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Cover Sheet
Environmental Assessment for the
Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at
Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington,
Prince George’s County, Maryland

Proposed Action: The Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) proposes to renovate and
expand the existing Base Exchange (BX) at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington
(JBA-NAFW). The Proposed Action construction activity would total approximately 166,864 square
feet or an estimated 55,282 square feet of new construction and 111,582 square feet of renovation.
Affected Location: JBA-NAFW, Prince George’s County, Maryland

Report Designation: Environmental Assessment (EA).

Responsible Agency: Department of the Air Force.

AAFES Point of Contact: Mr. Greg Smith, Project Engineer/Manager, HQ AAFES, 3911 South
Walton Blvd., Dallas, Texas 75236-1598, (214) 312-2109, SmithGregory @aafes.com.

Joint Base Andrews Point of Contact: Ms. Anne Hodges, Environmental Planning (11 CES/CEIE/
Environmental Management) 3466 North Carolina Avenue, Joint Base Andrews, Maryland 20762,
(301) 981-1426, anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil.

Abstract: AAFES proposes to expand the BX on JBA-NAFW, Prince George’s County, Maryland.

The Proposed Action complies with the JBA-NAFW General Plan and utilizes a site that has
previously been developed. Currently, the BX operates in three separate buildings: Home Traditions
(Building 1683) constructed in 1973; Four Seasons (Building 1805) constructed in 1983; and the BX
(Building 1811) built in 1995. Each separate facility is out-of-date and inconsistent with current
installation building codes and industry standards for retail space. Additionally, each facility lacks the
adequate physical space necessary to meet the demand from an increasing customer base located both
on- and off-installation. Therefore, the need for the Proposed Action is to upgrade retail facilities
on-installation to comply with new building and industry standards and to provide adequate space to
meet the current and future retail demand for JBA-NAFW.

Under the No Action Alternative, AAFES would not construct the new facilities and JBA-NAFW
patrons would continue to utilize outdated facilities that have exceeded their useful life and are
presently unable to meet customer demand.

This EA evaluates the Preferred Alternative and the No Action Alternative. Resources evaluated in
this EA include: land use and visual resources; transportation; infrastructure and utilities; geology and
soils; water resources; biological resources; socioeconomics, environmental justice, and protection of
children; cultural resources; air quality; noise; hazardous material and waste management; and safety
and occupational health. No significant impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed
Action at the preferred site location or from the No Action Alternative.
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1 Purpose and Need for Action

1.1 Introduction

The Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) proposes to expand the Base Exchange
(BX) on Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland, formerly Andrews Air Force
Base (Andrews AFB). Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland, is referred to
herein as JBA-NAFW (also as ‘Andrews,’ the ‘Base,” or the “Installation’). Andrews is a 4,390-acre
installation located approximately 6 miles southeast of Washington, D.C., in Prince George’s County,
Maryland (see Figure 1-1). This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to address the
potential impacts related to the construction and operation of the expanded facility, including all
associated permit requirements. In addition, this EA identifies mitigation measures to minimize the

potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the Proposed Action.

The BX (Building 1811) expansion would include retail and food services consolidating
those previously provided in Building 1683 (Home Traditions) and Building 1805 (Four Seasons)
(see Figure 1-2). The scope of the analysis does not include the final disposition of Buildings 1683
and 1805 which would be vacated (i.e., returned to the Base) upon construction of the Proposed
Action. This EA was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969, 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) 4321 et seq., as amended, and the following regulations:

= Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 Code of Federal Regulations

(CFR) 1500-1508; and
= U.S. Air Force (USAF) Environmental Impact Analysis Process, 32 CFR 989.

1.1.1 AAFES Mission

For 117 years, AAFES, a United States Department of Defense (DOD) military command
with a retail mission, has provided quality merchandise and services at competitive prices and has
generated millions of dollars annually in dividends for the Directorate of Family, Morale, Welfare,
and Recreation programs for military personnel. In more than 3,000 retail stores and other facilities
around the world, AAFES serves 12.3 million active-duty military personnel, National Guard

members, Reservists, military retirees, and their families.
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1.1.2 Andrews History

The 2005 reactivation of the Air Force District of Washington (AFDW) for planning within
the National Capital Region brought significant changes to the force structure at Andrews. Several
tenant activities from Bolling AFB, Washington, D.C., were either combined or transferred to
Andrews and stood up under the command of AFDW. In 2009, Andrews AFB and Naval Air Facility
Washington became JBA-NAFW and, in 2010, AFDW’s 11th Wing became the host tenant at the
Base. Additionally, JBA-NAFW is home to numerous other partner units including the 89th Airlift
Wing, the 79th Medical Wing, and the 459th Air Refueling Wing, Naval Air Facility Washington,
and the 113th Wing, among others. JBA-NAFW also is home to the Air National Guard Readiness
Center (USAF 2011).

1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities

on JBA-NAFW where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location.

Currently, the BX operates in three separate buildings: Home Traditions (Building 1683)
constructed in 1973; Four Seasons (Building 1805) constructed in 1983; and the BX (Building 1811)
built in 1995 (see Figure 1-2). Each separate facility is out-of-date and inconsistent with current
installation building codes and industry standards for retail space. Additionally, each facility lacks the
adequate physical space necessary to meet the demand from an increasing customer base located both
on- and off-installation. Therefore, the need for the Proposed Action is: 1) to upgrade retail facilities
on-installation to comply with new building and industry standards; and 2) to provide adequate space
to meet the current and future retail demand for Andrews.

1.3 Objectives of the Proposed Action

The objectives of the Proposed Action are to relocate the retail services provided by
Buildings 1683 and 1805 through an expansion of Building 1811. These objectives would be met by
the construction of the Proposed Action, which would consolidate and centralize retail facilities on
Andrews where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location. The
expanded facility would therefore reduce costs, increase operational efficiency, and provide a more

viable service to the authorized customer base.
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1.4 Scope of the EA

This EA evaluates potential impacts to the human and natural environments associated with
the expansion and consolidation of the BX at JBA-NAFW. The Proposed Action is evaluated to
determine the potential for significant adverse impacts to each resource or resource area, including
short- or long-term; temporary or permanent; and cumulative adverse impacts. The scope of the EA
does not include the disposition or future operation of Buildings 1683 and 1805, each of which would
be vacated upon the construction of the Proposed Action.

