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September 2, 2008

Fort Belvoir BRAC

ATTN: BRAC 133 EA Commenis
10306 Eaton Place, Suite 240
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

RE  Final Environmental Assessment and Federal Consistency Determination for the
Implementation of the 2005 BRAC Recommendation 133, Washington
Headquarers Services. Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County and City of Alexandna,
(DEQ 08-154F),

Dear SirfMadam:

The Commonwealth of Virginia has completed its review of the July 2008 Final
Environmental Assessment and Federal Consistency Determination (FCD) (received
July 14, 2008) for the above referenced project. The Department of Environmental
Quality is responsible for coordinating Virgimia's review of federal enviranmental
documents and responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of the
Commonwealth DEQ is also responsible for coordinating Virginia's review of federal
cansistency documents submitted pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act
{CZMA) and providing the state's response. The following agencies and |locality
participated in the review of this proposal.

Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Conservation and Recreation
Department of Game and Iniand Fishenes
Marine Resources Commission

Lepartment of Health

Department of Histonc Resources
Department of Transportation

Fairfax County

City of Alexandria

The Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy and the Northern Virgima Regional
Commission were also invited lo comment an the proposal
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FPublic notice of the proposed action was published on DEQ's web site from July 25.
2008 to August 12, 2008, No public comments were received in response to the notice,

FPROJECT DESCRIPTION

The U.S. Army has submitted a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and federal
consistency determination (FCD) for the proposed relocation of 6,409 personnel
associated with BRAC Commission Recommendation 133 to Fort Belvoir, Virginia. The
various elements of BRAC 133, which consists of miscellaneous Department of
Defense (DoD), Defense Agency, and Field Activities, are currently located in leased
facilities within the National Capital Region, Relocation of BRAC 133 would require up
to 1.8 million square feet of existing or newly-constructed administrative and specific-
function space, and 1.3 million square feet of associated parking facilities  Three
alternative sites for implementing the proposed action were considered and evaluated
in detail in the EA. These alternatives are:

1. GSA Site (Alternative &)-acquisition, construction, and operation of
administrative facilities at a warehouse site owned by the General Services
Administration (GSA) in Springfield,

2. Victory Center Site {Altermative B}-acquisition and operation of administrative
facilities at a privately owned office complex on Eisenhower Avenue in
Alexandna; and

3. Mark Center Site {Alternative C)-acquisition and operation of administrative
facilities at a privately owned office complex at the intersection of Seminary Road
and Interstate 395 (1-395) in Alexandria

Other aliernatives included four additional sites that were assessed and ultimatealy
rejected for not conforming to Army relocation criteria, and were therefore not evaluated
in datail

CONCLUSION

According to the DEQ Air Quality Division, activity at any one of these proposed sites
may potentially have an effect on the area's ability to comply with the National Ambient
Alr Quality Standards. Accordingly, the air quality mitigation measures required under
the Final General Canformity Determination for Implementafion of 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure Recommendations and Related Army Actions at Fort Balvoir,
Virginia should apply to each of the proposed alternative sites.

Virginia's Secretary of Transportation, in a July 30, 2008 letter, indicated that the
selection of the future location of the Washington Headqguarters Services could have a
profound impact on the Northem Virginia region, Although three potential sites (GSA
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Warehouse, Victory Center and Mark Center) were analyzed in the EA, the Secretary
understands that development sites at the Main Post and the Engineer Proving
Grounds are still being considered for Washington Headgquarters Services. The Office
of the Secretary has deep concemns over the potential for relocating another 6.400
employees to the Main Post and Engineer Proving Grounds,

Traffic congestion and operational problems can be expected from development of any
of the three alternatives unless substantial, regional roadway improvements are
constructed. Furthermaore, there is concern over whether any of the recommended
road improvements would qualify under the Defense Access Road program, Of the
three sites, the GSA and Victory Center sites are located near Metrarall and/or Virginia
Railway Express stations and offer the most potential for reducing vehicular trips
generated by the proposal,

From the perspective af wildlife and habitat protection, DGIF prefers development of the
GSA or Victory Center over the Mark Center. In general, the Commoenwealth of Virginia
prefers alternatives that mimnimize impacts to air quality and promote the increased use
of mass transit.

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY UNDER THE COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, federal activities
located inside or outside of Virginia's designated coastal management area that can
have reasonably foreseeable sffects on coastal resources or coastal uses must, to the
maximum extent practicable, be implemented in a manner consistent with the Virginia
Coastal Resources Management Program (VCP) (also called the Virginia Coastal Zone
Management Program), The VCP consists of a network of programs administered by
several agencies. The DEQ coordinates the review of federal consistency
determinations with agencies administering the Enforceable and Advisary Policies of
the VCP

Federal Consistency Objection

A federal consistency determination (Appendix C) was submitied with the EA that
ncludes an analysis of the enforceable policies of the VCP. |In accordance with 15

C.F R 930.43(a), the Commonweaith of Virginia objects to the Army’s consistency
determination for this project and finds the project, as propesed, inconsistent with the
air pollution control enferceable policy administered by the Department of
Environmental Quality Air Quality Division (Virginia Code 10-1.1300 through 10.1-1320),
Specifically, the DEQ Air Quality Division finds the EA contains insufficient information
tn support the Army's consistency determination and a lack of mitigation measures for
the Victory Center and Mark Center alternatives
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Required Information Necessary to Determine Consistency with the Air Pollution
Control Enforceable Policy of the VCP

Air Pollution Control: General Conformity. A general conformity analysis s required
for the BRAC projects al Fort Belvoir because the Washington Metropolitan Area, of
which Fort Belvoir is a part, is a non-attainment area for two criteria poliutants: the 8-
hour ozone standard and the fine particulate standard of the National Ambent Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) (see section 176(c) of the federal Clean Air Act) Analysis
by the Air Quality Division indicates that the cumulative emissions impact of ozone
precursors attnbutable to the BRAC projects will exceed the general conformity
thrasholds for the area. Accordingly, the air quality mitigation measures required under
the Final General Conforrmity Determination (GCD) for Implementation of 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Recommendations and Related Army Actions al Fort
Belvoir, Virginia should apply to each of the proposed alternative sites, It is DEQ's
position that these air quality mitigation measures also apply to the Victory Center and
Mark Center sites.

Summary of Needed Information. As indicated above, we require the following
information to allow a determination of the consistency of the proposed BRAC projects
with the Air Pollution Control enforceable policy:

= | the 5,400 employees that are the subject of this review are part of the 22,000
personnel identified in the Final June 2007 EIS, then DEQ requires additional
information as to the disposition of the remaining approximately 15.600
parsonnal.

» [fthe 5400 employees are in addition to the 22 000 described in 2007, then the
air quality effects, including any additional emissions generated, must be re-
evaluated in relation to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emission budgets
developed and agreed upon in July 2007 and contingent upon the conditions
previously identified concerning federal consistency with coastal programs.

« |f additional sites are considered for the implementation of BRAC
Recommendation 133 at Fort Belvoir andfor the assumptions used in this final
EA change, then an updated analysis must be performed to evaluate the
potential air guality impacts resulting from any demaolition, construction, and
aperational activities, including emissions from vehicular traffic

* A discussion of mitigation measures proposed for the Victory Center and Mark
Center altarnatives

Naotification Reguirement.

In accordance with the Federal Consistency Regutations, 15 CFR Part 930, seclion
8930.43{e). the Army must notify DEQ If it decides to proceed, despite cur objection,
before the project commences.
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DEQ encourages the Army, in accordance with 15 CF R, 930 43(d), to work with DEQ
to reach an agreement on modifications that would result in the project's consistency
with the air pollution control enforceable policy of the VCP. To coordinate this activity,
contact Tom Ballou, Director of the Office of Air Data Analysis and Planming at (B04)
598-4406

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

1. Air Pollution Control  According to the EA (page 3-468), the U .S EPA has
designated Fairfax County and the City of Alexandra as moderate nonattainment for
the B-hour ozone standard. BMPs would be required and implemented for both
construction emissions and stationary point source emissions associated with the GSA
site alternative. Ermissions would not exceed de minimis thresholds at the Mark and
Victory sites.

1{a) Agency Jurisdiction, DEQ's Air Quality Division, on behalf of the State Air
Fallution Control Board, is respansible to develop regulations that become Virginia's Air
Polluton Contrel Law. DEQ is charged to carry out mandates of the state law and
related regulations as well as Virginia's federal cbligations under the Clean Air Act as
amended in 1890, The objective is to protect and enhance public health and quality of
life through control and mitigation of air poliution. The division ensures the safety and
quality of air in Virginia by monitoring and analyzing air quality data, regulating sources
of air pollution, and working with local, state and federal agencies to plan and
implement strategies to protect Virginia's air quality. The appropriate regional office is
directly responsible for the issue of necessary permits to construct and operate all
stationary sources in the region as well as to monitor emissions from these sources for
compliance  As a part of this mandate, the environmental documents of new projects o
be underaken in the State are also reviewed. In the case of certain projects, additional
evaluation and demonstration must be made under the general conformity provisions of
state and federal law.

1(b} Air Quality Mitigation Measures. According to the DEQ Air Quality Division, the
three proposed alternative sites are all located in the Northern Virginia ozone and fine
particuiate matter (PM; 5) nonattainment areas. Activity at any one of these proposed
sites may potentially have an effect on the area’s ability to comply with the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Accordingly, the air quality mitigation measures
required under the Final General Conformity Deterrmination (GCD) for Implementation of
2005 Base Realignment and Ciosure (BRAC) Recommendations and Related Army
Actions at Fort Belvoir, Virgima should apply to each of the proposed alternative sites
DEQ does naot agree with statements in the document (pages ES-5, 4-4 and C-3) that
the Victory Center and Mark Center alternatives * _are distinctly different activities from
the situation outlined in the GCD." Moreover, it is DEQ's position that these air quality
mitigation measures apply to all actions located in the Northern Virginia nonattainment
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area that are associated with the Final Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) for
Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Recommendations and Related
Army Actions al Fort Belvoir {Jure 2007) in its entirety.

1({c) Comprehensive Review. The proposed action evaluated in the Final EA is the
relocation of approximately 6 400 personnel, including Washington Headguaners
Sernvices and administrative activities, Ut is unclear whether the movements Included in
this EA are a portion of the net increase of 22,000 personnel Identified in the Final EIS
{June 2007) or if this is polentially an additional 5400 employees being added o the
Fort Belvoir workforce. It is DEQ's position that the complete implementation of the
2005 BRAC recommendations and related Army actions at Fort Belvoir should be
identified avaluated, and reviewed as a whole and not presanted in piecemeal fashion

1(d) Preferred Alternative., MNeither the Final EA nor the Draft FONSI identifles a
preferred alternative site for the proposed action. On the contrary, both documents
allude to the possible use of additional sites, not evaluated in the Final EA, to
accommodate this personnel relocation  In general, DEQ would support alternativas
that minimize impacts to air quality, promote increased use of mass transit. and provide
for the controlled growth of base activities into the foreseeable future.

1({e) Requirements. This proposal 1s subject to the following requirements with respect
1o air emissions

e [f the § 400 employees that are the subject of this review are pant of the 22,000
personnel identified in the Final June 2007 EIS, then DEQ reguires additional
nformation as to the disposition of the remaining approximately 15,600
parsonnal,

e [ the 6,400 employees are in addition to the 22,000 descnbed in 2007, then the
air quality effects including any additional emissions generated must be re-
evaluated in relation to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emission budgets
developed and agreed upon in July 2007 and contingent upon the conditions
previously identified concerning federal consistency with coastal programs.

+ If additional sites are consldered for the implementation of BRAC
Recommendation 133 at Fort Belvoir and/or the assumptions used in this final
EA change, then an updated analysis must be performed to evaluate the
potential air quality impacts resulting from any demaolition, construction, and
operational activities, including emissions from vehicular traffic

1(f) Volatile Organic Compounds and Oxides of Nitragen. The Army should take all
reasonable precautions to imit emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
oxides of nitrogen (NO,)VOCs and NO,. principally by controlhing or limiting the burning
of fossil fuels
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There are some limitations on the use of “cut-back” (liguefied asphait cement, blendead
with petroleum solvents) that may apply to the project (9 VAC 5-40-5480).
Furthermore, there are time-of-year restrictions on its use during the months of April
through October in VOC emission control areas.

1(g) Fugitive Dust. During construction, fugitive dust must be kept to a minimum by
using control methods outiined in 9 VAC 5-50-60 et seq. of the Regulations for the
Confrol and Abatement of Air Pollution. These precautions include, but are not limited
to, the following:

Use, where passible, of water or chemicals for dust control,

Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric fillers 1o enciose and vent the
handling of dusty materials;

Covering of open equipment for conveying maternals, and

Prompt removal of spilled or tracked dirt or other materials from paved streets
and remaval of dried sediments resulting from soil erosion

1(h) Open Burning. If project activities include the burning of construction or
demalition material, this activity must meet the requiremeants under 8 VAL 5-40-5600 et
seq. of the Regulalions for open burning, and it may require a permit. The Reguiations
provide for, but do not require, the local adoption of a model ordinance concerning open
burning. The Army should contact Fairfax County or City of Alexandria officials to
determine what local requirements, if any, exist

(i) Fuel Burning Equipment. Should the facility require the installation of fuel burning
equipment (e.g. boilers and generators), a permit may be required prior to beginning
consiruction of the facility. The provisions of 9 VAC 5 Chapter 50 (9 VAC 5-50-10 et
seq.) and B8 VAC 5 Chapter 80 (9 VAC 5-80-10 et seq.) apply. The Army should review
those provisions and contact DEQ-NRO for guidance on whether those provisions

apply.

2, Transportation Impacts. According to the EA (page ES-2), long-term minar
adverse effects on transportation under the GSA site, Victory Center. and Mark Center
alternatives would be expected due to BRAC 133, Implementation of the potential
transportation improvements that have been dentified in conjunction with the proposed
action would not result in significant adverse environmental effects.  All the altermatives
would contribute to the need for improvements to the surrounding transportation
systems

2(a) Comments. The Secretary of Transportation, on behalf of the Virginia Department
of Transpartation (VDOT) provided extensive comments on the proposal in a July 30,
2008 letter (attached) submitted directiy to the Army
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Main Post and Engineer Proving Grounds Sites

Much of the concerns expressed in the July 30, 2008 letter address the relocation of the
Washington Headquarters Service to the Main Post and the Engineering Proving
Grounds (EPG). In June 2007 the Army published its Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) far Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
Recommendation and Related Army Aclions at Fort Befvoir, Virginia. On August 7,
2007, the Army Issued a Record of Decision (ROD) that deferred decision making on
the disposition of BRAC 133 to Fort Belvoir. The EIS evaluated proposals for faciities
for BRAC 133 at the EPG and Main Post. Those locations are not evaluated again in
this EA. However, they remain potentially available for selection. According to the EA
{page ES-1), if either EPG or Main Post are to be selected for BRAC 133, such
selection will be dane through a supplemental RQD rather than subsequent to this EA
Therefore, EPG and Main Post sites are outside the scope of this EA.

The understanding at the Office of the Secretary 15 that although three potential sites
(GSA Warehouse. Victory Center and Mark Center) were studied in the EA,
development sites at Main Post and the Engineer Proving Grounds are still being
considered for Washington Headquarters Services. The Secretary has deep concerns
over the potantial for the relocation of another 6. 400 employees to the Main Post and
Engineer Proving Grounds. Based on the traffic studies prepared for the EA and the
June 2007 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Fort Belvoir Base Realignment
and Closure, traffic congestion and operational problems can be expected unless
substantial regional roadway improvements are pravided in conjunction with
development of the GSA Warehouse, Main Post and Engineer Praving Grounds. The
Army's analysis indicates failing levels of service at several interchanges on 1-95 and
much of the U.5. 1 cerridor adjacent to Fort Belvoir if mitigating improvements are not
constructed. Furthermore, the Secretary disagrees with the Army’s position that the
2007 EIS sufficiently evaluated the impacts of the four land use alternatives. According
to Secretary, none of the four fand use alternatives presented in the EIS studied the
cumulative impacts of placing the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency on the EPG
and the Washington Headguarters Services on the Main Post under the same land use
scenario. See the Secretary's response {attached) for additional comments on the
Main Post and EPG sites.

GSA, Victory Center and Mark Center Sites

With respect to the three alternatives under review, the Secretary finds that traffic
congestion and operational problems can be expected unless substantal, regional
roadway improvements are provided in comjunction with development of the GSA
Warehouse. The GSA and Victory Center sites are located near Metrorail and/or
Virginia Rallway Express stations and offer the moest potential for reducing vehicular
tnps generated by the proposal The Engineer Proving Grounds, Main Post and Mark
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Center locations do not offer convenient access to Metrorail or VRE and will most likely
not be able to achieve the Army's trip reduction goals.

