SUMMARY, CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING
US ROUTE 1 IMPROVEMENTS AT FORT BELVOIR
South County Center, Conference Room 219
8550 Richmond Highway, Alexandria, VA
10:00 a.m., November 3, 2011
____________________________________________________________________________
A Consulting Parties Meeting was held for the subject project at the time and location noted above.  The meeting agenda, completed sign-in sheets, and handouts are attached at the end of the minutes.  Those in attendance were:

	Name
	Organization
	Phone
	E-mail

	Jack Van Dop
	FHWA – Eastern Federal Lands
	703-404-6282
	Jack.vandop@dot.gov

	Ryan Kimberley
	FHWA – Eastern Federal Lands
	703-404-6211
	ryan.kimberley@dot.gov

	Tom Shifflett
	FHWA – Eastern Federal Lands
	703-404-6323
	Thomas.shifflett@dot.gov

	Lana Lau
	FHWA – Eastern Federal Lands
	703-404-6314
	Lana.lau@dot.gov

	Stuart Tyler
	Parsons
	202-469-6481
	Stuart.tyler@parsons.com

	Surbhi Ashton
	Parsons
	202-469-6567
	Surbhi.ashton@parsons.com

	Marsha Kicos
	Fort Belvoir DPW - ENRD
	703-806-0020
	Marcia.g.kicos.civ@mail.mil

	Christopher Daniel
	Fort Belvoir DPW - ENRD
	703-806-3759
	Christopher.daniel9@mail.mil

	Justin Coleman, Esq.
	Woodlawn Baptist Church
	703-771-4671
	Jrc@simmsshowerslaw.com

	Travis B. Hilton
	Woodlawn Baptist Church
	703-780-3440
	Hilton_travis@yahoo.com

	Russell E. Watts
	Woodlawn Baptist Church
	703-780-3440
	woodlawnchurch@vacoxmail.com

	Helen Ross
	VDOT Environmental
	540-899-4033
	Helen.ross@vdot.virginia.gov

	Doug Miller
	VDOT Preliminary Engineering
	703-259-1793
	Douglas.miller@vdot.virginia.gov

	Tom Fahrney
	VDOT BRAC Coordinator
	703-259-2381
	Tom.fahrney@vdot.virginia.gov

	Earl Flanagan
	Mount Vernon Planning Commissioner
	703-780-4709
	earlflanagan@verizon.net

	Elizabeth Merritt
	National Trust for Historic Preservation
	202-588-6026
	Betsy_merritt@nthp.org


	Susan Hellman
	National Trust for Historic Preservation
	703-780-4000
	susan_hellman@nthp.org

	Laurie Ossman
	National Trust for Historic Preservation
	703-780-4000 x26334
	Laurie_ossman@nthp.org

	Ross Bradford
	National Trust for Historic Preservation
	202-588-6252
	ross_bradford@nthp.org

	Laura Miller
	Fairfax County Dept of Transportation
	703-877-5686
	Laura.miller@fairfaxcounty.gov

	Jane Rosenbaum
	Fairfax County Dept of Transportation
	703-877-5756
	Jane.rosenbaum@fairfaxcounty.gov

	Andrew M. Kolaitis
	Fairfax County Dept of Transportation – ROW
	703-877-5754
	Andrew.kolaitis@fairfaxcounty.gov


	Elizabeth Crowell
	Fairfax County Dept of Transportation – Cultural Resources
	703-282-3833 (cell)
703-534-3881 x402
	Elizabeth.crowell@fairfaxcounty.gov

	Laurie Turkawski
	Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning
	703-324-1394
	Laurie.turkawski@fairfaxcounty.gov


	Kim Rybold
	Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning
	703-324-1363
	Kimberly.rybold@fairfaxcounty.gov


	Judy Riggin
	Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse
	703-765-3025
	rigginjm@verizon.net

	Martha Claire Catlin
	Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse
	703-799-1652
	mccatlin@earthlink.net

	Marc Holma
	Virginia Department of Historic Resources
	804-482-6090
	Marc.holma@dhr.virginia.gov







