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The Draft General Management Plan / Development Concept Plan / Environmental Impact Statement described
four alternatives for future management and use of Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts, The proposed
action (alternative 4) would provide sufficient parking for all visitors within the park boundaries without
substantial additional paving or structures. To achieve adequate parking space, approximately 3 acres of forested
area would be cleared and a portion of the adjacent grass parking areas regraded. The existing paved parking
areas would be repaved and striped to allow for maximum capacity. All grass parking would be formalized with
lighted wallcways for safe and orderly pedestrian passage. The pedestrian circulation of the park would be
redesigned to allow for a more organized approach to the Filene Center and associated areas, The existing box
office building and ancillary buildings at the plaza would be removed and replaced with a single-story structure
that would consolidate all patron and visitor focused functions, including elements and artifacts depicting and
interpreting the performing arts. A development concept plan for the box office plaza building and the circle
drive area has been included as part of the proposed action. Although the proposed action requires the removal of
some forested areas and regrading hills, steps would be taken to retain the rural feel and country character of the
site. Patrons would benefit from assured onsite parking, The potential for adverse impacts on water quality would
be mitigated through the design of drainage and retention facilities. The other alternatives include continnation of
current management practices, or no action {alternative 1), the absorption of most parking impacts on paved lots
within the park boundaries (alternative 2), and the accommodation of ‘all vehicles and pedestrians in safe,
separate areas and upgrade of support facilities (alternative 3).

The draft document was on formal public review for 45 days, from January 31, 1997, to March 17, 1997, and a
total of 11 letters of comment were received. Because the comments did not substantially modify any of the
alternatives, propose new concepts for consideration, or supplement, improve, or modify the environmental
analyses, this Final General Management Plan / Development Concept Plan / Environmental Impact Statement
inchides only factual corrections and text clarifications to the draft, summaries of substantive comments, and
National Park Service responses to those comments. The full text of the draft document has not been reprinted,
and this final document must be used as a companion document with the draft.

A record of decision on the final plan will be issued 30 days after this final document has been made available
for public review, as announced in the Federal Register. For further information about this plan contact the
Director, Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts, 1551 Trap Road, Vienna, VA 22182,

United States Department of the Interior » National Park Service




PREFACE

The Draft General Management Plan / Development Concept Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement for Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts was released for formal public
review on January 31, 1997, as announced in the Federal Register. Eleven letters of comment
were received from government agencies, organizations, and the public. Because of the nature
of the comments, the National Park Service has decided to issue an abbreviated Final General
Management Plan / Development Concept Plan / Environmental Impact Statement that notes
clarifying text changes and factual corrections, and that responds to substantive comments.

This shortened format for a final environmental impact statement is in accordance with the
Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, part 1503. The “Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act” state that if changes in
response to comments are minor and are confined to factual corrections or explanations of
why comments do not warrant further agency response, then they may be written on errata
sheets and attached to the draft statement instead of rewriting the draft statement.

The first part of this document corrects errors that were noted in the draft text. For example,
numbers of parking spaces in the text, tables, and maps that did not match have been
corrected to show actual numbers. The second part of this document responds to comments
and clarifies the intent of proposed actions or explains why certain subjects were or were not
addressed.

NoTE: Corrections and revisions are noted by section, page number, column, and paragraph.. The phrase “change
to read” means that words have been added or deleted. Underlines indicate new text (except for lengthy
additions), while strikeouts show deleted text. The word “replace” or “rewrite” means new phrasing for a
sentence or paragraph.
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CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN / DEVELOPMENT
CONCEPT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



SUMMARY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Impacts of Alternative 1 (Continuation of Existing Management Practices)

Page vi, column 2, paragraph 5 — Change to read as follows:

Any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations that have the
potentlal of possessing archeological resources. as determined by an archeological
overview and assessment Would be sublect o surveying. :A:rehee}eg}eal-&wejweu}é

pfepesed—deve}epmenﬁ If rveys eees%me&ea&—aeﬂ%es y1eld any resources, these
sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation

with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11.

Impacts of Alternative 2

Page viii, column 1, paragraph 4 — Change to read as follows:

As in alternative 1, anv actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations
that have the potential of possessing archeological resources. as determined by an
archeologlcal overview and assessment, would be sub;ect 10 surveylng ~is-pot

adéiﬂeﬂ—fﬁeeﬁsmieeeﬁ-ae%w-r&es If sury. y y1e1d any resources, these sites would be
recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the
Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11.

Page viii, column 1, paragraph 5, sentence 1 — Change to read and add new sentence as
follows:

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate area
of the park before and-after performances, as most vehicles would be accommodated
within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the end of performances

would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots.




Impacts of Alternative 3 .

Page 1, column 2, paragraph 4 — Replace as follows:

As in alternatives 1 and 2. any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources, as determined by
an archeological overview and assessment, would be subject to surveying. If surveys
vield any resources, these sites would be recorded., and mitigation measures would be
developed in consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Inpasets

= £
- t e .

Page ix, column 2, paragraph 5, sentence 1 — Rewrite as follows:

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate area
of the park before and-after performances, as most vehicles would be accommodated
within the boundaries of the park, The vehicular exit process at the end of performances
would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots.
Multiple exits from the parking structure onto the Dulles Toll Road and onto Trap Road
would help empty the structure more efficiently. However. the bottleneck that forms at
the Trap Road bridge would continue to obstruct the flow of traffic on Trap Road and
may obstruct the exits from the structure.

Impacts of Alternative 4 (Proposed Action)

Page xi, column 1, paragraph 2 — Replace as follows:

As in the other alternatives. any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources, as determined by
an archeological overview and assessment. would be subject to surveying. If surveys
yield any resources. these sites would be recorded. and mitigation measures would be
developed in consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. hmpaets

Page xi, column 2, paragraph 1 — Change last sentence as follows:

The vehicular exit process at the end of performances would result in a longer time
period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots-east-ef FrepRead.




. THE ALTERNATIVES

ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Page 21, column 1, preceding CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT — Add the
‘ following section:

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Under all alternatives, the use of chemicals to promote vegetative growth or to control
weeds or pests would be minimized. Integrated pest management and other
nonchemical strategies would be used whenever feasible.

Cultural Resource Management

Page 21, column 1, paragraph 3 — Replace as follows:

A comprehensive parkwide archeological inventory for Wolf Trap Farm Park has been
identified as one of the National Capital Region’s priorities, but it is anticipated that the
archeological overview and assessment will obviate the need for archeological
surveying in most of the previously developed areas of the park, areas to which actions
that would occur under the alternatives proposed in the general management plan are
generally confined. Nonetheless, during design, any actions affecting previously
undisturbed locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources will
be examined, and surveyed performed as necessary, to ensure insofar as possible that
there are no unanticipated impacts on significant resources. Consultation with the
Virginia state historic preservation officer will continue at appropriate stages of
preparation of the design and of the archeological overview and assessment.

The following actions would occur under all the alternatives in the general management
plan for Wolf Trap Farm Park. Consultation with the state historic preservation officer
has been initiated concerning the 3-acre enlargement of the existing parking area on
Gil’s Hill, and concerning the basis for future determinations of effect under section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. It is anticipated that consultation will be
completed at the design stage, following the agreed-upon preparation of an
archeological overview and assessment. Programmatic exclusions for the actions listed
below are covered in the 1995 amendment to the 1990 Programmatic Agreement




between the National Park Service, the National Conference of State Historic .
Preservation Officers, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

Actions and Compliance Requirements
Pedestrian walkways widened — anticipated programmatic exclusion under stipulations
IV.A and IV.B.6.

‘Winterize and finish the interior of Filene Center rehearsal hall in backstage area of
structure — review not applicable for structure.

Construct comfort station adjacent to concession stand on north side of Filene Center
for disabled visitors — review not applicabie for structure.

Install overhead lighting system over all major pedestrian walkways for safety and
directional purposes — potential need for archeological survey will be identified by
archeological overview and assessment, subject to consultation with the state historic
preservation officer.

Page 22 — Insert the following section:

IMPLEMENTATION OF CONCEPTS PRESENTED IN THIS PLAN

This General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement presents a range of
concepts to fulfill park objectives and resolve issues. The feasibility of these concepts
and the impacts of executing them are also presented in order to compare alternative
approaches and weigh their merit. In this conceptual phase exact locations and
specifications for infrastructure and other improvements have not been determined.
Location and facility specific designs will be done for the alternative selected in the
“Record of Decision” prior to any construction. Under any alternative, the final designs
will conform to federal, state, and county laws, regulations, codes, and ordinances.

ALTERNATIVE 2
Parking and Pedestrian Corriders
Parking Areas. Page 28, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 3 — Change to read as follows:

The net increase in spaces of this alternative over alternative 1 would be 116 270. This
is approximately 552 236 spaces fewer than are required by a sold-out performance.




. ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION)
Development Concept Plan

Parking and Pedestrian Corridors. Page 41, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 3 - Change
to read as follows:

However, it is estimated that up to 3,104 3,368 cars could be accommodated in this
alternative.

Page 42, column 1, paragraph 3, sentences 3 and 4 — Change to read as follows:

The combination of all of these lots would accommodate approximately 2.400 2660
cars. Approximately 400 668 spaces would be allocated for permit parking.

Alternétive 4 (Proposed Action) map
Page 43 — Change legend numbers to read as follows:
(7) Reconfigure and restripe east parking lot (400 456 spaces)
. (10) Regrade for grass paxking at Gil’s Hill (1100 $269)

(24) Regrade and fill to accommodate grass parking at Dimple and Dust Bowl
(approximately 400 $56 spaces and 10 42 bus spaces)
TABLE 2: PARKING INVENTORY BY ALTERNATIVE

PARKING AREA
Page 56, column 1, row 6 -—— Change to read as follows:

Employvee parking Parkingarea#3-(alongstageread)

ALTERNATIVE 2
Page 56, column 3, row 6 — Change to read as follows:

036
Page 56, column 3, row 10 — Change total to read as follows:

2.848 2008




ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION)
Page 56, column 5, row 4 — Add asterisk (*).

NOTE:
Page 56 — Change to read as follows:

Alternative 2 increases 116 376 spaces from existing conditions, and alternative 3
increases 650 spaces from existing conditions. Alternative 2 remote parking would
accommodate up to 350 vehicles. Alternative 4 increases 372 624 spaces from
existing conditions.

%

Page 56 — Change to read as follows:

Alternative 4 includes 10 bus parking spaces. Areas-to-be-used-for-bus-parking:

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

ALTERNATIVE 2
Page 60, column 3, row 2, sentence 1 — Rewrite as follows:

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate
area of the park before and-afier performances, as most vehicles would be
accommodated within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the

end of performances would result in a time period similar o that in alternative 1 to
empty the parking lots.

ALTERNATIVE 3 -
Page 60, column 4, row 2, sentence 1 — Rewrite as follows:

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate
area of the park before and-after performances, as most vehicles would be
accommodated within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the
end of performances would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to
empty the parking lots. Multiple exits from the parking structure onto the Dulles
Toll Road and onto Trap Road would help empty the structure more efficiently.
However. the bottleneck that forms at the Trap Road bridge would continue to
obstruct the flow of traffic on Trap Road and may obstruct the exits from the
structure.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION)

Page 60, column 5, row 2, sentence 1 — Change to read as follows:

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate
area of the park before and-after performances, as most vehicles would be
accommodated within the boundaries of the park.




Page 60, column 5, row 2 — Change last sentence as follows:

The vehicular process at the end of performances would result in a longer time
period similar fo that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots east-ofTrapRead.




AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

AIR QUALITY
Page 67, column 1, paragraph 1, last sentence — Change to read as follows:

Currently Fairfax County exceeds the NAAQS for carben-monexide-and ozone.