The letter notes that the EA indicates that the Army would pursue specfic, dentified
site access and local road improvements through the Defense Access Road program.
The Secretary is concemed about whather any of the recommended road
improvements would gualify under the Defense Access Road program. Developer
funded studies at the Victory Center and Mark Center sites only analyzed the impacts to
the immediate local roadway networks. These studies should be expanded to
determine the impacts of the Washington Headquarters Services development on
surraunding local and regional roadways.

2(b) Recommendations. VDOT offers the following recommendations for this
proposal;

+ Additional ransporation analysis, documentation, mitigation and cost estimates
should be performed if the Main Pest is selected as the future site of the
Washington Headquarters Services.

» Transpaortation mitigation improvements described in the EA should be submitted
to the Defense Access Road program staff to determine their sligibility prior to
the selaction of the preferred site.

» Additional traffic impact analyses should be performed. particularly far the Victory
Center and Mark Center alternatives

2(c) Conclusion. Overall, the selection of the future location of the Washington
Headquarters Services could have a profound impact on the Morthern Virginia region,
Choosing a site that has limited transit access, lacks local support, and negatively
impacts iocal and regional transportation infrastructure is not in the bast interest of the
Army or the citizens of the Commonwealth. The Army should secure tfransportation
funding for the mitigation projects listed in the EA priar to making this important land
use decision.

3. Water Quality & Wetlands. According to the EA (page 3-110), minar reductions In
impervious surface cover under both the GSA and Victory Center alternatives would be
expected to contribute to slight long-term beneficial effects on water resources. At the
Mark Center site, increases in impervious land cover would occur with eventual build-
out of Mark Center, whether or not the Army acquires the site for BRAC 133, Under
any of the three alternatives, appropriate required storm water ma nagement practices
and desians would be expected to be incorporated into development designs and
followed during construction to minimize any adverse effects of increased storm water
and nonpoint source pollution,
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The EA (page 4-5) states that there would be no effects on wetlands as none are
present in the footprints of any of the alternatives, and onsdte best management
practices (BMPs) would help protect downstream niparian areas, watar quality, and
other resources.

3|a) Agency Jurisdiction. The State Water Control Board (SWCB) promulgates
Virginia's water regulations, covering a variety of permits to include Virginia Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit. Virginia Pollution Abatement Permit. Surface and
Groundwater Withdrawal Permit, and the Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWPP).

The VWPP is a State permit which governs Wetlands, Surface Water, and Surface
Water Withdrawals/impoundments It also serves as § 401 certification of the federal
Clean Water Act § 404 permits for dredge and fill activities in waters of the U5 The
VWPP Program is under the Office of Wetlands and Water Protection/Compliance,
within the DEQ Division of Water Quality Programs. In addition to central office staff
that review and issue VWP permits for transportation and water withdrawal projects, the
seven DECQ reglonal offices perform permit application reviews and Issue permits for the
coverad activities.

3{b) Agency Comments. The staft of the DEQ Northern Regional Office (NRO) notes
that the EA states that no surface water (streams, wetlands and/or open water) are
located within the three proposed sites, except for a concrete lined channel which
drains into a stormwater management pond at the Mark Center site. If the channel can
be defined as a surface water, authorization under the VWP Program may be required
prior to commencing construction activities that may impact the feature.

3(c) Requirement. Should the Army choose the Mark Center site, the project manager
should contact the VWP Permitting Manager at Northern Regional Office of DEQ to
verify whether the concrete lined channel is surface water regulated under the VWPP
Program Regulation 9 VAC 25-210.

4, Subaqueous Lands Impacts. The document (page C-4) states that no subagqueous
land use 13 proposed under this action. This project invalves no encroachments in, on,
or over stale-owned submerged fands.

4(a) Agency Jurisdiction. The Virginia Manne Resources Commission (VMRC),
pursuant to Section 28.2-1200 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, has |urisdiction over any
encroachments in, on, or over any state-owned nvers, streams, or creeks in the
Commonwealth. For any development that involves encroachments channelward of
ardinary high water along natural nvers and streams, a Joint Permit Application (JPA)
must be submitted te VMRC for review and approval
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The VMRC serves as the clearinghouse for the JPA used by the:

+« VMRC for encroachments on or over state-owned subaqueous beds as well as
tidal wetlands;

« U5 Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for issuing permits pursuant to Section
404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act;

« DEQ for issuance of a Virginia Water Protection Permit, and

« local wetlands board for impacts to wetlands,

Appiication for a permit for subagueous lands impacts may be made by submitting a
JPA (form MRC 30-300) to VMRC.

4{b) Agency Comments. VMRC did not indicate that subagueous Impacts would
occur at any of the altarnative sites

For additional information, contact Elizabeth Gallup, VMRC at (757) 247-8027

5. Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management. According to the
EA (page 4-4), short-tarm minor adverse effects due to increased sediment in runaff
could occur during land disturbance activities associated with construction and
demaliion activities and redevelopment. Such effects would be minimized through the
use of construction-specific BMPs and development of site-specific plans far sediment
and erosion control and storm water runoff during construction. The GSA site and
Victory Center alternatives would have long-term beneficial effects resulting from minor
reductions in impervious surfaces, and the Mark Center alternative would have long-
term minor adverse effects from increased runoff as a result of a greater amount of
impervious surfaces.

5(a) Agency Jurisdiction. DCR's Division of Soil and Water Conservation (DSWGC)
administers the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law and Regulations
(VESCL&R) and Virginia Stormwater Management Law and Regulations (VSWMLER)

5(b) Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management Plans.
According to DCR-DSWC, the Army and its authorized agents conducting regulated
land-disturbing activities on private and public lands in the state must comply with the
VESCLER, VEWMLER including coverage under the general permit for stormwater
discharge form construction activities, and other applicable federal nenpoint source
pollution mandates (e g, Clean Water Act Section 313, federal consistency under the
Coastal Zone Management Acf). Clearing and grading activities, installation of staging
areas, parking lots, roads, buildings, utilities, or other structures, soil or dredge spoil
areas. of related land canversion activities that disturb greater than 2,500 square feet or
more in designated Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas (CBPAs), or areas on federal
lands which are analogous to CPBAs, would be regulated by VESCLER and

11
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VEWMLAR Accordingly, the Army must prepare and implement erosion and sediment
control {(ESC) plan to ensure compliance with state law and regulations. The ESC plan
15 submitted to the DCR Regional Office that serves the area where the project is
located for review for comphance. The Ammy is ultimately responsible for achieving
project compliance through oversight of on site contractors, regular field inspection,
prompt achon agamst non-compliant sites, and other mechanisms consistent with
agency policy, [Reference: VESCL §10,1-567)

5(c) Virginia Stormwater Management Program General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges from Construction Activities. DCR is responsible for the issuance,
denial, revocation, termination and enforcement of the Virginia Stormwater
Management Program (VSMP) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from
Construction Activities (previously known as Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (VPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities) related to municipal separate storm sewer systems (M54s) and construction
activities for the control of stormwater discharges from MS4ds and land disturbing
activities under the Virginia Stormwater Management Program

The operator or owner of construction activities involving land-disturbing activities equal
to or greater than 2,500 square feet (CPBA) are required to register for coverage under
the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities and
develop a project specific stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), Construction
activities requinng registration also includes the fand disturbance of less than one acre
of total land area that is par of a larger common plan of development or sale if the
larger common plan of development will ultimately disturb equal to or greater than one
acre. The SWPPP must be prepared prior to submission of the registrahon statement
for coverage under the general permit and the SWPPP must address water quality and
quantity in accordance with the VSMP Permit Regulations. General information and
registration forms for the General Parmit are available on DCR's website at
httpfhwww. dervirgima gov/soll & waterfvsmp shimi  [Reference: Virginia Stormwaler
Management Law Act §10.1-603.1 el seq.; VSMP Permit Regulations 4VAC-50 gl seq.|

6. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas. According to the document (page C-7),
Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) are present on or adjacent to all
the alternative sites for BRAC 133. Plans are in place to offset the RPA overiap on the
Victory Center with low impact development (LID) measures. For all alternatives, site-
specific stormwater management plans will be developed by the construction
contractors prior fo site disturbance achvities, and BMPs would be developed and
implemented in accordance with an on-site SWPFPP

6(a) Agency Jurisdiction. DCR's Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance
(DCBLA} administers the coastal lands management enforceable policy of the VCP
which is governed by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (Bay Act) (Virginia Code
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510.1-2100-10.1-2114) and Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and
Marnagement Regulations (Regulations) (3 VAC 10-20 et seq ).

6(b) General Comments. DCR-DCBLA notes that, pursuant to the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, as amended, federal activities affecting Virginia's coastal
resources or coastal uses must be consistent with the Virginia Coastal Resources
Management Frogram (section 307(c)(1) of the Act and the Federal Consistency
Reguiations, 15 CFR Part 830, sub-part C)

The 1998 Chesapeake Ecosystem Unified Pian requires the signatories, including the
Department of the Army, to fully cooperate with local and state governments in carrying
out voluntary and mandatory actions to comply with the management of stormwater. Al
signatory agencies committed to encouraging construction design that a) minimizes
natural area loss on new and rehabiiitated federal facilities; b) adopts low impact
development and best management technologies for storm water, sedimeant and
erosion control, -and reduces impervious surfaces; and ¢) considers the Conservation
Landscaping and BayScapes Guide for Federal Land Managers.

The Chesapeake 2000 Agreement committed the signatory agencies to a number of
sound land use and stormwater quality controls. The signatories additionally committed
the agencies to lead by example with respect to controlling nutrient, sediment and
chemical contarinant runoff from government properties. In December 2001, the
Executive Councll of the Chesapeake Bay Program issued Directive No. 01-1;
Managing Starm Water on State, Federal and District-owned Lands and Facilities,
which includes specific commitments for agencies fo lead by example with respect to
stormwater control.

6(c) Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas. The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act,
as locally implemented through the Fairfax County Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Qrdinance and the City of Alexandria Environmental Management Ordinance. strictly
controls land disturbance in environmentally sensitive lands called Resource Protection
Areas (RPAs) and Resource Management Areas (RMAs)

The Regulations (9 VAC 10-20-80 B 5) mandate thal RPAs shall include, A buffer area
not less than 100 feet in width located adjacent to and landward of all “water bodies
with perennial flow that have an intrinsic water quality value due to the ecological and
blolegical processes they perform or are sensitive to impacts which may cause
significant degradation to the quality of state waters.” The only land-disturbing activities
allowed in RPAs are those associated with

(a) the construction of water wells,
{b) the construction of passive recreation facilities such as boardwalks, trails and
pathways, and
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(¢) historic preservation and archeological activities (9 VAC 10-20-130-2)

RMAs are subject to the jurisdiction-wide performance criteria for development activities
in Fairfax County and the City of Alexandria, and to general performance critena found
in 9 VAC 10-20-120 of the Regulations. including requiremeants ta:

« minimize land disturbance, preserve indigenous vegetation. and minimize post-
development impernvious surfaces,

» satisfy stormwater management criteria consistent with water quality protection
provisions of the Virginia Stormwater Managemen! Regulations (4 VAC 50-80-80
et seq.); and

» comply with the requirements of the Virginia Eroston & Sediment Contral
Handbook, Third Edition, 1982 for land disturbance over 2 500 square feet,

6(d) Findings. Based on a review of the Fairfax County Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Areas map, DCR-DCELA finds that proposed development/redevelopment at the GSA
site will nat impact any RPAs. According to the EA, the Army plans to offset the RPA
overlap on the Victory Center located in Alexandria with low impact development (LID)
practices. All the Army’'s proposed aiternative sites are located within local junisdiction-
wide RMAs

6{e) Requirements. |n order to be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with
the coastal lands management enforceable policy of the VCP, development must be
consistent with the applicable performance crileria of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Area Designation and Management Regulations. Accordingly. the proposed
development activities must be consistent with the performance critena described

above

6(f) Conclusion. Provided the Army adheres lo the applicable performance criteria
described above, DCR-DCBLA finds the proposed actien would be consistent with the
coastal lands management enforceable policy of the VCP as administerad through the
Bay Act and Regulations.

7. Solid and Hazardous Wastes and Hazardous Materials. According 1o the EA
{page 3-100) solid waste would be generated due to construction at the selected site.
Mo effects on hazardous or taxic substances would be expected under the GSA or Mark
site alternatives (page 3-105). Due to presence of elevated levels in lead and arsanic in
soils under the Victory site, the EA (page 3-106) recommends that if any contaminated
soil is disturbed during site construction activities, it should be characterized and
properly disposed.

7(a) Agency Jurisdiction. Solid and hazardous wastes in Virginia are regulated by the
Virginla Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Waste Management Board
14
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(VWMBE) and the U.S Enwironmental Protection Agency They administer programs
created by the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act, commenly called Superfund,
and the Virginia Waste Management Act. DEQ administers regulations established by
the VWMB and reviews permit applications for completensss and conformance with
facility standards and financial assurance requirements. All Virginia localities are
required, under the Solid Waste Management Planning Regulations, to identify the
strategies they will follow on the management of their solid wastes to include items such
as facllity siting, long-term (20-year) use, and alternative programs such as materials
recycling and composting

7(b) Agency Comments. DEQ's Waste Divisicn staff determined that both solid and
hazardous waste |ssues and sites were addressed in the report. A geographic
information system (GiS) database search did not reveal any waste sites within a half
mile radius that would impact or be impacted by construction activities at the subject
site.

Sfaff parformed a cursory review of Waste Division data files and determined that there
are several hazardous waste, solid waste farmerly used defense sites (FUDS) and a
voluntary remediation program (VRP) projects located in the same zip code. These are
as follows

Hazardous Waste Site

= US GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, VA4470039336 LQG (ACTIVE)

Solid Waste Sites

« 22304 Covania Alexandria Arlington Incorparated, SWP 435, Energy

Recovery/incineration Facility
« 22304 FCR Incorporated, PBR 088, Materials Recovery Faciiity

« 22304 Inova Alexandna Hospital, PBR 202, RMW Steam Starlizer
o 22304 Morgan Distnbution, PBR 247, RMW Steam Sterlizer

Formerly Used Defense Sites

o COIVADTTE, VASTIEF1651, ARLINGTON HALL TRNG, ALEXANDRIA
o CO3VAQ508. VASTIOF1710, CAMERON STA, ALEXANDRIA

Voluntary Remediation Program Sites

« VRPOO247, Landmark Professional Center, Certificate Issued
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VRPDG34T, Sparkle Dry Cleaners, Certificate |ssued

VRPOO2B0, Fairfax Lumber & Millwork Company, Inc., Enrolled in Program
VRP00493, Midtown Springfield-Hotel Parcel, Eligibility Pending
VRPO0359, Park Cleaners, Cerificate |ssued

7(c) Waste Management. Any soil that is suspected of contamination or wastes that
are generated during construction-related activities must be tested and disposed of in
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

7({d) Asbestos-containing Material and Lead-based Paint. All structures being
demolished, renovated, or removed. should be checked for asbestos-containing
matenals (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) prior to demaolition. If ACM or LEP are
found, in addition to the federal waste-related regulations mentioned above, State
regulations 9VAC 20-80-840 for ACM and 8VAC 20-60-261 for LBP must be followed

7{e) Recommendations. The DEQ Waste Division recommends the following:

» The fallowing websites may be accessed to locate additional information on
hazardous waste, solid waste, FUDS and VRP sites using their identification
numbers:

hitp ./'www epa.govisuperfund/sites/cursites/index_him or
hitp floaspub. epa govfenviroiel homed waste

» [DEQ encourages all construction projects and facilities to implement pollution
prevention principles, including the reduction, reuse, and recycling of all solid
wastes generated, All generation of hazardous wastes should be minimized and
handled appropriately.

If you have any other questions or need further information, contact Paul Kohler at
(B04) B28-4208.

8. Pesticides and Herbicides. DEQ recommends that the use of herbicides or
pesticides for construction or landscape maintenance should be in accordance with the
principles of integrated pest management. The least toxic pesticides that are effective
in controlling the target species should be used. Please contact the Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services at (B04) 786-3501 for more information

8. Natural Heritage Resources. Development of the EA was coordinated with the
Department of Conservation and Recreation-Division of Matural Heritage (Appendix
B2}

9(a) Agency Jurisdiction The mission of the Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation s to conserve Virgima's natural and recreational resources. DCR supports a
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variety of environmental programs organized within seven divisions inciuding the
Division of Matural Hertage. The Natural Heritage Program's (DCR-DNH) mission is
conserving Virginia's biodiversity through inventory, protection, and stewardship, The
Virginia Natural Area Preserves Act, 10,1-209 through 217 of the Code of Virginia, was
passed in 19889 and codified DCR's powers and duties related to statewide biological
inventory: maintaining a statewide database for conservation planning and project
review, land protection for the conservation of biodiversity, and the protection and
ecological management of natural hertage resaurces (the habitats of rare. th reatenad,
and endangered species, significant natural communities. geoiogic sites, and other
natural featuras).