Welcome/Introductions/Purpose of Meeting
· Ryan Kimberley (Kimberley) opened the 2nd Consulting Parties Meeting for the Route 1 Improvements Project and explained that the main purpose was to update the group on project activities, review the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and historic properties within that area, and discuss project alternatives that have been developed thus far. 
· In terms of project updates:
· Kimberley informed the group that Fairfax County’s proposal to the U.S. Office of Economic Adjustment within the Department of Defense had been selected to receive $180 million to widen Route 1 from Telegraph Road to Mount Vernon Memorial Highway.  Award funds are being granted to improve access to military medical facilities affected by Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) movements.  
· Surbhi Ashton (Ashton) provided a brief summary of the Public Information Meeting that was held on October 19, 2011. 
· Stuart Tyler (Tyler) directed the group to the agenda and noted that some topics listed may appear to be premature (e.g., discussion of effects and a Memorandum of Agreement to resolve adverse effects), particularly since the limits of the area of potential effect (APE) are still being discussed and the historic property identification efforts have not been completed and coordinated.  However, given the previous studies in the corridor, it is likely that most of the historic properties in the APE already are known.  Additional research on newly identified resources will be conducted as part of this project as needed.  Included in the meeting packet is a list of those resources already identified (discussed later in the meeting in more detail) and these have been considered in the development of the preliminary design concept.  At the conclusion of the Section 106 process, the final list of resources will be formally submitted to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources.  Given the number and locations of historic properties in the corridor, it is anticipated that there would be adverse effects under nearly any build alternative. Such effects would need to be mitigated, with the mitigation measures documented in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) or Programmatic Agreement (PA).  Accordingly, it is prudent to begin those discussions now.

Purpose and Need/Preliminary Alternatives
· Tyler started with the first two agenda items, Purpose and Need and Preliminary Alternatives.  In the meeting packet were copies of the Purpose and Need and Evolution of Typical Section boards presented at the public information meeting.  With respect to the latter board, it showed the typical sections that were developed as part of the 2003 Location Study and a typical section from the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan; these were used to develop the current 148-foot typical section (agreed upon by VDOT and the Army), which includes a 32-foot median reserved for future public transit.  This width is sufficient for the implementation of most transit systems, as described in a meeting handout that provided a high-level discussion outlining types of transit systems that can be provided within a 32-foot median.
· Tyler concluded by adding that the 148-foot typical section as well as the preliminary design concept is not final and may be tweaked as the project is further developed.

