M4



ram
TextBox
Site M4



SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

. JOB NO.: HiViMH Job No. 305000.009
SITE NO. MV\ PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: % 55&\ ?a.a‘z\w vy DATE: April ﬂ_ 2013
Minute | Meas'd | _ _ COMMENTS
# —LPeriod Leq or Autos “4(:::(:1 ?:fcl:\l?; O’g\:lr"l;l;);se (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)

1 W2 [ 4e0 {ek ooy fCol Chotlil c“"s‘;’, L

2 \3 1 4sm

3 Yl w3n Somianodker call B

4 )5 | 3L.® ’

5 ] o us.

6 N | UL AL Al Erp vt NN

7 18 | Yo, '

8 12 Yu.s

9 () L‘ /0

10 AN IRYERY

11 0| 1.3

12 13| Yysn

13 24| 24,9

14 23 | 443

15 Lol Y1,4

16 LY | 2.8

17 28| Y63

18 24| 46L,\S Soma Yord ack vy

19 30| Yol e

200 3Bl | 85»9 De didkant sex| > 9

21 324 Y1 ) A dreny PR

22 33 | Y6.4 \ disvaniy ey

23] 34| Y439 v

24 35| 4o, % S baet ChoYrer Call\3

25 20| 309

26 31 L' W

27 38| 42, 3

28 39| 38,8

29 2| 38.p

30 11 394 Cal Checu! A4 0G0
T,OTAL Leq = | SUBSET- Leq = Dg‘;‘\-}\\:& “W@“\m A otésara b
V = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by no’h characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



== PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

virginia Dzpartment of Tramsportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG
ASSESSMENT AREA: V"“""VE&}?& MEASUREMENT SITENO.: _M S

ADDRESS: 405 3"3‘"3/ ke, LI tsan Loawy

OWNER: Ca¥narpin CadA.

DESCRIPTION: Carn- bos-eoall EXENAS

NOISE SOURCES: 5@5.@,; 2A(234)  scceATIAYY Lind

NOISE MONITOR: LORN0 ™ 2 ' SN PBrensSe
MICROPHONE: LOfem aone SIN: 6862
CALIBRATOR: [Brl Tune U123 SIN: 2639 3,S
TEMP. RANGE (°F):  §$-lLo%, 25%. Wwm WEATHER CONDITIONS: sy )

gvstsveto \N
SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North & men
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

AR REI AN LOANG I SLU W Varao
LAT I 2¥.85 &::\::c\ N
ARV

Sanders




Site M5
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET

Vi a Deportmant of Transportation

= PROJECT:

Tri-County Parkway

HMMH Job No. 305000.009

SITE NO.: N\,5 Tl PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: Cmééw-pmpam. Y80S Sudley nd DATE: April " 2013
__ Minute | Measd | V _ _ COMMENTS
# Period Leq or Autos I\q/:_edu:(m _? ea\ll(y Otsher Noise (Include Caiibration
Starting (dBA) X rucks rucks ources Data)
1 [Meisg [SS.2 £ lCa\tvorui9u,0 46
2 $4 | SY LS wt—\&?vf-»?‘* i
3 1 MNtos | S8\
4 o\| S5 UL
5 G| S8 Yo arts SV
6 03| St4 ’
7 64 S\U.Q
8 68 | §5.4
9 ole qus‘?\ wm 2\9« :* \mph, .‘
10 o . ) Q o oavy|dominake Ny
11 OB | S6k.q /
2 09| 2.9 /
13 || gS. L /
14 Ll | SYWS / e e SN WA
15 12| 5674 ’ ;
16 '3 | S8S5 ek s £AtgWi
17 141 8.8 Windauvs
18 Is | 3o | X M=\
19 l| S5\ | 4 \ 1
20 /1| sa0 N \ 1eb ave &Nt on L -naad\
21 IR | $235 \_ ’
22 14 | 8.0 [~
23 20 | 5L
24 2\ | o hwu denfbie. L&\Jy
25 L | oM e oAl e Conbine)
26 1y 880 wing \s-n Y
27 M| sas [ X \ o 4 ennauiy 234
28| 2% | 564 \ b}
29 W [ 5 R
0] 2 | € Cal thren! 14,140
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = olher

= Other sources contributed to ieq X = Exciude period - contaminated by non-characieristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



« PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

Vitginia Department of Trams portation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG

ASSESSMENT AREA: (’ﬁnw@"n\,\"ﬁmﬂ MEASUREMENT SITE NO.: _ M (o
ADDRESS: BUR0 Sanders Lang

OWNER: Muecans

DESCRIPTION: e °

NOISE SOURCES: Sander (M6S) , avar enmas, Diedd

NOISE MONITOR: LO n¥ 2. SIN: 25 b
MICROPHONE: LOPRM @00 & SIN: 082
CALIBRATOR: G Tyee U230 SIN: 263935
TEMP. RANGE (°F); S6'F, 3¢) WMum  WEATHER CONDITIONS: suany , 0-5 moh

tag
SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North &
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT. 2888\ 4 LA G SNoW & N
' wtﬂd
var ol L

_  Sanders

3 SR orrt

i\ |~

S —

{ —




Site M6
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

b AR nanen

JOB NO - HMMH Job No. 305000.009

SITE NO.: ML PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: AU R0 Sanders bn DATE: April &| 2013
) Minute | Measd | . ) COMMENTS
# _Period Leq or Autos h_f_‘:jét? _Il:izi\{é Og’j:rtlgése (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)

1 [DL@S L,U\'S diS\'ﬂM')Q\' \

2 64 | Uyp °%J‘%%%“‘

3 1o | 3L

4 L | Ye.0 2;e0-\ 080 | RR

5 2 39, %

6 ‘3 2 3

7 IJ | uw aure 905

8 13 1 3w

9 le | 3UM

10 Ny \th scererrnyr |

11 1R | 38.2 ’

12 4| YL L g2 DEC7

13 20| ¥4 ,_\ \yt ol

14 2\ 38 = eatl

15 1| 39.8 ‘

16 Y | U avrpdS

17 M| 25, oo | hailer 1105

18 15| ues O aupres

19 2l | 3UM

20 Q] Y3

21 ‘LB 35: q

22 2A | S2 0 A 0B

23 3o | Ut ~

24 3\ | SO.5 ;’:‘:*"“‘5*

25 32| M )

26 >3 | 28.%

27 AU | W2

28 §$ 6Y: D

29 36 32.4

30 27 | 35,y Cal Clacy 93,840
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = alFretQ (o
\ = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



== PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway
7 at? M JOBNO:  HMMH Job No. 305000.009

SQHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG
ASSESSMENT AREA:  Losdouq Conbw  MEASUREMENT SITE NO. N

ADDRESS: 2599 L\QV\—H*\C\QL, Carm Rl

OWNER: Ly onir

DESCRIPTION: S

NOISE SOURCES: Ligntadae (10S)  residenteacighbe gacd fanise Lock

NOISE MONITOR: LOROW 2. Cotnd SIN fren St

MICROPHONE: (OPtmnRooe SIN: &8

CALIBRATOR: B Tyee 23\ SIN: 2039365

TEMP. RANGE (°F):  €S-(g¢F, \S%  WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sumty LA S=10
Hom MW, 3&\'.3

SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference dnstances arrows for North &°¢ (s m?h
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT:38.Q66N LoNGINN N0 W «— N
— Lwind /‘
A
o )Y
\6 wb“t‘\}}’
\£ uo' 23598¢ 25992
-- -l
. \ 30 }'
5¢ | S
LM\S

%\"B““—A
3«3

oriveny /jr‘w‘

€—
SN——
—
é-

evvonehone ~U\SY Aolt jwmc\é,o.
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

v JOBNO.:  HMMH Job No. 305000.009
SITE NO.: N\~ PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: 259 4L Ligaid ge Faam DATE: April > 2013
Y wmi : Oiviwa
# _Plc\a/lrlirc])l(;te Mi:; ’ ;lr Autos Medium Heavy Other Noise (In(fl:LSi,:aMCni?tlI;ion
Starting @BA) X Trucks Trucks Sources Data)
1 Nstud [y Aitkatb 1 eY |Cal Chocl'q 3]
2 W\ (43,4 ) o o
3 W1 [%6. 9 (SO | ¢ e t18 snr BES?
4 s | Ya. M A4 neiswoer's | . ’
5 a4 Ls&\w\ B ey {hﬂ%-‘e‘ ) At
6 M5 | uao |
7 ‘«lg “s. 7
8 WYl £\,8 wind 3“53-_-; L@ dm 1S mgh
9 yg| 4.3
10 uq | 481
11 so| s\ | X wAnd ausisl Al moh Ters
12 S\ | U3
13 $2| Ya.5 LA awsirla |\ ;mgn
14 53| 410 ~
15 S4| 820 ATSranY tele
16 gs | Us. avro 109 N
17 S| YAy okl | didvend- et
18 s\ | U deoe J
19 Sb S\ %-—b\f\ A o,u\—na_?;gts.
20 59 1ssy XD % =
21 16 60 | (BN /2 cth 00 Car Shark, it con-& teankd
22 oy | sa X0\ wbe” '
23 0| ;34 | X|)\ |
24 03] Ye.\
25 oyl 43
2 03 | o iN0 qush] Mimay
27 Ob | 56\ X b '
28 N _1s71a | X w V!