3(b) Finding. DCR-DNH searched its Biotics Data System for occurrences of natural
heriiage resources at the alternative sites. Biotics documents the prasence of natural
heritage resources in the area. However, due to the scope of the aclivity and the
distance to the resources, DCR-DNH does not anticipate that future redevelopment of
these properties would adversely iImpact these natural hertage resources

9(c) State-listed Plant and Insect Species. The Endangered Plant and Insect
Species Act of 1979, Chapter 39 §3.1-1020 through 1030 of the Code of Virginia, as
amended, authorizes the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consurmer Services
(VDACS) to conserve, protect. and manage endangered and threatened species of
plants and insects. The VDACS Virginia Endangered Plant and Insect Species
Frogram personnel cooperates with the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Senice (USFWS), DCR-
DNH and other agencies and organizations on the recovery, protection or conservation
of listed threatened or endangered species and designated plant and insect species
that are rare throughout their worldwide ranges. In those instances whera recovery
plans, developed by USFWS, are available. adherence to the order and tasks outlined
in the plans are followed to the extant possible

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between VDACS and DCR, DCR
represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on State-iisted threatened
and endangered plant and insect species. DCR finds that the currant activity will not
affect any documented State-listed plants or insects.

9(d) State Natural Area Preserves. DCR files do not indicate the presence of any
State Natural Area Preserves under the agency's jurisdiction in the project vicinity

9(e) Recommendation. Contact DCR-DNH, Rene Hypes at (804) 371-2708 far an
update on natural heritage information if 3 significant ameount of time passes bafore the
project is intiated since new and updated information is contin ually added to Biotics.

10. Wildlife Resources and Protected Species. Development of the EA was
coordinated with the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (Appendix B2).
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10{a) Agency Jurisdiction. The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF), as
the Commonwealth's wildlife and freshwater fish management agency, exercises
enforcemeant and regulatory jurisdiction over wildlife and freshwater fish, including state
or federally listed endangered or threatened species, but excluding listed insects
{Virginia Code Title 28.1). The DGIF is a consulting agency under the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U S.C. sections 661 et seq.), and provides environmental
analysis of projects or permit applications coordinated through DEQ and several othar
state and federal agencies. DGIF detarmines likely impacts upon fish and wildlife
resources and habital and recommends appropriate measures to avoid, reduce, or
compensate for those impacts

10({b) Agency Comments. According to DGIF records, the GSA site (Alternative A) is
located within close proximity to Accotink Creek which has been designated a
Confirmed Anadromous Fish Use Area. The Victory Center (Alternative B) and Mark
Center (Alternative C) sites are located within close proximity of Cameren Run which
has been designated a Potential Anadromous Fish Use Area. However, based on the
proposed activities, it does not appear that these waters, or their tibutaries, will be
adversely impacted by the project.

10{c) Recommendations. Overall, DGIF prefers the GSA site and Victory Center site
to the Mark Center site. The Mark Center curmently retains some wildiife habitat on site
and on adjacent lands. DGIF would prefer the reconstruction of currently developed
areas, such as Alternatives A and B, to the development of currently undeveloped
lands.

To minimize overall impacts to wildlife and natural resources, DGIF recommends that
the Army!

« Avoid and minimize impacts to undisturbed forest, wetlands, and streams to the
fullest extent prachicable
« Maintain undisturbed wooded buffers of at least 100 feet in width around all an-
site wetlands and on both sides of all perennial and intermittent streams
Maintain wooded lots to the fullest extent possible,
« Design stormwater controls to replicate and maintain the hydrographic condition
of the site prior to the change in landscape, including:
utilizing bicretention areas; and
minimizing the use of curb and gutter in favor of grassed swales.

Bioretention areas (also called rain gardens) and grass swales are components of Low

impact Development (LID). They are designed to capture stormwater runoff as close to
the source as possible and allow it to slowly infiltrate into the surrounding soil. They
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benefit natural resources by filtering pollutants and decreasing downstream runoff
volumes

10{d) Conclusion. Assuming the Army adheres to sinict erosion and sedimentation
controls, DGIF finds the proposal consistent to the maximum axtent practicable with the
fishenes managemeant enforceable policy of the Virginia Coastal Resources
Management Program,

Contact Amy Ewing, DGIF at (804) 367-2733. for additional information regarding these
comments

11. Water Supply. Acoording to the EA (page 3-92), potable water is supplied to all
sites by a local water utility.

11{a) Agency Jurisdiction. The Virgima Department of Health (VDH), Office of
Drnking Water (ODW) reviews projects for the potential to impact public dnnking water
sources (groundwater wells and surface water intakes)

11(b) Agency Comments. VDH finds that there are no groundwater sources within
one mile of the project site and no surface water intakes within five miles

11{c) Requirements. According to YDH. potential impacts to public water distribution
systems or sanitary sewage collection systems must be verified by the local utility.

Contact William Rucker, VDH at (804) 864-7495 for additional infarmation

12. Historic Structures and Archaeological Resources. This project is currentiy
being coordinated with the Department of Historic Resources. According to the EA
(page ES-6). no effects on cultural resources would be expected under any of the
alternatives, pending potential re-survey of the Mark Center BRAC 133 footpnnt for
archaeological resources and review and verification by Alexandria Archaeology and
the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),

12{a) Agency Jurisdiction. The Department of Historic Resources (DHR) conducts
reviews of projects to determine their effect on histonc structures or cultural resources
under its |urisdiction. DHR, as the designated State's Historic Preservation Office,
ensures that federal actions comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1962 (NHPA), as amended, and its implementing regulation at 36
CFR Part 800. The NHPA requires federal agencies fo consider the effects of federal
projects on properties that are listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historie Places. Section 106 also applies if there are any federal involvements, such as
licenses, permits, approvals or funding.
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12(b) Agency Comments. According to DHR, the Army is in consultation with DHR
regarding this project pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA, DHR anticipates that this
consultation will continue

For additional information, contact Marc Holma, DHR at (B04) 367-2323, ext. 114,

13. Local Comments. Fairfax County and the City of Alexandna provided extensive
comments on the proposal in letters date August 8, 2008 and August 13, 2008,
respectively, and submitted directly to the Army. The full texts of the localities
comments are attached.

Fairfax County

Fairfax County supports the Army's decision to consider the federally-owned GSA site for
the BRAC 133 Washington Headquarters Service relocation. According to the County,
the proximity of the site to the Franconia-Springfield Transit Center coupled with the
benefits of the revitalization of Springfieid would help mimmize the overall impacts ana
costs associated with the BRAC action, The redevelopment of the Springfield Mall as a
mixed use center could ultimately provide residential and |eisure opportunities for
employees at the GSA site. The County believes that the proximity of the GSA site 1o
Fort Belvoir, the Pantagon and the Springfield Mall and downtown area provide a levei of
convenience not available at any other site under consideration. Furthermore, the Fairfax
County Board of Supervisors has endorsed the GSA site as the preferred location for the
BRAC 133 jobs, The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors believes the GSA site Is the
preferred alternative because it is served by both Metra (rail and bus) and Virginia Ras
Express (VRE).

The County strongly believes the GSA Warehouse site is the best suited location for
BRAC 133, Washington Headquarters Services because this site:

« s within walking distance to the Franconia Springfield Metro Station a major
transportation/transit hub which offers maore transportation alternatives (Metro
Bus, Metro Rail, Virginia Railway Express, Fairfax Connector bus service, and
connections to the PRTC commuter bus service) than the other two sites and
could achieve the highest trip reduction because of its location and
transportation options

« |5 located outside of the Capital Beltway which will reduce the number of vehicle
trips and congestion along the Capital Beltway (east and weast) and inside the
Capital Beltway along 1-385 (to the north)

« |5 closer to Fort Belvoir and the EPG site than the other alternatives

« Has convenient access to transit and other employee amenities, such as close
proximity to retail centers and restaurants. The downtown Springfield area
currently is serviced by multiple transit options with frequent service between
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retail and restaurants and the Franconia-Springfield Metro and VRE station
Locating WHS at the GSA site would allow for connectivity options between
GSA, the Franconia-Springfield Metro station, and downtown Springfield with
relatively small expansion of existing transit services.

« Puts Metro and Virginia Railway Express within walking distance of nearly one
third of the 19,000 jobs being relocated, and would tie broader County and
regional planning efforts to focus development around Metro stations.

« |s adjacent to both 1-85 and the Franconia-Springfield Parkway, both of which are
major north-south and east-west routes; and in close proximity to the Fairfax
County Parkway. Clase proximity to major access routes will allow for more
convenient carpoaling epportunities for WHS employees unable to use traditional
transit services

* |sthe closest of all sites (including Main Post and the EPG) to Metrorall and
Virginia Railway Express station platforms; Located approximately 1,900 feet
from the Joe Alexander Transportation Center. the GSA warehouse site is well
within walking distance of the Franconia-Springfield Metrorail and VRE station
and connections to Metrobus, Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation
Commission (PRTC), and Fairfax Connecter bus service. PRTC commuter
buses provide frequent access to and from Prince William County to the sauth of
all three sites

« Should ensure a good pedestrian and bicycle connection with the Metro station
and that any sections of trails that may be shown on Fairfax County's Trails Plan
are constructed and tied into trails system, particularly those trails that would
connect into the METRO station

= Iz in proximity to efiicient and convenient transit service which is an important
and cost-effective method to heip reduce both vehicle miles traveled and traffic
congestion, and an alternative that facilitates the use of transit (2 g., use of
Metrorail and VRE) would probably be preferable fram an air quality standpoint
to an alternative for which transit use may be difficult

For additional information, contact Mark Canale, Fairfax County at (703) 324-1177,
City of Alexandria

The City of Alexandria supports the location of the Washington Headquarters Service
(WHS3) to either the Mark Winkler or to the Victory Center site. Both sites are uality
locations which can weall meet WHS requirements now and far into the future.

Because the WHS site is a relocation of employees, many of whom already travel the |-
95 and |1-395 carridors, the city agrees with the conclusion of the EA that the dissipation
of the traffic to aither of the Alexandria sites is such that the impact to the regional
roadway nefwork is manageable  In fact, the relocation of the WHS represents a major
opportunity to reduce single occupancy vehicle (SOV) tripe. Finally. the density of
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proposed office development at both sites In Alexandria is consistent with the
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments transpertation modeling, which
assumed a density of job growth similar to the WHS projected 6,408 employees.

The ity is in the initial stages of implementing a planned doubling of the service and
capacity of its eity-sponsored DASH bus system, Construction has started on a new
DASH bus maintenance facility, which is the first step in this process. According to the
City, this expansian will improve the connectivity of these two sites with the rest of the
city, as well as to the Metrorail system.

)

(i)

Victory Canter

Sufficient existing roadway capacity already is in place (Eisenhower is a four-
lane avenuea with significant underutilized road capacity), No new roadway
construction will be needed with the Victary Center site, and therefore the site
does not require any Defense Access Roads funding.

The site is within walking distance of the Van Dorn Metrorail station (although the
city understands thal the adjacency to a Metrorail site has been eliminated as a
requirement). Tha Van Dorn Street interchange with 1-95 is nearby. Eisenhower
Avenue is served by three exits from 1-85 (Telegraph, Clermont and Van Domnj,
there is a new exit being constructed (Mill Road), and major improvements ara
underway at one exit (Telegraph)

VRE currently runs on tracks near the Victory Center site. 1If this site is selected
for WHS, the City would study the feasibility of locating a VRE platform behind
the Victory Center site (Manassas ling) or adjacent to the Van Dom Metrorail
station (Fredencksburg line).

The City has recently adepted a long-range Master Transportation Plan that
contemplates Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service on Van Dorn Street and
Eisenhower Avenue. Recent agreements in regard to the HOT lanes on |-385
include the funding of a significant increase in transit service in the Van Daom
corridor in both Fairfax County and Alexandria.

The Victary Center would algo have a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) in
place that could accommodate the targeted 40% trip reduction level, with the
adjacent Metrorail access being a major component of trip reduction.

Mark Center

Traffic studies undertaken when the City approved the Mark Center office density
determined the necessary road improvements for the development. These
impravements, which are to be made at developer's expense, will create
sufficient capacity and. therefore, no additional transportation studies are
warranted, Singe Duke Realty is funding these road improvements, this site
does not require any Defense Access Roads funding
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The Mark Center can accommaodate the desired 40% level of trip reduction by
using existing TMP measures. and by expanding those measures. The TMP
measures include shuttle service, the City-operated DASH bus system),
Metrobus, and the proposed governmental shuttle service

The City's recently adopted long-range Master Transportation Plan includes a
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) commidor on Beauregard Street, which is a short walk
from the proposed WHS site.

FFurther information regarding these comments may be directed to Mark Jinks, City of
Alexandria at (703) B38-4300,

14. Pollution Prevention. DEQ advocates that principles of pollution prevention be
used m all construction projects as well as in facility operations. Effective siting,
planning, and on-site Best Management Practices (BMPs) will help to ensure that
environmental impacts are minimized. However, pollution prevention techniques also
include decisions refated to construction materials, design, and operational procedures
that will facilitate the reduction of wastes at the source.

14{a) Recommendations. We have several pollution prevention recommendations
that may be helpful in the construction of this project and in the operation of the facility:

Consider development of an effective Environmeantal Management System
(EMS). An effective EMS will ensure that the airport is committed to minimizing
its anvironmental impacts, setting environmental goals, and achieving
improvements in its environmental performance. DEQ offers EMS develapment
assistance and it recognizes facilities with effective Environmental Management
Systemns through its Virginia Environmental Excellence Program.

Consider environmental attributes when purchasing materials. For example, the
extent of recycled matenal content, toxicity level, and amount of packaging
should be considered and can he specified in purchasing contracts

Consider contractors’ commitment to the environment (such as an EMS) when
choosing contractors. Specifications regarding raw matenials and construction
practices can be inciuded in confract documents and requests for praposals.

Choose sustainable matenals and practices for infrastructure construction and
design, These could include asphalt and concrete containing recycled matedals,
and integrated pest management in landscaping, among other things

Integrate pollution prevention technigues into the airport maintenance and
operation, to include the following: inventory control (record-keeping and
centraiized storage for hazardous matenals), product substitution (use of non-
toxic cleaners), and source reduction (fixing leaks, energy-efficient HVAC and
equipment). Maintenance faciiities should be designed with sufficient and
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suitable space to allow for effective mventory control and preventative
maintenance

DEQ's Office of Pollution Prevention provides information and technical assistance
relating to pollution prevention technigues and EMS. For more information, contact
DEQ's Office of Pollution Prevention, Sharon Baxter at (804) 698-4344

15. Energy Conservation The proposed faciiity should be planned and designed 1o
comply with state and federal guidelines and industry standards for energy conservation
and efficiency. For example, the energy efficiency of the facility can be enhanced by
maximizing the use of the following

« thermally-efficient building she!l components {roof, wall, floor, windows, and
insulation),

« facility siting and erientation with consideration towards natural hghting and solar
loads

« high efficiency heating, ventilation, air conditioning systems,

« high efficiency lighting systems and daylighting techniques; and

« energy-efficient office and data processing equipment

Please contact Matt Heller, Department of Mines. Minerals. and Energy at (434) $51-
5351 for additional information,

REGULATORY AND COORDINATION NEEDS

1. Air Quality Regulations. This project is subject to air regulations administered by
the Department of Environmental Qualty. The following sections of the Code of
Virginia and Virginia Administrative Code are applicable:

« \irginia Code 10-1.1300 through §10.1-1320 for the State Implementation Plan
administered under the federal Clean Air Act for the attainment and maintenance
of the National Ambignt Air Quality Standards

s OVAC 5:40-5490 et seq. for the use of "cut back” asphalt.

e 9VAC 5-50-60 et seq. governing fugitive dust emissions, and

« B8YAC 540-5800 et seq., for open burning.