Resources evaluated in this EA include: land use; transportation; infrastructure and utilities;
geology and soils; water resources; biological resources; socioeconomics, environmental justice and
protection of children; air quality; cultural resources; noise; hazardous materials and waste

management; and safety and occupational health.

1.5 Decision to be Made

Final decisions with respect to the Proposed Action require the concurrence and signature of
the JBA-NAFW 11th Wing, Commanding Officer (WG/CC).

1.6 Public Review and Interagency Coordination

As part of the Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning
(IICEP) process, the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) was sent to
interested agencies on March 8, 2012, inviting the agencies to provide comments on the Proposed
Action, and welcoming any relevant information about the resources under the agency’s jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Copies of the coordination letters and the agency comments
received on the DOPAA are provided in Appendix A.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EA and Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) was published in the Prince George’s County Gazette newspaper on May 9, 2013 (Appendix
B), and copies of the Draft EA and FONSI were made available for review at the Upper Marlboro
Branch of the Prince George’s County Memorial Library System at 14730 Main Street, Upper
Marlboro, Maryland, and the JBA-NAFW Library at 1642 Brookley Avenue, JBA-NAFW.
Additionally, the Draft EA and Draft FONSI were available on the Andrews AFB website,
www.andrews.af.mil/library/environmental/. Copies of the agency comments received on the Draft
EA are provided in Appendix A. The FONSI is provided in Appendix C.
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1.7 Applicable Regulatory Requirements

NEPA (Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 84321 et. seq.) is a mandate for federal agencies to
conduct a systematic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and decision making.
Under NEPA, a federal agency’s proposed actions can either be “categorically excluded” from further
analysis or evaluated in an EA or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). An EA is a concise
public document intended to provide agency decision makers with sufficient information and analysis
to determine whether to prepare an EIS. An EA thus results in either a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) or a decision to prepare an EIS. An EIS is required for federal actions that may
significantly affect the quality of the human environment. The intent of NEPA is to minimize adverse
impacts to the human environment through information availability, the development of alternative

actions, and the implementation of mitigation measures.

This EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA; the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA
(40 CFR 881500-1508); and the USAF “Environmental Impact Analysis Process” (Air Force
Instruction 32-7061 as promulgated by 32 CFR 989).

Other environmental regulatory requirements relevant to the Proposed Action include, but are

not limited to:

= Archeological Protection Act, 16 U.S.C 470 et. seq.;

= Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et. seq.;

= Clean Water Act (CWA), 33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq.;

= Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. 1531 et. seq.;

= Energy Independence and Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 17094 et. seq.;

= Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. 703 et. seq.;

= National Capital Planning Act, 40 U.S.C. 8701 et seq

= National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. 470 et. seq.;
= Noise Control Act, 42 U.S.C. 4901 et. seq.;

= QOccupational Safety and Health Act, 29 U.S.C. 651 et. seq.;

= Pollution Prevention Act, 42 U.S.C. 13101 et. seq.;

= Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. 6901 et. seq.; and
= Toxic Substances Control Act, 15 U.S.C. 2601 et. seq.

In addition, the Proposed Action must comply with a number of Executive Orders (EOs),

including:
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= EO 11514, “Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality”
=  EO 11990, “Protection of Wetlands”
= EO 11988, “Floodplain Management”

= EO 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations”

= EO 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks”

= EO 13148, “Greening the Government Through Leadership in Environmental
Management”

= EO 13423, “Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation
Management”

= EO 13508, “Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration”

= EO 13514, “Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic
Performance”

All contractors and/or subcontractors must comply with all applicable state and federal laws
and regulations, including the requirements outlined in the “Andrews AFB Environmental Protection
Standards for Contracts” (Andrews AFB 2009).
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2 Description of Alternatives, Including the
Proposed Action

This section describes the Proposed Action, the alternatives selection process, and the
Preferred Alternative. The No Action Alternative, consistent with 32 CFR 989.8, is carried forward as
a baseline for analyzing the alternatives that meet the selection criteria as described in Section 2.2.1

below.

2.1 Description of the Proposed Action

AAFES proposes to renovate and expand the existing BX at JBA-NAFW. The scope of the
proposed expansion would include the renovation and build-out of the existing foundation,
structure/frame, and roof consistent with Base design standards. Key features associated with the
construction of the Proposed Action include the addition of a food court, loading dock, food service
dock, and an employee parking area. The Proposed Action would connect to existing utility and
communication services and would include new and upgraded interior walls; lighting, mechanical,
electrical, and safety systems; exterior surfaces such as sidewalks, curbs, and parking spaces; and
other site improvements, as necessary. Construction of the Proposed Action would occur in phases
over an estimated two-year period beginning during the summer of 2013. The construction phases
would occur in the following order:

1. ?onstr)uction of a food court retail space and portions of the merchandise processing area
MPA);

2. Construction of the administrative offices and the military clothing sales store (MCSS), and
completion of the MPA,;

3. Interior renovations to the eastern sales or “check-out” area, and the eastern half of the BX;
and

4. Interior renovations to the western side of the sales or “check-out” area, and the western half
of the BX (to include parking modifications).

In addition, the Proposed Action would be carried out in accordance with all applicable DOD
Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) and, where feasible and cost-effective, would be designed and

constructed to meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) construction standards.
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2.2 Alternatives Development Process

2.2.1 Selection Standards

The selection factors considered during the development of the alternatives described in this
section were based on the purpose and need as described in Section 1.2 of this EA and include the

following:

= Consistent with the AAFES Mission. AAFES facilities must provide
convenient, centrally located, and highly visible services to authorized Base
personnel in a timely and efficient manner.

= Compliance with the 2010 General Plan Update (JBA-NAFW 2010). AAFES
facilities must be consistent with the General Plan which guides the future
development of the Base.

= Meet Retail Demand. AAFES facilities must be designed to meet existing and
projected retail demand based on authorized personnel loading.

= Minimize Environmental Impact. AAFES facilities must be located and
designed to minimize potential adverse impacts to the human and natural
environment.