29 o8 |¢5.0 X v de. 205 wind e \7) meh
30 09 | Uan Cal Claool! A4 (1B
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = otEaet-olo

V = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



=2 PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
rg&niaDcpor(men(ﬁpaﬂaﬁen JOB NO HMMH JOb NO‘ 305000.009

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG
ASSESSMENT AREA:  LoudoonCouo™\  \MEASUREMENT SITENO.: M B

ADDRESS: 25503 lKK/mnsale P\ ~col-de-sac
OWNER:
DESCRIPTION: SE

NOISE SOURCES: Kinsale O\ >\oca) mmads srecFughid | didaar Beaddoeh
NOISE MONITOR: LO gNb ¥2 b, ww\dwnw:a SIN: Bro2.Ste
c N

MICROPHONE: (O eam qoel u\r\ SIN. b8u2

CALIBRATOR: XU Type U3\ SIN: 2039365

TEMP. RANGE (°F): e=SS°€ _22°%.  WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sunnd,0-S monwind
) Fun " up o\ Dmen

SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North & Q™¥%3
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT3891L N LONG 11 SLBW z Madrud N

wmg

Ansale
\

mo————

| e |
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

_ o JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.005
SITE NO..M® PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: 28562 Wnsal< P\ DATE: April_ 3 2013
Minute | Measd | V . : COMMENTS
# —}Deriod Leq or Autos “_’T',‘::él;? 'ilt‘lrii\lg Otg:lr"tlzlsse (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)

1 13763 |92,) al Chech! aq.m\q

2| oY | U23 Ardtedy (et OFET

3 65 | uuop ‘

4 0L | Lrte

5 67 (43' Y ‘

6 6A | Y2 | =\<nsale A0 Tlhnilany

7 09| Y4.L Aidkaak 148

8 b | U1

9 It | 40.9 A3 Fant- con § hvdhen

10 12 | Ho. b \ed- over £AL O

11 13| Us3 ’ ’

12 14| 41p cAryvank ey

13 IS | Yy

14 [l | 430

15 17 | U9

16 18 | U2

17 19| Ya.p

18 20| U2,

19 24| 345

20 | y43 | citrantetr, \antech iy

21 22 | 418,) v wind

22 M 4nus

23 25 | U, S

24 2| Y5 O\ o \ &

25 2) | 4.3

26 28 | Yhi1

27 29| (56 Ter orrfagnd grec

28 30| $8.94 Oce

29 3l | Yoz :

30 32| s60.% CUTM YCY |Cal O 83,9 4B
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = b EF5e4, 1o
\ = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exciude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCIH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<
‘N6 dommnalt t'bn.éw“‘ﬁ



= PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO - HMMH Job No. 305000.009

Department of Transportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG
ASSESSMENT AREA:  Leudtn Cownttna  MEASUREMENT SITENO.. M9

ADDRESS: 41512 41518 Pikehin Gt

OWNER:

DESCRIPTION: S¢E B

NOISE SOURCES: X M v Hikew oA

NOISE MONITOR: LD B2 \oirds, ey den- SIN: Oyer2Ste

MICROPHONE: Lo eemamc. Aty SIN: 6862

CALIBRATOR: Gk Tyee U723\ SIN: 2639365

TEMP. RANGE (°F); S0-55°F, 25°/e  WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sunau, S-Iomphwid
Hum Ve o Loeen

SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North & QuIrs
wind direction, where roadway is in cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist.

LAT: 3882\ N LoNGI 1L Seaw vadote N
wing P

N

&

e

W s hsher 8\vd
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET
= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway

Uy vrgminosparment ot rumpansron. JOB NO. HMiViH Job No. 305000.009
SITE NO.: N\O\ PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: 4 15¢2| L 151 Hedcwin O DATE: April 3 2013

; Meas'd Prening/ A ortn Siac MMENTS
# _‘;32/':5'(‘)‘(‘;9 Leqg ; Autos / Medium Heavy Other Noise (lnccl:tze Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Trucks Trucks Sources Data)

1 j246) [Sea Semfer  Calthnacl. ﬁu.!m

2 62 | ¢1,5 \=n8 sfretfllo

3 9_3 53,73

4 oY | 480

5 1 "‘{q. ® ,

6 0L | 558 |V [|-us  [lovs eRF At Broddotu, \ereverfrignt OF

7 o1 S3M res; d..m}_m_.amﬁmgj-_eé_aﬁ ecy

8 08 | s23.4

9 049 | St drsvent ek

10 lo | Ulée N

11 11| Uug.,|

12 2| S6.3

13 13| s0.4

14 9| Y64

15 IS| 45.8

16 J | S3.4

17 7] 484+ | |-NS

18 /8| S2o0 SShand- Te4S

19 19| Yo ‘

20 26! s20 N \e’c DELS

21 21| 563 P madsca |k OEE?

22 22 | 8.0 \/,;- o -,:’ T O e O Wty

23 23| 832 |V -4 210 OEP, incghar 1 4ivode

24 24| Ny 2

25 25 | pu® |V Jtr OEC averenwt

26 2, | s8.L |V > s @i\ bver

2] 2 |saY |V, yer OFD

28 281 86.0 ¥ Lot\\ e

29 29| S6.0 | . AR e

30 30| &L2 \J )c\-oﬁ_?m . an
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = Of-faer Ao
\ = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

>> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<



= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

ginia Depsrtment of Tramportation

SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT SITE LOG
ASSESSMENT AREA: Lovason Coordy MEASUREMENT SITENO.: = M0

. =
ADDRESS: T35 Sgered Moundwmin J+eeet
OWNER: . _Tohn Cnampe Yign Sches)
DESCRIPTION: Senan)
NOISE SOURCES: Noeknsiae Blvd Aeadad, avrel on Addr¥ashera- Candivuchien
' . W4 &0 _
NOISE MONITOR: LO B b ® 2 m,{%‘:gu"igd e SN _A 250
. : - rel Goald Oc :
MICROPHONE: LD Prendoac  TTokee o omc_“gmsm. O86 2%
CALIBRATOR: ¥ A Ty pe 423 SIN: 2034365
TEMP. RANGE (°F):  S0°F, 33 */e WEATHER CONDITIONS: Suanuw, S—zomm
THum ' win .uehh
P

SITE SKETCH: Show roadway, homes, local roads, reference distances, arrows for North & o

wind direction, where roadway is in‘ cut, at grade, elevated, where direct lines of sight exist. Qv
LAT: 38,9330 LOoAN6IT)SeS W < N
wind 2,
C’,C‘ sNIrerLerion Side vacality
— e Nocdn syoc O\vd o

ju(“‘"\\ 'J
) \

Eall
? OLW’“W‘\\ moS of
Ly, N

)5\ \eonved

— X
\
[~
) [:lm s
\w condre - .
Lt \Aho:"‘@ g — A
Q| — L

[ o] r o .

o micrognenl A3 o A srPN S
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SHORT-TERM NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA SHEET