The installation of fuel buming equipment (e.g. boilers and generators), may require a
permit (3 VAC 5-50-10 et seq. and 8 VAC 5-80-10 et seq.) prior 1o beginning
construction of a facility

Far more infarmation and coordination contact Tom Ballou, Director of the Office of Alr
Data Analysis and Planning at (804) 698-4406. Also. contact local officials for
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imformation on any local requirements periaining o open burning

2, Transportation Impacts. Coordination of this proposal with respect o
transportation impacts may be accomplished by contacting the Office of the Secretary
of Transportation, Mr, Pierce Homer at (804) 786-8032

3. Water Quality Impacts. The Army should contact the Corps to obtain a wetland
delineation confirmation for sites that contain surface waters prior to any on-site
canstruchon agtivity. Should jurisdictional features ba present, contact DEQ-NRO to
determine the need for a Virginia Water Protection Permit (8 VAC 25-210-50), For
additional information and coordination, contact Trisha Beasley, DEQ-NRO at (703)
583-3940

4. Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management

4{a) Erosion and Sediment Control and Stormwater Management The Army must
ensure that it is in compliance with Virginia'’s Erosion and Sedimeant Control Law
(Virginia Code 10.1-567) and Regulations (4 VAC 50-30-30 et seq.) and Stormwater
Management Law (Virginia Code 10.1-803.5) and Regulations (4 VAC 3-20-210 et
seq.). An erosion and sediment control plan may be submitted to the DCR Warranton
Regional Office at (540) 347-6420 for review and approval.

4(b) Virginia Stormwater Management Program General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges from Construction Activities. For projects invalving land-disturbing
activities equal 1o or greater than 2 500 square feet Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Areas, the Army is required to apply for registration coverage under the Virginia
Stormwater Management Program General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from
Construction Activities. Specific questions regarding the Stormwater Management
Frogram requirements should be directed to Holly Sepety, DCR, at (804) 225-2613

5. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas. The proposed action is subject to the
stringent performance criteria (9 VAC 10-20-130) and general perfarmance criteria (9
VAC 10-20-120 et seq ) pursuant to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area
Designation and Management Regulations, including erosion and sediment cantrol
requirements contained in the Reguilations (4 VAC 50-30-30 et seq.). For additional
information, contact Joan Salvati. DCR-DCEBLA, at (804) 225-3440

6. Solid and Hazardous Wastes. All solid waste, hazardous waste, and hazardous
materials must be managed in accordance with all applicable federal, state. and local
anvironmental regulations  Some of the applicable state laws and regulations are

o Virgimia Waste Management Act (Code of Virginia Section 10.1-1400 af seq )
« \irginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (VHWMR) (9VAC 20-60)
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« Virginia Solid Waste Management Regulations {VSWMR) (3VAC 20-80), and

« \irginia Regulations for the Transporiation of Hazardous Materials (9VAC 20-
110)

Some of the applicable Federal laws and regulations are

» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. Section 68901 &t
s58q )

« Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations; and

« U.5. Department of Transportation Rules for Transportation of Hazardous
materials (49 CFR Part 107)

6{a) Asbestos-Containing Material. It s the responsibility of the owner or operator of
a renovation or demolition activity, prior to the commencement of the renovation or
demaolition, to thoroughly inspect the affected part of the facility where the operation will
occur far the presence of asbestos, including Category | and Category |l nonfriable
ashestos containing material (ACM). Upon classification as friable or non-fnable, all
waste ACM shall be dispesed of in accordance with the Virginia Solid Waste
Management Regulations (8 VAC 20-80-640), and transported in accordance with the
Virginia regulations governing Transportation of Hazardous Matenals (3 VAC 20-110-10
at seq.). Contact the DEQ Waste Management Program for additional information,
(804) 6084021, and the Department of Labor and Industry. Ronald L. Graham at (804)
371-0444

6(b) Lead-Based Paint. |f applicable, the proposed project must comply with the U5,
Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Admimistration (OSHA)
regulations, and with the Virginia Lead-Based Paint Activities Rules and Regulations.
For additional information regarding these requirements contact the Department of
Praofessional and Occupational Regulation, David Dick at (B04) 367-B588.

7. Historic and Archaeoiogical Resources. The Army must continue to coordinate
this action with the Department of Historic Resources in accordance with Section 106 of
the Nafional Histonic Preservation Act, as amended, and its implementing regulation 36
CFR 800, For additional information and coordination, contact Marc Hoima, DHR at
(B04) 367-2323, ext. 114,
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Implementation of 2005 BRAC Recommendation 133
Washington Headguarters Services. For Balvaif

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Assessment and
Faderal Cansistency Determination for the Implementation of the 2005 BRAC
Recommendation 133, Washington Headquarters Services, Fort Belvoir, in Fairfax
County and the City of Alexandria. Detailed comments of reviewing agencies are
aftached for your review. Please contact me at (804) 898-4325 or John Fisher at (804)

608-4339 for clarification of these comments

Sincerely,
I
iy A 0 \

Ellie frons, Manager

Office of Environmental Impact Review

Enciosures

&= e

Pierce Homer, Secretary of Transportation
David Hartsham, DEQ-NRO

Tom Ballou, DEQ-AQD

Paul Kohler, DEQ-ORF

Tony Watkinson, VMRC

Amy Ewing, DGIF

Ethel Eaton, DHR

Chris Adkins, VDOT

William Rucker, VDH

Matt Heller, DMME

Anthony Griffin, Fairfax County

James K. Hartmann, City of Alexandria

G. Mark Gibb, Northern Virgima Regional Cammission
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Fort Belvoir BRAC

ATTH: BRAC 133 EA Comments
10306 Eaton Place

Sue 140

Fairfax, VA 21030

Sibject;  Final Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact for
Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (HRAC) Recommendation 113 at
Fort Belvoir, Virging

Mear Sir or Madams:

Thank vou for providing the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Air Division,
the opportunity to comment on the Final Enyironmental Assessment {EA) and Drafi Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSD for Implementation of 2005 Rase Reslignment and Closure (BRAL)
Recommiendation 133 at Fort Belvoir, Virgimin. This proposed action plans to relocate approximately
6400 personnel from various lensed administrative space in Northern Virginia o one of three spaces
located In cither Fairfax county or the City of Alexandria. The Final EA provides a proposed multi-year
construction schedule [2007-2011) for each site and includes emission estimates for demoliten,
canstruction, and opertional sctivities with planned completion by the BRAC deadline of September 15,
2081

The Virginia Department of Envirommental Chuality (DECH, Air Cruality Division, offers the
followimg comments with respect 10 the alternatives presented in the Final EA and Dirafl FOMSEL

Adr Quality Mitigation Measures

The three proposed altemnative sites: the General Services Adminisiration (GSA) wercholise in
Fairfax, the Victory Center site in Alexandria, and the Mark Center site in-Alexandria are all located in
the Northern Vieginia ozone and fine particulate matter (PM: 1) ponaltamment arcas. Achvily ol any one
of these proposed sites may potentially have an effect on the area’s ubility to comply with the National
Afnbient Air Ouality Standards. Accordingly, the mr quality mitigation measures required under the Einal
General Conformily, Determination (GUD for Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and {jesure
(BRAC) Recommendations anil Related Army Agtions st Fort Belvoir, Virginia should apply to each of
the propesed alternative sites, DEQ does not agree with the Department of Army view that the Victory



Fort Belvair BRAC 133 EA
Page 2 of 2

Center and Mark Center alternatives . ave distinctly differens activities from the sttwation owtlined in the

D" Moreover, it is DEQ's position that these air quality mutigation measures apply to all actions

located in the Morthern Virgmia nonsttainment ares that are associnted with the Final Environmental
ent (E18) for implementation of 2005 Buse Realignment and ure

and Related Army Actions at Fort Belvoir (June 2007} in its entirety.
Comprebensive Review

The proposed action evaluated in the Final EA i€ the relocation of approximately 6400 personnel,
incloding Washington Headguarters Services and admunistrative activities. [ is unclear whether the
movements included in this EA are a portion of the net increase of 22,000 personnel identified in the
Final EIS (Jume 2007) or if this is potentinlly an additional 6400 emplovees being added 1o the Fort
Belvoir workforee, If the former scenario is comeet, then DECQ) requires additional information as to the
disposition of the remaining approximately 15,600 personnel and any changes in the cumulative
emissions impact over the time period in question.  If the latter scenario applies, then the air quality
eftects including any additienal emissions gencrated must be re-cvalusted in relation to the SIP emission
budgets developed and agreed upon in July 2007 and contingent wpon the conditions previously identitied
concerning  federal consistency with coastal programs. It ks DEQ's position that the complete
implementation of the 2005 BRALC recommendations and related Army actions at Fort Belvinr should be
wdentified, evaluated, and reviewed as a whole and not presented in piecemend fashion.

Preferred Alfernative

Meither the Final EA nor the Denft FONSE identily a preferred altemative site for the proposed
pction, On the contriry, both documents allude to the possible use of additionnl sites, not evalusted in the
Final EA, to accommodate this personnel relocation. In general. DEQ would support alternatives that
minimize wnpacts 10 air quality, promote increased use of mass transit, and provide for the controlled
growth of base activities into the foresceable future. I additionnl sites are considered for the
wnptementation of BRAC Recommendation 133 st Fort Belvoir andor the assumptions used in this final
EA change, then an updated snalysis must he performed (o evaluate the potential air quality impacts
resulting from any demolition, construction, and operational activities, including emissions - from
vehicular tratfic,

Thank you for providing the Virginin Depanment of Environmental Cuality, Air Quality
[¥vision, the opporfunity to review and comment. We look forward 1o working with vou in the future.

Simcerely.,

Thomas B Rallou _
Crivector, Air Dot Analvsis & Planning

o0, 8 Dewd, DEG
M. Murphy. DEQ)
E. lrons, DEQ)
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August 1, 2008

Mr. John B Fisher

Diepartmient of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmenial Impact Review
629 East Mmn Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, YA 23219

Re: Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment pnd Closure Recommendation | 33 (Washington
HO Services), Fi. Belvoir

[ear Mr. Fisher:

The Virginia Department of Transportation provided comments for this EA to the Secretary of
Transportation for his response to Fort Belvor,

Enclosed is o copy of his response.

Sincerely,

oyt . Sl

; Stanley
Emvironmentil Engineer
Virginia Department of Transportation
(B04) TRO-OROE

Wirginia2aT o
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
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DATE: August | 1, 2008
TOX: John Fisher, DEQ
FROM: Robert 5. Munson, Planming Burean Mamager, DCR-DPRR Fedan 5 Hfidns.

SUBRIECT: DECQ 08-154F: Fort Belvair BRAC Recommendation 133 - Fairfax County snd City of
Alexandra, Virgimia

[ivision of Natural Heritage

The Department of Conservation and Recrention's Division of Natiral Hentage (DCR) has searched its
Bictics Data Syitem for occurrences of puturnl beritage resources from the area owtlmed on the submitted
map. Natural hertage resources are delingd as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and
arrimal spectes, unique or exemplary natiral communities, and signficant geologic formations.

Bivtles documents the presence of natural heritage resources (n the project area.  However, due tix the
scope of the activity and the distance to the resources. we do not anticipate that this project will adversely
imipsct these natural heritage resources.

In additien. our fles do not indiente the presence of any State Natural Ared Preserves under [DOR's
Junsdiction i the project vicmiry

Under a Memorndum of Azreement established between the Vieginia Department of Agriculure and
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (| DUR), DCR
represents VIIACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-hsted threatened and endanpered
plamt and insect species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or insects.

New and updated information is continually added w Bisties.  Please contact DCR for an update on this
natural heritage information il asignificant amount of time passes before i s utilized.

The Virginia Deportment of Game and Infand Fisheries maintains o database of wildlife locations,
mciuding threatened and endangered species, rrout streams; and anadromous fish waters. that may contain
informaticn not documented in this leter, Their database may be accessed from

www dglf vigginia.goviwildlifeinfs_map/index hitml. or contset Shirl Dressler at (804) 167-6%11

Ntare Parky « Soil and Witer Conservation = Natural Hevltage « Ougdoor Recreation Planming
Chevapenke Ray Local tssistance » Dam Safeny and Floadploin Maragement » Lamd Conservation



Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance

The Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, as locally implemented through the Fairfax County ( Tresapecike
Bay Preservation Ordmance and the City of Alexandria Envirormmental Mariggemint Ordinamee, strictly
controls land disturbance in environmentally sensitive lands. These lunds. referred 1o a5 Resoiree
Management Areus (RMAs), are subject 10 the jurisdiction-wide performance criterin for development
activities in Fairfay County and the City of Alexandria, and 10 general petlormance eriteria found i §9
VAL [0-20-120 of the (hesapecke Bay Preservarion Avea Designation amed Mumagemn Rewulationy,
meluding requirements to minimize land disturbance, preserve indigenous vegetution, and minimize post-
development impervious surfaces, Additionally stormwater management criteris consistent with water
quality protection provisions (§4 VAC 50-60-60 et seq.) of the Virgimia Storemialer Mamage miont
Regulationy 1§ 4 VAC 50-60) shall be satisfied, and for land disturbance over 2,500 square fieet, the
project must comply with the requirements of the Firgindge Eravion & Sediment Contend Handbook. Thid
Edition, 1992,

A review of the Farfax County Chesapeake Bav Preservation Areas map shows that the propesed project
fies within the County's jurisdiction-wide RMA and, sccordingly, the proposed development activitics
must comply with the above-referenced performance criterin.  As referenced in the FEA documents
submitted, potential developmentredevelopment at the Springficld Mall or ot the GSA site south of the
Francomia/Sprnghield Parkway will mot impaet any Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) in Fairfax County

Relative tw the potential development of the Victory Center site in Alexandria, page C-7 of the FEA
mdicates that “Plans are in place w offset the RPA overlap on the Victory Center with low mmpact
development {LID) practices.”  If the Victory Center site is chosen for the final BRAC 133 proposal,
plense note the following:

89 VAL 10:20-80 B 5 of the Chesapeake Bav Preservation Area Phexnation amd . Management
Regulariony mandates that Resource Protection Areas shall include = A bufTer aren not less than |00 feet
n width Jocated adjacent to and landward of all “water bodies with perennial fow that have an intrinsic
witter quality value due 1o the ecologicul and bivlogical processes they perform or re sensitive 1o impacts
which may cause significant degradation o the quality of state waters,™

§9 VAL 10-20-150-2 of the Clesapeak v Bay Proservation Avea Dexigniation and Meamagemion
Regwiariony the only land disturbing activities allowed fn Resource Protection arcas are those associnted
with: (@) the construction of water wells, (b) the comstructhen of passive recrention facilities such as
boardwalks, mails and pathwoys; and (¢} historic preservation and archenlogical activities.

Pursant 1o the Coasml Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, Federnl activities affecting
Virginia's coastal resources or coastal uses must be consistent with the Virginia Coastal Resources
Management Program (VURMP Ksection 307(e) 1) of the Act und the Federad Consivioncy Regulutions,
IS CER Part 930, sub-part ©), The 1998 Clhaesapeake Ecosystem Unified Plas requires the signatories,
including the Department of the Arimy, 1o fully cooperate with local and state governments in COFTYing out
voluntary and mandatory actions t comply with the management of stormwater. All signmtory QLN its
also committed to encouraging construction design that o) minimizes natural aren loss on new and
rehabilitated federal facifities: b) adopts low impact development and best management technologies for
stonm. water, sediment and erosion control, and reduces impervious surfaces: and ¢) considers the
Comservition Landscaping amd  BovScapes Gude for Federad. Lowd Managers.  Tn ncddition, the



Chesapenke 2000 Agreement committed the signatory sgencies o g nomber of sound land use and
stormwater quality controls. The signatories additionally commitied the agencies 10 fead by example with
respect to controlling notrient, sediment and chemical contaminant mnoft from govemment properties. In
December 2001, the Executive Council of the Chesapeake Bay Program issned Directive Moo 0)-
{: Meging Stortm Water on State, Federal aod Distvict-owned Lawds and Focilities. which imcludes
specific commitments for agencies to lead by example with respect to stormwater contral,

Provided sdherence 1o the above regquircments, we concur that the project would be consmtent with the
Chesapecke Bay Presérvation Area Destgnation and Maragesent Regulation,

rivision of Soul and Water Conseryvation

The U.S. Army and their mithorized agests conducting regulated land disturbing activities on private and
public |lands in the state must comply with the Virgima Erosion and Sediment Control Law and
Regulations (VESCLLR), Virginia Siormwater Management Law and Repulations including coverige
under the peneral permit for stormwater discharge from construction sctivities, and other applicable
federal nonpomt source pollution mandates (e.g. Clean Water Act-Section 313, Federal Consistency
under the Coastal #one Management Act). Clearing and grading activities, imstallation of staging nreas,
parking  lots. roads, buildings, utilities, borrow argas, soil stockpiles, and related land-disturbance
petivities that result in the land-disturbance of wreater than 2,500 sguare feet would be regulated by
VESUL&R, Accordingly, the US. Army must prepare and implement erosion and sediment coptrol
(ESC) plam to ensure compliance with state lw and regulations. The ESC plan is submined o the DCR
Regional Office thut serves the arei where the project is located for review for compliance. US, Army 14
iltimately responsible for achieving project complinnce through oversight of on sibe contractors, regulir
field inspection, prompt action sgamst non-comphiant sites, snd other mechanisms consistent with agency
policy, [Reference: VESCL §10.1-567;).