Table 2-1
Comparison of Proposed Action Alternatives
Selection Standards
High Consistency Minimizes

Visibility and with General Meets Retail Environmental
Alternatives Accessibility Plan Demand Impact

Alternative 1: Limited Expansion @

of the Existing Base Exchange ves ves ves ves
Alternative 2: Full Expansion of

the Existing Base Exchange Yes ves ves No
Alternative 3: New Construction ()
with Proposed Town Center ves ves No TBD
No Action Alternative Yes Yes No Yes

Notes:

(@) The Memorandum of Agreement between JBA-NAFW and AAFES allows for the expansion of the existing BX and the new
construction of a BX as part of the Town Center development sometime after 2025.

(b) To be determined, i.e., selection criteria cannot be evaluated at this time; however, the effects will be determined at a later
date if this alternative is selected.

2.2.2 Common Elements Among the Alternatives

Visibility and Accessibility
Under each of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, the site of the Proposed
Action would provide for a highly visible and accessible BX (Table 2-1). The selection of Alternative

1 or Alternative 2 would expand the capacity of Building 1811, a site that already supports a
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significant number of authorized customers. The selection of Alternative 3 would locate a new BX
within a planned Town Center, a future development intended to concentrate pedestrian and
automobile traffic. Under the No Action Alternative, the site of the existing BX would continue to

provide a high level of visibility and accessibility on-installation.

2.2.3 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Analysis

Alternative 2: Full Expansion of the Existing Base Exchange

Under Alternative 2, construction activity would total approximately 234,240 square feet or
an estimated 122,658 square feet of new construction and 111,582 square feet of renovation. The
selection of Alternative 2 would expand the building footprint onto semi-improved and previously
undisturbed lands. Alternative 2 would directly impact wetlands classified as “atypical” (i.e.,
previously disturbed) grasslands (also termed emergent wetlands) and forested wetlands (located
north of the existing BX). Selection of Alternative 2 would likely impact all 0.28 acre of wetlands on
the site. EO 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” directs federal agencies to minimize the destruction,
loss, and degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of
wetland communities. Selection of Alternative 2 would require a finding of no practicable alternative
for construction in a wetland. . Alternative 2 would require the demolition and relocation of a fast-
food restaurant in the vicinity of the existing BX. This would increase the surface area that would be

disturbed during the construction of the Proposed Action.

Alternative 2 is consistent with the 2010 General Plan Update. The Alternative 2 location
would be in proximity to the JBA-NAFW housing areas, as well as to the Interstate (1)-495/1-95
exchange that provides access to the Base. Therefore, Alternative 2 would meet the retail demand
associated with an increasing on- and off-installation authorized customer base. The selection of
Alternative 2, however, would not minimize environmental impacts to the wetland resources located

adjacent to the current BX. Therefore, Alternative 2 is not carried forward for further analysis.

Alternative 3: New Construction with Proposed Town Center

Alternative 3 would involve construction of a new BX as part of a proposed Town Center
development planned to be the future central hub for community, pedestrian-oriented activities on
Andrews. In addition to the new AAFES BX, the Town Center would include a new fitness center, an
education center or library, and similar quality-of-life enhancements for authorized Base personnel.
The construction of Alternative 3 would occur in phases with demolition of select facilities scheduled

for completion by 2015. Per a January 2011 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between AAFES,
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the 11th Wing, and the 779th Medical Group (see Appendix D), the infrastructure and other facilities
would be completed prior to AAFES beginning construction at the proposed Town Center. As such,

the site would not be ready for the construction of Alternative 3 until the 2027 to 2030 time period.

Alternative 3 would be consistent with the Base’s 2010 General Plan Update, which
established the need for the proposed Town Center development. The selection of Alternative 3,
however, would not meet the retail demand on Andrews prior to the 2027 timeframe — the estimated
start date for construction of a new BX as part of the Town Center development. Although potential
environmental impacts associated with Alternative 3 would be addressed under separate NEPA
documentation (at a later date), the Town Center concept itself would be intended to minimize
adverse impacts to the human and natural environments by concentrating commercial and community
activities on the Base. Due to the planned timeframe for construction, however, Alternative 3 is not
carried forward for further analysis.

2.2.4 Alternatives Carried Forward for Further Analysis

Alternative 1: Limited Expansion of the Existing AAFES Base Exchange (Preferred Alternative)
Under Alternative 1 (see Figure 2-1 and Appendix E), construction activity would total
approximately 166,864 square feet or an estimated 55,282 square feet of new construction and
111,582 square feet of renovation. The selection of Alternative 1 would expand the building footprint
onto semi-improved and previously undisturbed lands. Alternative 1 would not directly impact any
wetlands or involve construction in a wetland; however, two delineated wetlands exist in the vicinity:
a 5,618-square-foot (0.13-acre) forested wetland immediately north of the project site and a 6,590-
square-foot (0.15-acre) wetland mosaic to the northwest of the project site (see Figure 2-2 and
Appendix E). Utilities for Alternative 1 would have a short-term impact during construction to the

buffer zone around the forested wetland to the north of the BX.

Alternative 1 would not require the demolition of a fast-food restaurant in the vicinity of the
existing BX, decreasing the surface area that would be disturbed during the construction of the

Proposed Action and precluding any need for relocation to an equivalent facility on the Base.

The existing BX is currently part of the “Community” land use designation; however,
Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the future land use in the 2010 General Plan Update. That
is, the site of the existing BX is zoned as Industrial, precluding its long-term future use for other
purposes. However, this alternative is consistent with the terms of the MOA which allows for the
expansion of the existing BX and the new construction of a BX as part of the Town Center
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development (Alternative 3) sometime after 2027. Additionally, it is AAFES’s intent to open the new
BX in the proposed Town Center after the expansion of the existing BX has been utilized for 15
years. Alternative 1 would be located in proximity to the JBA-NAFW housing areas, as well as the
Interstate (1)-495/1-95 exchange that provides access to the Base. The Preferred Alternative would
therefore meet the retail demand associated with an increasing on- and off-installation authorized
customer base starting in 2014 — the scheduled completion date for the Preferred Alternative. The
selection of Alternative 1 would also minimize environmental impacts to the wetland resources
located adjacent to the BX. Therefore, based on the comparison of the Proposed Action alternatives,

Alternative 1 is carried forward for further analysis.