NOISE

Concert Noise Levels. Page 69, column 1, following paragraph 2 — Add the following
sentence:

A table displavine the averace sound level measurement results and their duration is

provided in appendix I (Bowlby & Associates. Inc. 1994).

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Page 77, column 2, paragraph 2 — Rewrite as follows:

Farmhouse — The farmhouse that currently exists is a building that has experienced
additions and alterations through the course of years since the original cabin portion
was originally constructed builtinthe-late-17th-eentury. The age of the cabin cannot be
traced definitively. although most recent estimates place it in the late 18th to early 19th
century. The cabin was a small one-room, one-story log and mortar building that was
enlarged as the needs of the occupants changed. When Mrs. Shouse acquired the farm,
the house was used as the main residence, with many support farm buildings.
Additions made by previous owners. and later during-thelate 16005 mid-1800sand-a
series-of renovations-in-the-+930s by the Shouses, resulted in the current two-story,
multiple room house. Subsequent alterations occurred throughout the Shouse
ownership and after NPS acquisition of the property.

Page 79, column 2, following last paragraph — Insert new text as follows:

A limited archeological reconnaissance was conducted at Wolf Trap in late 1978.
Areas examined were those having relatively level topography that did not appear to
have been subjected to extensive ground disturbances during the course of the park’s
development. To expedite this study, no data was collected in the vicinity of the
historical farmhouse, where it was assumed that archeological resources would be
located. Within the areas examined, there were three locations where prehistoric lithic
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. debris was identified, and one area that appeared to have been used as a debris-disposal
site earlier in the 20th century.

The conclusion reached in 1979, following this reconnaissance, was that additional
investigation would be appropriate to determine the characteristics and significance of
the archeological resources at Wolf Trap, prior to any development that might affect
them. It was suggested, however, that the resources were not likely to be eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Place, due to likelihood of compromised
integrity in the vicinity of the farmhouse, to the apparently modern origin of the 20th
century dump, and to the absence of diagnostic material at the loci of prehistoric
activity.

Because of the possibility of impacts on archeological resources, of as yet
undetermined significance, resulting from implementation of developments proposed
in the GMP/DCP, the park, in the consultation with the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (the state historic preservation officer) and with the professional
staff of the National Capital Region, has recognized the need for preparation of an
archeological overview and assessment, as the basis for informed determinations of the
effects of undertakings on resources. It is anticipated that the archeological overview
and assessment will provide a more thorough examination of historical records than
could be accomplished in 1978-79, and closer study of the developmental history of
the park. It will, in addition, identify where archeological surveying may need to be

. performed to ensure that significant resources are not adversely affected by future
development. :

Consistent with the 1979 recommendation that additional investigation be performed
prior to development in the vicinity of the modern dump to determine if any historic or
prehistoric resources were present, an archeological shovel test pit survey was
conducted at Gil’s Hill in 1996 to determine if the 3-acre enlargement of the parking
area there would affect potentially significant resources. Only modern debris was
found to be present. The impact of that element of development has consequently been
determined, in consultation with the state historic preservation officer, not to be
adverse. As requested by the state historic preservation officer, the report concerning
that survey is to be incorporated into the archeological overview and assessment for
the park.

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION
Parking inventory

Page 81, colurnn 2, paragraph 4, sentence 3 — Add to end of sentence as follows:

The east lot, located on the east side of Trap Road, has a semicircular layout and 350
. marked spaces, plus 100 additional spaces on turf medians.

1




Page 82, column 1, paragraph 5, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:

In 1991, it filled to capacity 19 times; in 1992, 27 times; ard in 1993, 35 times__in
1994, 26 times: in 1995, 14 times: and in 1996. 16 times.

Table 6: Current Parking Inventory. Page 82 — Change to read as follows:

East parking lot 4504
Accessible parking lot 5070
Total 2.732 2752

1 Includes 100 spaces on turf medians.

12




ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (CONTINUATION OF CURRENT MANAGEMENT

PRACTICES)
Impacts on Natural Resources
Air Quality. Page 93, column 2, paragraph 3 — Change to read as follows:

Wolf Trap Farm Park is situated in an area of nonattainment with the NAAQS for
earberrmenoxideand ozone.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

Archeological Resources. Page 96, column 2, paragraph 1 — Rewrite as follows:

Any actions t0 be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations that have the
potential of possessing archeological resources as determined by the archeological
overview and assessment described in the “Elements Common to All Alternatives”

section would be subject to surveying. Areheelogical-surveys-would-haveto-be

conducted-to-determine-ifany-resourees-or-stes-exist: If surveys eonstruction-aetivities
vield any archeological resources or potential sites, these sites would be recorded, and
mitigation measures would be developed in consuitation with the Virginia state historic
preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance

with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through monitoring during the
construction phase.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2

Impacts on Natural Resources

Air Quality. Page 99, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 1 — Change to read as follows:

Alternative 2 seeks to address this parking need by providing an additional 116 +#6
parking spaces within the park boundary.

Page 99, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:

Wolf Trap Farm Park is situated in an area of nonattainment with the NAAQS for
erbon-menexide-and ozone.



Impacts on Cultural Resources

Archeological Resources. Page 104, column 1, paragraph 1 ~— Rewrite as follows:

As in alternative 1, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations
that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined by the
archeological overview and assessment described in the “Elements Common to All
Alternatives” section would be subject to surveying. éhefe—afe—ﬂe-leae%m-afehee}egieai

: anst-be-conducte : : eS-OCEHE; If rveys

1eld any archeologlcal resources or potential sites were—feuﬁd these sites would be
recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the
Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through
monitoring during the construction phase.

Impacts on Transportation
Page 104, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:

The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a time

period similar to that is-expeected-to-take-atongerperied-of-ime-than in alternative 1 to
empty the parking lots due-te-inereased parking-east-ef Trap-Road.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 3
Impacts on Natural Resources

Impacts on Air Quality. Page 107, column 2, paragraph 1, sentence 3 — Change to read as
follows:

Wolf Trap Farm Park is situated in an area of nonattainment with the NAAQS for
carbonmenexide-and ozone.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

Archeological Resources. Page 110, column 1, paragraph 1 — Rewrite as follows:
As in alternatives 1 and 2, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed

locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined
by the archeological overview and assessment described in the “Elements Common to

All Alternatives” section would be subject to surveying. it-is-not-anticipated-that-any-
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any archeological resources or potential sites are-found, these sites would be recorded,
and mitigation measures would be developed in consuitation with the Virginia state
historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in

accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through monitoring
during the construction phase.

Impacts on Transportation

Page 110, column 2, paragraph 1, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:
This would eliminate patron parking in adjacent neighborhoods during sold-out
performances, thus greatly reducing traffic noise and congestion in these areas during
those fimes.

Page 110, column 2 — Add new paragraph 3 as follows:
The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a time
period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots. Multiple exits from the

. parking structure onto the Dulles Toll Road and onto Trap Road would help empty the

structure more efficiently. However, the bottleneck that forms at the Trap Road bridge
would continue to obstruct the flow of traffic on Trap Road and may obstruct the exits
from the structure.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION)

Impacts on Natural Resources

Air Quality. Page 112, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:
Wolf Trap Farm Park is currently an area of nonattainment with the NAAQS for
carbon-monexide-and oZone.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

Archeological Resources. Page 116, column 2, paragraph 1 — Rewrite as follows:
As in the other alternatives, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed

locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined
‘ . by the archeological overview and assessment described in the “Elements Common to

15




All Altematwes section would be sublect to Surveymg it—rs—net—kﬂew—l-ﬁaﬂy

OEeHT If UI'VC!
aﬂyeeﬁhe-pfepesed—eeﬂﬁ{me&eﬂ—&e%ﬁeﬂes y1e1d archeolocucal resources or potential

sites, these sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in
consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would
be minimized through monitoring during the construction phase.

Impacts on Transportation
Page 117, column 1, paragraph 1, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:

Patron parking in neighborhoods would be eliminated, greatly reducing traffic noise
and congestion in these areas during sold-out performances.

Page 117, column 1, paragraph 3, sentence 1 — Change to read as follows:

The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a longer

time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots eastof FrapRead

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL AND COMMONWEALTH LE"GISLATION,
POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS

National Historic Preservation Act

Page 120, column 1, paragraph 2, sentence 2 — Change to read as follows:

In 1997, the Virginia state historic preservation officer has concurred that the
structures are not eligible for listing on the national register.

Page 120, column 1, paragraph 3 — Rewrite as follows:

Throughout the planning process, the Virginia state historic preservation officer will be
involved through coordination with the park. Cultural resource compliance will be
completed under the provzsmns of the 1990 programmatlc agreement i—ﬁ-eeefd'l-ﬁﬁ%lﬁﬁ

W&msmmm&m This serv1cew1de agreement
among the National Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and
the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers was amended in July
1995. Stipulations VI.C through E indicate that general management plans may
‘constitute the basis for consultation under 36 CFR 800.4—6 on individual undertakings

16




if sufficient information exists for resource identification, determination of national
register eligibility, and assessment of effect. Without such information, section 106
consultatton will be initiated or completed at subsequent stages in the planning
process, such as development concept plans. The “Cultural Resource Management”
section of the “Elements Common to All Alternatives” addresses actions that would
oceur under the alternatives and whether they are categorical exclusions under the
programmatic agreement or if further compliance or consultation with the state historte
preservation officer is required.
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81

Short-term "Roving" Average Sound Level Measurement Results (dB)

(B&K=B&K Meter, Met=Metrosonics Analyzer)

Date Shte Time Length | B&K Met |Comment
(i) | teq | Leq |
7/5 8| 08:20PM 5 51 insect Noise & Toll Road
7/5 11| 08:57 PM 5 48 Some Toll Road
715 71 10:54PM 10 41 Toll Road Is background
7/5 91 11:16PM 10| 43 Toil Road Is background
7/5 10| 11:34PM 10{ 44 Sparse traffic on Towiston
7/5 17| 11:53PM -1 40 Toll Road is background, Birds/insects
76 16 | 12:02 AM -1 39 Toll Road Is background nolse
7(6 221 04.10PM 5 50 All Toll Road
7/6 4] 04.33PM 7 53 Al Toll Road
7/6 5| 04:47PM 5 59 All Toli Road
7/6 7] 05:086 PM 6| 50 Toll Road Is majority, some Trap Road
7/6 10! 05:30PM 10 63 Trap Road nolse
7/6 23| 08:22PM 10 48 No definable single soutce; birds, insects
7/6 16 | 07:07 PM 5 48 Toll Road is background
716 16B § 07:25PM 5| 48 Area noise blends w/ Toll Road
7(6 18| o7:48pPM 5| 46 Area nolse blends w/ Toll Road
7/6 19] 08:08PM §{ 48 Toll Road is majority of noise
7/6 20| 08:27PM 5 47 Toll Road Is dominant noise source
716 3| 08:53PM 10 42 Toll Road Is main noise source
7/18 10} 06:10PM 10] 55 Towlston traffic, pre-concert
7116 19| 08:20 PM 5] 6t Area noise, insects w/ Toll Road
7/16 18| 08:30PM 6 52 Toll Road & insects, no Filene
716 168 | 08:48 PM 5 52 Insect nolse dominates, Filene occasionally audible
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61

Short-term "Roving" Average Sound Level Measurement Results (dB)

(B&K=B&K Meter, Met=Metrosonics Analyzer)