= PROJECT:  Tri-County Parkway
JOB NO.: HivilviH Job No. 305000.009

nt 0f Tramportation

SITE NO.: MW PERSONNEL: RAM
LOCATION/ADDRESS: Jovw\ Champe WY DATE: April_ 3 2013
Minute | Measd | ¥ |Jacred mountain /Three Godls _ COMMENTS
# —‘T:’eriod Leq or Autos “4‘:3:;? THEZ\Q; Otg:;rtz;se (Include Calibration
Starting (dBA) X Data)
1 [lo:MU |53,y |-5m Ca\ Chanee’ A4-o dp
2 47 |s2.% Fswm Yormsetias
3 48 |53 X[)-mbeTh
4 Ya | se
5 So 44,2
6 S| | sus 1-T6 , boind quly
7 SL | 6.9 l=sm |
8 53 (’, ‘\5 ’ >< \—ié-m‘Ce
9 SY| Hau | distant 3tk avedfign-
10 Ss | 44,5 "
11 Se | YUB.® |=3sM
12 s1 | §).S |=SM
13 38 | s0.0
14 39 | 5.8 |l=-Ssm A
1511106 [53.0 X|I-T6+o 3m B Srant jesr
16 6\ | S, X [I-Terosm
17 o2 a1 X 3-;1.'3 ’2{3'“ Condfuekdn Ve cle~S dishantjer
18 03| 851 [X[)-5m +o TG )
19 04 | 54.8 Hroch. i o ke ADsAY
20 05 | su.p [ X])-TC ™ SN —nekr i micenph opl ’ Shac
21 6 | 53.3 | X Consivepaead
22 61 | 56,5 | X |VTorodMarnaxrdb mi e N YO svect i O
23 08 | 530 J \e
24 09| 53.4 WY overé\ont OER
25 0|52 | X |- Sm o
26 Il | 88,0 X TG o 3 - gng il
27 12 |58y DX[\-TBYe | \-sm |
28 13| 2
29 /Y| 53.3 \-Sv
30 /5 | 84,5 \-Srn Cal Ereeks 440 agy
TOTAL Leq = SUBSET Leq = oAU
Va \ = Other sources contributed to Leq X = Exclude period - contaminated by non-characteristic sources

\_;> ADD SKETCH AND WEATHER CONDITIONS TO REVERSE OR OTHER SHEET <<
Ao Shae not c\m‘\mﬁe\j ConPuckdn WorRer vt cled 0n Sacred Meunidin
& Threa Goald conSidered not- e Cal '\;‘\ Amoien~



TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT DATA SHEET

ASSESSMENT AREA:
MEASUREMENT SITE NO.:
ADDRESS/DESCRIPTION:

JOB NO.:

PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway

HMMH Job No. 305000.009

\

MU

Roadway: Sﬂnd{d tn (—) 05)

First Sample (0 minutes)
Start Time: | o O(p‘(mc\‘fb
Speed- So .55 mph

men

Roadway: Paa-eland Ln
Second Sample ( 3 Q minutes)
Start Time: .

130

Sreed= 56 4 S5 men

S‘p&ed A \W\H""L\S
Mmen

Roadway: 2\oand Ln
Third Sample 3 O minutes)

Start Time: lz: 05

Jame Speeds

M\
Roadway: l.e& \-'\W (‘143
Fourth Sample (32 minutes)

Start Time: \3. \0

Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)

Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)

Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)

Speed ~ S6 N SS

neN

Automobiles
Medium Trucks (6 Tires)
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires)

START TIME:
END TIME:

DATE: April & 2013
PERSONNEL: RAM ) KCH
DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2
SB NB
y 2
\ o
@] o
ER w B
22 2\

I o
o I
ER WS
29 2.9
o 2
o @)
EG W
- | %9
(& ) O
] )

Notes:

Lianoic M eo Al 1 eo o Llaniennr e



PROJECT: Tri-County Parkway

JOBNO.: HMMH Job No. 305000.009

TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNT DATA SHEET

ASSESSMENT AREA: START TIME:
MEASUREMENT SITE NO.: M5. M7 M9, M1o END TIME:
' Y | .
ADDRESS/DESCRIPTION: DATE: April 3 2013
PERSONNEL: RAM Jvacad
2
Mio DIRECTION 1 DIRECTION 2
Roadway: Nor¥nsrer Bivd 33 NB

First Sample (D0 minutes)
Start Time: | 5

S PGCQ\ - e ¥v Automobiles , 7-‘ 9«5
Sowmpeh, U3 Medium Trucks (6 Tires) g (o
men i ik Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires) 5 5
ma
Roadway: E) \\"Q.C\dnt 26
Second Sample (Q_Q minutes) N B EB
Start Time:
00
Automobiles 2\5 3 b
Speed - up Yo q~°’ Medium Trucks (6 Tires) C) 5
25 2T Aa) Umik
Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires) LJ q
™M1
Roadway: Lt h\-ﬁ& farm Rd ( 105\ NB
Third Sample (.3 o mmutes) SB
Start Time: \ b 40
Swd ~ Q0oL SO Automobiles Lt | O
?_g‘\ ' M“‘jh*“v‘g '\""_‘_ Medium Trucks (6 Tires) (&) ]
! M5 mp e Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires) (®) l
MS
Roadway: .SUA\'C d CZ&Q\
Fourth Sample (}_Q_ minutes)
Start Time: \b. 5—1 W G E6
o L Automobiles 3’) S “ 7
50&4"::”“ < oo Medium Trucks (6 Tires) 1 )
\
men Lim T Heavy Trucks (>6 Tires) > o)

Notes: T q\\ c.cd.ars—gkwg seeed~ LR XYOUL MEh, 5 men ime

Wanoic Mn 1 eo A« co o Wanicnno s



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Job#: 305000.009
Name: Bi-County Parkway NOISE MEASUREMENT AND VALIDATION SUMMARY
Site#: M1 - M10
Location: Chantilly, VA
Date: 4/03/2013 - 4/04/2013

Measurement data

Traffic Only

Site Address Date Time Start Duration  Total Leq, dBA  Leq, dBA
M1 12521 Lee Highway, Manassas National Battlefield Park 4/4/2013 13:10 30 54.8 54.6
M2 6389 Pageland Lane 4/4/2013 15:09 30 41.7 41.7
M3 5905 Pageland Lane 4/4/2013 12:10 30 49.4 49.1
M4 5501 Pageland Lane 4/4/2013 11:12 30 43.4 43.4
M5 5805 Sudley Road and Kyle Wilson Way (Catharpin Park) 4/3/2013 16:58 30 57.1 57.0
M6 3480 Sanders Lane 4/4/2013 10:08 30 43.6 43.6
M7 25992 Lightridge Farm Road 4/3/2013 15:40 30 49.7 49.7
M8 25503 Kinsale Place (cul-de-sac) 4/3/2013 13:03 30 52.4 52.4
M9 41512 & 41518 Hitchin Court 4/3/2013 12:01 30 55.5 50.2
M10 41535 Sacred Mountain Street (John Champe High School) 4/3/2013 10:46 30 52.7 52.7

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # R000-96A-102, PE-101



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Site Number M1
Location: 12521 Lee Highway, Manassas National Battlefield Park
Date: 4/4/2013
Start Time: 13:10
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
13:10 55.14
13:11 54.66
13:12 57.31
13:13 53.72
13:14 55.77
13:15 55.46
13:16 55.93
13:17 59.11
13:18 53.09
13:19 49.44
13:20 55.86
13:21 55.57
13:22 52.61
13:23 54.16
13:24 56.63
13:25 52.12
13:26 52.9
13:27 54.64
13:28 52.73
13:29 49.91
13:30 50.4
13:31 49.09
13:32 53.66
13:33 55.72
13:34 55.47
13:35 58.25 Y
13:36 52.61
13:37 54.33
13:38 56.3
13:39 51.58
13:40
13:41
13:42
13:43
13:44
13:45
13:46
13:47
13:48

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # R000-96A-102, PE-101

Energy Traffic-only Overall
326587.8322 326587.8322 326587.8
292415.2378 292415.2378 292415.2
538269.7825 538269.7825 538269.8
235504.9284 235504.9284 235504.9
377572.1909 377572.1909 377572.2
351560.4405 351560.4405 351560.4
391741.8771 391741.8771 391741.9
814704.284 814704.284 814704.3
203704.2078 203704.2078 203704.2
87902.25168 87902.25168 87902.25
385478.3577 385478.3577 385478.4
360578.643 360578.643 360578.6
182389.5702 182389.5702 182389.6
260615.355 260615.355 260615.4
460256.5736 460256.5736 460256.6
162929.6033 162929.6033 162929.6
194984.46 194984.46 194984.5
291071.7118 291071.7118 291071.7
187499.4508 187499.4508 187499.5
97948.99854 97948.99854 97949
109647.8196 109647.8196 109647.8
81096.10579 81096.10579 81096.11
232273.6796 232273.6796 232273.7
373250.1578 373250.1578 373250.2
352370.871 352370.871 352370.9
668343.9176 0 668343.9
182389.5702 182389.5702 182389.6
271019.1632 271019.1632 271019.2
426579.5188 426579.5188 426579.5
143879.8578 143879.8578 143879.9
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 54.6
Overall Leq: 54.8