2.2.5 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the renovation and expansion of the existing BX would not
occur. The No Action Alternative would therefore maintain consistency with the 2010 General Plan
Update; however, the selection of this alternative would not consolidate Buildings 1683 and 1805 or
provide for the co-location of similar land uses on the Base. That is, under the No Action Alternative,
these outdated facilities would remain in-service. In addition, the No Action Alternative would not
meet the increasing demand for AAFES retail services on-installation through the 2025 timeframe
when AAFES would relocate the BX to the proposed Town Center consistent with the provisions of
the MOA. Further, Base personnel would not benefit from the expanded customer services and
AAFES would not receive additional revenue from these services which, in turn, would not contribute
to the Base’s Morale, Welfare, and Recreation program budget. The No Action Alternative is carried

forward for analysis in accordance with 32 CFR 989.8.

2.3 Description of Past and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Actions Relevant to Cumulative Impacts

This EA identifies actions that have been conducted in the past, are ongoing or in the
planning stages, and future actions that are related to the Proposed Action. Actions proposed over the
next five years, including the expansion of the BX (the Proposed Action) at JBA-NAFW are
considered in the cumulative impacts. As an active military installation, JBA-NAFW and its tenant
organizations undergo changes in mission and training requirements in response to defense policies,
current threats, and tactical and technological advances, and as such, require new construction,

facility improvements, infrastructure upgrades, and ongoing maintenance and repairs on a continual
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basis. Known construction and upgrade projects are included in the cumulative impacts analysis,

although future requirements could change and alter the reality of cumulative effects. NEPA analysis

will be conducted for future projects, as necessary.

Actions considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts (Section 4.13) include, but are not
limited to, the following planned projects for fiscal year (FY) 2013 to 2018 (JBA-NAFW 2013):

FY 2013 Projects

Expansion of the AAFES BX (2013-2014);
Construction of helicopter operations facility near Hangar 1;

Demolition and replacement of Building 1988 (traffic check house at the
intersection of Maryland Drive and North Perimeter Road);

Demolition of Buildings 1429 ( a generator building), 1679 (Chapel 3), 1732 (a
heat plant), and the canopy and fuels tanks at Building 1685 (AAFES service
station);

Expansion of the parking lot and Building 1845 (Security Forces Group); and
Replacement of Taxiway Sierra (2013-2014).

FY 2014 Projects

Modification of the entry control facilities at the Main Gate, Virginia Gate, and
Pearl Harbor Gate to correct facility deficiencies related to safety and security.

FY 2015 Projects

Demolition of JBA’s West Fitness Center (Building 1444) and replacement with
a new fitness center near the current location of the West Fitness Center;

Shoulder regrading on Taxiway W-1;
Repair of West Apron; and
Replacement of Taxiway Whiskey (2015-2016).

FY 2016 Projects

Demolition of the Child Development Center (CDC) #1 (Building 4575) and
replacement with a new CDC near the current location of CDC #1; and

Construction of a Security Forces Group Complex, which would require
demolishing Building 1642 (the Base Library) and Building 1605 (a privately
owned-vehicle [POV] wash rack). The Base Library would be moved to space
within existing facilities and the wash rack would not be replaced (2016-2018).

14:EE-003163-0025 -01TTO

2. Description of Alternatives,
Including the No Action Alternative



Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland

Environmental Assessment 2. Description of Alternatives,
Including the No Action Alternative

FY 2017 Projects

= Reconstruction of Taxiway;

= Extension of west runway;

= Replacement of the United States Army Priority Air Transport facility;
= Replacement of Pads 12 and 13 (2017-2018); and

= Hot pit refueling pad.

FY 2018 Projects

= Reconstruction of Taxiway November;

= Air Sovereignty Alert phase II;

= Construction of an addition to Building 1900;

= Construction of Consolidated Aircraft Supply Center;

= Construction of new Base Civil Engineer Complex — 11th Wing; and

= Construction of Domino hangar, taxiway, and ramps.

2.4 Comparison of Environmental Consequences

Table 2-2 summarizes potential impacts to resources or resource areas that would result from
the implementation of Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative. The tabular summary of potential
impacts to the human and natural environments reflects the analyses and findings presented in

Sections 3 and 4.

Table 2-2
Potential Resource Area Impacts
Resource/lIssue Preferred Alternative No Action
Land Use and Visual Not consistent with the long-term land use in the Consistent with the 2010
Resources 2010 General Plan Update (Consistency per the General Plan Update.
Memorandum of Agreement)
Socioeconomics, Minor, short-term benefit from new employment No change.

Environmental Justice, and | opportunities.
Protection of Children
Transportation Minor benefit from consolidation of separate services | No change.
on-installation.
Infrastructure and Utilities | Minor, short-term impacts from increased impervious | No change.
surfaces and energy usage.
Geology and Soils Minor, short-term impacts from soil disturbance No change.
associated with construction activities.
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Table 2-2
Potential Resource Area Impacts
Water Resources Potential long-term benefits from implementation of No change.

stormwater management best management practices
to reduce nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment turnoff
to assist in achieving Total Maximum Daily Load
reduction goals.

Biological Resources Minor, short-term impacts to wildlife during No change.
construction activity. Minor, permanent impact
associated with tree removal requiring mitigation. No
effect on federally listed threatened or endangered

Species.

Cultural Resources No effect on architectural or archaeological cultural No change.
resources.

Air Quality Minor, short-term impacts associated with particulate | No change.
matter and other emissions from construction
activity.

Noise Minor, short-term impacts associated with noise from | No change.
construction activity.

Hazardous Materials and Potential minor, short-term impacts associated with No change.

Waste Management accidental releases during construction activity.

Safety and Occupational Minor, short-term risks associated with construction No change.

Health activity.
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3 Affected Environment

This section describes the existing physical, natural, and human environments that may be

impacted by the implementation of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.