-

Date Site Time Length | B&K Met {Comment
(min) | Leq Leq
746 | 17} 09:08PM 5| 48 Inteymission, insect nolse dominates
7/16 9| 09:30PM 2 49 insects, Filene not audible
7/16 11| 09:44PM 2 45 insects & Toll Road are equal contributors
7116 23| 09:55PM 2 41 {nsect noise, Filene not audible
7/18 10| 10:30 PM 10 52 NB Towlston traffic, post-concert
r/ak4 10 | 06:31 PM 5 656 56 { Towiston traffic, pre-concert
M7 17 | 06:58 PM 2! 59 Plane flyover
17 71 08:18PM - 57 * Music and vocals audible and dominating
717 8] 08:31PM -1 57 * Muslc and vocals audible
M7 9| 08:45PM -] 52 * Vocal pushes level to 52.0 dB
717 23| 08:53PM - 53 * Vocal push, background is 49 dB
/17 11 ] 09:12PM 7 46 * 49 | Vocal push, insects @ 43 dB (Met Leq affected by plane
717 16B | 08:28PM 5 50 * 50 | Music is audible, does not ralse levels
M7 17| 09:41PM 6 54 | Loud songs, crowd affect levels, up to 51.8 dB
717 19 ] 10:00PM 6 52 |Filene audible, producing 54 4B
7187 20| 10:15PM 7 57 {Filene Is audible, does not ralse above 57 dB backgmd
77 10| 10:41 PM - ** 1 Towliston treffic, post-concert traffic
7/18 10| 08:.00PM ** | Towliston traffic, pre-concert
7/18 7] 08:15PM 5 49 | Tofl Road Is main source, Filene is audible
7118 4] 08:40PM 7 55 |Music is nolse source
7118 16B | 08:54 PM 8 52 {Music produces 51-52 dB at times
7/18 17| 09:08PM 7 54 {Filene is main nolse component
7/18 19| 09:34PM 7 57 |Music is 56-58 dB consistently
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'g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION R
& 841 Ghestnut Baliding

ot Philadalphta, Pannsyivania 181074431

MAY 0 5 1997

Mr. Richard Wilt

Director

Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Ans
1551 Trap Road

Vienna, Vieginia 22182

RE: Re: Draft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement; Wolf Trap Fasm Park, Fairfax County, VA

Deear Mr. Wikt

In accordance with the Nationa] Etwvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed ihe Draft
Envire I Impact S {DEIS) for the above referenced project. We have rated
Alternative 1, the continuation of current g praciices of the “No Action™ Alternative
and Alternative 3 as LO (Lack of Objections). We have assigned the rating of EQ (Environmental
Objections) to Alternative 2 and EC{Environmental Concems) to Alternative 4, which s the
proposed action, EPA has assigned an overall rating of | {Adequate} to the overall adequacy of
the document, A gopy of the EPA rating system is enclosed for your reference.

Alternative 3 has the least impaet on the Park’s natural resources while providing for its
long term management objectives. It would accommodete all vehicles and pedestrians through
the construction of a parking structure on site and the upgrade of the existing paved paridng lots
to absorh all performance-g; d parking imp Grass parking would be eliminated and the
box offics plaza would be redesigned for patron and visitor services. This alternative would
separate vehicular traffic from pedesirians and enhance the country setting and ambience of the
purk, This ehemsative would reduce envirormental impacts by eliminating the grass packing and
restoring the approximately 10 acres for habitat use by species that prefer parkland-open

getation including small !s and birds. This alternative would alse provide for better
water quality management praclices on site through removal of some existing paved parking lots
which would, aleng with the elimination of the grassed areas currently used for parking, allow
percelation of storm water into the ground rather than discharging as sheet low directly into Wolf
Trap Run.  {t would provide greater undisiurbed open space in a region that is extensively
developed. However, the costs associnted with Alietnative 3 are estimated to be close to 45
willion dollars. EPA realizes that these costs may be prokibitive in today’s fiscal climate for the
irapl of this al ive.

P

Celedrasing 25 Fears of Environmental Pragress
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Alternative 2 presents greater environmental concems because of its increased paved
surfaces for patron parking. This alternative would directly impact 13.25 acres by paving where
grasses and forests currently exist and permanently remove the soils in these areas from
productivity, Approximaely 11.23 acres or 45% of the parkland-open vegetation class habitat
would be lost within the paric’s boundary. Potential impacts 1o wildlife would be Joss of habitat to
amall mammals and avian species, The most critical babitat impacts would be the proposed
conversion of approximately 7.5 acres of hardwood forest for development purposes. This loss of
habitat would impact the existing scarcity of larger mammals that depend on this habitat type rot
only within the park's boundaries but in & region where extensive usban development has taken
place. The potentiat impacts to water quality are also of concern. The quality and quantity of
water that would be discharged to Wolf Trap Run via runoff could have direct and significant
impacts. This alternative would likely increase peak flood levels and have downstream
implications for both flood periodicity and extent. The quality of water would be expected to be
degtaded by inputs of ¢contaminated surface water runoff.

Altemnative 4, the proposed action, would provide adequate parking within the park
witheut adding new paved area or structures 1o the park. This would be accomplished by
expanding the grass parking into areas that are currently hardwood forest. Approximately 3 acres
of hardwood forest would be converted to grassy parkland from the implementation of this
gitemative. Impacts 1o larger s and birds, especially the resident population of piteated
woodpeckers, are expected to oceut from the loss of upland hardwoods causing species’
displagement, 1.oss of natural forest area will contribute to this type of community loss in a
region that is currently facing continued encroachment by urban development. Empacts to Wolf
Trap Run from the new parking areas could result in a slight incrementak increase in pesk flows
&nd discharge rates for the creek, Howaver, grassed parking lots will be graded and designed to
control runoff. Visitor and patron facilities will be combined into a single story structure on the
plaza. The costs nssockated with the praposed action are estimated to $13.5 million dollars.

EPA believes that the poteatial envi al imp iated with the imp!
of Alternative 4 can be minimized using appropriate mitigation measures. We strongly support
the recently initiated water quality monitoring of Wolf Trep Run and the mitigation measures
identified in the DEIS for storm water control. Although the logs of hardwaod forest cannot be
completefy mitigated, we agree with the retention of selected trees and mimicking the natural
edge of the forest in designing the new pasking area, We also befieve this project has
opportunities for incorporating some poliution prevention measures. In October 1990, Congress
passed the Pollution Prevention Act which calls for a stepwise approach to addressing pollation.
Some supgestions that might wasrant your consideration are recycling reccptacles, use of recycled
goods in the visitars facility, siting and designing the building to reduce energy consumption and
reducing water consumption by specifying low flow toilets. Lighting for the pedestrian pathways
could ulilize energy efficient fixtures. Painting projects should make use of Istex paint instead of
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o pr polyarethanc-based paints. Lendscaping in the plazs area that ulifizes drought resistant
native vegetalion would minimize the wse of water resources.

Although Altecrative 3 has fewer environmental impacts than the other alternatives, we
believe with strict sdherence 10 proposed mitigation measures and use of poflation prevention
hrigues thet the envi tal impacts of Alternative 4 can be minmized to provide for the
needs of the Wolf Trap Farm Park within fiscally realistic teems, Thank you for the opportunity
\a comment on this DEIS. Please contact Marria O'Matley Walsh at (71 7)628-9685 if you have
any questions regarding our comments.

Sincesely,

John Forren, Program Manager
NEPA & Wetlends Regulatory Review

$23UOSHY] pup SJUSHUOT)
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NATIONAL CARITAL PLANNING COMMISSION

COMBISION IN REPLY REFER TO:
¥R NCEC Flke No. 5689
e iR MAR L2 ngt
ESEL Dhener
u.‘::: m Woll Trap Fat Patk far the Parforming Asts
1551 Wolf Trap Road
e of o e o Skt Vienna, Virginia 22182
Anirghon Dirof
Or. hakichs Bword Dear Mr. Wil
st i 5. oy Thank you for the opportunity to review the Dsaft General Management Plan
S 20 bt {GMP)/Development Concept Plan (DCP)/Envitonmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
8 oot Sarn for the Woll Trap Farm Park for the Performing Asts, Faitfax Covnty, Virginia. At
Hororable Devid 3, Sirtien (o} s March 6, 1997 meeting, the C ission approved co 1 for the Department
Charran, Conmnm o0 of the Interioe's consideration in preparation of (he final document.
MD&:‘W 5
- -The Commission commends the Depariment of the Interior for preparing this
e wa Ot <ombined document to help golde \he land use planning and operations of the park,
U8, #ioums of Raprésinistiets . . . N
i B Chget bettet accommodate patrons, and attertipt to feduce ofL-site impacts, After reviewing
jollh Blted A Coroe the vasious options, the Commission supports yout prefened alizinative, Alternative
oottt 4, Your plans for accommodating neatly all sold-out performance parking needs on-
DusctdCohrtts site will positively affect the residential neighbarhaad by reducing, i€ not eliminating,
off-site parking requi . Also, providing on-site parking entances the visitor
expericnce by meking patking spacts mare convenient to patrans. Finally, the
preovision of mere pedestrian and lighted watkways shovld improve pedesttian and
vehicalar circulation and redues potential pedestrian and vehicular conflicts.
White we support your efforts t0 impfove conditions at the Park, we recommend the
EXECUTNE DRECTOR final document address in more detail several environmental, landscape preservation,
Rapris W SR and transportation issues. 'The National Park Service (NPS) should consider planting

additional rees on-site to compensate for the loss of three acres of trees that will
occur as a result of the proposed grass parking area ep Gis Hill. If NPS pursues
such a plan, areas whete environmental benefis {e.g., erosion and sedimentation
contrel) woukd occur should be given peiority, We cautfon, however, that new tregs
should not intertupt she open, Pastoral visias and views 50 chatacieristic of the tutal
setting,

We also request thal 1he noise quelity assessnent diseuss the duration of nolse
excesdences when they occur., [T iGan, arhough the Ballic Suve

B0 FERNNEYLVARNA AVENLE. M. SLHTE 301 WAEHNGTON, O.C. 0678 R ABG-FR00

Additional trees would be planted in the new pedestrian and
vehicular circulation plan to give visual indicators of walkways, to
guide traffic and parking, and to separate and enhance certain
areas visually. Final landscape plans will be developed for each
reconfigured area in conjunction with the construction phase.

Average sound level measurements and their duration have been
added to the report.

The opening of the Nissan Pavilion in 1995 has had little or no
effect on the traffic or parking conditions at Wolf Trap at 2 sell-
out performance. During the 1995 season at Wolf Trap, 15 of the
85 performances were sell-outs. In 1996, 14 performances were
sell-outs, but the parking exceeded the onsite parking supply 23
times. The performances at the Nissan Pavilion may have caused
some minor changes in the venue at Wolf Trap in an effort to stay
competitive with the Nissan Pavilion. It is anticipated that at least
15 performances per season will continue to be sell-outs.

SASNOASHY ANV SLNIWINOD
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M. Rick Wilt
Page Two

conducted faitly recently, we suggest that the decument note if more recent events,
such ss thie construction of the Nissan Pavilion in dznasses, kave or will affect traffic

and parking conditions in the vicinity of Walf Trap Farm Park, Fusthermore, we

suggest NI'S study dcmand management SUrALegies, SUCH as PLeterontial parking for
carpools and vanpeols.

NPS should submit a final master plan for the Park to the Commission for its approval
foYowing compktion of the E1S. Typically, during its review, the Commission \you!d
refer the master plan to Faicfax County, the Northern Virginia Planning Distriet
Commission, the Metrapolitan Washington Council of Goveraments, and the Virginia
Department of Transportation for thelr review and comment before 1aking final
action. As you ptacced with completion of your d 1, we suggest you consult
witls these agencies to kdentify any potential concemns they might have. We alio
encaurage you to coordinate your master planning cforts with ovs staff who can mest
witk you to discuss the submission p and planning issues, Enclosed fof your
use is a copy of our Master Plan Submission Requitements.