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

For Plot

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6
54.6

54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8
54.8




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Rt 29 WB A Rt29 WB Rt29 WB_A 13:10 30 129 55
Rt 29 WB MT Rt29 WB Rt29 WB_MT 13:10 30 10 55
Rt 29 WB HT Rt29 WB Rt29 WB_HT 13:10 30 5 55
Rt 29 EB A Rt29 EB Rt29 EB_A 13:10 30 115 55
Rt 29 EB MT Rt29 EB Rt29 EB_MT 13:10 30 6 55
Rt 29 EB HT Rt29 EB Rt29 EB_HT 13:10 30 7 55

A N A

MT 3 _MT

HT _ _HT

A B A

MT 3 _MT

HT _ _HT

TNM Input Table

Rt 29 WB A Rt 29 WB Rt29 WB_A 30 129 55 258 55 288 90%
Rt 29 WB MT Rt29 WB Rt29 WB_MT 30 10 55 20 55 288 7%
Rt 29 WB HT Rt29 WB Rt29 WB_HT 30 5 55 10 55 288 3%
Rt 29 EB A Rt29 EB Rt29 EB_A 30 115 55 230 55 256 90%
Rt 29 EB MT Rt29 EB Rt29 EB_MT 30 6 55 12 55 256 5%
Rt 29 EB HT Rt29 EB Rt29 EB HT 30 7 55 14 55 256 5%

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # R000-96A-102, PE-101



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Site Number M2
Location: 6389 Pageland Lane
Date: 4/4/2013
Start Time: 15:09
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
15:09 42.45
15:10 39.31
15:11 42.10
15:12 43.42
15:13 39.61
15:14 39.75
15:15 36.89
15:16 35.66
15:17 43.17
15:18 39.84
15:19 40.54
15:20 37.74
15:21 40.79
15:22 46.81 Y
15:23 40.07
15:24 43.10
15:25 49.19
15:26 41.31
15:27 37.66
15:28 41.02
15:29 41.10
15:30 40.09
15:31 39.93
15:32 39.63
15:33 43.17
15:34 43.88
15:35 40.31
15:36 41.57
15:37 39.69
15:38 40.79
15:39
15:40
15:41
15:42
15:43
15:44
15:45
15:46
15:47

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Energy Traffic-only Overall
17579.23614 17579.23614 17579.24
8531.00114 8531.00114 8531.001
16218.10097 16218.10097 16218.1
21978.59873 21978.59873 21978.6
9141.132415 9141.132415 9141.132
9440.608763 9440.608763 9440.609
4886.523593 4886.523593 4886.524
3681.289736 3681.289736 3681.29
20749.13517 20749.13517 20749.14
9638.290236 9638.290236 9638.29
11324.00363 11324.00363 11324
5942.921586 5942.921586 5942.922
11994.99303 11994.99303 11994.99
47973.34486 0 0
10162.48693 10162.48693 10162.49
20417.37945 20417.37945 20417.38
82985.07675 82985.07675 82985.08
13520.72563 13520.72563 13520.73
5834.451043 5834.451043 5834.451
12647.36347 12647.36347 12647.36
12882.49552 12882.49552 12882.5
10209.39484 10209.39484 10209.39
9840.111058 9840.111058 9840.111
9183.325965 9183.325965 9183.326
20749.13517 20749.13517 20749.14
24434.30553 24434.30553 24434.31
10739.89412 10739.89412 10739.89
14354.89433 14354.89433 14354.89
9311.078755 9311.078755 9311.079
11994.99303 11994.99303 11994.99
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 41.7
Overall Leq: 41.7

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

For Plot

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7

41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7
41.7




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln

NB
NB
NB
SB
SB
SB

MT
HT

MT
HT

Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_SB
Pageland Ln_SB
Pageland Ln_SB

Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_SB_
Pageland Ln_SB_
Pageland Ln_SB_

15:09
15:09
15:09
15:09
15:09
15:09

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

55
55
55
55
55
55

TNM Input Table

Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln
Pageland Ln

NB
NB
NB
SB
SB
SB

A
MT
HT
A

MT
HT

Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_NB
Pageland Ln_SB
Pageland Ln_SB
Pageland Ln_SB

Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_NB_
Pageland Ln_SB_
Pageland Ln_SB_
Pageland Ln_SB_

30
30
30
30
30
30

o O o

[

7

S oonN N

o O o

74

8

2

154

14

4
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/O!

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

55 84
55 84
55 84
55 172
55 172
55 172
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0O!
#DIV/O!

88%

10%

2%

90%

8%

2%
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Site Number M3
Location: 5905 Pageland Lane
Date: 4/4/2013
Start Time: 12:10
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Leq Enter Y for Yes
Time Non-Traffic Exclude
12:10 33.21
12:11 49.24
12:12 48.00
12:13 48.43
12:14 47.04
12:15 36.83
12:16 48.68
12:17 44,93
12:18 47.58
12:19 49.74
12:20 43.04
12:21 49.84
12:22 36.39
12:23 48.31
12:24 47.52
12:25 48.63
12:26 45.28
12:27 44.89
12:28 51.12
12:29 46.74
12:30 49.49
12:31 51.37 Y
12:32 49.35
12:33 53.88
12:34 51.54
12:35 46.98
12:36 56.46
12:37 48.66
12:38 52.86 Y
12:39 48.71
12:40
12:41
12:42
12:43
12:44
12:45
12:46
12:47
12:48

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Energy Traffic-only Overall
2094.112456 2094.112456 2094.112
83945.99865 83945.99865 83946
63095.73445 63095.73445 63095.73
69662.65141 69662.65141 69662.65
50582.4662 50582.4662 50582.47
4819.477976 4819.477976 4819.478
73790.42301 73790.42301 73790.42
31117.16337 31117.16337 31117.16
57279.6031 57279.6031 57279.6
94188.95965 94188.95965 94188.96
20137.2425 20137.2425 20137.24
96382.90236 96382.90236  96382.9
4355.118737 4355.118737 4355.119
67764.15076 67764.15076 67764.15
56493.69748 56493.69748 56493.7
72945.75103 72945.75103 72945.75
33728.73087 33728.73087 33728.73
30831.8795 30831.8795 30831.88
129419.5841 129419.5841 129419.6
47206.30413 47206.30413 47206.3
88920.11179 88920.11179 88920.11
137088.1766 0 137088.2
86099.37522 86099.37522 86099.38
244343.0553 244343.0553 244343.1
142560.7594 142560.7594 142560.8
49888.44875 49888.44875 49888.45
442588.3724 442588.3724 442588.4
73451.38682 73451.38682 73451.39
193196.8317 0 193196.8
74301.91379 74301.91379 74301.91
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 49.1
Overall Leq: 49.4

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

For Plot

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1
49.1

49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4
49.4




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Pageland Ln WB A Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 12:10 30 28 55 19
Pageland Ln WB MT Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 12:10 30 2 55 1
Pageland Ln WB HT Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 12:10 30 0 55 0
Pageland Ln EB A Pageland Ln_ElPageland Ln_| 12:10 30 29 55 19
Pageland Ln EB MT Pageland Ln_El Pageland Ln__ 12:10 30 0 55 0
Pageland Ln EB HT Pageland Ln_El Pageland Ln__ 12:10 30 0 55 0
TNM Input Table
Pageland Ln WB A Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 30 28 55 56 55 60 93%
Pageland Ln WB MT Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 30 2 55 4 55 60 %
Pageland Ln WB HT Pageland Ln_W Pageland Ln_' 30 0 55 0 0 60 0%
Pageland Ln EB A Pageland Ln_ElPageland Ln_| 30 29 55 58 55 58 100%
Pageland Ln EB MT Pageland Ln_ElPageland Ln_| 30 0 55 0 0 58 0%
Pageland Ln EB HT Pageland Ln_ElPageland Ln_| 30 0 55 0 0 58 0%
_ . 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Site Number M4
Location: 5501 Pageland Lane
Date: 4/4/2013
Start Time: 11:12
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
11:12 48.05
11:13 45.66
11:14 43.68
11:15 36.83
11:16 45.17
11:17 43.56
11:18 40.44
11:19 44.52
11:20 40.00
11:21 44.78
11:22 37.28
11:23 45.71
11:24 39.93
11:25 44.47
11:26 41.35
11:27 39.76
11:28 46.32
11:29 46.49
11:30 40.57
11:31 53.93 Y
11:32 41.68
11:33 46.91
11:34 45.86
11:35 40.21
11:36 30.46
11:37 41.14
11:38 42.54
11:39 38.79
11:40 38.03
11:41 39.37
11:42
11:43
11:44
11:45
11:46
11:47
11:48
11:49
11:50