3.1 Land Use and Visual Resources

3.1.1 Land Use

JBA-NAFW encompasses 4,390 acres in Prince George’s County, Maryland. Located on the
Capital Beltway (1-495), the communities surrounding the Base are part of the greater Washington,
D.C. metropolitan area and include Morningside, Woodyard, Clinton, and Camp Springs, Maryland.
Land use on JBA-NAFW is characterized by past development with much of the existing land area
previously disturbed by construction. Approximately 45 to 50 percent of land on the Base has been
directly impacted by infill and development, 10 percent remains undisturbed, and the remainder
consists of improved and semi-improved lands. The majority of undisturbed lands are adjacent to or

on the golf course in the western part of the Base.

In general, the Base is divided by the airfield, which is oriented in a north-south direction.
Beyond the airfield to the west, the majority of land is dedicated to morale, welfare, and recreation
(MWR) facilities with limited industrial uses located in the northwest section of the Base. The
primary MWR land uses on the western half of the Base consist of housing and community support
services, a golf course, and a medical center. Beyond the airfield to the east, land use primarily
supports airfield operations and includes administrative and industrial facilities. The Base is bounded
on two sides by Allentown Road and Marlboro Pike. Table 3-1 summarizes the existing land use for
JBA-NAFW.

In accordance with Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7062, “Air Force Comprehensive
Planning,” (USAF 1997/2009) the 2010 General Plan Update (JBA-NAFW 2010) identifies future
land use categories that guide development activities at JBA-NAFW. The General Plan Update
contains area development plans that identify parts of the Base determined to be suitable for
redevelopment. The General Plan Update also notes that development opportunities are limited and
may require land acquisition to accommodate future growth. Due to these circumstances, sustainable

design and adaptive facility reuse are key pillars of the General Plan Update.
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Table 3-1
Andrews Existing Land Use Acreages
Percentage

Land Type (20)
Administration 127 2.9
Aircraft 0 & M 366 8.3
Airfield 1,525 34.7
Community 136 3.1
Industrial 144 3.3
Medical 47 1.1
Open Space 784 17.8
Outdoor recreation 731 16.7
Residential 508 11.6
Water 22 0.5
Total 4,390 100
Source: JBA-NAFW 2010.

3.1.2 Visual Resources

Urban design for JBA-NAFW is guided by the Base’s Architectural Compatibility Plan
(ACP) (USAF 2009) which provides a visual overview of Andrews that includes design guidelines
and architectural themes. The plan serves as an enforceable zoning ordinance by defining building
setbacks, heights, materials, landscaping, and similar provisions that collectively determine the site

characteristics for new development on the Base (USAF 2009).

3.2 Transportation

Roadways can be classified as either arterial (principal and minor highways), collector (major
and minor roadways that direct users to arterial highways), or local roadways or streets that direct
traffic to both arterial and collector highways/roadways. The Base is located approximately 6 miles
southeast of Washington, D.C. (Figure 1-1). The Base’s roadway system is primarily serviced by the
“Capital Beltway” (Interstate 95/495 [1-95/495]), a principal highway that traverses the western part
of the Base and provides direct access to Allentown Road (Maryland [MD] 337), Suitland Parkway,
and Marlboro Pike. The on-Base transportation network consists of approximately 102 miles of paved
roads. Access to and from JBA-NAFW is regulated by five entry-control facilities (AFDW 2009a),
including the:

= Main Gate (7 days per week/24 hours per day). The main entrance from the
northwest and accessible via Allentown Road and Suitland Road,;
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= Pearl Harbor Gate (7 days per week/24 hours per day). The main entrance from
the east, accessible from Dower House Road via Pennsylvania Avenue, and is the
only gate for use by commercial traffic;

= North Gate (weekday peak service only). Accessible from the north via Suitland
Parkway;

» Virginia Gate (weekdays 0500 to 2300). Accessible from the south via Old
Alexandria Ferry Road,;

= Maryland Gate (restricted use). For use by visiting dignitaries or other visitors
as appropriate; and

=  West Gate (closed except for special events). Opened for use as a pedestrian gate
in June 2012.

Beyond the active airfield and taxiways, the Base’s roadway network generally forms a grid
pattern bounded by Perimeter Road, a two-lane, 8.2-mile loop that runs along the inside boundary of
the Base. Perimeter Road, along with the Main Gate entrance road, is classified as a minor arterial or
a roadway that functions primarily to distribute traffic to all parts of the Base (JBA-NAFW 2010).

Collector roadways on JBA-NAFW direct traffic to/from the main arterials and provide
access to the local roadway network. Collector roads on Base include the Avenues of Arnold,
Patrick/Fetchet, Alabama (south of F Street), Brookley, Menoher, Arkansas, and Virginia, as well as
San Antonio Boulevard. North Perimeter Road and South Perimeter Road provide the only
connection points between the western and eastern portions of the Base. The site of the Proposed
Action is adjacent to the National Executive Route, which runs along Arnold Avenue from its starting
point at the Maryland Gate (AFDW 2009a).

3.3 Infrastructure and Utilities

3.3.1 Wastewater Collection and Treatment

Sanitary Sewer

The sanitary sewer system at JBA was privatized in February 2006. Terrapin Utility Services,
Inc., owns and operates the sanitary sewer system (JBA-NAFW 2013). The majority of the sanitary
sewer system on JBA-NAFW is approximately 60 years old and consists of more than 33 miles of
sewer lines and approximately 1,000 manholes. Pipes range in size from 6 inches in diameter to more
than 24 inches, including both gravity lines and force mains. The wastewater generated at JBA-
NAFW is treated off-Base at facilities owned and operated by the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission (WSSC).
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On the western side of the Base, the sanitary sewer system discharges to the Piscataway
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) in Accokeek, Maryland, which has a capacity of
approximately 30 million gallons per day. The main trunk on the western side of the Base generally
follows West Perimeter Road, Menoher Drive, San Antonio Boulevard, and Colorado Avenue. The
21-inch trunk line exits under Branch Avenue approximately 1,500 feet south of Georgia Avenue.
The main trunk line on the eastern half of the Base exits at the north end of Dower House Road where
it intersects with Pennsylvania Avenue. Wastewater discharges from the eastern half of the Base are
collected and treated at the Western Branch WWTP, which also has a capacity of 30 million gallons
per day. In total, the WSSC operates and maintains seven regional WWTPs with an operational

capacity to handle approximately 74 million gallons of wastewater per day.