LT

Finally, we encourage NPS to seek funding for the proposed capital impr to
enhance the visilor experience. We hope our corments will be useful for supporting
the need for park improvements.

We appreciate youl consideration of sur comments and recommendations which the
Yosed B ive Ditector's Rex dation di in preater detail. Please let

us know if we can be of further assistance during the environmental documentation
process.

Sincerely,

Reginald W. Griffith
Executive Director

Enclosures

ce:  John Parsons, Nationai Park Service

The concept of providing preferential parking for carpools and
other high occupancy vehicles was considered in this process. Due
to the labor intensive nature of parking on unpaved lots, and hayv-
ing to staff several parking lots simultaneously (i.c., the permit
parking for the disabled and donors, and the regular parking), this
option would be difficult to execute. However, the park will con-
tinue to study the feasibility of this strategy.

The final GMP/EIS and final design and construction pians will be
submitted to the entities named for their review and comment
prior to construction.

$a5UOASIY pup SRPWWOD
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H. Alexacsa Wise, Jr, Direcor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 1 Gommur s
Departnient of Historie Resources

March 19, 1997

Richard A, Wilt, Director

Voltedd States Depaniment of the Interior
National Park Setvice

‘Wolf Trap Farm Park fos tix Performing Arts
1551 Trap Road

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Re:  DrafuGeneral Menagement Plan/Development Concept Plan/EIS
Wolf Trap Fartn Park for the Performing Ans
Falrfax County, Virginia
DHR Bile Number 94-2201-F

Dear Mr. Wilt:

Thank you for requesting our commets on the referenced document.

Richmond, Vizginit 2319

The chapter entitled Envi L C e concludes with the sectlon Complicnee with
Federal and Commonwealth Legisiarion, Polices, and Regulations. On page 120 the document
states that compli with the Nati Historic Preservarion Act will be compleied under the
provisions of the 1990 \ic agreemers, Please note that the Service-wide Programmatic
Agreement (PA) among the Natlonal Park Service (U.S. Department of the Inmwerior), the
Advisory Councll on Ristorie Preservation, and the Natlonal Conference of State Historic
Preservatlon Oficers was amended on July 17, 1995, Stipulationy V1,C through B indicate fat
General Managemerst Plans (GNPS) ntay constitute the basis for comsultation under 36 CFR Part
800.4-6 on individual undertakings, if sufficient information exists for resource identification,
determination of Matlonal Register eligibllity, and assessment of efifect,  Withowr such
information, Section 106 consutwation will normally be initfated or completed at subsequent stages
in the planning process, such as Development Cencept Plans (DCPs) or lmplcmenuns plans.
During the planning p the patk Hntendent will make a desi i consultation wlth
the State Historic Preservarion Oﬁ“ icer (SH‘PO) about which undertakings ate progt
exclusions under IV.A and B. ‘The approved plaa shoutd list all undenaki.ngs that are subject
1o further consuleation #nd the stage of planning at which conmultation is most fikely to be
irplemented.

The draft GNP/DCP fails to deseribe proposed agtions, whether categorical exclusions of tose
subject to future consultation, in suffickent detail to atlow our Department to comment pursuant
to Section 106, Om page 120 the docuntent also states that the genctal managesnent plan specifics

TELEPHONE: (304) 786-3143  TDD: (804} PB6-19034  FAX: (304) 2234261
An Eguc! Opporianity Apeacy

L.

Language within the text of the General Management Plan has
been revised to incorporate this information.

Text has been added to the General Marnagement Plan in the
“Cultural Resource Management” section under “Elements
Common to All Alternatives.” Included is a list of actions that are
common to all alternatives and which of these are categorical
exclusions under the 1990 programmatic agreement (amended in
1995), or are subject to future consultation,

Future cultural resources studies or evaluations recommended for
Wolf Trap Farm Park were addressed in the “Future Plans and
Studies” section under “Elements Common to All Alternatives.”
Future archeological surveys and evaluations will be coordinated
with the Virginia state historic preservation officer (SHPO) under
the guidance of an archeological overview to be developed
between the National Park Service, the SHPO, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation. In the interim of the final
General Management Plan and the development of the overview,
the actions requiring ground disturbance will be reviewed by the
SHPO. These actions have been identified in the “Cultural
Resource Management” section under “Elements Common to All
Alternatives” in the final General Management Plan.
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ary further culfura) resource surveys for implementation of the alternatives. However, we find
that no specific surveys are yecommetded, Instead, for cach of the four afteratives, it is stated
that archealogical surveys would be conducted to determine if archeoiopical resources would be
distorbed by any of the proposed developments. Plaase note that, according to stipufation II of
the PA, sutveys will be coordinated with the SHPOs. In osrder to facilitate future planning
efforts, we recommend that the final GNE/DCE include & fst of all undertakings requiring
schedule,

Aftected Environument. The section on cultural resources beginning on page 77 does not discuss
archeological resources,

w Higtorie Structures. Qur fetter of October 25, 1996 states that we are not abd to
concur with the Service's determination that the structures within park boundsuries fail to
meet the eriteria for inclusion on the National Regisier .of Historle Places, At your
request David Rdvwards of opr Winchester Regional Office miet with you on site to distuss
this issue. On January 30, 1957 our Department’s National Register Evaluation
Committes met a second time to consider the siructures eligibility. Based upon the
additionat information resulting from David Edwards® inspection, the Committee concurs
wills your deletmination. 'We agree that stractures within the park boundaries meet the
National Register eriterid due to their compromised Integrity.

Tiwe document should be revised do indicate they our Departient concitmred with the
determipation of eligibility in 1997 (with this letter), not in 1996,

» Archeologleal Resources. This section should include a discussion of the park's
potential to contain archeological resources. A reconnalssance survey of portlons of the
patk was conducted ir: 1978, The inchssion of & map showing the precise areas snrvayed
at thae time would be a helpful addition to the final document. Page 22 siates that future
plans inctude & comprelesnsive archeological survey within perk boundaries, Tt may be
more useful for planning purposes to complete an archeological assessment. Such an
assessment would incorparate the results of the [978 reconnaissance and of the historical
studies proposed, as welk as current environmental models for the: location of prehistoric
atcheologlcal sites developed during numerons recent sueveys of Fairfax County,
especiafly those conducted by the County Archeological Services. At present the
document does not provide a basis for dewermining what actions will require archeological
SUEVEY.

The 1978 survey was nol coordinated with olr Départment. The finat document shoutd
azate that future surveys will be coordinated with us in dance with Sectioa 110 of
the National Historle Preservation Act as well as Stipalation 1§ of the 1995 PA.

Alternatives. The description of the four altematives should be revised to cleatly state what
ground disturbance is proposed.

Envi al Conseq The environmental cohsequences of each afternative shayld
include a discussion of effects to archeological rescusces based on the nature and extent of the

The text has been revised to reflect this change.

See response 2.

Commert noted.

Any ground-disturbing activities will be reviewed using the guid-
ance of the archeological overview. Subsequent surveys conducted

will determine the existence of archeological resources. See also
response 2.
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proposed ground disturbance and the potential of the affecied areas 1o contain intact archeotogleat
resources. The specific surveys proposed should be indicated along with the stage of planning
In which they will be implemented.

Please do not hesitate to contact Ethel R. Eaton at (804)786-3143 if you have questions oc if wa
rany provide any further assisiance, We look forwsrd to working with yout on thig project.

Sincerely,

David H. Dutton
Director, Division of Project Review

€. Susan Leng, 106 Speclalist, Wolf Trap

SASNOSTH ANV SINIWWOD
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
3975 FAIR RIDGE DRIVE
DAYID R. QEHR FAIRFAX, VA 22003
GO SSIONER (700} W10

THOMAS F. FARLEY
CATACT ADMINSTRATOR

February, 28, 1997

Mr. Richard Wikt

Director

Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts
1551 Trap Road

Vienna, Virginia 22182

Dear Mr. Wilt;

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft General Management Flan !
Development Concept Plan (GMP/DCP) for future management and use of Wolf Trap
Farm Park for Performing Arts, The Transportation Planning Section of VDOT's
Northern Virginia District Office has reviewed the docurent, including the four
alternatives described in the document.

As I am sure you are aware and have considered, the Dulles Comidor Transportation
Study, under the guidance of a Policy Advisory Committee formed by the Virginia
Secretary of Transportation, has identified a preferred transportation altemative to be a
seamless extension, using Metro-like facilities, of the regional rail system from the West
Falls Church stetion to the vicinity of Route 772 in Loudoun County. There have been
several locations identified as potential rail stations, one of which is near the Trap Road
overpass, in the median of the Dulles Airport Access Road (to be operational during
special events). The actual layout and design of the station will be determined during the

reliminary engineering phase in coordinstion with the I cnt of the interior/
National Park Service. The final GMP/DCP should provide the fexibility for
consideration of a potential future mil station near the Park.

ABAMCRACFAVIALL FAT e ACRT Ak

The possibility of developing a metrorail station at Trap Road was
examined. It was estimated that under ideal conditions as many as
10% of the Wolf Trap patrons would use metrorail. The unknown
timing of the proposed extension of the metrorail system and the
estimated $15 million cost were issues that were considered in the
evaluation of this alternative concept. It was believed that reliance
on metrorail as a solution is not a realistic alternative at this time.
However, the National Park Service supports the use of mass
transportation and would support a station at Trap Road with
pedestrian watkways if the stop were to be constructed. No modifi-
cations at the park would preclude the construction of a metrorail
stop at Trap Road. If a metrorail stop is constructed, the Park
Service would make every effort to encourage patrons to use
metrorail to attend performances. If ridership exceeded projec-
tions, the tree cut area would be restored to forest conditions
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YDOT concurs and commends “the policy of the Department of the Interior and the
National Park Service to take the initlative and to work cooperatively with others to
anlicipate , avoid and resolve potential conflicts *. VDOT will continue to work ¢losely
with you as the Dulles rail preliminary engineering work gets underway,

If I can be of any assistance, please feel free to contact me at (703)383-2224.

Sincercly,

Fatemeh F, Ablghdoust
Senior Transportation Engincer

CC:
Mr, Thomas F, Fatley, District Enginser
M. Young Ho Chang, VDOT-NoVa, Assistasce Diswict Engincer
Mr. Farid Bigdeli, VDOT-NoVa, Transportation Planning Programs Manager
Mr, William C, LaBaugh, I}, Va, Dept. of Rail and Public Transporiation
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),
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
12000 Government Centes Parkway
Sujte 552
Fairfax, Virginia 22035-0066

Telephone: (703) 324-2531  Fax: (703) 324-3956

VIRGINTIA

Richard Wilt, Director

‘Wolf Trap Fanm Park for the Performing Arts
1551 Trap Road

Vienna, VA 22182

Dear Mr. Wilk,

Thank you for providing us with the oppostunity to review and comment on the draft General
Management Plan/Development Concept Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for Wolf
Trap Famn Park (hereinaRer referred to as “the EIS"). Through this memerangum, [ am
transemitting to you the somments of County staff. Please note that these comments reflect only
the views of staff and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Fairfax County Bonrd of
Supervisors,

We agree with the staterent on page 8 of this documens that Wolf Trap Farm Park is “an

Jinary and distinctive entertai facility” and we feel that this facility is a substantial
asset to Fairfax County, Northemn Virginia, and the mettopolitan Washington, D.C, aren, We
further agree that the “natural enclave and scenic landscape” provided by Wolf Trap “must be
maintained and cultivated to preserve the presence and purposs of Woif Trap Farm Park,” We
have reviewed the document within this context and within the context of Fairfax County's
policies and regulations.