For Plot

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # R000-96A-102, PE-101

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4

43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4
43.4

Energy Traffic-only Overall
63826.34862 63826.34862 63826.35
36812.89736 36812.89736 36812.9
23334.58062 23334.58062 23334.58
4819.477976 4819.477976 4819.478
32885.16309 32885.16309 32885.16
22698.64852 22698.64852 22698.65
11066.23784 11066.23784 11066.24
28313.91996 28313.91996 28313.92
10000 10000 10000
30060.76303 30060.76303 30060.76
5345.643594 5345.643594 5345.644
37239.17063 37239.17063 37239.17
9840.111058 9840.111058 9840.111
27989.8132 27989.8132 27989.81
13645.83137 13645.83137 13645.83
9462.371614 9462.371614 9462.372
42854.85204 42854.85204 42854.85
44565.62484 44565.62484 44565.62
11402.49788 11402.49788 11402.5
247172.4145 0 0
14723.12502 14723.12502 14723.13
49090.78762 49090.78762 49090.79
38547.83577 38547.83577 38547.84
10495.42429 10495.42429 10495.42
1111.731727 1111.731727 1111.732
13001.69578 13001.69578 13001.7
17947.33627 17947.33627 17947.34
7568.32895 7568.32895 7568.329
6353.309319 6353.309319 6353.309
8649.679188 8649.679188 8649.679
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 43.4
Overall Leq: 43.4




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Pageland Ln WB A Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_) 11:12 30 21 55 14
Pageland Ln WB MT Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_) 11:12 30 0 55 0
Pageland Ln WB HT Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_) 11:12 30 1 55 1
Pageland Ln EB A Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 11:12 30 22 55 15
Pageland Ln EB MT Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 11:12 30 1 55 1
Pageland Ln EB HT Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 11:12 30 0 55 0

TNM Input Table

Pageland Ln WB A Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_)\ 30 21 55 42 55 44 95%
Pageland Ln WB MT Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_) 30 0 55 0 0 44 0%
Pageland Ln WB HT Pageland Ln_WB Pageland Ln_) 30 1 55 2 55 44 5%
Pageland Ln EB A Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 30 22 55 44 55 46 96%
Pageland Ln EB MT Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 30 1 55 2 55 46 4%
Pageland Ln EB HT Pageland Ln_EB Pageland Ln_| 30 0 55 0 0 46 0%

_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/O! #DIV/0! #DIV/O!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # R0O00-96A-102, PE-101



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Site Number M5 |
Location: 5805 Sudley Road and Kyle Wilson Way (Catharpin Park)
Date: 4/3/2013
Start Time: 16:58
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
16:58 55.19
16:59 54.24
17:00 58.12
17:.01 55.58
17.02 58.61
17.03 56.91
17:04 54.84
17:05 55.91
17:06 55.25
17.07 54.37
17.08 56.93
17:09 59.90
17:10 55.64
17:11 54.52
17:12 56.43
17:13 58.47
17:14 58.75 Y
17:15 54.95 Y
17:16 55.10
17:17 58.96 Y
17:18 53.51
17:19 56.02
17:20 56.33
17:21 60.71
17:22 60.40
17:23 58.71 Y
17:24 59.46 Y
17:25 56.88
17:26 57.31
17:27 57.12
17:28
17:29
17:30
17:31
17:32
17:33
17:34
17:35
17:36

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

For Plot

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0
57.0

57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1
57.1

Energy Traffic-only Overall
330369.541 330369.541 330369.5
265460.5562 265460.5562 265460.6
648634.4335 648634.4335 648634.4
361409.8626 361409.8626 361409.9
726105.9574 726105.9574 726106
490907.8762 490907.8762 490907.9
304789.499 304789.499 304789.5
389941.9867 389941.9867 389942
334965.4392 334965.4392 334965.4
273526.8726 273526.8726 273526.9
493173.804 493173.804 493173.8
977237.221 977237.221 977237.2
366437.5746 366437.5746 366437.6
283139.1996 283139.1996 283139.2
439541.6154 439541.6154 439541.6
703072.3199 703072.3199 703072.3
749894.2093 0 0
312607.9367 0 0
323593.6569 323593.6569 323593.7
787045.7897 0 787045.8
224388.1924 224388.1924 224388.2
399944.7498 399944.7498 399944.7
429536.4268 429536.4268 429536.4
1177605.974 1177605.974 1177606
1096478.196 1096478.196 1096478
743019.1379 0 0
883079.9004 0 0
487528.4901 487528.4901 487528.5
538269.7825 538269.7825 538269.8
515228.6446 515228.6446 515228.6
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 57.0
Overall Leq: 57.1




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Sudley Rd wB A Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_A 16:58 30 375 55
Sudley Rd WB MT Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_N\ 16:58 30 17 55
Sudley Rd WB HT Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_F 16:58 30 3 55
Sudley Rd EB A Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_EB_A 16:58 30 117 55
Sudley Rd EB MT Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_EB_M 16:58 30 5 55
Sudley Rd EB HT Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_EB_H 16:58 30 0 55
TNM Input Table
Sudley Rd WB A Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_A 30 375 55 750
Sudley Rd WB MT Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_N\ 30 17 55 34
Sudley Rd wB HT Sudley Rd_WB Sudley Rd_WB_F 30 3 55 6
Sudley Rd EB A Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_EB A 30 117 55 234
Sudley Rd EB MT Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_ EB M 30 5 55 10
Sudley Rd EB HT Sudley Rd_EB Sudley Rd_EB H 30 0 55 0
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
0 0 0 #DIV/0!

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

55
55
55
55
55

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

790
790
790
244
244
244

95%

4%

1%

96%

4%

0%
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Site Number M6
Location: 3480 Sanders Lane
Date: 4/4/2013
Start Time: 10:08
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
10:08 41.30
10:09 43.03
10:10 36.90
10:11 45.95
10:12 39.77
10:13 37.32
10:14 41.68
10:15 34.61
10:16 34.37
10:17 41.68
10:18 38.16
10:19 46.19
10:20 37.86
10:21 35.17
10:22 39.77
10:23 42.53
10:24 35.09
10:25 48.53
10:26 34.42
10:27 33.59
10:28 35.40
10:29 52.57
10:30 46.10
10:31 50.47
10:32 46.56
10:33 38.23
10:34 31.17
10:35 37.98
10:36 32.59
10:37 35.39
10:38
10:39
10:40
10:41
10:42
10:43
10:44
10:45
10:46

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6

For Plot
Energy Traffic-only Overall
13489.62883 13489.62883 13489.63 43.6
20090.92813 20090.92813 20090.93 43.6
4897.788194 4897.788194 4897.788 43.6
39355.00755 39355.00755 39355.01 43.6
9484.184633 9484.184633 9484.185 43.6
5395.106225 5395.106225 5395.106 43.6
14723.12502 14723.12502 14723.13 43.6
2890.679882 2890.679882 2890.68 43.6
2735.268726 2735.268726 2735.269 43.6
14723.12502 14723.12502 14723.13 43.6
6546.361741 6546.361741 6546.362 43.6
41591.06105 41591.06105 41591.06 43.6
6109.420249 6109.420249 6109.42 43.6
3288.516309 3288.516309 3288.516 43.6
9484.184633 9484.184633 9484.185 43.6
17906.05854 17906.05854 17906.06 43.6
3228.494122 3228.494122 3228.494 43.6
71285.30301 71285.30301 71285.3 43.6
2766.941645 2766.941645 2766.942 43.6
2285.598803 2285.598803 2285.599 43.6
3467.368505 3467.368505 3467.369 43.6
180717.4126 180717.4126 180717.4 43.6
40738.02778 40738.02778 40738.03 43.6
111429.4534 111429.4534 111429.5 43.6
45289.75799 45289.75799 45289.76 43.6
6652.731562 6652.731562 6652.732 43.6
1309.181923 1309.181923 1309.182 43.6
6280.583588 6280.583588 6280.584 43.6
1815.515663 1815.515663 1815.516 43.6
3459.393778 3459.393778 3459.394 43.6
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 43.6
Overall Leq: 43.6




Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Sanders Ln NB A Sanders Ln_NB Sanders Ln_NB_; 10:08 30 2 55

Sanders Ln NB MT Sanders Ln_NB Sanders Ln_NB _| 10:08 30 0 55

Sanders Ln NB HT Sanders Ln_NB Sanders Ln_NB | 10:08 30 0 55

Sanders Ln SB A Sanders Ln_SB Sanders Ln_SB_/ 10:08 30 4 55

Sanders Ln SB MT Sanders Ln_SB Sanders Ln_SB | 10:08 30 1 55

Sanders Ln SB HT Sanders Ln_SB Sanders Ln_SB | 10:08 30 0 55

TNM Input Table

LCP NB A LCP_NB LCP_NB_A 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

LCP NB MT LCP_NB LCP_NB_MT 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

LCP NB HT LCP_NB LCP_NB_HT 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

LCP SB A LCP_SB LCP_SB_A 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

LCP SB MT LCP_SB LCP_SB_MT 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

LCP SB HT LCP_SB LCP_SB_HT 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101



Noise Analysis Technical Report: Bi-County Parkway Project

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Site Number M7
Location: 25992 Lightridge Farm Road
Date: 4/3/2013
Start Time: 15:40
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
15:40 47.05
15:41 45.86
15:42 56.93
15:43 49.42
15:44 51.38
15:45 40.65
15:46 45.24
15:47 51.51 Y
15:48 49.30
15:49 48.68
15:50 51.65 Y
15:51 49.30
15:52 49.50
15:53 47.04
15:54 51.95
15:55 45.64
15:56 49.42
15:57 47.00
15:58 50.07
15:59 55.21 Y
16:00 68.71 Y
16:01 58.14 Y
16:02 63.86 Y
16:03 48.12
16:04 47.81
16:05 60.68 Y
16:06 56.10 Y
16:07 57.93 Y
16:08 55.00 Y
16:09 49.72
16:10
16:11
16:12
16:13
16:14
16:15
16:16
16:17
16:18

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7
49.7

For Plot
Energy Traffic-only Overall

50699.07083 50699.07083 50699.07 49.7
38547.83577 38547.83577 38547.84 49.7
493173.804 493173.804 493173.8 49.7
87498.37752 87498.37752 87498.38 49.7
137404.1975 137404.1975 137404.2 49.7
11614.48614 11614.48614 11614.49 49.7
33419.504 33419.504 33419.5 49.7
141579.378 0 0 49.7
85113.80382 85113.80382 85113.8 49.7
73790.42301 73790.42301 73790.42 49.7
146217.7174 0 0 49.7
85113.80382 85113.80382 85113.8 49.7
89125.09381 89125.09381 89125.09 49.7
50582.4662 50582.4662 50582.47 49.7
156675.107 156675.107 156675.1 49.7
36643.75746 36643.75746 36643.76 49.7
87498.37752 87498.37752 87498.38 49.7
50118.72336 50118.72336 50118.72 49.7
101624.8693 101624.8693 101624.9 49.7
331894.4576 0 0 49.7
7430191.379 0 0 49.7
651628.3941 0 0 49.7
2432204.009 0 0 49.7
64863.44335 64863.44335 64863.44 49.7
60394.86294 60394.86294 60394.86 49.7
1169499.391 0 0 49.7
407380.2778 0 0 49.7
620869.0342 0 0 49.7
316227.766 0 0 49.7
93756.20069 93756.20069 93756.2 49.7

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

Traffic-only Leq: 49.7

Overall Leq: 49.7
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TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Lightridge Farm Rd NB A Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 4 55
Lightridge Farm Rd NB MT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 0 55
Lightridge Farm Rd NB HT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 0 55
Lightridge Farm Rd SB A Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 10 55
Lightridge Farm Rd SB MT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 1 55
Lightridge Farm Rd SB HT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 15:40 30 1 55
TNM Input Table
Lightridge Farm Rd NB A Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 4 55 8
Lightridge Farm Rd NB MT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 0 55 0
Lightridge Farm Rd NB HT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 0 55 0
Lightridge Farm Rd SB A Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 10 55 20
Lightridge Farm Rd SB MT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 1 55 2
Lightridge Farm Rd SB HT Lightridge Farm Rd Lightridge Farm R 30 1 55 2
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O!
0 0 0 #DIV/O! #DIV/O!

55
0
0

55

55

55

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

100%

0%

0%

83%

8%

8%
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101
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Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Site Number M8
Location: 25503 Kinsale Place (cul-de-sac)
Date: 4/3/2013
Start Time: 13:03
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
13:03 42.11
13:04 42.32
13:05 44.03
13:06 42.63
13:07 43.39
13:08 41.23
13:09 44.64
13:10 42.68
13:11 40.91
13:12 46.61
13:13 45.28
13:14 41.79
13:15 44.23
13:16 43.02
13:17 42.89
13:18 47.21
13:19 43.79
13:20 42.63
13:21 39.49
13:22 44.25
13:23 45.07
13:24 41.45
13:25 44.53
13:26 45.57
13:27 42.32
13:28 41.70
13:29 65.61
13:30 58.88
13:31 46.17
13:32 50.11
13:33
13:34
13:35
13:36
13:37
13:38
13:39
13:40
13:41

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4
52.4

For Plot
Energy Traffic-only Overall

16255.48756 16255.48756 16255.49 52.4
17060.82389 17060.82389 17060.82 52.4
25292.97996 25292.97996 25292.98 52.4
18323.14422 18323.14422 18323.14 52.4
21827.29912 21827.29912 21827.3 52.4
13273.94458 13273.94458 13273.94 52.4
29107.17118 29107.17118 29107.17 52.4
18535.31623 18535.31623 18535.32 52.4
12331.04833 12331.04833 12331.05 52.4
45814.18867 45814.18867 45814.19 52.4
33728.73087 33728.73087 33728.73 52.4
15100.80154 15100.80154 15100.8 52.4
26485.00139 26485.00139 26485 52.4
20044.72027 20044.72027 20044.72 52.4
19453.60082 19453.60082 19453.6 52.4
52601.72664 52601.72664 52601.73 52.4
23933.15756 23933.15756 23933.16 52.4
18323.14422 18323.14422 18323.14 52.4
8892.011179 8892.011179 8892.011 52.4
26607.2506 26607.2506 26607.25 52.4
32136.60539 32136.60539 32136.61 52.4
13963.68361 13963.68361 13963.68 52.4
28379.19028 28379.19028 28379.19 52.4
36057.8643 36057.8643 36057.86 52.4
17060.82389 17060.82389 17060.82 52.4
14791.08388 14791.08388 14791.08 52.4
3639150.361 3639150.361 3639150 52.4
772680.5851 772680.5851 772680.6 52.4
41399.96748 41399.96748 41399.97 52.4
102565.1926 102565.1926 102565.2 52.4

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

Traffic-only Leq: 52.4

Overall Leq: 52.4
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TRAFFIC INPUT

Data Entry Table

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Kinsale Place NB A Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 15:51 30 0 55
Kinsale Place NB MT Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 15:51 30 0 55
Kinsale Place NB HT Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 15:51 30 0 55
Kinsale Place SB A Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SE 15:51 30 0 55
Kinsale Place SB MT Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SE 15:51 30 0 55
Kinsale Place SB HT Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SBE 15:51 30 0 55
TNM Input Table
Kinsale Place NB A Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 30 0 55 0
Kinsale Place NB MT Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 30 0 55 0
Kinsale Place NB HT Kinsale Place_NB Kinsale Place_NE 30 0 55 0
Kinsale Place SB A Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SE 30 0 55 0
Kinsale Place SB MT Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SE 30 0 55 0
Kinsale Place SB HT Kinsale Place_SB Kinsale Place_SE 30 0 55 0
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
0 0 0 #DIV/0!

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

O O O O OO

#DIV/O!
#DIV/0O!
#DIV/0!