General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities:

The operator or owner of constroction activities imvolving lond disturbing sctivities equal 1o or grester
than one acre are requited to register for coverage under the General Permit for Dischorges of Stormwater
froth Construction Activitles and develop o project speeific stormwater pollution prevention  plan
(SWPPP). Construction sclivities requiring fegistrathon also includes the land-disturbance of less than
ome acre of total land area that is part of o larger common plan of development or sale if the larger
common plan of development will ultimately disturb équal to or grester than one acre. The SWPPP must
he prepared prior o submission of the registration stalement for dovernge under the general permit and
the SWPPP must sddress water guality and quantity i accordance with the Virgima  Stormwater
Management Program (VSMP) Permit Begulations. General information and registration forms for the
General Peemit are available on DOCR's website ot hitps/www dervirginia govisoil_& water/vsmp.shimi

| Reference: Virginia Stormwater Manegement Law Act §10.1-6053.1 et seq.; VSMP Permit Regulations
AV ALCS0 et seq.|

General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities in CHPA:

The operator of owner of construction activities involving land disturbing sctivities equal to or greater
ihan 2500 square feet in orcas designated as subject 1o the Chesapeske Buy Preservation Arca
Pesgnation and Management Regulstions adopted pursuant to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act are
required 1o register for coverage wnder the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from
Construction Activities and develop a project specilic stormwater pollution preventon plan | SWPPP),
The SWPPF must be prepured prior fo submisston of the registrution statement for covernge under the
generil permit and the SWPPP must address water quality and quantity in aceordance with the Virzinia
Stormwater Manmagement Program (YVSMP) Permit Regalations.  General information and registration
fovema fivr the CGleneral Permit are syvailable on DCR's website ot



littpe ! wwow.dor virginii gov/soll_ & _water/vsmp. shem|

[Reference: Virgmia Stormwater Management Law Act §10.1-603.1 et seq VSMP Permit Regulations
AW AC-50 ot seq.)

The remaiming DCR divisiens have no comments regarding the scope of this project, Thank you for the
POt (0 comment.
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Fisher,John

From: Beasley Trisha

Sent: Thursoay, August 28, 2008 1157 AM
Ta: Fishar John

Ce; Hareshorm, Dawd

Subjoect; CO#OB-154F

NRD comments regarding the implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Recommendation
133 (Washington HQ Services), Ft. Belvoir project are as follows:

Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWPF) Program — the proposal is to provide administrative space for
BRAC 133 at Fort Belvair. The Environmental Assessment Report states that no surface water (streams,
wetlands and/or open water) are located within the three proposed sites, except for a concrete lined channel
which drains into a storm water management pond

The project manager should contact the VWP Permitting Manager at Northern Regional Office of DEQ fo
verify whether the concrete lined channel is surface water regulated under the VWPP Program Regulation 9
VAC 25-210. If the feature 1s a surface water, authonization under the VWP Program may be required prior
to commencing construction activities that may impact the feature,

Air Compliance —The project manager is reminded that dunng construction phase of this project, that the
project is subject to the Fugitive Dust/Fugitive Emissions Rule 9 VAC 5-50-60 through 8 VAC 5-50-120; and
that should any open burning or use of special incineration devices be employed in the disposal of land
clearing debns during construction, that the operation would be subject to the Open Bumning Rule 8 VAC 5
40-5800 through 8 VAC 5-40-5645  |n addition, should the project install fuel burning equipment (Bailers,
Ganerators, etc. ), or other air pollution emitting equipment, the project may be subject to 9 VAC 5-80,
Article 6, Permits far New and Modified sources and as such should contact the Air Permitting Manager
DEQ-NRO prior to construction and operation of fuel burning or other air pollution amitting aquipment for a
pemitting determination.

Trisha M. Beasley
Depariment of Environmental Quality
Morthern Virginia Regional Cflee

Virginia Water Protegtion Permit Program
1390 Crown Court
Woodbridge, VA 22193

Phone: T3-3831-30410
Fas: TO3583-1841]

BOR2008



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION OF AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS APPLICABLE TO AIR QUALITY

TO: John E. Fisher DEQ - OEIA PROJECT NUMBER: 08 — 154F
PROJECT TYPE: [ | STATEEA/EIR X FEDERAL EA/EIS [ | 5CC
X CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION

PROJECT TITLE: IMPLEMENTATION OF 2005 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE .
RECOMMENDATION 133 (WASHINGTON HQ SERVICES), FT. BELVOIR ; s

PROJECT SPONSOR: DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE / L. 5. ARMY

PROJECT LOCATION: X OZONE NON ATTAINMENT AREA

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTSMAY BE APPLICABLE TO: % CONSTRUCTION
L] OPERATION

TATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD REGULATIONS THAT MAY APPLY:
[l 9WVAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 E - STAGE |
[] 9VAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 F - STAGE Il Vapor Recovary

[] 9VALT 5-40-5450 et seq. — Asphalt Paving operations
X 8 VAC 5-40-5600 et seq. - Opan Burning

X 8 VAC 5-50-60 et seq. Fugitive Dust Emissions

3 VAL 5-50-130 et seq. - Odorous Emissions; Applicable to.

]
(] 9VAC 5-50-160 et seq - Standards of Parformance for Toxic Pollutants
]
]

O = 0 LR g P s g

B vAC 5-50-400 Subpart . Standards of Perormance for New Stationary Sources,

designates stancards of parformance for the

§ VAC 5-80-10 2t seg of the requlations — Permits for Stationary Sources

8 VAC 5-80-1700 et seq. Of the regulations — Major or Modified Sources located in

P50 areas This rule may be applicable o the

8 vAC 5-80-2000 et seq. of the regulations — New and modified sources located in

non-attainment areas

12 || 9VAC 5-80-B00 et seq Of the regulations - Operating Permits and exemptions. This
rule may be applicable to

10

ey

1

11

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT:
Being in an area of ozone non-attainment, all precautions are necessary to
restrict the emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOy) during construction.

EFJL.»J-QI
—

(Kotur 5. Narasimhan)
Office of Air Data Analysis

DATE: August 15, 2008




VIRGINIA [DEPARTMENT OF 2

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MEMORANDLM
Til: Jot Fisher, Environmental Program Planner
Z i
FROM: Patil Kohler. Waste Division Environmental Review Coordinator
PATE: August 11, 2008
COPIES: Sanjay Thirunagari, Waste Division Environmental Review Manager; file

SURIECT: Envitonmental Impact Report: Implementation of 2005 Base realignment and © losure
Recommendation 133 (Washington HO Services), Fi. Belvor; 08-[54F

The Waste Division has completed iis review of the Environmental Impact repon for the
linplementation of 20035 Base realignment and Closure Recommendation 133 (Washington HO Services),
F1. Belvoir project ot Fort Belvoir and other locations in Northern Virginin, We hive the following
comiments conceming the waste issies associated with this project

Bath solid and hazardous waste issues were addressed in the report. Although the repont did not
provide a search list of whste-related datn base, the text implies that Federal sources were searched. A
(315 dotabase search did not reveal any waste sites within a half mile mdios that would impact or be
impacted by the subject site. The Waste [¥ivision stafl performed o cursory review ol its data files and
determined that there are seviera] hazardoous waste, solid waste, formerly wsed defense stes (FULYS), and
valuntary remediation (VRIY) projects Jocated within the same zip code(s) as the subject sitefs) Fhese are
s Balliosws

HW
LIS GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, VAL4T0039336 LOG (ACTIVE)

5V

M Covanta Alexandeg Ar |i|'|g;.=1::| Ineorporated, SWP 433, Energy Hecovery/Tnameration Faciliy
22304 FCR Incorpornted, PBR 088, Materials Recovery Facility

22104 Inova Alexandrin Hospilal, PBR 202, RMW Stewm Sterher

22104 Morgan Distribution, PRR 247, RMW Steam Sterlizer

FLITS
COINVADLTA VARTOOF 1651, ARLINGTON HALL TREMNG, ALEXANDERLA
COVWVADSOE. VAOTUOF 1710, CAMERON STA, ALEXANDRIA



VRP

VRPMI24T, Landmark Professionnl Center, Certificate Issued

VRMIDIAT, Sparkle Dy Cleaners, Certificate [ssued

VRPOO2AD, Fairfax Lumber & Millwork Company. Ine., Enrolled in Program
¥ RMI0493, Midtown Springlield-Hotel Parcel, Ehgibility Pending
VRIS, Park Cleaners, Certificate lssued

T he fmllowing websites may prove helpful n locating additicmal information for these identification
numbers: hopwww epa gov/superfund/sitesicarsites/index, htm or

httpefonspub.epagovienvirvef homel.waste. Waded Simith of DECY's Federnl Facilities Program has
been contaeted for his review of this determination and he replied in & separate memo {attached),

Any soil that 1s suspected of contamination or wustes thut are generuted during constnaction-
related sctivities must be tested and disposed of in accordonce with applicable Federal, State, and local
lmw= nnd regulations.  Some of the upplil:nbtc itate lwws and reguiations are: Virgima Waste Management
Act, Code of Virginia Section 10, [-1400 ¢f seg.; YVirgimm Hazardous Waste Monngement Regulations
(VHWNMBE) (9Y AL 20-60); Virgini Solid Waste Management Regulations (VSWMR) (9V AL 20.80);
Virginia Regulations for the Transportation of Hizardous Materials (9VAC 20-110). Some of the
applicable Federal laws and regulations sre: the Resource Conservation und Recovery Act (RCRA), 42
LIS Section 6901 ef sey., and the applicable regulations contaimed in Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations; and the LS. Depertment of Transportation Rules for Transportation of Hazardous materials;
49.CFR Pan 107,

Also, all strectures bemg demolished renovated’ removed should be checked for ashestos-
containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint prior o demolition, [ ACM or LBP are found, in
addinion to the federal waste-refated regulations mentioned above, State regulations VAT 20-80-640 for
ACM and 9V AL 20-00-261 [or LBP miust be Tolliswed.,

[Mease note that BEC enoournges all construction projects and tacilities w mplement pollution
prevention principles, mcluding the reduction, reude, amd recyeling of all salid wastes generated, All
genemtion of hazardous wostes should be minimized and handled appropriately.

I you have sny questions or peed farther Information, please contact Paul Kohler at (804) 698
4208
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Fisher.John

From: Smth Wade

Sent:  Tuesday July 29. 2008 10 35 AM

To: Fisher Jakn

ce: Kahler Paul, Willis, Durwaod

Subject: Fort Belvoir EA - BRAC Recommendation 133

The 2007 Fort Balvoir BRAC EIS evalusted proposals for facilities for BRAC 133 at Fort Belvoir's EFG and Main Post

Tha DEQ provided comments on tve Draft BRAC EIS on March 18, 2007

Thix BRAC 133 EA, received July 25. 2008, includes evaluations of three addibonal sites [Ihe GSA Site, Victory Ceanter. and Mark
Canter) not included in the 2007 BRAC EIS

Tha GSA Site. Victory Center, and Mark Center are not located within Fort Belvalrs EPG or Main Post boundaries, so the DEQ's
Ciffice of Remadiation Programs has no comments on the BRAC 133 EA.

Pleass ot me know if you have any quasiions

Sincarsly,

wahs

Wade M. Smith

Remediation Project Mandger

Virginia Department of Enviranmental Quality
Office of Remediatien Programs

Phone: (B04) 698-4125

Fax: (B04) 698-4234

wmsmithdeq virginia gov

T NR



If you cannot meet the deadline, pleasa notify JOHM FISEER at
B04/698-4339 priaor to the dats given. Arrangaments will be made
Eo extend the date for your review if poasible. An agency will
not be considered toc have reviawed a document if no comments are
received {or contact is made) within the paricd specified.

REVIEN INSTRUCTIONS:

A lease review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed garlier {i.s. if tha document i3 = federal
final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your sarller comments have besn agequately sddressed.

B. Prepaze your agency's comments in & form which would ba
acceptable fer responding directly =o 3 project proponent
agency.

VSR YOour agency statlonery or the apace below for vour
comments. IF YOU OUSE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

i

Figase return your comments ta-

MR.JOHN E, FISHER

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT EEVIEW
625 BEAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND , VA 23219

FAX #804/698-4319
Jefisherfideq.virginia.gov

COMMENTS

Flease be advised that the Marine Resources Commission, prirsusnt to Seetion 28.2-1204 of the Cade of Virginia,
has jurisdiction over any encroachments i, on, or over sy State-owned rivers, stresms, or crecks i the
Commonwealth. Accordingly, if any portion of the subject projects involves any encroachments channelward of
ordinary high water along natural rivers and sreama, & permit muy be required from our BEEnCy

P rdate) _d/20/0f

-

W eaiod T pnaaneer—
.
lageney)  JH.C

FROJECT # 08-154F asa7



Fisher,John

From: Ewing, Amy (DGIF)

Sent: Friday, August 15 2008 1.09 PM

To: Fisher John

Subject: £550Log# 24464 _08-154F_BRAC Recommendation 133-FL Behvoir

He have reviewsd the 2 for the subject project that proposés the relocatlon of 6, 402
personnel o £t. #elvolyr. To achisss thHis, csndteuction, malntsnspce, mansgéessnt and/or
reconatruction of facilitiss will ocour. Thece kave bean three action slternarives
identifiid: Alternative A, the GEA =irte ln Springfleld; Altsrnmative B, Lhe Victory Center
site '[n Alamandeinr and Altsrnative G, the Mark Center-:in Rlexandria.

¥o hove roviewed the altarmative sitds for Impacts upon wildllfe rescurces undér our
jurisdiction. According o ocur records, the Alterpacive A site is located within close
proximity te Accotink Cresk which bas been dealdnstad d Confirsed Anadremous Fish Use
Araa, Tho Blternative H and Altaroative © sites ars lomsted within clode proximity of
~pmezan Bun whish k3E been dasignated a Potantisl -Ansdromous Fiah Use Area. However,
saged on the proposed activities, Lt does not appear that thls walsra, or theit
seibutarios, Will b= adversely impacted by the project.

drerall, we pr=fer Altermatives A and B to Altesrmative ©. Alrerpative C, of the throe,
aurrant |y fetaine: seme wildlife hablrac on site and on sdjscent lands. We would prefer
sk rmoopdtruction of cuZeently dévelsped -areas, oz are Altarnative A amel 8, to the
development of currently undgveloped lands.

¥e riecommend that the spplicant svold ahd minimlze impacts to undigturbed forest,
warlends, snd streans to the follest extont practicalile. We recomoiercd malnzaloling
undistirbed wooded buffers of at loast 100 faet in width srpund all on-=its wetlands ana
ati both sides of all persnmial and intesmltrent stresms, We rocommend maintainlog woodsd
lars: ke the fullesst sxtant popmible. We recommend that the stormwater SUnNtrois Tor thus
project be dealgned o replicate and maintain the hydrographic condition of the aite prios
-5 the change -in landscapw. This =hoold Lnelode, but net ke limlesad to, utlliielng
BisroEent ben arsas; and mintmlizing ihe usa of curb and gutter iln fzver ol grassed gwales.
Binsntention sreas |alss enlléd raln gardens) snd grass aualés sre components of Low
Impact Degalopment (LID}. Thay ars deslgned to capture stormwster ruratl as close to the
source 53 possible and sllow it to siowly infilpeats dinto the surrounding soll. They
eneflt patyral resources by flletering pollutants and decrsasing downstreasm confff
vEaliEmes .

seunming strict ercalan and sedimsnt eontrals are ln place durlog ground distorbance, we
find thi= preject consistent with the Fishories Management Seotion of the CIMA,

Thank you.

hmy M. Ewang

Enviremmental Zarvices Blologlat

Yirginia Dept. of Gam= gnd Inland Flaheriea
1060 Went Brosd Btrest

Blehmond, YV 23330

gl4=387-2¥l1

amy . swingddg: Ly virainia. gov
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Fisher,John

From: Rucker, William [VDH)

Sent:  Friday, August 15, 2008 535 AM

To: Pimion, Anna, Fighar, John, Wellman, Julia
Subject: OEIR-Environmental Review Request

Recent projects which have been reviewed for proximity to public drinking water sources | groundwater wells and
surface water intakes) are summanzed i the attached table. Potential impacts 10 public water distribution systems or
sanitary sewage collection systems must be venified by the locul utility

W.C, Hicker, dr

iTiee Services Assistunt

Virginin Depariment of Healih

(M Tice of Drinking Wisler

1% Governor Street

Bichmond, YVirginia 23219
Willizm, Ruckeria vdh.virginm. gov
Hil-BE4-THU5 (MTlce

e R ]
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ARS LR 2888 14137 Ra3E 7239 LEFT (F HISTORIC HES FAGE

If yon cannot meet the deadline, please notify JOHN FISHER at
B04/698-4339 prior to tha date given., Arrangements will be made
to mxtand tha date for your review if possible. An agency will
not be considearsd to have reviewed a decument if no commenta are
raceivad (or contact is made) within the pericd specified.