Falrfex Coznty's Envirenmental Policies and Regulntiops

Neither the Alfected Environment section not the Environmental Consequences section of the
E1S addresses the relatiopship between the site and the aliematives with Fairfax County’s
environmental policies and regulations. Of particular note are the County*s Chesapeake Bay
Prescrvation Ordinance and fhe County’s Environmental Guality Cottidor (EQC) policy. Also of
note are the Flaodplain Regulations within (he County's Zoning Ordinance (although the EIS
does, generaily, address issues associated with [00-year floodplains). Coples of the Chesapeake
Bay Preservation Ordinance, the BQC policy, and Fleodplain Regutaticns ate attached for your
information.

NAPUUAPLANY PDOCSFLFTRAR. WED

1.

This General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
(GMP/EIS) presents a range of concepts to fulfill park objectives
and resolve issues. The feasibility of these concepts and the
impacts of executing them are also presented in order to compare
alternative approaches and weigh their merit. In this conceptual
phase exact locations and specifications for infrastructure and
other modifications have not been determined. Location and facil-
ity specific designs will be done prior to any construction for the
alternative selected through the “Record of Decision.” Under any
alternative the final designs would be consistent with federal,
state, and county laws, regulations, codes, and ordinances.
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Richard Wilt
Page2

Applying the delineation eriteria within the atiached dociments, the EIS should identify the
extent of Resourcs Protection Areas (RPAS) and EQCs on the property, and identify the potential
impaets to these arcas associated with each of the altematives. Encroachments inte RPAS should
not be p d unless such encroach are consistent with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance {¢.g. allowed yses, exemplions, or uses thet could reasonably be considered through
an exception pursuznt to Article 6 of the Ordi ). Additional i inte EQCs also
should be avoided 1o the ¢xtent possible.

Except for a possible minor encroachment associated with the construction of 2 trail,
encroachments into the EQC and RPA would ant ke anticipated for Altemative 1. Altermidive 2
would result in significant encroachments inte the RPA and EQC associated with Wolftrap Run,
Becaass other feaslble alternatives are avaitable, this alternative should not be pursued,
Alternatives 3 and 4 could result in minor encroachments into the RIPA and EQC, but the exfent
of such enczoachments (if any) is not clear {e.g. the one-lane paved access road fot Aliernative 4,
perhaps a pottion of the Gil's Hill parking extension for Alternative 4, snd, depending on Jimits
of ¢learing and grading, perhaps construction work associated with (he parking gatuge for
Alteraative 3). As discussed ebove, the BIS should provide such clatification, and
encroachments into the RPA should not be pursued tnless they are consistent with the County’s
Chesapeake Bay Proservation Ordingnee.

Any alteative that is pursued should be consistent with the stormwater management best
inar et practice (AMP} requi tof tht Chesapeoke Bay Preservation Ordinance. While
it is recognized that the County cannot require implementation of the Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Ordinance on fedemlly-owned band, it is also poted (bat the Bnvironmental
Protection Agency has, through a memorandum of agreement with the Department of Defense
and the National Pask Serviee, itted to federal ipli with federal, state, and tocal
programs edopted p t o the Chesapoake Bey Agn As such, tompliance with all
provisions of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance, including the BMP
provision, 18 recommended. The ESS should commit to compliance with the Chesapeake Bay
Prescrvation Ordinartce and should generally identify how the BMP requirement will be
addressed,

Sugeested Transportation Improvementy

The foltowing improvemnents are suggested for consideration as part of fong range transportation
mifigation actions for the Wolf Trap Farm Park. Substantiel edditional analyses mny need 1o be
performed prior to procecding with some of these transportation improvements, Moscover, the
resnles of thess anatyses may indicate thut these projects may not e feasible. The improvements
are as follows:

NAPDIKAFLANEPDOCONLETRAP WPH
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. Capacity impravements 1o the eaisting Trap Road bridge over the Dulles Toll Road: This
may help alleviate tmffic backups along Trap Road created by left-turning traffic to the
ramp, which, in tumn, impedes flow of southbound traffic on Trap Road heading for
Vienna.

L] Construction of an exit ramp from Trap Road to the westbound lanes of the Dulles Toll
Road: This would help divert some traffic currently using westbound Route 7 and
southbound Trap Road to xit the area following performances.

L] Addition of a pedestrian walkway 10 the existing Trap Road bridge and provision of
sidewalk connections nerth and south of the park,

. Construction of a future Wolf Trap Metro Station should a rail project become & reality in
the corridor: Et is likcly that this statfon would reduce ovetflow parking problems at the
park. Hence, the Wolf Trap Foundation and/or the National Park Service should
coordinate with state snd [ncal efforts 10 secure funding for rail improvements in the
eorridor.

The Parking Shortage

The irpetus behind the EIS sppears 1o be the inability of existing perking facilities at Wolf Trap
to acconunodate the demand that occurs during the most popular everts at the Filene Center.
There is at Jeast one internal conflict within the EIS, however, regarding the severity of this
shortfal), The Parking Inventory provided on pages 81 and 82 indicates thal there is a shotfall of
470-500 parkiog spaces. However a much greater shortfall is intplied in the discussion of 8
possible alternative consisting of a combination ¢f remote parking and shutile, a new rail stop at
Welf Trap, and no on-site parking increases (hereinafter referved 1o as the “rail station”
alternative}. The magnitude of the shortfall is a particularly critical issue in that the rail station
alternative appears to have boen d from consideration even thaugh it would appear (undet
full implententation) io be more than sufficient to address (he existing shortfall as described on
pages 81 and B2, Any internal inconsistencies tegarding the parking shorifall should be
comected.

Commients on the Alternatives

Alternative 13

Alternative 1 is the *no action” alternative, Aside from improvernents to pedestrian facilities and

MAPDIKAPLANK PDOCS\HLFTRAR. FPD

2. All four of these concepts were considered in the development of
the plan but are facilities managed by other jurisdictions. The
National Park Service supports the improvements and would coor-
dinate with the appropriate state and county officials in support of
the improvements. However, the improvements to the Trap Road
bridge to accommodate pedestrians might have a negative effect
on the safety of pedestrians and the flow of traffic during perfor-
mances if parking were to be offered on the south side of Trap
Road. The increase in performance time pedestrian traffic would
conflict with vehicular traffic using the Trap Road ramps.

3. Inconsistencies in the parking numbers have been corrected in the
final GMP/EIS.
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some other minor site improvements, the existing facilities would remain intact and not be
expanded. The existing parking shortfall wouid not be addressed,

Alternative 2t

Altemative 2 would result in the clearing of 7.49 acres of forested aress, the addition of 18.25
acres of new paved parking arcas, the paving of roughly 10 acres of existing gravel/broken
pavement parking lots, and the establishment of 2 remote parking lot with shutile (pethaps at the
National Wildlife Federation property on Leasburg Pike). Pags 101 of the EIS states: “The
impacts on water resources described in alternative 1 would be applicablz to proposed actions for
this alternative.” The rationale for this statement is unclear. While it iy recognized that there
would nio longer be any concems regarding soil compaction and ¢rosion from grass parking
arens, it should also be recognized that, of the four allernatives presented, this alternative wilt
result in the greatest amount of Impervious cover and will therefore result in the greatest volures
of stormwater runoff. The EIS gencrally acknowledges that “this allernative would likely
increase peak flood levels and their associated discharge rates, which could have dovnsiream
implications for the predicted flood periodicity and extent.”

Tn addition to potential stormwater runoff impacts, the extensive paving that would be assacinted
with Aliemative 2 would have a substantial adverse impact on the visual character of Wolf Trap.
We question whether this altemative is consistent with the management objective to “preserve
the country atmosphere of Wolf Trap Farm FPark . . .” Further, the EES notes that Altemative 2
would not completely resolve the parking shortfall for sold-out performances. Rather, this
aliemative would only resuil in a net increase of either 176 (page 99) or 270 (page 28) parking
spaces as compared with Altemative 1. Altemative 2 would, therefore, nat completely resolve
the parking shortfail for sold-out performances, We question whether the 176 or 270 space
increase is worth the adverse impact assocated with this alternative (i terms of stormwater
nunoff, visual impacts, BQC impacts, and RPA impacts) and therefore recommend that this
ailernative be removed from further consideration.

With respect to the possibility of establishing a remote parking area with shuttle service, the BI1S
should note that the underlying zoning of a property on which the parking area will be pursued
may not allow for such 2 use withant approval from the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors.
For cxample, the National Wildlife Federation site is zoned R-, and facilities on this site have
been established through the approval by the Beard of Supervisors of a Special Exception, ILis
possible that the use of the parking lot on this site by Wolf Trap may need similar approval. 1f
this or any otker off-site parking area will be considered for use as a remote fot for Wolf Trap,
the Zoning Permit Review Branch of the Office of Comprehensive Planning (222-1082) should
be contected for zoning information.

N:PDNCA PLAMBPDOCS WLFTRAP . HPD

Although there are adverse impacts, alternative 2 provides a valu-
able illustration of the application of standard parking require-
ments for comparison to other alternatives presented.

The proper approvals would be pursued if use of this site as a
remote shuttle location is selected.
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Alternative 31

Alternative 3 would concentrate most of the on.site parking within a new parking garage to be
constructed within the genera) foolprint of the existing West parking lot. This alternative would
address the existing parking shorifall on-site while providing for restoration/landscaping of
existing prass patking areas 1o the east of Trap Road. This alternative would greatly improve the
visual character of the ara to the east of Trap Road (and could also provide for greater
infiltration of stormwater). This alternative would also have an adversc impact on the visual
character of the park and could result in a very urban-looking parking garage 1o the west of Trap
Road that would be out of character with the “country atmosphege” of Wolf Trap.

One issve regarding Alternative 3 {as weil as other alternatives) that js not addressed by the EIS
is the potential for post-petformanee traffic congestion, This is of particular concern for
Altemative 3 becatsse of the proposed soncentration of parking in ene area, How long will it
take for traffic in the garage to exit this facility? If gueues to Joave the parking garage are too
Iengthy, might patrons choose to avoid using the garage in favor of parking in communitics
adjacent 1o Wolf Trap? We are concerned that, by attempting to solve a parking shortfall by
construcling a parking garage, there may be a disincentive created for on-site parking that may
actuaily aggravate existing problems. Further, long quenes in the parking gerage may tesult in
higher emissions of aif pollutants, &5 opposed to the air quelity improvemenis supgested on page
108.

The EIS does not indicate how long it will take to construct the parking garage. Could the
garage be constructed between performance seasens? If not, what would be the temporary
impacts associated with the loss of parking in the West parking lo1?

Wolf Trap shoutd coordinate with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT} and the
Fairfax County Office of Transportation to ensure that the proposed access ramps to and from the
parking structure are located and desigred appropristely. In particular, VDOT and the Office of
Transpottation should be consulted about the possible tamp to the Duites Tell Road to enswe
that this ramp will be consistent with other potential improvemenis/facilities within this comider,

Alternative 4

Alemative 4, the proposed uction, would result in the clearing of three acres of a forested area
for the expansion of an existing grass parking area on Gil’s Hill. While this altemative woutd
address the cxisting parking shortfall, it would further impact the “country atmosphere” of Wolf
Trap through the replacement of three #eres of weodland with three acres of additional parking
{and impact water resources and ecological resources accordingly). As noted earlier, this

alteenative could alse result in minor encroachments into the RPA and EQC of Wolftrap Run

NAPDUAPLAMWPDOCS\WLFTRAP.FPD

Post-performance congestion is created chiefly by a bottleneck at
the Trap Road bridge where only a single southbound lane of Trap
Road bridge and a single lane ramp serve access to the Dulles Toll
Road. The proposed parking structure included in alternative 3
would be designed with multiple exits that would connect directly
to Trap Road. It would also incorporate an exit ramp from the top
level of the structure directly leading to the Dulles Toll Road.
These provisions would expedite the exit process from the struc-
ture. However, the bottleneck that exists at the Trap Road bridge
for the 30% of the traffic that exits using the bridge would contin-
ue to impede traffic flow as it does today.