Food Services
Food services on JBA-NAFW require the issuance of an industrial discharge permit from the

WSSC for the proper disposal of waste such as food, oils, and greases (WSSC 2011a).

3.3.2 Potable Water Supply

The water system infrastructure at JBA was privatized in February 2006. Terrapin Utility
Services, Inc., owns and operates it under a 50-year contract. Terrapin purchases water from the
WSSC to serve the Base (JBA-NAFW 2013). JBA-NAFW obtains its water supply from the WSSC’s
Potomac Water Treatment Plant, which has a capacity of approximately 285 million gallons per day
(WSSC 2011b). The WSSC draws water from both the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers and operates
two water treatment plants. The Potomac River supply consists of two storage reservoirs with a
combined capacity of 43 billion gallons, while the Patuxent River supply consists of two
impoundment dams with a combined storage capacity of 13 billion gallons.

The majority of the water distribution system on the Base consists of buried water mains/lines
that vary in size and/or material. The system comprises more than 100 miles of service lines and
approximately 1,000 service connections. The system has three main service connections: 1) a 12-
inch service connection located south of the intersection of Perimeter Road West and Arkansas Road:;
2) a l4-inch service connection located at the north end of Maryland Drive; and 3) an 8-inch

connection currently not in service.

The use of groundwater as a potable source of water is prohibited on the Base and all such
wells are used for monitoring purposes only (JBA-NAFW 2010).
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3.3.3 Solid Waste Management

Solid waste management on the Base includes the collection and disposal of non-hazardous
solid waste, as well as overseas, infectious, and pathological waste (referred to collectively as medical
waste). JBA-NAFW does not maintain an active landfill and, therefore, all such activities are
contracted services that utilize licensed landfill facilities located in Prince George County, Maryland.
The Base recycling program collects, segregates, and processes industrial and domestic materials for
reuse (JBA-NAFW 2010).

3.3.4 Stormwater

In Maryland, construction projects that disturb more than 5,000 square feet of land area must
apply for either a General or Individual stormwater permit issued by the Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE 2010a). The stormwater management system on JBA-NAFW consists of eight
separate basins that collect stormwater and drain to the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers, part of the
larger Chesapeake Bay watershed. Approximately 90 percent of the stormwater- outfalls on the Base
discharge to the tributaries of the Potomac River, while the remaining outfalls discharge to the
Patuxent River. The Base has a relatively flat terrain with areas where water accumulates due to lack
of drainage. The Base has a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (United States Army Corps of
Engineers [USACE] 2007a) and maintains a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Industrial Stormwater Discharge Permit and an NPDES General Permit for

Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity.

3.3.5 Natural Gas

Washington Gas Light Company provides natural gas service to JBA-NAFW via seven
connection points, five of which are located on the western part of the Base. The company is
responsible for the installation and maintenance of the approximately 10-mile Base-wide natural gas
distribution system. A 6-inch natural gas line connects to the Washington Gas Light Company
distribution system at the corner of West Perimeter Road and San Antonio Boulevard (JBA-NAFW
2010).

3.3.6 Electricity

Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) provides electrical power to the Installation via
two 69-kilovolt off-Base electrical feeds that connect to the main substation (Building 1870) located

at the intersection of North Perimeter Road and Westover Drive. The main substation on the Base is
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owned and operated by the Air Force and distributes electricity Base-wide. From this substation, a
total of 20 primary circuits and a switching station (Building 3297) distribute electricity to various
parts of the Base. In addition, approximately 90 percent of the on-Base power lines have been placed
underground. Electrical services to the Base housing areas are outsourced to the private sector, while
the remaining components of the distribution system are owned and operated by the Air Force. The
electrical distribution system on JBA-NAFW is in relatively good condition (JBA-NAFW 2010).

3.3.7 Heating and Cooling

The JBA heating and cooling system has been decentralized and no longer includes central
heating plants. More than 300 oil-fired and natural gas boilers are still operational, about 95 percent
of which run on natural gas and the rest on oil. Approximately 60 percent of the buildings on Base are
on an automated heating and cooling system. Overall, the heating and cooling system is in fair
condition. Eighty (80) percent of the system is new and in good condition; the remaining 20 percent is

in mediocre to poor condition.

3.4 Geology and Soils

JBA-NAFW is located on a plateau between the Anacostia River to the west and the Patuxent
River to the east. It is near the western edge of the Middle Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic
province. The topography on the Base is level to gently sloping with elevations that range from
approximately 220 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the southeast to approximately 280 feet above
msl farther north (JBA-NAFW 2010).

The Coastal Plain plateau consists of the Brandywine Formation, coarse-grained sediments of
gravel and sand with variable amounts of silt and clay estimated to be 40 feet or less in thickness. The
Brandywine Formation is underlain by the Calvert Formation, fine to very fine sand, silt, and clay of
marine origin estimated to be up to 80 feet in thickness. Other Coastal Plain deposits underlie the
Calvert Formation to depths greater than 1,000 feet where it transitions to crystalline bedrock
(Schnabel Engineering 2011).

There are two dominant soil associations at JBA-NAFW, the Sassafras-Croom and the
Beltsville-Leonardtown-Chillum. Sassafras-Croom is typically found along major drainage ways such
as Tinkers and Piscataway Creeks and consists of well-drained, gravel-dominant soils with compact
sub-soils. The latter association, Beltsville-Leonardtown-Chillum, is most prevalent on the northern
end of the Base, extending through its central portion towards the southeast (JBA-NAFW 2010).
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Mapped soil series at the site of the Proposed Action include the following non-hydric soils: Aquasco
silt loam, Beltsville-Urban land complex, Hoghole-Grosstown complex, Udorthents loam, Urban
land, and Woodstown sandy loam. The site has been previously disturbed and altered by construction
activity (AMT, Inc. 2010).

In accordance with the MDE erosion and sediment control guidelines for state and federal
projects, an erosion and sediment control plan is required for any project that disturbs over 5,000

square feet of land area and involves more than 100 cubic yards of earth movement (MDE 2011c).