REVIEW INBTROCTIONS:

i

Plesse review the documsnt carefully. If zhe proposal has
been reviewed saslier [i.2. if the document is a federcal
Fimal EIS or a state supplement), please congider whether
your sarlier comnents have been adeguately addressed.

H. Prapare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for rusponding directly to a project proponent
agency.

il

Use your agency statiosnery or the space pelow for your
comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
EIGNED AND CATED

Plgase raturn your coomants to:

MR.JOHM E. FISHER

DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMEMTAL IMPACT BREVIEW
623 ERST MATN BTREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23215

FAX #804/5698-4319
jafisharfdeqg.virginia.gov

Y éif ~

PROJECT # OB-154F 4/07
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Fisher,John

From:
Sant:
To:

Le:
Subject:

i

commerds find EA
BRAC 1T pal.
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Mark JinksiZalexandriava gov

Thursday, August 28, 2008 12 44 PM

Fisher John

Jim Hartmann@lalexandriava gov, Willam Skrabakifalexandriava gov
Fort Belvoir BRAC 133 EA Comments from the Lity of Alexandra
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County of Fairfax. Virginia

T profect md erncl the guality of Bife for ihe people, nexghbaiboods and diverse commamities of Farrfu [Caunty

RECEVED

August 8, 2008

Fort Belvoir BRAC -

ATTN: BRAC 133 EA Comments iy
| 1306 Eaton Place "
Suite 344)

Fairfux, Virginma 22030

Reference: Finol Environmental Assessment and Drafi Finding of No Significant Impact for
2005 Boke Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Recommendation] 33 at Fort
Belvorr, Virpma

Denr Sie or Madomm:

Thank you for inviting Farrfax County to provide comments on the Final Environmental
Assesement and Draft Frnding of No Significan Impaet for Implementation of 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Recommendation |33 at Fort Belvorr, Virginia, Attached are
comments from Farfax County suff, these comments will be presented 1o the Farfax County
Board of Supervisors for review and endorsement it its September 8. 2008 meeting

Fairfax County agaim spplauds the decision 1o consider the federallv-owned GSA site as part of
the BRAC 133 cffort and appreciates the considerable amount of effort behind that decision
The proximity of this site to the Franconia-Springfield Transit Center coupled with the benefits
of the revitalization of Springfield would help minimize the overall impacts and costs associnted
with the BRAC acthion. The redeveloprment of the Springficld Mall as o mixed use certer could
ultimately provide o multitude of residential and leisure apportunities for emplovees at the GSA
site. The proximity of the GSA site 1o Fort Belvoir, the Pentagon and the re-energized
Springlield Mall and downtown area provide a level of convenience not available at any ether
site under consaderation

It should also be noted the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors has endorsed the GSA site as the
preferred location for the BRAC 133 jobs. The Furfax County Board of Supervizors believes
the (15A site 15 the preferred alternative because 1t 1s served by both Metro (rail and bus) and
Virginia Rail Express (VRE). The VRE service is eritical since many of the 6,400 personnel
proposed far this site will be cominuting from communities 1o the south. The Board has
continued to stress the need for linkage between the locations of jobs and \ransportation

facilities.

Fairfar Conaty Department of Transperiatlon
12055 Government Cetier Packway, Swite 1034 "1, B{}T
Fairfan, VA 220055500 o £ i
Ploom I35 3240 100 TTY (7035 1241102 . -‘;] v Fmrian Causry
Foc (%03} 120 1450 G
woarn TaiF s rounty, gl



Fort Belvoir BRAC
August 8, 2008
Page 2of 1

A comprehensive set of comments is sitached. Thank vou for your attention und for your
consideration of our comments. 1F vou need additional sssistance you can reach me at (TO3)
3241177

'-;mi.:en:!;v.

UK Db
¢ Murk G Canale
Farrfux County BRAC Coondinator

MGC 'mge
Atachments: As Stated

co: Members, Farfax County Boand of Supervisors
Agithony H. Griffin, County Executive
Robert A Stalzer. Deputy County Executive
Katharine D, [chter, Director, Department of Transportation
James P, Zook, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning
Jimmie D Jenkins, Director, Départment of Public Waorks and Environmental Services
Gilona Addo-Avensu, Director, Department of Health
Jobn w. Dargle Jr, Director, Farrfax County Park Authoniy
Paula C. Sampson, Director, Department of Housing and Community Development
luck D Dale, Superintendent, Fairfax County Public Schools
John E. Fisher, Virginia Depanment of Environmental Quality



Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Implementation of 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Recommendation 133
Fort Belvoir, Virginia
Comments from Fairfax County, Virginia

This uttachment presents a compilation of comments identi fed through o mult-agency
review of the Final Frvironmental Assessment | EA) and associated Draft Finding of No
Sigmificant Impact.

Geoeral Comment/Site Selection

Fairfax County has reviewed the EA for BRAC 133 and strongly believes the GSA
Warehouse site is1he best sutted location for BRAC 133, Washington Headguarners
Services because this site:

s Isthe lnrgest of ol three sites (GSA 48 scres, Mark Center 24 acres; and Victory
Center 16 acres), The GSA site because of 118 size iffords the best secunty and
can sccommodate future expansion,

e s within walkmg distance to the Franconia Springficld Metro Station a major
transportationtranst hub which offers more transportation sltematyves {Metro
Bus, Metro Rul, VRE, Farrfax Connector bus service, and connections to the
PRTC comtmutir bus service) than the othier two sites and could achieve the
highest trp reduction because of its location and transportation oplions.

e |5 already federally owned property therefore it would not impact the local
jurisdictions real estate {ax base.

o [Fdeveloped ss an office complex to house the Washmglon Headguarters Service
IBRAC 133}, the site would become a more compatible land use with the
surrainding arca because of its close proximity the Francoma Sponghield Metro
Station. The site is currently developed os a warehouse facility which is not
compatible with the surrounding fand uses.

e I3 Jocated outside of the Capital Beltway which will reduce the number of vehicle
inps and congestion along the Capital Beltway (east and west) amd nside the
Capital Beltway along 1-395 (1o the north).

s Iz closer to Fort Belvoir and the EPG site than the other alternatives.

As another general comment, we commend the Army’s commiments 1o ENERGY
STARY and LEED" Silver standards (pages ES-12 and 3.117)

Land Use and €ompatibility

e Asstuled in the Executive Summary, ES-2, Summary of Consequences, Land
Use: “The long-term adverse effects under the GSA site alternative would be
associated with the amount of square footage needed for BRAC 133, which would
exceed the 1.2 million square feet called for under the Comprehensive Plan
suidelines "



o The Comprehensive Plan 15 a guide to decision-making about land use
and may be amended by the Board of Supervisors to be respansive to
changing circumstances, notobly those large in scope such as BRAC-
related personnel movements 1o Farfox County, As noted in section
3.13.2.1, 3-108, Planned Actions near the (GSA Site. o special study and
subsequent Plan amendment for the redevelopment of the Sprangfield
Mall area takes into consideration the potential BRAC-133 relocation to
the GSA site. The County would anticipate long-term beneficial effects of
BRAC-133 relocating 1o the GSA site within the context of the
Comprehensive Plan (the Pla). The Plan states, “because the GSA-Purr
Wiarchouse 15 o publicly owned property, there 15 an oppornunity [or the
federal government and the County 1o work together to facilitate the
implementation of the Comntyv's Comprehensive Plan,” (Farfax Coumy
Comprehensive Plan, Area [V, Franconia-Springfield Transit Station
Area, Land Unit T, p 46)

o Section 31339, 3-112, Socioeccononmes, noles that the redevelopment of
the GSA site would “contribute 1o the revitalization of the Springfield
Mall area that is already undergoing revitalization,” a position that is also
supporied by Farfax County’s Board of Supervisors. The report also
states that this revitahzation could cause an increase m housing prices;
this 1ssue will be addressed under the Board's recently adopted Policy
Plan amendment, { Amendment 2007 P-01) which includes new policles
to epcourage workforce housing. The Board also supports higher density
and mixed use development in proximity to transit stations, as descnbed
in the Transit Onented Development appendix in the Land Use section of
the Policy Plan, The proxnmity of the GSA site to the Francoma-
Springfield metro station makes it & prime candiidate for redevelopment in
accordance with those gundelines: For these reasons, Furfax. County
views the use of the GSA site for the BRAC 133 relocation as having
long-term benehcial effects on land use:

o We recogmeze and appréciale revisions to section 3.13.12, 3-108, Present
and Future Actions thot includes discusgsion of the BRAC Area Plans
Review (APR) process. As noted, this process 13 used to review proposed
changes to the Comprehensive Plan that may be needed to adequately
address the impacts of BRAC refocations, particularly in transit-oriented,
higher density nedes in proximity to Fort Belvoir and the EPG. This
demonsirates the County’s inttiative in determining how best 1o
sccommodate future employees and residents wathin southern Fuirfax
County's growth centers as a result of BRAC, including the possibility of
BRAC-133 relocating 10 the GEA site.

Land Ulse 3.1 - In companng the three sites the EA states thit the GSA site has
"constramis on development on three sides™ but 15 much milder in its comments
shout the 1ssues for the other two sifes. For example, the Mark Center 15
surrounded by 1-395 and the Botamcal Preserve, but these are not indicated as
constrmints. The GSA site is pearly or more than double the size of the pao

LB



alternatives. The larger land arca would appear to give greater Mexibility m site
design,

Section 3.49.1.1.1,3-78, Feonomic Development — under Population. the repon
notes that @ portion of the RO1 growth may be attributed 1o 8 large m-mugration of
a commuter force. Did the EA determine what pereentage of the RO population
would be commuters versus residential relocation?

Section 2.4, Relocation to Other Sites — the critenia established by the Army in s
Request for Expression of Interest (RE1) for additional snes that could be
considered meluded the statement “In Virgini, within one mile of aoyv Metro
Station.” The Mark Center site does not meet this criterion. which should be nived
in the evaluation of land use wnd transportation impacts, This eritenion would
seem 10 be critical to the goal of achieving a 4% trip reduction.

Site Charicteristics - Section 3.2.2,1 states the GSA warehouse site is “land-
incked. ™ The (38A site is no more land-locked than the Muark Center or Victory
Center sites. Section 3.2.2.3 does not indicate the proximity of the botamical
preserve 1o the south of the Mark Center or the leeanon of railroad tracks and
right-of-way ta the north of the Victory Center — hoth factors that should be
considered land-locking gonstramis (o expansion oppoTiiniLes.

Community Investment Benefit' Economic Development — The Springfield
Community Bustness Center would benefit from an enhanced use ut the GSA
warehouse site, The EA fails to identify the benefits to the local community and
WHS employees 1o 4 site with convenlent access to iransit and other employes
smenities, such as close proxumily 1o retail centers and restaurants. The
dowmown Springfield area currently is serviced by multiple transit oplions with
frequent service between retall and restaurants and] the Franconia-Springfield
\etro and VRE station. Locating WHS at the GSA site wiould allow for
connectivity options between GSA, the Franconia-Springfield Metro station, and
downtown Springficld with relatively small expansion of existing transit services.
Section 3.13.3.9 fails to quantify impacts to the ity of Alexandria from the loss
of two tax revenue generating, privitely-owned properties. While acknowledgmg
the loss of tax revenue to Alexandria, the EA does not quantify the lost revenue or
provide a scale of the magnitude of the lost tax revenue. Additionally, no anilysis
exists 1o identify the impact of the loss of transportalion management plan
fumding as called for in the development plans { or ‘proffers’) approved by the
city of Alexandria at the Mark and Victory siles. Revenue impacts — o terms-of
hoth taxes collected and lost transportation proffer revenue — must be analyzed
when nssessing long-term cumulative effects to the communines.



Transportation

As previously stated in the County's comments on the FEIS. the General Service
Admanistration Warchouse Site must be considered as a tmnsportation mitigation
measure and not just an altermative, Utilizing of this site would put Metra and
Virginia Ralway Express withun walkmg distance of nearly one third of the
19,000 jobs being relocated, and would ne broader County and regional planning
cffons to focus development around Metro stations. No other alternative
considered i the BRAC 133 EA alfords more transportation altermatives than the
GSA warchouse site.  The Mark Center lacks adequate transit access while the
Vietory Center lacks the number of multi-mode! options available at the GSA site.
The EA notes that sites on Main Post and at the EPG remain “potentially available
for selection”™ and that no funther documentation 1s required since the sites were
stuiied in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (June 2007). Additional
iransportation improvements at these alternative locations may be necessary upon
lurther study, Additional transportation impact anulysis should be performed
particularly for the Victory Center and Mark Center alternatives. The developer
lunded studies only analyzed the impacts of the immediate local road networks.
A more regional upproach would provide a fair companson with the GSA site.
Defense Access Road (DAR) Certification/ Congressional Appropriations — The
Finding of No Sigmificant Impact (FNS1) and EA ot Section 4.1.1.2 states the
Army will seek Defense Access Road (DAR) certification for improvements
ndjacent to the GSA warehouse site, The FNSI and EA also note “should any or
all” of the projects not recerve DAR cemification or a Congressional appropriation
lor funding, the GSA site should not be conmdered further, the Victory Center and
Mark Center sites do not have this requirement. The lechnical basis for this
conelusion 1s not supported m Section 3.2.3.1 which discusses various roadway
options considered but does not indicate the level of service achieved by vanous
scenanos or combinations of options. The Army should have sought DAR
certification to see what improvements quahfy under this program as they did
with the improvements at the EPG site. The BRAC 133 site decision st GSA
should not be based solely on DAR approval or Congressional appropration
action but on the overall regional impacts.

Trip Reduction - At Section 3.2,5, the Army's poul 15 to reduce BRAC 133 sie
trips by 40 percent. The 40 percent goal, while admirable, is unlikely to be
achieved without a greater consideration for transit facility proximity at each of
the ahernauve sites. The EA fails to note how the aggressive np reduction goal
will be factored in to the site selection process, other than noting “these measures
would be discussed m o Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 1o be
implemented as part of the proposed uction” [Section 4.1.1.2].  The GSA site las
an advantage over the other two sites because of 1ts proximity to o major
transpuriation transit hub and the transportation altermatives available,

The EA fuls to outline o strategie plan 1o reduce single oecupancy vehicle tnps to
the extent noted and does not mdicate if a comparable and successful plan is in
place elsewhere in the Navuonal Capital Region, A 40 percent trip reduction at a



site niot mdacent 1o o Metrorall station dogs not seem realistic, especially
considering a TMP has vet to be developed, as noted in Section 4.1 1.2,

Capital Projects - The EA. [als to recognize and consider the followmg regional
transportation myestments that will impact regional travel:

o 1-495 Beltway HOT (High Ococupancy Toll) lanes prigect. Constructian
commenced in summer 2008 with completion n 2013,

o 1-05 expansion. Adds a fourth general purpose lane from the Farfax
County Parkway Newingion imterchange 10 VA-123. Under construction
with estintated completion in 2013,

o 1-95 HOT lsnes proposal. This project will add a third High Qecupancy
Vehicle {HOV) lane with tanes becoming HOT lanes The final
agrcement has not been signed, this projeat 15 in the planmng phase and
was recently added to the regien's Constrained Long Range Plan. This
progect will improve vehicle and transit bus transit accessibility m the
Springlield area.

= The Frontier Drive extension cost estimate included m the EAis
significantly higher than FCDOT imtermal estimates Engincering analysis
performed for Fairfax County estimates this umprovement
approsimately $32 million or less, depending on the option chosen This
improvement could be constructed for less depending on the design option
selectod and additional value enginecring

- “Phase Eight” improvements 1o the [-95/395/495 Spnngficld

Interchanie; under construction with estimated completion m 2013, The
Phase Elght improvements are HOV/HOT lune connections at the
intersection of the 1-495 Beltway and 1-957385, All work 1s withm the
existing footprint of the imerchange. Project funding and construchion are
included as a part of the 1-495 Beltway HOT Lanes praject

Fairfax County Parkway extension through the EPG. Completion in 28011

o Woodiow Wilson Bridge reconstruction {including US-1 and Telegraph
Road interchanges with 1-495); under construction with completion date in
2011.

Section 3.2.1.2 outlines vehicle miles troveled expectations for the Mark Center
and Victary Center siles. 1t is not practical for the Army 10 assume the
Alexandria lternatives have the same projected amount of travel as what was
upproved in the past by the Alexandria City Council. The EA fails 10 identify the
wypes of trips ot fails o dennfy the traffic forecasts used to compare with the
Metropolitar Washingion Council of Governments (MWCOG) travel demand
model.