Area of Potential Effect
· The Area of Potential Effect (APE) was included as a meeting handout and shown on a large plot on the wall.  Tyler reminded the group that the APE presented at the June 16th meeting was that which was used in the 2003 Location Study:  100 feet on either side of edge of existing pavement for archeology and 200 feet on either side of edge of existing pavement for architecture, to include other visible structures from the roadway as well.  Based on input following the June 16th meeting, the APE has been modified as follows:
· Archeology:  100 feet on either side of edge of existing pavement with bump outs at stormwater management (SWM) ponds as currently proposed. This area would represent the direct disturbance footprint of the current typical section within the project limits.  An additional area is also included near Woodlawn Baptist Church to account for the possible realignment alternatives being considered in this area.  [On November 9th, Fairfax County presented a new sketch for the realignment of Route 1 in the area of Woodlawn Baptist Church; therefore, the archeological APE has since been expanded to include the additional area covered by that concept.]
· Architecture:  500 feet on either side of edge of existing pavement given noise considerations, all properties within the boundaries of known historic districts, and any other properties visible from the roadway.  
· Known historic properties in the corridor include Woodlawn Historic District, Pohick Church, and several others.  Marc Holma (Holma) noted that the Davison Army Airfield depicted on the map as a historic property was recently determined by the Keeper of the Register not to meet National Register eligibility criteria.  [As such, Davison Army Airfield has been removed from the APE.]  Tyler noted that although Accotink Village has been determined by Fairfax County to not meet the criteria for a historic overlay district, neither the village nor individual properties within it have been evaluated for National Register eligibility.  Such evaluation will be conducted as part of this study.  
· With respect to the archeological APE, Marcia Kikos (Kikos) added that it would be prudent to leave enough “wiggle” room to allow for changes in the alignment; otherwise, additional studies would have to be conducted at a later time.  In some areas where the widening is proposed to be more on one side than the other (for example, south of the Fairfax County Parkway along the Accotink Wildlife Refuge/Fort Belvoir operational range area, the improvements are proposed on the Davison Airfield side), the direct disturbance footprint bumps up close to the 100-foot APE limit.  Kikos recommended expanding the APE in those areas to accommodate changes to the design of the project.  [As such, the archeological APE between the Fairfax County Parkway and Inlet Cove has been reduced to 50 feet on the Accotink Wildlife Refuge/Fort Belvoir side and enlarged to 150 feet on the Davison Army Airfield side.]
· Betsy Merritt (Merritt) also pointed out that by using the existing edge of pavement to measure off 100 feet, the future pavement is very close to the edge of the APE in several locations; she also stressed the need to expand the APE in those areas.  Merritt recommended establishing the APE from the centerline of the proposed pavement.  Tyler replied that as the design concept is refined, the APE will be modified as needed.
· Laurie Turkawski (Turkawski) highlighted the need to examine visual impacts from potential flyovers and bridges, which can be seen from longer distances.  Kimberley pointed out that funding has not been allocated for interchanges, and due to the timing of this project, grade-separated interchanges are not likely to be included in the preferred alternative.  He asked Jane Rosenbaum (Rosenbaum) to confirm his statement.  Rosenbaum agreed with the caveat that traffic studies had not been completed yet, and if they concluded that at-grade intersections would not be able to accommodate demand, then the scope of the project would have to change accordingly.  Tom Fahrney (Fahrney) interjected that the study design can and should include interchanges as well (if warranted), but they could be built in separate phases.  Whether or not interchanges are included in the preferred alternative, they (and their associated impacts) should be included in the EA for a couple of reasons.  Firstly, if not selected, the potential impacts should be documented to justify that decision.  Secondly, if an interchange alternative will not be pursued at this time, but is likely to be pursued in the future, its effects should be studied because it is a reasonably foreseeable, future action given the inclusion of future interchanges at these locations in Fairfax County's Comprehensive Plan (normally, "reasonably foreseeable" means included in the current financially constrained long-range transportation plan, which these interchanges are not at this time).  [As such, the archeological APE around the Fairfax County Parkway and Telegraph Road intersections has been expanded to include the maximum impact from the two interchange concepts that have been developed at each location.]
· The traffic studies are expected to be completed in the next month and a meeting is scheduled with Fairfax County on November 9th to discuss assumptions and initial forecasts.  
· Elizabeth Crowell (Crowell) asked about expanding the APE in the area of future construction staging areas.  Tyler replied that staging areas are usually not designated at this phase of the study, but the current APE does include much of the area that may be used for staging and access points for construction along the roadway and within the temporary construction easement.  A provision will be included in the final agreement that states the need to investigate additional areas if they fall outside of the APE.

Historic Properties
· Directing the group to the handout that summarized previously recorded and other suggested resources, Tyler indicated that it was a work-in-progress list, with those listed at the bottom with “na” in the VDHR # column being newly suggested resources.  Historic Route 1 is a recent designation, with the General Assembly designating it as such in 2010 to promote tourism, transportation improvements, and economic development.  This designation will be highlighted in the EA. 
· Tyler mentioned that the National Historic Landmark designation at Woodlawn Plantation affords greater protection than historic district designation so that will need to be considered during ongoing project development.
· Martha Catlin (Catlin) asked that Woodlawn Community House be pinpointed and considered in the Section 106 process; she will forward information on this site to FHWA.    
· Tyler pointed out several changes that need to be made to the table:  Woodlawn Community House needs to be moved from the architectural resources table to archeological and the Otis Tufton Mason House will be added to the architectural resources table.
· The Gray’s Hill site was discussed and the lack of information found thus far; Judy Riggin (Riggin) said that she would forward information on this historic resource to FHWA.
· Merritt asked about the three sites listed as likely no longer extant in the archeology table.  Kimberley remarked that they were recorded as such in the documentation for those sites.  It was discussed that sometimes older sites are recorded, but then they are unable to be located during future activities and inadvertently destroyed.  Holma advised that FHWA, as the lead agency, should check and document all sites within the APE.  With respect to Fort Belvoir sites, he asked that FHWA make sure that VDHR has concurred with all of the Fort’s past determinations.
· A request was made to add a column to the table to note whether the site was located on Fort Belvoir, VDOT, NTHP, or private land.