O O O0OOoOOoOo

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101
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Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Site Number M9
Location: 41512 & 41518 Hitchin Court
Date: 4/3/2013
Start Time: 12:01
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
12:01 50.17
12:02 47.46
12:03 53.33
12:04 48.72
12:05 49.81
12:06 55.83 Y
12:07 53.35
12:08 53.35
12:09 51.61
12:10 41.57
12:11 48.07
12:12 50.45
12:13 50.12
12:14 46.40
12:15 45,82
12:16 53.37
12:17 45.42
12:18 51.95
12:19 46.18
12:20 56.98 Y
12:21 56.33 Y
12:22 57.98 Y
12:23 53.24 Y
12:24 47.05
12:25 64.84 Y
12:26 58.59 Y
12:27 59.39 Y
12:28 55.98 Y
12:29 50.03
12:30 61.21 Y
12:31
12:32
12:33
12:34
12:35
12:36
12:37
12:38
12:39

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5
55.5

For Plot
Energy Traffic-only Overall

103992.0166 103992.0166 103992 50.2
55718.57489 55718.57489 55718.57 50.2
215278.1735 215278.1735 215278.2 50.2
74473.19739 74473.19739 74473.2 50.2
95719.40713 95719.40713 95719.41 50.2
382824.7433 0 382824.7 50.2
216271.8524 216271.8524 216271.9 50.2
216271.8524 216271.8524 216271.9 50.2
144877.1854 144877.1854 144877.2 50.2
14354.89433 14354.89433 14354.89 50.2
64120.95766 64120.95766 64120.96 50.2
110917.4815 110917.4815 110917.5 50.2
102801.6298 102801.6298 102801.6 50.2
43651.58322 43651.58322 43651.58 50.2
38194.42708 38194.42708 38194.43 50.2
217270.1179 217270.1179 217270.1 50.2
34833.7315 34833.7315 34833.73 50.2
156675.107 156675.107 156675.1 50.2
41495.40426 41495.40426 41495.4 50.2
498884.4875 0 498884.5 50.2
429536.4268 0 429536.4 50.2
628058.3588 0 628058.4 50.2
210862.815 0 210862.8 50.2
50699.07083 50699.07083 50699.07 50.2
3047894.99 0 3047895 50.2
722769.8036 0 722769.8 50.2
868960.4293 0 868960.4 50.2
396278.0343 0 396278 50.2
100693.1669 100693.1669 100693.2 50.2
1321295.634 0 1321296 50.2

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

Traffic-only Leq: 50.2

Overall Leq: 55.5
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TRAFFIC INPUT
Data Entry Table

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Braddock Rd WB A Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 12:01 30 25 40
Braddock Rd WB MT Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 12:01 30 3 40
Braddock Rd WB HT Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 12:01 30 6 40
Braddock Rd EB A Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 12:01 30 33 40
Braddock Rd EB MT Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 12:01 30 5 40
Braddock Rd EB HT Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 12:01 30 4 40
TNM Input Table
Braddock Rd WB A Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 30 25 40 50
Braddock Rd WB MT Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 30 3 40 6
Braddock Rd WB HT Braddock Rd_WB Braddock Rd_WE 30 6 40 12
Braddock Rd EB A Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 30 33 40 66
Braddock Rd EB MT Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 30 5 40 10
Braddock Rd EB HT Braddock Rd_EB Braddock Rd_EB 30 4 40 8
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
0 0 0 #DIV/0!

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

40
40
40
40
40
40

#DIV/O!
#DIV/0O!
#DIV/0!

68
68
68
84
84
84

74%

9%

18%

79%

12%

10%
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101
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Site Number M10 |
Location: 41535 Sacred Mountain Street (John Champe High School)
Date: 4/3/2013
Start Time: 10:46
Duration (min): 30
VALIDATION SOUND LEVEL
Enter Y for Yes
Time Leq Non-Traffic Exclude
10:46 53.07
10:47 52.75
10:48 53.68
10:49 50.72 Y
10:50 49.24
10:51 51.54
10:52 56.88
10:53 61.47 Y
10:54 49.44
10:55 49.54
10:56 48.78
10:57 51.52
10:58 50.00
10:59 51.75
11:00 53.03 Y
11:.01 51.68 Y
11:02 59.65 Y
11.03 55.65 Y
11:04 54.83
11:05 54.83 Y
11:06 53.28 Y
11:07 56.47 Y
11:08 53.00
11:09 53.44
11:10 57.17 Y
11:11 54.96 Y
11:12 58.36 Y
11:13 51.18
11:14 53.28
11:15 54.45
11:16
11:17
11:18
11:19
11:20
11:21
11:22
11:23
11:24

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101

For Plot

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Traffic-only Leq Overall Leq

52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7

52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7
52.7

Energy Traffic-only Overall
202768.272 202768.272 202768.3
188364.9089 188364.9089 188364.9
233345.8062 233345.8062 233345.8
118032.0636 0 0
83945.99865 83945.99865 83946
142560.7594 142560.7594 142560.8
487528.4901 487528.4901 487528.5
1402813.705 0 0
87902.25168 87902.25168 87902.25
89949.75815 89949.75815 89949.76
75509.22277 75509.22277 75509.22
141905.7522 141905.7522 141905.8
100000 100000 100000
149623.5656 149623.5656 149623.6
200909.2813 0 0
147231.2502 0 0
922571.4272 0 0
367282.3005 0 0
304088.5026 304088.5026 304088.5
304088.5026 0 0
212813.9046 0 0
443608.6439 0 0
199526.2315 199526.2315 199526.2
220800.4733 220800.4733 220800.5
521194.7111 0 0
313328.5724 0 0
685488.2265 0 0
131219.9899 131219.9899 131220
212813.9046 212813.9046 212813.9
278612.1169 278612.1169 278612.1
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Traffic-only Leq: 52.7
Overall Leq: 52.7
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TRAFFIC INPUT

Data Entry Table

Noise measurement and traffic data from noise measurement program

Northstar Blvd NB A Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_NI 10:46 30 28 50
Northstar Blvd NB MT Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_NI 10:46 30 6 50
Northstar Blvd NB HT Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_Nt 10:46 30 3 50
Northstar Blvd SB A Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 10:46 30 12 50
Northstar Blvd SB MT Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 10:46 30 7 50
Northstar Blvd SB HT Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 10:46 30 5 50
TNM Input Table
Northstar Blvd NB A Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_Nl 30 28 50 56
Northstar Blvd NB MT Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_Nl 30 6 50 12
Northstar Blvd NB HT Northstar Blvd_NB Northstar Blvd_NI 30 3 50 6
Northstar Blvd SB A Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 30 12 50 24
Northstar Blvd SB MT Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 30 7 50 14
Northstar Blvd SB HT Northstar Blvd_SB Northstar Blvd_SE 30 5 50 10
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
_ _ 0 0 0 #DIV/O!
0 0 0 #DIV/0!

#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

50
50
50
50
50
50

#DIV/O!
#DIV/0O!
#DIV/0!

74
74
74
48
48
48

76%

16%

8%

50%

29%

21%
#DIV/O!
#DIV/O!
#DIV/0!

VDOT UPC 52405; Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101
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APPENDIXE  RESPONSE FROM VDOT PROJECT
MANAGEMENT ON ALTERNATIVE NOISE
ABATEMENT MEASURES

This appendix includes a memo and survey sent to the VDOT project managers about the potential
for use of aternative noise abatement measures, pursuant to Virginia House Bill 2577.

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219-2000

Gregory A. Whirley
Acting Commissioner

Month 11, 2013

MEMORANDUM
TO: Nick Nies, Project Manager
FROM: Lovejoy Muchenje, Noise Abatement Engineer

SUBJECT: UPC 52405; Tri-County Parkway Location Study

The 2009 General Assembly passed Chapter 120 (HB 2577), which amends the Code of Virginia
by adding in Article 15 of Chapter 1 of Title 33.1 a section numbered 33.1-223.2:21, relating to
highway noise abatement.

House Bill 2577 States: Requires that whenever the CTB or the Department plan for or
undertake any highway construction or improvement project and such project includes or may
include the requirement for the mitigation of traffic noise impacts, consideration should be given
to the use of noise reducing design and low noise pavement materials and techniques in lieu of
construction of noise walls or sound barriers. Landscaping in such a design would be utilized to
act as a visual screen if visual screening is required.

In an effort to honor the intent of HB 2577 we are asking for your input (per Chapter VI of
Materials Division’s Manual of Instruction and Section 2B-3 Determination of Roadway Design
of the VDOT Road Design manual (pages 2B-5 and 2B-6)). As part of the Noise Technical
Report and technical files, we are seeking your professional opinion by providing comments for
the project noted above. Please distribute this memorandum to the appropriate District staff and
combine all responses into one response.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (804) 371-6768. Thank you for your time
and consideration regarding this request.