3.5 Water Resources

3.5.1 Groundwater

JBA-NAFW is located within a portion of the Maryland Coastal Plain that includes several
important regional water supply aquifers. These aquifers are located several hundred feet below
ground surface (bgs) and include, in order of descending stratigraphic sequence, the Aquia, Magothy,
Patapsco, and Patuxent formations. The Aquia formation, located at a depth of 150 feet bgs, is a
primary source of groundwater for Prince George’s, Anne Arundel, Charles, and St. Mary’s counties,
and is primarily recharged by infiltration in an area northwest of the Main Base. The underlying
Patapsco and Patuxent aquifers supply groundwater to consumers in Prince George’s, Anne Arundel,
and Charles counties. There are two non-potable water supply wells for the golf courses at the Main
Base. One of the wells was completed in the Magothy Formation at a depth of about 385 feet bgs,
while the second well was completed in the Patapsco Formation at a depth of about 650 feet bgs.
Potable water supply on base is provided by the WSSC.

Groundwater underlying the Main Base occurs at or near the ground surface, with shallow
groundwater occurring at depths of less than 20 feet bgs, likely under unconfined conditions.
Groundwater recharge occurs primarily through precipitation. Groundwater flow is believed to be
down-gradient toward local streams or downward toward deeper underlying aquifers (JBA-NAWF

2012). As previously noted, groundwater is not a source of potable water at JBA-NAFW.

3.5.2 Surface Water and Drainage

JBA-NAFW is in the watersheds of the Potomac River and the Patuxent River. A small

portion of the Base in the northeast drains to the Patuxent River watershed.

Several major tributaries to the Potomac River originate on the Main Base or are within short

distance from its boundaries. Meetinghouse Branch and Paynes Branch both originate in the
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southwestern quadrant of the Base and flow west to the Potomac. Piscataway Creek originates in the
southeast corner of Andrews AFB and flows through primarily forested and agricultural lands before
it discharges to the Potomac River. The headwaters of Tinkers Creek lie near the southwest corner of
the Base. Tinkers Creek flows through highly forested areas as it nears its confluence with Piscataway
Creek. Henson Creek is located northwest of Andrews AFB and flows through predominantly
forested areas before it discharges into Broad Creek. The headwaters of Cabin Creek and Charles
Branch lie within the northern portion of the Base’s boundaries and flow eastward to the Patuxent
River (USACE 2007b). Stormwater from the existing BX and the proposed project drains to the

storm sewer system along Arnold Avenue and then toward Henson Creek.

Surface water features on JBA-NAFW include the approximately 14-acre Bass Lake in the
southern part of the Base. The lake water supply is drawn from an aquifer formation approximately
600 feet below ground surface. Additionally, there are several small ponds in various locations
throughout the Base (JBA-NAFW 2010). The site of the Proposed Action is located within Watershed
4 which discharges to Henson Creek. Behind the existing facility, precipitation and groundwater flow

west to southwest toward the lowest level of the site — the forested wetland area (USACE 2009a).

The USEPA published regulations addressing stormwater discharges under the NPDES
permitting program. The USEPA delegated to the MDE the authority to administer the NPDES
program in Maryland. JBA-NAFW maintains coverage under the MDE’s General Discharge Permit
(GDP) for industrial activities (GDP No. 02-SW) and under MDE’s GDP for discharges by Municipal
Separate Stormwater Sewer System operators (No. 05-SF-5501). JBA-NAFW is also required to
comply with the requirements of the USEPA’s Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load and
EO 13508, “Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration.”

The BX expansion would be designed in accordance with EO 13514, “Federal Leadership in
Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance;” the Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007; and the current version of the “Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and
Federal Projects” (MDE 2010b). The regulations require that environmental site design be
implemented to the maximum extent practicable through the use of nonstructural best management

practices (BMPs) and other site design techniques.

Comprehensive environmental site design methods would be integrated into stormwater
control designs. Emphasis would be on the use of non-structural BMPs when designing stormwater
management controls, and structural BMPs would only be used after all practical non-structural

options are exhausted. Watershed impacts resulting from construction and stormwater controls would
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be assessed. Stormwater design for facilities would be in compliance with JBA-NAFW plans,

guidance, and analyses.

Sustainable design and development and energy conservation principles would be integrated
into facility design and construction would be in accordance with EO 13423 and EO 13514, the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Army Sustainable
Design and Development Policy, the Installation Design Guide, and other applicable codes, laws, and
EOs. Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 establishes strict stormwater
runoff requirements for federal development and redevelopment projects:

Stormwater runoff requirements for federal development projects. The sponsor

of any development or redevelopment project involving a Federal facility with a

footprint that exceeds 5,000 square feet shall use site planning, design, construction,

and maintenance strategies for the property to maintain or restore, to the maximum

extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property with regard
to the temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow.

3.5.3 Wetlands

EO 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” directs federal agencies to minimize the destruction,
loss, and degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of
wetland communities. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the USACE regulates
wetlands and waterbodies meeting the definition of waters of the U.S. (33 CFR 328). USACE permits
are required for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into wetlands or other waters of the U.S.
The USACE and the MDE have joint authority for compliance with the CWA provisions for
construction-related “cut/fill” activities in USACE-jurisdictional wetlands. MDE authority to govern
non-tidal wetlands and waterways closely parallels the federal controls administered through the
USACE and the CWA Section 404 program. The Maryland State General Permit is provided by the
USACE and is updated every five years (MDE 2011a). In addition to CWA provisions, Maryland
regulates wetlands under state laws, including a minimum 25-foot wide buffer along the perimeter of
the wetland. EO 11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” requires federal agencies to avoid direct or indirect
support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative. AFI 32-7064,
Chapter 3, Integrated Natural Resources Management, implements this program at JBA-NAFW.
Although wetlands were identified in the vicinity of the site of the Proposed Action in 2012, none of
those wetlands are identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National
Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2011); the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR)
wetland maps (MDE 2005); or the 2004 Base-wide wetlands inventory (Andrews AFB 2004). In

addition, no wetlands of special state concern are located on or proximate to the site.
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Non-tidal wetlands refer to inland, freshwater areas not subject to tidal influence where the
water table is at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. There are various types of
non-tidal wetlands including palustrine emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested, among others. Palustrine
emergent wetlands have marsh or swamp features that support the presence of herbaceous (i.e., non-
woody) plants. Palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands include bogs, swamps, and other areas dominated by
trees and/or shrubs that are generally less than 20 feet in height. Palustrine forested wetlands occur in

areas with a similar hydrology, but contain mature trees of more than 20 feet in height (MDE 2011a).