1t is estimated that post-performance traffic congestion associated
with alternative 3 would be less than what now occurs (alternative
1) because of elimination of patron parking in neighborhoods and
dispersed parking on grass areas. The post-performance traffic in
alternative 2 is also estimated to be less than alternative 1 because
of elimination of patron parking in neighborhoods and the use of
shuttle buses from a remote site. Overall post-performance traffic
congestion in alternative 4 is estimated to be similar to what
occurs in alternative 1, although removing the pedestrians who
now compete with cars on the roadway would eliminate a source
of concern for safety.

The parking structure would be designed so that exhaust emis-
sions would dissipate quickly.

Construction of the parking structure cannot occur during the
summer months between May 15 and September 15 in order to
eliminate conflicts with performances at the Filene Center. The
parking structure is cstimated to take less than two years to com-
plete. It is estimated that the construction process would stop dur-
ing the performance season to minimize the impacts, Phasing
could occur in two ways. The foundations could be installed dur-
ing the first year and the structure constructed the second year. In
this scenario, the existing lot could be mainainted in the interim,
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(although the extent of such enctoachments is not clear).

As poted in the above discussioh of Alternative 3, the EIS does not address anticipated traffie
congestion after performances. With the provision of additional parking capacity to the ¢ast of
Trap Road that is proposed wnder Alternative 4, what is anticipated in torms of post-performance
congestion? How long could it potentially take for trafli¢ o exit these lots, and how would this
compare with existing conditions? If queues to leave these parking facilities are particularly
long, might patrens £hooss to park in adjacent comrmunitics rather than an-site? The EIS does
not address this issue, amd therefore it is difficult to pange the effectiveness of any of the build
eltematives at addressing the parking shortfall. The EIS seems to imply that if on-site parking
capacity is provided, it will be used. Would this necessarily be true if post-performance
conpestion will inerease?

The EIS presents Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative but does not discuss why this
alternative has been chosen above the others, What eavironmental parameters did the Park
Service consider 10 be particulnriy importart i its evatuations? What weee the key factors
behind the determination to support Alternative 47

A Rail Statlon Alternative:

As noted previously, the EIS identifies, and rejects, a rail station alternative involving a
combination of a remote parking area with a shuttle and a new rafl stop at Wolf Trap. The EI3
estimates thal “only about {0% or 700 patrots” would use the rail stop, and thet this usage would
not justify the estimated $15 million cost, H -, the EIS also indi that the use of this
rail stop could remove 340 cars, which is well over half of the [dentificd parking shortfall. In
combination with the 350 cars that would be removed through the provision of remote parking
and shuttle (apparently from the parking lot a1 the National Wildtife Fedetation), this altemative
would appear ta edditss the existing pesidng shartfall without the need for any additional on-site
parking facilities (and therefore without the need for any of the visual ot other environmenial
Impacts asscciated with the construction that would be needed for Alternatives 3, 3, or 4),
Tuather, the cost of this alternative would appear to be somewhat higher than the costs for
Alternatives 2 and 4 bt much lower than the cost for Alemnative 3. We recognize that there are
significant problems asscciated with this alternative {most notably the fact that there will be no
rail service along the Dulles Toll Road for at least several years and possibly longer), but we
question why this idea has been rejected and has not beett presented and examined as an
Alemative 5, )

With respect to the idea of using & temote parking lot with & shuttle secvice (at the National
Wildlife Federation), the EIS identifies a number of potential problems with this approach (pages
31 and 32} In additlon to these potential problems, we question whether the esti 1 time of

NAPDUAPLAMBFDOCSWLFTRAR WD
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11,

A second option would be to construct the foundation level and
the first deck level the first year and made available for parking.
The second season the next two levels would be added to the
structure to complete the project, The parking structure was pre-
sented as a concept only. Because it has not yet been designed,
specifics regarding construction phasing are not available,

The National Park Service would consult with the Virginia
Department of Transportation and Fairfax County in designing the
proposed access ramp.

Except during performances, the appearance of the hill would not
vary significantly from the views today. The treeline would be relo-
cated to the east in much the same alignment it follows today. All
trees to be removed lic below the crest of the hill.

The post-performance traffic exit patterns in alternative 4 would
be similar to what occurs under current conditions, It may take a
longer time period to empty all of the parking lots east of Trap
Road but less time for all patrons to reach their destinations since
the long walk to cars parked in the neighborhoods would be elimi-
nated. It is believed that most patrons park in the neighborhoods
because they could not find parking onsite. Therefore, it is
believed that by providing adequate onsite parking the potential
for offsite parking would be minimized.

The selection of a preferred alternative does not constitute a deci-
sion. The environmental impact statement is an analysis docu-
ment, not a decision document; it sets forth the full range of feasi-
ble alternatives and the implications of those alternatives. A pre-
ferred alternative is indicated bascd on the preliminary analysis of
relative effectiveness in meeting the need, degree of environmen-
tal impacts, and cost. The final decision and the justification for it
will take into consideration the results of public comment and the
analysis of the environmental impact statement. The decision doc-
ument is the “Record of Decision,” which may be signed after a
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return to the stuitle ot upon the finish of sodd-ou performances (estimated a1 20 minutes o one
hour) may serve as a disincentive to the use of this lol. People who arrive late may be more
likely to continuc to pask in the communitics adjacent ta Wolf Trap, as the walk from these areas
may not {ake that ruch More time than the drive to the remote Lot and the ride to Wolf Trap via
the shuttle, and as the potential post-performance delay would nct be 2s great. We note,
however, the encouraging results of the 1994 survey of patron opinions (ss noted on page 86,
more than half of the patrons surveyed said they would be likely to use & shuttle system if

oV And Teel that ths survey shoald rot be tiscounted. Alony fhese Tintes, the BIS does not
discuss the potential {or lack of potential) for the use of the parking lot at The Barns at Wolf
Trap. Does the use of The Barns (for performances and for rentals) preclude the use of all or pert
of its parking lof 85 a rémote site for Filene Center performances? Ifnot, could the use of this
lot, along with improvements 1o pedasixian eccess between this lot and the Filene Cemer, be
incorporated into a hybtid semative? .

The concept of establishing a remote parking lot with shuttle service may be worthy of fusther
consideration, either as part of a rail station altemnative or as 2 traffic mitigation measure that
could be pursued under another alternative. As noted eatlier, however, approvat may be needed
Trom the Faitfax County Beard of Supetvisors for the us¢ of an off-site lot for the piurposes of
remote parking. Whils County siaff recominerds that this idea be explored further, our
endorsement of such further study should not be interpreted as a commitment on the part of the
County fo approve a zoning application should this idea be pursued on cither of the sites
discussed above o7 01t One or moze altemative sites.

Qther Comments

. As noted previously, there Is & general lack of consideration of the post-performance
traffic congestion issue within the EIS. Would existing post-petformance traffic
cangestion be aggravated by any of the alternatives? Would any of the alternatives
improve traffic fow? Tt is difficult to assess the merits of the various alternatives witkout
such a discussiott.

L] 1o several places, the FIS siates that Fairfax County excesds the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for carhon monoxide. This statement ig incomect; the County is in
atiainment of Cathon monoxide standards. The EIS should be corrected accordingly.

* Altematives 1 and 4 would continue to rely onextensive grass packing areas. While it is
recognized that applications of fextilizers and pesticides will, on occasion, be necessary to
enstire the viability of these areas, it is recommended that such applications be
minimized. The EIS references the application of integrated pest management
techniques; these techniques should be applied for all prass parking arees,

HAPDKAPLANFPDOCRWLITRAR wpD

30-day period has expired after the release of the final supplemental
environmental impact statement.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

See response 1 to the Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of
Transportation, leiter.

Due to congestion on Trap Road, long exit times on the shuttle
bus after performances would discourage shuttle system use.

The parking area at The Barns can accommodate 120 cars. It is
not available for use because of conflicting activities scheduled.at
The Barns during the summer months.

It is estimated that the post-performance traffic congestion levels
of the other alternatives on Trap Road would be similar to the
conditions in alternative 1, This is mainly created by two lanes of
southbound traffic exiting the Filene Center after performances
being forced to merge to one lane over Trap Road Bridge. After
the traffic is over the bridge, it has to turn left to the access ramp
to the Toll Road, which is also one lane. Traffic turning left on the
ramp must face oncoming traffic from the south on Trap Road.
This condition will confinue unless there are capacity improve-
ments made to the existing bridge managed by the Virginia
Department of Transportation.

The alternative that might reduce this congestion slightly is alter-
native 3. More exits to the public roadway system would be pro-
vided in alternative 3, pedestrians would not be in conflict with
exiting vehicles, and the time it takes to walk to the site of the
parking structure would disperse the patrons and their exit times
slightly better than in the other scenarios. However, the bottle-
neck at the Trap Road bridge would continue to impede the flow
as it does under current conditions. It may also block exits from
the parking structure,

Changes have been made to the plan to correct this error.
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L] The EIS does not address whether there may be existing grass areas that could be suitable
for overBow parking (as an Altemative to the clearing of three acres of trees for the
preferred alternative). Do any such areas exist? Could overflow parking be addressed
through the use of such arcas?

. Tor grass parking arcas that ar¢ or could be particularly susceptible to erosion or other
mainterance problems, could the provision of “grass-crete” or athier stabilized surfaces
serve to reduce such problems while retaining the pervious, vegetated character of these
areas?

4

Thank you for providing us with & copy of the EIS and for your fon of our co
If you have any questions about our comments, fest free to contact Noel Kaplan a1 324-1210.

Sincerely,

Amhony H. Griffin
Agling County Exceutive

AHG:NHK
Attachmtents: As Slated
£c ¢without attachments);
Katherine K. Hanley, Chairman, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors
Sruart Mendelsohn, Supervisor, Dranesville Distriet
Rebert B. Dix, Jr.. Supervisor, Hunter Mill Distriet
James P, Zaok, Dicector, Office of Comprehenstve Plarning

Shiva K. Pars, Director, Office of Transportation
James A. Heberlein, Director, Faidfax County Park Authotity

NAPDUAPLAMN P DOCQFLFTRAP. WAD

17.

18.

19.

The National Park Service has strict guidelines on the use of
chemical pesticides that would apply to Wolf Trap. Additionally,
language directing the park to emphasize nonchemical turf man-
agement techniques has been added to the plan.

Vehicles are currently allowed to park on the grass in all areas of
the park where natural resources will tolerate the use. The only
grass area nof being used for parking is the meadow. Parking in
the meadow cannot be permitted because a large portion of it lies
in the floodplain, patrons use it for pre-performance picnicking,
and it is an important element to the country character of Wolf
Trap.

The National Park Service concurs. A variety of turf stabilizing
methods are being considered by the park,
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Me. Richard &, wilt
Director, National Fark Bervice
Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arte STTACHMENTS 10 18

i

gg\i

i
I

1552 'I'rae Read
Vienna, Wh 92102

Re: Draft Gansral Management
By onks R it

Flan/Development Concepr Blan/
ROATGE {QLE 22 .

1At

Desr Mr. Wilt:

This letter is to coment on behalf of the Shouse Village
Cemmunity Association ("SVCA"} on the Januwry, 1997 Draft Ganaral
Managewent Plan/ Development Concept Plan/ Environmental Impact
Statement for Wolf Trap Farm Park {"Draft Plan®)

Pirst of all, I want to thank you for teaking the time to
hrdef ms and the other aren residentd who attendsd the publie
meeting on tha Draft Plan in Pebruary, We appreciats the efforts
of the National Park Service {"Service®) and the Wolf Trap
Foundation to address the congerns of their nelghbors in Shouss
Village and cther leocal communities.