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING


http://www.virginiadot.org/business/resources/Materials/MDs/bu-mat-MD321-09.pdf
http://www.virginiadot.org/business/resources/Materials/MDs/bu-mat-MD321-09.pdf
http://www.extranet.vdot.state.va.us/locdes/Electronic%20Pubs/2005%20RDM/chap2b.pdf

Comment:

Response:

Is noise reducing design feasible in lieu of construction of noise walls or sound
barriers? For example, the roadway alignment can be shifted away from noise
sensitive receptors or the roadway can be placed in deep cut (Location & Design to
address)

Possibly, as this project is developed through the detailed design phase, there will
be opportunities to evaluate the feasibility of adjusting roadway geometrics for the
purpose of reducing noise impacts. Particularly as it relates to minimizing roadway
impacts as part of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106
process.

Comment:

Response:

Can the project support the use of low noise pavement in lieu of construction of
noise walls or sound barriers? (Materials Division to address)

Typically, the Virginia Department of Transportation is not authorized by the
Federal Highway Administration to use “quiet pavement” at this time as a form of
noise mitigation. Upon completion of the Quiet Pavement Pilot Program and
approval from FHWA, the use of “quiet pavement” will be given additional
consideration.

However, where it is determined that noise may be a contributing factor to an
adverse effect determination under Section 106 of the NHPA, quiet pavements can
be used to address that adverse effect if the parties involved in the consultation
accept it as a mitigation measure and include it in the Programmatic
Agreement/Memorandum of Agreement (PA/MOA). By including the measure in
a PA/MOA, it becomes a legally binding commitment eligible for federal
participation even though quiet pavements in general aren’t eligible for federal
participation as a measure to mitigate noise impacts identified under 23 CFR 772.

The Department has committed to considering quit pavement as part of the PA
being developed for this project.

Comment:

Response:

Can landscaping be utilized to act as a visual screen if visual screening is required?
(Location & Design to address)
Possibly, if deemed necessary.

Note: Please provide the name of each responder. Nicholas Nies (Based on discussions with Ms. Maria Sinner
(VDOT NOVA)
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APPENDIXF  WARRANTED, FEASIBLE AND REASONABLE
WORKSHEETS

This appendix presents the preliminary Warranted, Feasible and Reasonable Worksheets for the three
such noise barriers evaluated in this study.

VDOT UPC 52405, Project R0O00-96A-102, PE-101



VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: NF 3

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 3

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 3
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 0
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 0%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? No

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 0 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 0
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) #DIV/O!
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? #DIV/O!
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $0
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? No
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: NF 4

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 4

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 16
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 0
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 0%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? No

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 0 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 0
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) #DIV/O!
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? #DIV/O!
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 0 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $0
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? No
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 1

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 2and CNE 4

Noise Abatement Category(s) C

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 25
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 25
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 68,665 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 25
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 25
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 2,747 SF/IBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 3,436 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $3,295,920
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 2

Community Name and/or CNE# CNES

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? No
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 2
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 2
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 140,300 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
c. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 2
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 70,150 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 4,678 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $6,734,400
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 3

Community Name and/or CNE# CNES

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 10
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 5
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 50%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 164,941 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 5
c. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 5
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 32,988 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 5,498 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $7,917,168
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 4

Community Name and/or CNE# CNES

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? No
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 2
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 2
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 43,460 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 2
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 21,730 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 2,173 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $2,086,080
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 5

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 6 and CNE 8

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 14
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 14
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 107,400 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 14
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 16
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 6,713 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 5,371 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $5,155,200
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 6

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 7

Noise Abatement Category(s) B,C

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 3
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 2
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 67%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 120,608 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
c. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 5
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 24,122 SF/IBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 4,826 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 25 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 251t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $5,789,184
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 7

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE9

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? No
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 1
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 1
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 47,778 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 1
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 1
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 47,778 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,593 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 30 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $2,293,344
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 8

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 10

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 17
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 9
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 53%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 194,845 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 9
c. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 1
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 10
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 19,485 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 7,796 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 25 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 251t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $9,352,560
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Prince William

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 9

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE9

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 11
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 6
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 55%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 107,753 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 6
c. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 8
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 13,469 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 5,388 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $5,172,144
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 10

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 12

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 2
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 2
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 9,424 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 2
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,712 SF/IBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 629 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 15ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 151t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $452,352
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 11

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 11

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 5
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 5
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 25,318 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 5
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 8
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 13
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 1,948 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,689 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 15ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 151t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $1,215,264
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 12

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 12

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 5
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 3
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 60%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 16,640 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 1
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 4
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,160 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,110 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 15ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 151t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $798,720
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 13

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 11

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 3
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 3
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 22,468 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 5
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,494 SF/IBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,497 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 15ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 151t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $1,078,464
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 14

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 16

Noise Abatement Category(s) C

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 2
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 2
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 9,263 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 2
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 2
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,632 SF/IBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 618 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $444,624
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable Worksheet
Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of
the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 15

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 13

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)
Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

issued). NA
. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA

. Doesthe date in 1.a precede the datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,
consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and
answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community
was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement

Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes

. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 19
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 16
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 84%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 20,079 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 16
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 5
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 21
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 956 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? Yes
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,004 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $963,792
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? Yes

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 16

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 16

Noise Abatement Category(s) B

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 3
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 3
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 12,515 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 0
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 3
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,172 SFIBR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 834 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 15ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 151t
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $600,720
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “ The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:




VDOT Highway Traffic Noise Abatement
Warranted, Feasible, and Reasonable W or ksheet

Note: Not all questions apply depending on the design phase which may cause differing answers between
preliminary and final design phase. Answers to the questions may change depending on the design phase of

the project.

Date: 20-Jun-13

Project No. and UPC: Project # RO00-96A-102, PE-101 UPC 52405
County: Loudoun

District: Northern Virginia

Barrier System ID: Barrier 17

Community Name and/or CNE# CNE 15

Noise Abatement Category(s) C

Design phase: Preliminary design

Warranted

Community Documentation (if applicable)

Date community was permitted. (Per 23CFR 772 this is the date the building permit was

a

issued). NA
b. Date of approval for the Categorical Exclusion (CE), Record of Decision (ROD), or

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): NA
c. Doesthedatein 1.aprecedethe datein 1.b? If yes, proceed to Warranted Item 2. If no,

consideration of noise abatement is not warranted. Proceed to “Decision” block and

answer “no” to warranted question. Asthe reason for this decision, state that “ Community

was permitted after the date of approval of CE, ROD, or FONSI, as appropriate.”

NA

Criteriarequiring consideration of noise abatement
a. Project causes design year noise levels to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement

Criteria? Yes
b. Project causes a substantial noise increase of 10 dB(A) or more? Yes

Feasibility

Impacted receptor units
a Number of impacted receptor units: 3
b. Number of impacted receptor unitsreceiving 5 dB(A) or more insertion loss (IL): 3
c. Percentage of impacted receptor units receiving 5 dB(A) or more IL 100%
d. Isthe percentage 50 or greater? Yes

Will placement of the noise barrier cause engineering or safety conflicts, e.g drainage NA

issues or site distance issues?

Will placement of the noise barrier restrict access to vehicular or pedestrian travel? No

Will placement of the noise barrier conflict with existing utility locations? NA




Reasonableness
Surface Area (Squar e foot)-Benefit Factors

a Surface Area (Total square foot) of the proposed noise barrier. (ft?) 29,768 SF
b. Impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
¢. Non-impacted noise sensitive receptor(s) receiving 5 dB(A) IL or more. 3
d. Total number of benefited receptors. 6
e. Surface Area per benefited receptor unit. (ft*/BR) 4,961 SF/BR
f. Is(1e) lessthan or equal to the maximum square feet per benefited receptor (MaxSF/BR)
value of 1600? No
g. Doesthe barrier providean IL of at least 7 dB(A) for at least one impacted receptor in the
design year? No
Additional Noise Barrier Details
a. Length of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 1,489 ft
b. Height range of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
c. Average height of the proposed noise barrier. (ft) 20 ft
d. Cost per square foot. ($/ft9) $48/SF
e. Tota Barrier Cost ($) $1,428,864
f. Barrier Materia Absorptive
Community Desires Related to the Barrier
Do at least 50 percent of the benefited receptor unit owner(s) and renters desire the noise
barrier? If yes, continue to "decision” block. If no, the barrier can be considered not to be
reasonable. Proceed to “decision” block and answer “no” to reasonableness question. As
the reason for this decision, state that “The majority of the impacted receptor unit owners
do not desire the barrier.”
Decision
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) WARRANTED? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) FEASIBLE? Yes
Isthe Noise Barrier(s) REASONABLE? No

Additional Reasons for Decision:
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