There is no indication that induced travel ansing from BRAC 133 was considered.
The Army mist factor induced travel demand effects in the decision-makmg
process. The failure to recognize this will result in an underestimation of vehicle
miles raveled (VMT}in the region, the underestimation of the henefits of
eificient and convenient transit access, and, consequently, the {ailure to accurately
sstimate long-term effects of vehicle emissiens for the environmental rmpacl
¢omparison purposes. Investments with aigni ficant transportation impacts shiould
drrve towards a preferred future, not simply the forecast future.
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As part of the environmental analysis at Section 3.3.2 the EA notes a decrease in
both the number of vehicles and subsequently the total VMT within the National
Capital AQCR. Assuming the net employee reduction figure is reasonable, 1t is
hard 1o imagine the basis of the lowered YMT assumption given the lick of other
travel mode consilerations. The current WHS locations are generally mn transit
thus, Metrorail and commuter ral) accessible locations, the Mark Center and
Victory Center sites do not have comparnble transit access. VMT would likely
mhcrease as o result

Velucular Access — Section 3.2.5 focuses on site access o the GSA site while not
acknowledging the benefits of bemg located adiacent 1o both 195 and the
Francon-5prmgfield Parkway, both of which are major north-south and east-
west routes, and in close proximity to the Fairfax County Parkwa ¥ — an advantage
not shared at the Mark Center of Victory Center sites. Close proximity to major
access routes will allow for more convenient carposling opponunities for WHS
emplovees unable to 'use raditional transit services

The EA at Section 3.2.1.1 incorrect]y states that Table 3.2-1 estimates “BRAC
133 peak hour trip generation with Transportation Management Program ™ The
table actually reflects the Estimated Net Increase in Peak Hour Trap Generation
with TMP, The table provides an imhbalanced comparison of net increase in peak
hour trip generation with TMP favoring the Mark Center and Viewory Center
alternatives over the GSA site altermative by crediting employees and tri s
assoctated with previously approved development plans. The results are buased in
tavor of the Mark Center and Victory Center sites even I nécessary infrastructure
improvements are neither in place nor indicated. The EA does not consider GSA
site redevelopment plans or transportition improvements that could be made by
the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) of Fairfax County near the
GSA site

Travel Analysis - Addinonal raffic analysis should be performed prior to site
selection for the Mark Center and Victory Center sites. Traffic analyses
completed by the site developers only analyvze the road network adjacent to each
site. A more regional in nature analysis should be completed to properly gavpe
impacts and wdentify and estumate the cost of potential mitigation measures. Al
sechion 3,212 of the EA it should be noted that tnps destined 1o the Alexandria
sites would be of i longer duration rather than “generally the same |duration]. "
This would become especially true over time as travel is estimated 1o be
enginating from points 1o the south and west. as noted in the analysis

I ransit

Transit facility and service access must be considered to a gredater exlent than that
imdicated inthe EA. This is especially true given the Army's nggressive 40
percent tnp reduction goal. The Federal Government's participation in transit fare
subsidy programs, such as SmartBenefits® and Metrochek, encourages transit use
and vanpoolng,

The GSA warchouse site 1s the closest of all sites (including Main Post and the
EPC) 10 Metroral and Virgimia Railway Express | VRE) station platforms.
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Located upproximately 1,900 feet from the Joe Alexander Transportation Center,
the GSA warchouse site 15 well within walking distance of the Franconia-
Springfield Metrorml and VRE station and connections to Metrobas, Potomae and
Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC), and Farrfax Connector bus
service. PRTC commuter buses provide frequent access to and from Prince
Willium County to the south of all three sites. Close access to PRTC commuter
service should be considered 10 assist in achieving the 40 percent trip reduction
goal sice the mojonty of emplovees, over time, are expected to travel from
points south.

¢ Al Section 3.2.1.2, the EA indicates Metrorail use 18 expected 1o be limited by the
fact that WHS employee residences are not located 1o a greal extent within one
mile of Metrorail statons. Fuirfax County's experience is that end-af-the-line
stations tend to draw from a much wider geographic range than the one mile
suggested inthe EA. The EA should identify the source of the mformation and
systems studied. A grenter percentage of WHS employees could use Metrarail for
their work ¢ommute than assumed in the EA.

« Section 3.2.5 notes that shuttle bus service will be provided between the Mark
Center site and several Metrorail stations while Section 4.1.1.2 indieates the Army
would seek 1o secure shuttle bus semvice from the Mark Center. The effect on
existing shuttle service and resources needed to operate and mamtam shunle
service 1o the extent necessary to assist m-achioving 4 40 percent 1rip reduction is
not identified. The cost of shuttle operntions should be considercd at the Mark
Center and idemtified. 1 the Mark Center is transferred 10 Armv control, the
Army would be responsible for ensuning continued shuttle operations. Fairfax
County’s expenence has been that Arlington County (where Metrorul
connections could be made) bas been, and is, very striet in enforcing the use of
bus stop bavs by buses 1o whose operator the bays are pssigned. Bug congestion
near Metrorm| stations should be studied funther prior 1o site selection.

ortition - Mon-

* The GSA sile should ensure a good pedestrian and bicvele connection with the
Metro station and that any sections of trails that may be shown on Fairfax
County’s Trails Plan are constructed and tied into tranls system, partcularly those
trails that would connect into the METRO station,

e Page 3-114 notes that all alternatives should incatporite pedestnian and bicyele
facilities, however the report should inelude & more thorough review of existing
facilities i the anatysis, and figure 3-22 should note cost to implement necessary
pedestrian and hicyele facilibes.

Alr Oualitw

= The EA fails to evaluate sdequuiely the air quality impacts tha would be
associated with each of the altematves, particalarly as they relate to emissions of
o¢tne precursors but also in regard 1o fine particulate maner, Pages 3-51, 3-33
and 3-34 state that “a regional decrease in both the number of vehicles and



subsequently the total vehicle miles traveled within the National Capital AQCR
would cecur.” This may be related to claims made m the Environmental Impact
Staternent for the BRAC actions that there would be a net reduction of 1,700
employees from the region-as a result of BRAC actions and thal this redoction
would result in an air quality benefit. A« we noted in our comments on the Draft
EIS, we [eel that, even if overall VMT was reduced (and we do not feel that this
cunclusion has been substantiated), this reduction would not necessaniy result in
decreased emissions of ozone precursors 1f traffic congestion woukl incresse as a
result of the BRAC relocations—YMT 1s not the sole determunant of pollutant
emissions, and traffic congestion can stgnificantly merease such emissions.
Further, proximity 1o efficient and convenient transit service 15 an important and
cost-effective method to help reduce both VMT and traflic congestion, and an
allermative that facilitates the use of transit (¢,g., use of Metrorail and VRE) would
probably be preferable from an air guality standpomt fo an alternative for which
ransit use may be difficult. We feel that the GSA site would be particularly
advantageous n this regard and question why there has not been at least o
qualitmtive comparison of the altermatives. 1deally, A mobile source emissions
analysis should be performed for each alternative to compare transportation-
related emissions associated with trips 10 und from the BRACT 133 activines.  The
EA falls short in addressing air quality issues.

Pages 3-35 and 3-56 of the EA outline a series of air quality mitigation measures
that would apply to the GSA site, including limitations on construction on Code
Orange, Red and Purple ozone days. These measures are detaded in Appendix
E.5 of the EA ( Final Construction Performance Plan for the Reduction of Air
Enussions). Mo mitigation measures are proposed for the other two sites, because
the other sites were not covered by the Dratt General Conformity Determmation
associnted with the BRAC EIS and because emissions associated with these sites
are assumed the be below de mumimus thresholds. Since all the mutigation
mensures address construction-stage impacts, since construction would be needed
ut any of the three sites, smee, based on o review of Tables 3.3-2, 3.3-7, and 3.3-9,
it is clear that construction-related ennssions for the Victory Center and Mark
enter sites would at least be comparable to those identified for the GSA site, and
since orone 15 a regional issue, it vs unclear why the mitigation measures would be
uppropriate for one site but not the others, even i the Army 18 not technically
required 10 pursoe these efforts. The mitigation measures outhned for the GSA
site should be pursued at any of the candidate sites.

Recognizmg that the st of arr quality mitigation mensures that are detailed m
Appendix B3 of the EA (Final Construction Performance Plan for the Reduction
of Air Frussions) was developed through negotiations with the Virgimia
Department of Environmental Quahty during the General Conformity
Determination process, consideration should be given as to whether any of these
cfforts can be strengthened without jeopardizing tmely project completion,
Could the measures identified for implementation on Code Red and Code Purple
davs (no operation of diesel powered construction equipment of 60 HP and above)
he extended 1o some or all Code Orange days? Could the limitations on the
number of davs for which the measures would apply be removed (e.g, the



restriiction of the Code Red/Code Purple measures o two dayvs per vear, the
possible restricuion of Code Orange measures 1o three consecutive dovs and ten
total days per year; the restnction of measures to the Junel — August 31 pertod)?

Biological Resources

Water

The EA notes that the GSA and Victory Center sites have been developed and tha
litthe in the way of ecological resources remain on either site. The Mark Center
sile 15 adjacent to the Winkler Botameal Preserve. While it is recognized that this
preserve is sumounded by relatively lagh intensity suburban development
{mcluchmg one burldmg in the Mark Center development that hias been constructed
near the boundary of the preserve) and an interstate highway, and while it is
recognized thal if the Army chooses another site for WHS, the Mark Center site
will be developed by another entity a1 some time 1o the future, it should also be
recopmzed that development on the Mark Center site could resull in clearing of
{orested areas immediately adjacent (o the preserve and would likely result
inereased stormwater umoft volumes and velooities, pamicularly if on-site
controls were not provided.  These incressed runoff volumes and velocities could
sdversely affect the streams and the pond within the preserve, We recommend
that, if development is pursued ot the Mark Center site, the Army work closely
with the City of Alexandria and the Winkler Botanical Preserve to minimize and
mutigate for these impacts. The Army could design the development in a muanner
that maximizes retention of forested areas adjacent 10 the preserve and coild
provide on-site stormwater management controls (perhaps beyvond what would be
reduired ) o reduce adverse impacts in downstroam dreas.

Resource/ Stormwater Management/Water Quality Controls

Mo specific stormwater management features have been deseribed i the EAL
therefore the County is not able to provide specific comments

The EA alludes to the pursuit of “LID practices where possible” as a BMP.
Consistent with the LID concept {replication of natural hwdrologic conditions
through reduced impervious cover and through nfiltration of stormwater runofT),
effiorts should be pursued to design the facility and parking struciure such thas
thetr development footprints and associted impervicus areas will be mumimized.
We recommend that Fort Belvorr pursue stormwater managerment retrofitting of
existing developed areas that have not been controlled to date,  As there are no
stormwaler management facilities currently located on the GSA site, the
redevelopment of the GSA site would afford substantial opportunities 1o improve
starmwater runott conditions, and efforts should be taken to optimize on-site
stormwater management and water quality BMPs, consistent with the required
fevel of development. Page 3-69 of the EA notes that Fort Belvoir's MS4 permit
“requires that the mstallation’s storm drainage design comply with Fairfax County
storm waler management erferia” - Efforts heyond mimimum county requirements
for stormwater management and water quality control should be pursued, as these
requirements are nol stringent as they relate to redevelopment of a highly
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nnpermeable site. The county’s Comprehensive Plan recommends that
stormwater management and water quahity controls be optimized for
redevelopment, and we recommendd that this spproach be taken here in light of
substantial opporiunities to improve downstream conditions through on-site
controls. Coordination with the Stormwater Planning Division of the Department
of Public Works and Environmental Services (T03-324-3500) on stormwater
munagement strategies 1s recommended. In addition, as a courtesy, the
Stormwiter Planming Division should be provided with stormwater minagement
plons when these plans are available inorder o afford an opportunity for the
Diviston o review detalled stommwater management conecpls and suggest
approaches for nnproverment.

A5 any new construction by the Army will be built to the LEED Stlver standard,
a5 described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of
the M5 BRAC Recommendations, we asnin encourage the Army lo pursue
lugher levels of stormwater munagement and water guality contrats for
redevelopment than the mimimum reguirements.

45 the percent impervious cover of a parce! increases, the resultant inerease in
stormwater runoil commonly degrades the biotic and abiotic integnty of those
walerways downstream. Since the GSA site is almost entirely covered by
impervious surfaces, it can be assumed thit stormwater runofl from this site is
negatively affecting Long Branch tributary aml the Accotink Creek watershed.
This can be reduced through various land monagement practices such as, but not
limited to, mamtaining or retuming o pre-development hydrologic conditions,
green frastrocture and hest management practices. Downstream condihons
should he considered in the development of a stormwater management
strategviconeept for the GSA site. Coordination with the Stormwater Planmng
[Mvision 15 recommended,

The Accotink Creek watershed presents a challenge in manugement as the entire
watershed is classified as Watershed Restoration Level 1T Area under the Fairfax
County 2001 Stream Protection Study baseline report. The portion of Long
Branch tributary that surrounds the GSA to the north and south heve been
classified as “good” regarding the habitat condition in the 2003 Stream Physical
Assessment.  Any redevelopment in watershed should be designed and
constructed 5o us 1o prevent any additional stormwater and water quality impacts
1o Accotink Creek and preserve the guality of the habitat surrounding the GSA
Site.

Per the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations (4VAESO 30-40.1%)
and SWM Regulation (AYAC3.20.81), ensure that downstream channels and
praperties be protected from erosion and damage due to increases in volume,
velocity and peak flow.

Purstant to the RPA requirements of the county’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance, streams with perenmal flow are to have 1400 foor {or greater)
undistirbed buffer along both sides

We encourage the Army to send a representative to sil on the Watershed Advisory
Group for the Aceotink Creek Watershed Management Plan, We expect 10 begin
the public involvernent prece of this plan i the late summer to carly fall of 2008
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More mformation on this plan can be found at

www farisgounty gov dpwes/watersheds. Participation in planning efforts for
ather watershads on Fort Belvoir { Dogue Creek; Pohick Creek) 15 ulso
recommended.

* We encourage the army to discuss their role in the TMDLs that are being
developed for Accotnk Creek. As hsted on Virginia's 2006 303(d) list of
impaired waters, the portion of Aceotink Creek downstream of Long Branch i
ltsied as impaired for aguatic life use impaiments (henthic hacroinverehrate)
and recreational contact imparrments { fecal coliform.

* Hay bales are sdentified as o potential erosion and sediment control measure (see
page 3-116). Please note thal the eircomstances under which hay bales can be
used a5 an erosion and sediment control techmique are limited i Fairfay County
they can only be used for sheet flow application. It is recommended that the use
of hay bales not be pursued, as there are other more effective approaches.

Sehools

Fairfux County Public School (FCPS) with provide detailed comments on the BRAC |31
directly to the Army, The following highlight some of the FUPS's major concerms:

» FOPS questions the methodology and assumptions used to produce an estimate of
only 266 additional students to the County’s public school svatem, School
planning staff believes that even the original estimate of over 3,200 additional
students was flawed. I meluded an assumption that approximately 209 of
school-aged children whose families came 1o hive in Fairfax County would
educate those children outside of FCPS, Actual experience in Fairfax County 15
that only about ¥ percent of students wre educated in private or parochial schools,
or arc home schooled. 'We slso dispute the assumptions used 1o determine the
pereentage of [amilies that would relocate 1o Farfax County. Because of the high
quality of services in Fairfax County, to include a nationally recognized school
system, we believe that a lurger proportion of relocated or new emplovees will
choose to live mn Farfax County than was initially modeled in the EIS process,

= The onginal FEIS included the presumption that the impacts to FUPS will be
small compared with the total membership. We believe that the impacts are likely
1o be uneven and are likely to be mare concentrated in areas nearer Fori Belvoir.,
Given that, student increases due to BRAC 2005 could easily push etirolbment
beyond capacity at some schools thus potentially requinng capital project
invesiments by the school system.