The Draft Plan statas that betwasn 1994 and 1996, Holf Tzap
‘Wwas aold cut betwegn 14 and 26 times par yeay, and that there are
an averaga of 10 additional shows per year which regult in "near
gellout® crowds. [(?. 13). The Park, accerding to the Plan, can
accomodate all but S00 of the vehicles that are typically drivan
to sold out parformances. {(P. 13). Much of the ovarflow parking
is in Shouge Village, causing burden and inconvenience to its
rosidents, and is a gouxce of concern to the SVCA,

With respuck to the igpue of overflow parking, however, the
SVCA doss not currently support all aspacts ©f the Alternstive
#4, which the Barvice has proposad to fmplament. Specifically we
are gppoged Lo tYo agpectd of alternativa #4: (}) the
wlimination of thres acrep of tress and vhe grading of Giles Hill
in order to expand parking space At the Park; and (2) the
propossl in Alternative #4 to sliminate parking that cuxrently
exists at cecrtain locations. This approach 13 contradictory and
would seemingly ¢2use greater adveree {wpact on the envircament
than negcessary.

Ag we digcuss more fully helow, we urge tha Service to
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Mr. Richard A, wilt
Harch 17, 1397
Paga 2

retaln the existing paxking locations, Implement certain features
of Alternative H4 that would expand parking {with the exception
of the proposed siiminagion of the three aares of trees], amd
gongider other arrangemente ¢0 address the overflow parking
wituation, such aa the use of shuttle buses for Wolf Trap
smployeas and voluateers for thode sgld out or nearly sold out
pextornances.

1 must confege that our decision to oppose the reduction of
the threa acred of trees Comés ag pomewhat Of a suyprise to me
a8 kno¥, at the February oeoting, I had expresséd my

raliminary approval for removing vhe treeg, Subgequently,
owevar, bhe SVCA took an informal survey of vepidencw at the
logations that are most affected by ovexflow Wolt Trap parking:
the intersection of Trombono and Sibalius. Schubbrt Court, and
Towleton Road (numbers 1431 to 1451). A vast majority of tha
residents surveéyed were of th¢ opinlon thae, although che
overflow parking fg inconvanient (and cttsgionally highly
disruptive), it doss not justify the extreme measura of cutting
down: thrge acras of trass and grading the hill, particulazly at a
Jacation that would be vieible from Trap Read, -

Baged upon the statigstics set forth in the Draft Plan,
cutting down the three acres of tregs does not appsay to be
neceggary to reduce mubstantially the 500 excess care that the
Park cannot currently accomwodaté at gold out and nmarly sold out
performances. Inetead, the Service could de the following:

{1) as proposed in Algernative #4, £111 in the Dust
Bawl and Dimple (ag identified in the Drart Bian}), which
would add an acditional 214 parking spaces. (Draft Plan P.
56).

{2) Retain the following, currencly existing parking
lecaticns wileh would be delated under Rbernative #4:

Tunnel mass farking 18 Epaces
Margues parking 23 gpacss

hesociates lawn parkin 4% spacas
1 Parking 1oE #3 30 spaceo

Total 136 gpaces

{3) Coneidar limited uwe of shuttle buses for Wolf Trap
amployees and volunteere On thoseé 24 to 36 performances of
the year that are ascld out or nearly scld out to address the
romaining 150 care {of the SO0 ¢ars that Holf Trap cannot
acoommodate at overflow performances).

®ith respect to the use of chuttle busss, the Draft Plan
doter that the National Wildlife Foderation on Routg 7 would be
willing to allow Wolf Trap parking in its parking lot, wiich
could accommodate 350 cars. (P.32). The Plan and your comments

1.

Parking lot #3 would not be removed, but would be merged with
other parking and the capacity for the same area increased.

The number of employees and volunteers varies according to the
types of performance. Their arrival and departure times vary wide-
ly; however, the majority of workers leave at the same time as
patrons. This makes the scheduling and staffing of shuttle service
very difficult.

SASNOASTI ANV SINTWNOD




£F

park at (1) the Barme (assuming there was no conflicting svent
pcheduled &t toa Barnpl; [(2) other propértiss that the Bervide
owne near the Harng; or (3) the Federation parking lot. The
budes bringing them into the Park would hot cmrgel:a with the
jrmediate pre-ghow parking eranch, which generally does not ocour
unhtil half an hour before the show (Draft pilan P. 80). it is
alse our understanding that voluntesrs may leave at intermineicn,
and that moft employsed lgava At least an hour after the
conclusion of the ghow. Again, Bhuttle buses at either time
would not impace the post-show trarfic congastion. This aclution
mg‘;lt not address sll 150 cara, but it could largely reduce this
aumhar.

In addition, the Sexvice could consider any or all of the
following suggestions to reduce the ramxining parking overflow:

. Provide a financial incentive to patront arriving early
for a show to park at the Federation or Barns parking
lot. For example, pRiTone arciving sarly who agree to
park off-sita could receive a Coupon for £5 off At the
concessich Wtand or didcounts on future Wolf Trap
avents {sspeclally those shows that do not well out).

L] 8imilax incentives could be given for Meere riders whe
show thae thoy tock hhe Matro Lo arrive at Kolf Trap.

. To offwet the typleal vehicle occuiancr of 1 o2
perschs (Praft Plan. P. B0}, z4diticnal incentivas
could ba given to encourage £ar pools. In addition to
the financial incentives diascussed abava, vehiclam with
4 or more ridars could be given praterential parking
ologer to the Filens Center,

) Greatar use could he made of the fielde behind the
#ilene Center for parking. Poepibly an access road
¢ould ba built oo the Korth Side of the Filene Canter
k0 allow graater actese to this lecation (preasumably

COMMENTS RESPONSES
LT ST Bua S B o< P.3 3. The use of financial incentives to encourage patrons to use remote
. Ricnard A. mile parking facilities and shuttle bus or metrobus was considered. Tt
March 17, 1997 was estimated that most patrons would not be willing to exchange
the convenience of parking onsite for a reduction in the price of a
S0 Sobruasy possigg sodionss shes chg tervicn Pejeotad the ticket or for free food or drink coupons. The lengthy departure
;E‘.’i‘;eg?gfc%ngt&‘é’?ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ:‘5?3:":2:353 Tt iataty oafore ank time required would be especially difficult to overcome in per-
pfter wWo! TAp avants. ars wak alsa A ntiy & conc that :
fhe patrons CRat aprived Last weeld be 04ceered to the remote suading people to use such a system.
p;rking site, vhich would cause them to mies the beginning of
gnowa ., R
In our opinion, naither of thesa ocbjaccions would apply to 4. See response 4 to the National Capital Planning Commission let-
the uge of shuccle buses for énployeas and voluntesrs for the
limited number of seld owt or nearly agld out parfoxmances, It ter.
i8 our undoxetanding that employeas and voluntgers ara expscted
to report to WoLf Trap at leaSt an hour batore a show bagine. A
it would e known at the time they arrived that a vhow had zold .
cut [or was Close to being mold out), they could be dirscted to 5_ See response 18 to the Falrfax County letter‘
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ME. Richard A. Mide
Mazch 17, 1987
Page 4

that would not intarferse with Dinner Tent dining).

In gshort, there ngxsan‘ to be a number of alternatives that
the Bervice could consider without taking tha relatively drastic
gtap of clearing rhree acres of trees to increase on-site
parking., Tho 5VeA requests the Servica to consider the above
racotmendations as an alternative to its current proposal. As
the aceward for ail Naticnal Parks, and under the National
Environmental Policy Act, we balieve the Bervics has the moral
and meatutory obligation to considar sny reasonable alternative
that impomss & less advarss ispact upon the enviromment.
Moresvay, ude Of ghuttle buses and séma of the other groposala
diocuaged above could ofcur chis year and have an immediate
poaitiva impact on the parking problem rather thap walting the
pavaral years loy more) that would apparsntly be necegpary to
resolve the budgetary and copstruction iseves LoX the more leng-
te:m proposale set forth in rhe Draft Plan.

Thank {nu for the cpportunity to comment. Pleass feel free
tao call we 1f you have any guestiond or commentd.

Sincarely,
L. <H*°-—-~'

Ginn ¥. Harcls
President, Shouse Village
Community Asacciation

Z
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March 20, 1pdy 038-— ————~

Directar 050 mnr e
Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Preforming Arts OO ———
4551 Trap Road REMASIKS:

vienna, VA 11182
ORGHAL SENT 10 PPs B

AFSER ROUTING, SEND
ATTACHMATITS TO PIFS

In an attempt to offer construciive input rathet tnan rant and rave over tree ouling
which is a non-acceptable optian to the envirenmental community, there are two
scenarios not explored. Scenario one sxamines the Incentive straucture for mass trans#t
versus individual transportation assuming the individual has a choice betwean the two.

Mass transit
Costs:
parking at metro
Moetro ticket to shuttle bug
Shuttle bus ticket
Fairly high hassle with three transport changes and waiting

Benefits:
no parking hassle

Individual Transport
Costs:
Parking hassle

Benefits:
no direct cost
no changes

~ ttappears that the financial incantives are reverse of what they need to be to promote

mass transit, To change the situation there are two options

1, Subsidize mass fransit

Requires financing
requires personnel
has admin cost

Fairfax ReLeaf, Inc. 12055 Government Center Parkway, Fairfax, VA 22035 (703)324-1409

The Wolf Trap Foundation currently subsidizes the cost of provid-

ing a metrobus option to patrons who come to Wolf Trap. The
current subsidy is $40,000 annually. Additionally, performance
publicity and programming publications promote the use of
metrobus to the park.
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2. Charge for parking

polential revenue producer
requites personnel
has admin cost

My recommendation would be fo contract tha parking and charge equivalent to the cash
cost for the average mass transit rider, This would wipe out the personal transport
financlal advantage and bafance fha soclal advantage as both methods have some
patron hassle. Personnel requirements would be minimal. Admin would be more than
present system but this would be your cost for sojving the problem.

The other economic point , assuming the first scenario is not acceptable is to balance
supply and demand. Your capacity fs detarmined by the availabla patiing not the
number of seats in Filene Centar. If you were private sactor you would be in trouble for
irying %o sell more than you can produce. Yeur resource base Is fixed you can't produce
any mare parking. The only option is to tear out seals or limit fickets fo your parking
capacily rather than exceeding your carrying capacily as is the present policy,

| realize that this is a very simplistic back of the envelope analysis but | hope it might
offer olher options to the toss of more matuse natural forest in Fairfax County.

if Fairfax Releaf or myself can be of any assistance please call on us.

Sincerely

27

Ed Kar
Matural Resource Econpmist
Executive Director Fairfax ReLeaf

2.

It has been estimated that charges for parking would not provide a
disincentive for parking onsite. It would produce revenues.
However, the collection methods would have to be attachments to
ticket sales. Collection at the entrance would slow the parking lot
loading process prohibitively. The increase in ticket prices has
been resisted in order to retain competitive ticket prices.
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@%m 1. See response 1 to the Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of
— ° Transportation, letter; response 3 to the Shouse Village
Recetved DSGPM Community Association letter; and response 1 to the Fairfax
Dranesvile Exvironvental, Grour MR 2SS Releaf letter.
6824 Desr Speing Court
Falls Church, Vigginla 22043
{703} 533-3837
*Advocates toc Reapansitle Growth®

March 18, 1997

I

P?“‘g
???%[

Direclor

Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Patforming Atts
1551 Trap Road

Vienna, VA 22182

T

ip

SEM 1O PIEY
LFTER ROUTING. SEND
[ Y RrLE P (o) L S—
[P ——

Subject: New Parking Lots
Dear Sir,
1 am writing 40 express my concern that Wolf Trap may construct an additional three

acres of parking lets with accompanying cutting of forest land. This is absolutely the
wrang thing to do In light of avallable atematives,

For example, Wotf'!‘rap could ancourage patrens to use public transpartation through
an advertising campaign. With the money saved by not constructing additional parlung.
Wolf Trap coukd even afford {0 subaldize bus tickets to the Park,

1 have parsonally taken the bus from the Wast Falls Church Melro to the Park and
found it a delightful and expaditicus experience.