Consulting Parties
· Tyler reviewed the list of Consulting Parties invited to participate and the packet that provided a summary and resolution of comments from the June 16th meeting.  The first question on the packet provided the responses to the question asked at the end of the last meeting regarding whether any other consulting parties should be invited to join the process.  
· Tyler pointed out that the Secretary of the Interior/National Park Service had been invited to participate and correspondence has been received regarding the Potomac Heritage National Scenic Trail (included in the meeting record).
· Catlin requested that the George Washington Parkway superintendent be invited.  Jack Van Dop (Van Dop) indicated that they would contact the superintendent prior to the next meeting.
· Fahrney asked whether it would be appropriate to invite the Department of Rail and Public Transportation given the potential for transit in the median.  It was agreed that they do not necessarily need to be a consulting party, but they should be included during project development.
· Kimberley mentioned that FHWA has communicated with Pohick Church since the last meeting and communicated with Accotink United Methodist Church as well.  Pohick Church is concerned with the potential grade separation at Telegraph Road.
· Tyler pointed out the difference between a historic district and a historic district overlay, which is a Fairfax County local zoning entity whose boundaries do not coincide with the designated National Register-eligible historic property boundaries.
· With respect to the need for the project, Ross Bradford (Bradford) asked again why the need for improvements was not included in the BRAC EIS.  Tyler pointed out that the need had been identified in previous studies even before BRAC and it was cited in BRAC as well.  However, the need for improvements cannot be solely attributed to BRAC; therefore, it was not included as part of the improvements recommended in the EIS:

The BRAC EIS states that any significant traffic effects as a result of the BRAC action would be mitigated with transportation improvements, such that the negative effects become minor or negligible.  As such, a series of transportation improvements were identified in Table 4.3-42, page 4-139, to mitigate the effects of the proposed relocation alternatives on the transportation system.  The widening of Route 1 through Fort Belvoir and interchanges at Route 1/Telegraph Road and Route 1/Fairfax County Parkway were identified as mitigation strategies for the two alternatives (Town Center and Satellite Campuses) that placed all BRAC-related development within the Main Post area.  The improvements were not identified, however, for the Preferred Alternative as BRAC impacts to Route 1 for that alternative did not reach the threshold identified by the Defense Access Road Program (the funding mechanism for improvements) that requires mitigative improvements linked to the BRAC activities.  

Resolution of Adverse Effect – Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
· Tyler presented an outline for a potential MOA for the project.
· Merritt asked that “Special Provisions for Borrow Pits and Staging Areas” be added to the outline.  Holma remarked that those types of provisions would be better included in a Programmatic Agreement (PA), not a MOA.  He suggested that at the conclusion of the Section 106 process, if the design is not certain, then a PA may be more appropriate.  The PA would include mitigation for those effects that are known, and it would be open-ended for those that are not known, including potential impacts due to interchanges or parameters that may change due to its designation as “Historic Route 1”.  The PA would be in effect for five years, with a provision that six months before its expiration, it could be renewed for another five years.
1. Catlin added that the development of the PA should not be rushed and appropriate research should be conducted in order to incorporate provisions for issues that may arise later in the project development as well as special design features, such as quiet pavement.  Quiet pavement, which is created by paving roads with hot mix asphalt, may have the potential to reduce roadway noise, which is important for this project due to the presence of historic properties within the corridor and given that silent worship is the heart of the Quaker practice.  Kimberley noted that the possible use of quiet pavement could be inserted in the PA; however, its use would need to meet VDOT and FHWA guidelines.  He added that he would investigate the subject further.  

Next Steps 
· Alternatives that were proposed by Woodlawn Baptist Church to realign Route 1 in that area were reviewed and discussed.  They will be explored further as potential alternatives.
· Earl Flanagan suggested separating transit and roadway solutions within the corridor.
· A meeting will be held with Fort Belvoir to discuss their comments that were submitted as part of the public information meeting record.
· A milestone schedule for the Section 106 process will be developed, including a meeting schedule that will include a third consulting parties meeting.
· In terms of Phase I survey schedule, activities will begin as soon as the list of resources is finalized.  The cemetery survey at Woodlawn Baptist Church will take place after a contractor is procured by FHWA.
· The draft EA is anticipated to be completed in late Spring.  
· Comments to this meeting are requested within 30 days.
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