» Mether the FEIS nor this EA meluded an analvsis of mduced and mdirect jobs
(somietimes called spm-off jobs) i addition to the 193000 johs federal jobs to be
moved. The additional student impact that would result from the indirect and
induced jobs as a result of the 2005 BRAC decision regarding Fort Belvair could
be, at minimum, a factor of two larger than the impact from the direct movement
of personnel. To the extent reasonable and possible. the oniginal EIS should have
provided a rational accounting of spin-off jobs, especinlly in cases where existing



direct contractors to the Department of Defense (DODY and the LS. Army are
known or anticipated.

e The General Accoumahility Office (CGGACQ) Report (GAO-U8-665), dated June
20108 and titled “Defense Infrastracture; High Level Leadership Needed 1o Help
Communities Address Challenges Caused by DOD-Related Growth™ cited DOD
Directive 541012 which requires that the US. Army und the other military
hranches provide to local communities and governments detailed miormation to
assist in determining and planning for impacts 1o local governments, services and
communities. us a result of BRAC decisions: The GAO Report states that the
U.S. Armv has o centralized database contsning dita about personnel movements
that could prove to be helpful 1o school systems such as FCPS in assessing the
impact of the latest BRAC decisions. The GAQ report also echoes our schood
system's repeated concern that indirect and induced job impacts should have
hieen. but were not, addressed 1n the BRAC 2005 EIS process.

e Fuirfax County Public Schools comments regarding the EA and the previousty
estemated school ympact;

o The draft Finding of No Significant lmpact appears to be based on the
lower sehool impact assessment contained 1 EA 133, Regardless, FCPS
requests all references to the later and informal estimates of tolad mpact
cited, which were aot previoushy contaned in the body of the FEIS and
RO, be removed from the EA.

o A more complete analysis of fmpact should be undertaken that would
include consideration of spim-oif jobs m addition 1o the direct impact of
personnel movements due to BRAC 20035 directly affecting Fort Belvoir,
of which the persannel changes identified in the draft EA are but a subsot

o All data or information from the DOD Directive 5410.12 should be
provided to FCPS in a reasonable and agreed o elecironic format with
documentation identifying the contents and its himitations.

Culiural and Resources

e There are no known sensitive cultural resources at the GSA site which is
consistent with page ES-3, Final EA BRAC Recommendation 133, and with the
finding of the Yirgima Department of Histone Resources staff as stipulated in
Appenidiz B.2 of "No Histeric Properties Alfected” for dbove grade heritage
[ESOUTCES.

Emergency Services

e The repor, section 3.9,1.1.2 Quality of Life, highlights the number of services
available in the RO for Law Enforcement, Fire Protection and Medical Services
The report is limited in this area and mamly focuses on the number of available
law enforcement personnel in the ROI to inclide federal resources, which totals
over 12,000 law enforcement employees,

o The repont doesn't specifically address dermands placed on public safety
due 10 increases in calls for service. The Farfax County Police
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Department wikl need to review and plan for any increases i Calls for
Police Service in the ared and increase staffing / facilines or equipment
accordingly as well as complete a review of all applicable MOUs. These
and other recommendations were detailed i the Police Department's 2007
"Detailed Comments Report”™ lo specific sections of the Draft
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Base Realignment and
Closure {BRAC).
Section 3.9 Sociveconomics [or the GSA Site, under Quality of Life 3.9.1.1.2, the
report states that the closest station (o the GSA site is Farrfax County Fire
Department's Springfield Station 422, The report also states that the GSA site is in
a gurisdiction that 15 part of the Northern Virgmia Emergency Services Mutial
Response Agreement which is a memorandum of agreement among Normthern
Virginta junidictions 1o provide automatic mutual response of fire, rescue and
SMETEENCY SETVices.

@ I the GSA site 15 selected to relocate the 6,409 personnel under BRAC
133, the Farfax County Fire and Rescue Station 22 located o 791 |
Backhck Road m Springfield, VA could sccommodate the potential
mcrease of emergency service calls in conjunction with the automatic
mutual response agreement that exists between Fort Belvoyr and the
Morthern Virginia jurisdictions. The Fairfax County Fire and Rescue
Department will need to continue to monitor and annlvee the potential
ncrease of emergency service calls related 1o future growth and
development that may oceur in the surrounding areas of both the Engmeer
Proving Ground (EPG) and the GSA site as a direct result of relocating
over 19,000 personnel via the BRAC.

More detailed informanion is needed regarding the LS. Army's plang for the
construction of an Emergency Services Center ( ESC) and the possibie Fire EMS
station to be located at the EPG, Specifically, the location of the sdditional
Fire/EMS station and the specific emergency services, apparstus, and staffing that
bre planned (or the ESC and the new Fire/EMS station 1if constructed
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Section 1.4 notes the lack of several noise sensitive uses (hospitals, schools and
churches) near the GSA site but does not address proximity 1o tesidences, The
Loisdale Estates subdivision 18 located to the south of the GSA property hut will
not be immediately adyacent to the area of the property that would be subject to
comstruction, Residential development is located 1o the immediate north of the
site and would be affected by construction noise and any other noise that may be
generated on the site. The proposed best management practice to limit
construction io normal weekday business hours 15 therefore appropriste and
should be enforced.
Page ES-5 states:  “Long-term neghigible adverse noise effects could oceour due 1o
noise from continued operstional and remote inspection facility {RIF) activities
" The site should be designed such that noise-generatmg activities will be
srtuated away from nearby residential areas.



Table 3.14-1 ideéntifies mauntenance of vegetated bulTers for nolse attenustion s @
hest management practice. The retention and planting of such buffers <hauld he
supporied, particularly for visual/sesthehic purposes, recognizing thot narmow
buifers will probably not have a stemificant mitigating umpact on poise.

Hazardous Materials

A best management practice identified for the GSA site 1s: “Conduct testing for
petroleum and PUBs in sonls and groundwater, and asbestos, LAP [lead-based
paint], wnd PCBs 10 structures, before construction activities begin, and address
the presence of these contamimants m accordance with apphicable local, staie, and
federal regulatory reguirements.” Uoordination with the county's Health
Department and Fire and Resoue Department 15 recommended on all site
investigation amd cleénnop activities

Hoosing

Section 3.13.3.9 appears slanted sgainst the GSA site with regard to rovitalization
and redevelopment m Springfield, noting “housing price increases m the
immediate | Spnnghield] vicimty, which could adversely affect low-mcome
residents.” There 1s no similar statement with regand to potential revitalization or
redevelopment near the Mark Center' or Victory Center sites. I would be more
accurate (o indicate that although housing price increasés could adversely aifect
low-income residents near all three sites; overall, revitalization results in positive
economic and social benefits.

Public Utilities

Farrfax County Water which would provide public water for the GSA site has provided
the following comments:

Farrfax Water provides the General Service Administraton (GSA) Warchouse
with potable water via a 1 2-inch main line on Loisdale Road that 15 supplied by a
nearty 30-mch ransmission mamn, The current configuration is adequate to
satisfy water demands and fire flow requirements associated with the BRAC 133
alternative 1o relocate 6,409 emplovees 1o 4 redeveloped GSA site.

Farrfax Water routinely samples water quality at o site near the GSA Warchouse-
155ues concermmg unsale levels of lead, tron, and chlorine and coliform bactenia
are not associsted with Fairfax Witer's dastnbution system. On-site
mprovements 1o the distnbution system are suggested w elimimate the elevated
levels of fron and lead that are recorded for the year 2000,

Access to public water for the GSA site will be provided on s reta] basis in
accordance with the “Rulex and Regulations for the Furnishing of Water Service "
und the effective "Sehedile of Ratex. Feer, and Charges " Both documents are
available from Farfax Water or may be viewed using the internet

wwow Il wiler.org.



Fairfim Water will own, operate, and maintam all water system Infrastructure
mecessary 1o serve any proposed new development at the GSA site,
Pricr to construction, site plans for GSA shall be submiitted to Fusrfax Water and
the Fartax Courity Free Prevention Division for review and approval. Mimmum
submmittal requirements include (Farfax Water can provide more detml on the
spectfie requirements to meludes i cach of these plans prior to submission):

o Preliminary Site Plan

o Final Site Plan

o Essement Plan



OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
Alesumidrin Ciry Hall
301 King Strees, Saite 1500
{708} A2A-4300 Alszandra, Yirginie 22314-3211 Faw (00} BAE-6341Y

August 13, 2008

Fort Belvoir BRAC

Attention: BRAC 133 EA Comments
10306 Eaton Place, Suite 340

Fairfax, Virginin 22030

Dear Sir or Muadam:

This |etter responds 1o the opportunity for the stakeholders and the public to comment on the
final Environmental Assessment (EA) and draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
regard to BRAC 133 and jts plenned relocation of the Department of Defense’s Washington
Headgquarters Service of up to 1.8 million square feet of office space to one of three short-listed
sites in Morthern Virginia. The City of Alexandria will imit our comments 1o the two sites in the
City of Alexandria, sites we know well. We do not think it productive lo the EA process o
provide negative comments on the GSA site, which is nal in our jurisdiction.

The City of Alexandria supports the location of the Washington Headguarters Service (WHS) 10
either the Mark Winkler or to the Victory Center site. Both sites sre quality locations which can
well meet WHS requirements now and far mio the future. The City of Alexandna has been
harme 1o federnl operations for over 200 years (and, iT ene surveyed federal users, you would find
they are very satisfied with ther location within the City), Most recently, the relocation of the
11.5. Patent and Trademark Office ta Alexandrn (which required the planning and construction
of 2.5 millicn square feet of office spuce within contractunl time constrants) was managed as o
partnership between the City, the developer, and the federal government, which enabled the
facility to be constructed on time gnd within budget,

vided:

Luand Use: Both the Victory Center site and the Mark Center site have been subject Wy in-depth
land use consideration processes, and the approved zoming ordinance contemplates sigmificant
office development in those areas, The Alexandria City Council has supported and supports the
development of these two slites with the approximate 1.8 million square feet of office space as
contemplated in both the WHS proposals. In regard to future expansion capability for WHS, or
related private office use: (1) the Victory Center is surrounded by low density flex
oificerwarehouse space which the City contemplates being able o be redeveloped at much
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Air Quality: The EA adequately addresses air quality nnd its conclusion of de minimes mir
quality impacts sl both sites in Alexandna. This is the logical conclusion since this is 3
relocation project from adjecent Ardington County.

Canstruction emissions at the two Alexandna sites will be minimal as there are no demolitions of
existing bulldings required.

Water and Biological Resources: Both Alexandrin sites have the required land use and storm
water approvals, and the developers plan on-ensuring that storm water management reflects best
practices, As a result, any concerns about major adverse runoff volumes and velocities are
unfounded. In the case of the Victory Center site, the existing old development includes & nearly
impervious surfice for the entire site. Anything on that site would be better than a No Action
plternative. The new development at the Victory Center will reduce the impervious coverage
and improve substantially the handling of storm water runoff. This would improve the
conditions on the adjacent Resource Protection Area (RPA). The Mark Center, whose master
plan with a large, dedicated nature preserve makes it one of the pioneers in ecologically sensitive
development, has the necessary storm water mansgement and water quality contral mensures in
place. With the major 44-acre nature preserve proffered by the Mark Winkler Company, the
City accepted the replacement of one of the wooded aress with future office development.

Socioeconnmics: The EA is silent on the impact on atfordable housing of the Mark Winker and
the Victory Center sites. The creation of 6,409 jobs at cither of these two housing sites would
tend to increase rental and ownership housing demand to some degree, and therefore reduce the
supply of affordable housing to some extent. The WHE would be a positive economic addition
to the City, as it will help mitigate much of the effect of the loss of some 7200 Department of
Defense jobs that have been, or will be, transferred out of the City as pant of the BRAC process.

Utilities: The City of Alexandria concurs in the conclusion that the Victory Center and the Mark
Winkler sites both have witer, electric, natural gas, sanitary sewer access and capacity which
will be able to more than adequately meet the needs of the proposed WHS fucility.

Public Safety: Becawse of sigmficant additional planned development and redevelopment in the
West End of Alexandna, the City plans at some time in the future to construct and equip a new
fire station to serve the West End of the City, where both the Victory Center and the Mark
Center sites are Jocated, The City has reserved a parcel of land on Eisenhower Avenue for this

Purpose.
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In conelusion, the City believes that overall the EA report and conclusions are sound and the
Finding of No Significant Imipact in regard to the Mark Center and the Victory Center WHS
proposals is correet. 1f the City can be of any assistance in further clanfication of our comments

on the EA, please contisct us.

Sincerely,

W[ ——

Mark Jinks
Deputy City Manager

cc: The Honorsble Mayor and Members of City Couneil
Jim Hartmann, City Manoager
Farell Hamer, Director, Planning & Zonmg
Tom Culpepper, Deputy Director, Tmnsportation & Environmental Services
Stephanie Landrum, Senior Vice President,
Alexandria Feonomic Development Partnership
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higher densities to meet substantial additional office demand, and (2) the Mark Center site has
approximately 1.4 million square feet of existing office space which could be made available to
meet future office demands

Transportation: When the Victory Center site and the Mark Winkler Center sites were
considered by the City, transportation studies were undertaken in order to determine how the
needed road capacity compared with what capacity was planned or contemplated. While the
Virgmia Department of Transportation believes that sdditional traffic analyses of these two sites
is warranted, the City is satisfied that the prior analyses which have met the City's rigorous
standards sufficiently considered the impact of 8 WHS-sized facility on local ronds. These
studies have been recently updated, With the adjacency of these sites 1o the interstate highways
(1-9% and 1-395), which are both being improved, it is difficult 1o see how further studies are
needed beyond what VDOT has already undertaken.

Hecapse the WHE site is a relocation of employees, many of whom already travel the 1-95 and |-
395 corridors, we agree with the conclusion of the EA that the dissipation of the traffic to either
of the Alexandrin sites is such that the impaet to the regional roadway network is manageable. n
fact, the relocation of the WHS represents a major opportunity to reduce single ocoupancy
vehicle (SOV) trips. Finally, the density of proposed office development ot both sites in
Alexandria is consistent with the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
trinsportation modeling, which assumed u density of job growth similar to the WHS projected
6,409 emplovees.

The City is also in the initinl stages of implementing a planned doubling of the service and
capacity of our City-sponsored DASH bus system. We have started construction of a new
DASH bus maintenance facility, which is the first step in this process. This expansion will
improve the connectivity of these two sites with the rest of the City, as well as to the Metrarail
sysiem,

We fully understand the need for all of the local rond infrastructure 1o be in place by

September 15, 2011 (the legislatively mandated BRAC deadline), which is the time WS needs
to be able to move w their new offices at whatever site 1s selected. Only one of the two
Alexandria sites will require additional road capucity to be constructed, and that can oceur by the
BRAC deadline date.

I the case of the Victory Center site, sufficient existing roadway capavity already is in place
(Eisenhower is a four-lune pvenue with significant underutilized road capacity), No new
roadway construction will be needed with the Victory Center site, and therefore the site does not
require any Defense Access Roads funding. Also this site s within walking distance of the Vin
Dom Metrorail station (although we understand that the adjacency to 8 Metrorail site has been
eliminated as a requirement), The Vin Dom Street interchange with .95 is nearhy. Eisenhower
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Avienue is served by three exits from 1-95 (Telegraph, Clermont and Yan Do), there Is 8 new
sxit being constructed (Mill Road), and major impravements are underway al one exil
(Telegraph). Vehicles can also access the site from Vun Domn by using the 1-395 Duke Street or
Edsall Road exits to reach Van Dom

While the Victory Center site does not have VRE access, VRE currently runs on tracks near the
Victory Center site. 1 this site is selected for WHS, the City would study the feasibility of
locating @ VRE platform behind the Vietory Center site (Manassas line) or adjacent to the Van
Diom Metrorail station (Fredericksburg line}.

in addition to these transportation improvements related to the Victory Center site, the City has
recently adopted a long-range Master Transportation Plan that contemplates Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) service on Van Dom Street and Eisenhower Avenue, Recent agreements in regard to the
HOT lanes on 1-395 include the funding of a significant incresse in transit service in the Van
Dom eorridor in both Fairfax County and Alexandria.

The Victery Center would also huve 3 Transportation Management Plan (TMF) in place that
could acoommodate the targeted 40% trip reduction kevel, with the adjacent Metroruil access
heing 4 major companent of trip reduction.

in the case of the Mark Center, traffic studies undertaken when the City approved the Mark
Center office density carefully determined what roadway improvements woild be necessary.
This includes the widening of Seminary Road and the expansion of the tuming capacity from
Seminary Road into the Mark Center site. With these improvements, which are to be made at
developer's expense, City staff is comlonable that sufficient capacity will be created by the
proposed and developer-agreed-to improvements and that no additional ransportation studies are
warranted. Since Duke Realty is funding these road improvements, this site does not require any
Defense Access Roads funding.

The Mark Center ean accommodate the desired 40% level of np reduction by using existing
TMP measures, and by expending those measures. The Mark Center land use approvals
previously granted by the City require substantial TMP measures which would be required to be
expanced if WHS locates 10 the Mark Center site. The TMP measures include shuttle service,
the City-operated DASH bus system, Metrobus, and the proposed governmental shuttle service.

The City's recently adopted long-range Mastér Transportation Plan includes o Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) comidor on Beauregard Street, which is & short walk from the proposed WHS site.