Certalndy, the environmental community would consider a boycoﬂ and plcketing of Wolf
TFrap If this parking lotis constructed.

Sincerely youss,

Ul

Kenneth A. Bawer, President
Dranesville Envitonmental Group

(wolftrpl.lwp)
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Uwe F, Bves

March 3,197

Director

Wolf Frap Farm Park for the Performing Arts
1551 Trap Rosd

vienna, vA 22182

Dear Sir:

This is ip reference to your Oraft Development Concept Plan
{no date} for the censlderable expansion of parking and "lawn-seai
capacity at the park {Alternate 4).

to begin with, the public meetings were very poorly advertised

and were held on February 13,1997, instesd of February 15, 1997,

as advertised in the Gazette. The correctlion was In the February 13
gdition and reached everybody after it was all aver, [ was not
netified, nor the Wolf Trap Woods Homes Asscclation,ine., your
direct nelghbor, in spite of all the letters I had written.

On Page 126 of your ptan you cleim to have sent copies thereof to
the above associaticn which is Incorrect; even the pame you list,

1 obtslaed @y copy from the Park Ranger on February 15, when 1
attempted to attend the mgeting.

My main concern In your plan Is NDISE emanating from the park and
that is not the effect of nolse on opossums and muskrats, but the
effect of nolse made by performers with their mega-sound systems,
an real people, jike the residents of wof Den which {s also the
subject of my letisrs [ had written everybody fecluging the
Secretary of the Interjor. In his letter of December 30,1993,
your Director Joseph M. Lawler wrote to me: "Your comments wlll
be considered by the Natlonal Park Service.in its preparation of
the Genersl Mapagement Plan for Welf Trap®, but on Page 15 of
your plan it says exactly the opposite, i.e. that sothing was
stucdied and ™ §s beyond the scope of this plan". Also, the technicgl
explopations on Pages 68 and &5 are invalld and vtterly misleading
as the measurements were taken at the lowest elevations possible,
were the sound levels are the lowest. The Fact remains that on many
nfghts the "mysjc® and shouting at Wolf Trap can be heard until
t1 PH (earlier until 11:;45PK) ¢
(1) on Route ¥ Leesbyrg Pike, 1n spite of the traffic noise there;
and
" (2) inside my ilvingand bedroom with the air-conditioner running
gng ihe {elevision on;

and that is totally.grotesque,absurd and totelly "incompatiple®;
the term you use con Pege 69 of your plan. Furthermore, your vague
intenticns to *strive to meet applicable noise regulabions”(Page .19)
with "penglties"(?) against those performers who violate them
doesn't do anything for the constitutlonal.rights of your nelghbors,
especially noi .post-facto.

1.

Noise generated by performers is regulated by contracts that the
performers sign with the Wolf Trap Foundation. Every effort is
being made to ensure adherence to the agreements. Noise gener-
ated by audiences is less easy to modify. The park will examine
ways to help mitigate noise in designing the new plaza area, espe-
cially where noise reflection can be reduced through structure
modifications.
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If ane cen hear the sounds at these locatlons then people sitting in
the rirst 30 rows inside the theater must heve thelr eardrums blown
clear out of the park | The Surgeon General has determined lcong age
fhat such sound levels are getriments) to the public health and,
therefore, should not be allowed on Federal property.

In shart, you propose to ask Congress for $13,006,300 to Ingcrease

seating and parking capaclty without glving one lota of consideratian
towsrds the nolse effects pn your nelghbors. There is also the problem

of whai constitutes 2 “lawn seat® and how much space Is gllocated to esch
seat, The fact is that Wolf ¥rap has gversold the Vimited cspaclly

Por years because there is no definition for a “lawn seat” and fts

space allawance.. Under Alternste & of the plan, ot any other alternate,
WolF Trap would stlll oversell and none.of tbe problems would be solved.
we should alsc remember that, when the theater was built in the iate 60's
motern mega-sound systems of todsy's rock-"tongerts® dld mot exist and
all through the seventys and eightys - we never hag any noise problems.
After the devastating Tire of 1982 (due to poor house-keeping) the theater
was rebuilt with much greater sound capacity and louder speaker systems.
Added to that are nage sound-systems performers Install themselves for

a particular “concert".

The U.S. Taxpayer had to pey Millions of Dollars for huge concrete walls
to protect the theater against traffiec poise of the pulles Toll Road

ar two sepaTate occasions and rebuilt the entire thester, but not oane
single penny was spent to protect the residenrtis) nelghborhoods such

as Wol Ben and Wolf Trap Wonds, inspite of the fact that we gave

wolf Trap Farm Paik the right-of-way to bulid a water-main sight through
our park land which cest ps many beautiful trees.

In comclusion, t shall ask Congress to declare yoor proposal as
"p,p.A%, (Dead on Atrivaljas it gives more considerstion to cucksos and
vultures, than your human neighbars {Page 148}. In short, the noise tan
be elipinated witheut spending millions of dollars by simply

TURNING DOWN THE VOLUME . If Ehat {s not possible, the 13 Millions
shoyld pe spant Eo totally enclose the thester with concrete walls,

or close the theater for good. Once the building is surrounded by &
wells you can make a1l the noise yop want - INSIDE the building.

vl
w?V'

Singerely,

Coples to Members of Congress
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February 24, 1997
Richard Wilt, Director
Wolf Trap Famm Park
155) Trap Road
Vienna, VA 22182
Dear Mir, Wilt,

First, fel me thak you for providing the oppottunity for neighbors of the Park to be giver
information régarding yout plans. In the firtuee, commtnity pasticipation might be improved
by more gublicity regaeding such evem, 1 possible, 1 wenld recommend contacting the
Fairfax County Office of Public Affairs {703 324-3187) 1o ask that an il be inchaded in
their“Weekiy Agenda” publication.

[ would also like 1o request that copies of this plan asd all filure elaboration’s of such plans
be provided Yo tho Northem V A Soil & Water Conservation: Office ¢/o Bob Kolinke 12035
Govcmmem Cenkr Pukwny, Suz!n 905 Fairfax VA 22035 snd o ke Fairfax Co.

t of Ei £ Erosion & Sedimentation Contro] branch ¢/o
Wa‘w HKamillon 12055 Govmneu‘l Cititer Paroway, Fairfax VA 22034, This should ot
be interpreted as a lack of confidence in the work or ability of the Nationa! Park Service
stalff; however xnhc fisk ofsoundmg parochilf Fairfax Coumy also employs some highly
q\;ahﬁed 1, who are ) geable about this paticular area, including ofher

lopment plans. Antple precedens have heen sat by the Federal governtaer in
coordinating developraent projects at i, Belvoir with our County, I also belicve that breader
revicw and comment van only improve the plan,

Clearly, the Park needs to alleviate the parking problems and relieve overflow parking inn
netrby neighborhoods, There a3 o ways 10 do this: one is by increasing the number of
parking spaces and the second i¢ by limiting ticket salae,

f decisionto clear thyze avres of upland in the area knovn &3
(}rl 's hit], north of the Fitene Center, Afthough I Jiad to [eave tho meeding a bit carly, it was
ok clear to-me that the fiscal impacts of selling 700 0 1000 fewerhckcts(o euch
performance o cliginate parking problems had been ad g the
cost of the remmung&ﬂoﬂhckﬁs by approximatety 18% oould make up l.hedtﬂ‘cmeem
revemss. The explanation for rejecting this allemative, that *the fiscal integrity of the
operation of ... Wolf Trap ... is dependent on ticket sales at that Tevel™, i simply not
compelling.

Alternatively, further consideration might be given te the constnction of & tw story parking
structure with a footprint 6o Iarger than the existing west parking lot. The concept plan noted
thet construction of a four story structure with 4 larger foolprint was rejecied, howevera

Tower stucturs with 2 saller footprint itk cotmbination with sasintaining af) existing parking

The possibility of selling fewer tickets to Wolf Trap performances
was considered but rejecied as a viable option for reducing traffic
and parking problems. The Wolf Trap Foundation indicated that
the number of tickets sold must remain at 7,000 in order to attract
the popular musical groups and performers. The foundation also
has indicated that the ticket prices must remain competitive with
the other performing arts venues in the area. An increase in the
ticket price would result in a drop in performance attendance and
therefore a drop in revenue. Without adequate revenue high qual-
ity performances could not be maintained at Wolf Trap.

STSNOQJISTY ANV SINIWWOD

The four-level parking structure considered in alternative 3 was
sized so that parking on the grass would no longer be necessary. A
two-story parking structure on the site of the west parking lot was
considered for a possible solution to the parking needs. A two-
story structure could hold about 1,400 vehicles, which is 500
spaces more than the 900 that currently park in the west lot. The
structure would not eliminate the need to park on the grass areas
within the park and would not eliminate the traffic congestion
problems associated with parking on the grass. The two-story
structure was rejected in favor of the larger structure because it
was felt that the larger structure more adequately addressed all of
the transportation needs of the park.
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might serve the Park's fieeds as well. A smatler atnactare conld allow spaces fot an
additional 500 to 600 cars in the area of the west Jot (that is 1300 rather than the 900 that

are currenily pasked there) at a cost 53 low as perhiaps $13 10 23 million.

Reganding to the wss of grass pavers for parking arees on Qil's hill and elsewhere inthe
Park, 1 believe that it has been the position of Fairfax Courty Department of Environmental
Mansgenient that grass pavers clog over time and require too much maihtenance ta be
suitable for imentss use like frequent parking, If newer technotogy cbviates this & back,
please share this information with the Faisfax County staff.

I paving the parking lot west of Trap Rd. is neoeasery, please consider the use of some
porous pavemnent for that area to dmprove permeability.

Tt wes surprising that the cost of a fous story parking structure is tnore thap double the cogt
of 2 Metro station at Wolf Trap. Based on tho information given, calculations suggest thay

chuge parking is estimated to cost approximatety $12,330 por vediicle. This is lightly
Higher than estimates that 1 have seen quoted elscwhere, The parking rincture is certainty
the most environmentally friendly palution. § will contact ray Congressman to sk about
apptopristions for structure parking, although 1 reallze that the chance of success is not
good.

Thank you again for an informative presenitation.
Very truly yours,

Camille Klein

The comments about the potential maintenance problems associ-
ated with grass pavers are noted. A full range of turf stabilizers
and pavers will be considered during the design and construction
phase of this process to make sure that the optimum technology is
selected for use.

Porous parking surfaces typically include turf, stabilized turf, and
gravel surfaces. When these surfaces are upgraded to paved sur-
faces, there is a structural need to eliminate or minimize the flow
of water through the pavement surface into the surged material.
Water contamination of the pavement subgrade is a major contrib-
utor to reduced pavement life and pavement failure. The advan-
tages of paved parking surfaces must be weighed against the dis-
advantages of increased stormwater runoff created by the hard-
ened surface. Tt is not likely that the paved parking areas can be
designed to increase permeability.
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most
of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land
and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biclogical diversity; preserving the environmental
and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life
through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to
ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and
citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian
reservation communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.
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