A 2004 wetlands delineation (Andrews AFB 2004) identified areas on the Base with hydric
features determined to be within the jurisdiction of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA),
which are termed “jurisdictional” wetlands. The delineation identified approximately 87 acres of
wetland areas on JBA-NAFW from three main palustrine community types: emergent, scrub-shrub,
and forested. The study documented that approximately 36 acres on the Base consist of forested
wetlands; 31 acres of emergent wetlands; and 20 acres of open water habitat. JBA-NAFW has since
demarcated a 25-foot buffer boundary around the delineated wetlands to protect the function and
quality of these natural resources (USACE 2007b).

The existing BX on the site of the Proposed Action was built in the mid-1990s. The building
footprint was placed within a swale or drainage channel that currently traverses the BX along its
northeastern boundary and continues in a northwest direction opposite Westover Drive. It is likely
that the present-day site conditions were created by the placement of the existing structure which
impeded the site’s natural drainage. Soil samples taken in unaffected sections of the swale on and
adjacent to the site indicate that upland deposits of non-hydric soils are predominant within the swale
and suggest that the existing wetland areas were more a result of the building placement than the
natural hydrology of the site (AMT, Inc. 2010). In 2012, a wetland delineation for the wetlands in the
vicinity of the BX was completed. Two wetland areas exist in the vicinity, a 5,616-square-foot (0.13-
acre) forested wetland to the north of the BX and a 6,590-square-foot (0.15-acre) wetland mosaic to
the northeast. On August 1, 2012, the USACE, Baltimore District, concurred with the Wetland
Delineation Report (see Appendix F). The USACE also determined that these were isolated wetlands
that are not jurisdictional waters of the U.S, and, therefore, they are not regulated by the CWA. They
are, however, still regulated under provisions of the State Laws of Maryland.

3.5.4 Floodplains

EO 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires federal agencies to identify and consider

practicable alternatives for actions within 100-year floodplains. Where practicable alternatives are not
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available, federal structures and facilities must be constructed in accordance with and consistent with

the intent of the standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance Program.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) defines “floodplains” as areas that
adjoin inland or coastal surface waters and are prone to inundation during or after storm events. At
JBA-NAFW, the 100-year floodplain is limited to the immediate areas surrounding small, first-order
streams. There are no FEMA-delineated floodplains associated with the site of the Proposed Action
(JBA-NAFW 2010).

3.5.5 Coastal Zone

JBA-NAFW is within the designated Maryland coastal zone. When a federal agency conducts
an activity or development project or has an activity performed by a contractor for the benefit of the
federal agency, the agency must determine whether its activities are reasonably likely to affect any
coastal use or resource and must conduct the activities in a manner that is consistent, to the maximum
extent practicable, with the enforceable policies of the applicable state coastal program. The federal
agency must provide a consistency determination and supporting materials to the state Coastal Zone
Management Program agency at least 90 days before starting the proposed activity (unless a different
arrangement has previously been made between the federal agency and the authorized state agency)
(Ghigiarelli 2004). An assessment of the consistency of the proposed activities with the enforceable

policies of the Maryland Coastal Program is in Appendix G.

3.6 Biological Resources

3.6.1 Forestry and Vegetation

JBA-NAFW is located within the Oak-Pine Forest Region of the Atlantic Slope; however,
much of the native vegetation has been altered, disturbed, or lost due to past or present development
activities on the Base. The majority of vegetation consists of improved or semi-improved (managed)
landscape areas interspersed with patches of natural plant communities. Unimproved areas, such as
forested land, are limited to approximately 17 percent of the total land area on the Base or roughly
600 acres. Surface water bodies comprise an additional 1 percent of the total land area. The majority
of unimproved areas on JBA-NAFW are located to the south and around the perimeter of the Base
(JBA-NAFW 2010).

The Installation’s Arbor Plan (MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. [MACTEC] 2011)

contains forest management objectives that are compatible with the military mission, including
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guidelines and recommendations to achieve and maintain healthy forest ecosystems. All military
construction projects are reviewed to determine the need for tree removal and replacement, as
appropriate. In addition, various locations on JBA-NAFW contain herbaceous communities
dominated by nonindigenous, invasive plant species, such as the Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera
japonica), English ivy (Hedera helix), wintercreeper (Euonymus fortunei), privet (Ligustrum spp.),
periwinkle (Vinca minor), wineberry (Rubus phoenicolasius), tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima),
oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata), Russian olive
(Elaeagnus angustifolia), beggar-ticks (Bidens polylepis), tall fescue (Festuca elatior), purple
loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), Korean lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata), common reed (Phragmites
australis), and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). These species are managed on a case-by-case basis
with an overall goal of removing invasive plants and replacing them with native plant varieties over
time (USACE 2007b).

3.6.2 Wildlife

The built environment on JBA-NAFW is consistent with the Naval Air Facility’s bird-aircraft
strike hazard plan (Andrews AFB 2006) Forested areas on the Installation, however, support native
species such as small birds and mammals. Additionally, JBA-NAFW is located within the Atlantic
migratory bird flyway and is therefore subject to seasonal populations of migrating birds (USACE
2007b).

3.6.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects populations of plant and animal species
determined to be “threatened” or “endangered.” Previous surveys on the Base, including a report
published by the MDNR, Wildlife and Heritage Service, have concluded that no ESA-listed animal
species are residents of JBA-NAFW (MDNR 2007). Previous surveys for ESA-listed plant species on
the Base found one such species — the sandplain gerardia (Agalinis acuta) — which is listed as
“endangered” under the ESA. Additionally, several plant species on the Base have been identified by
the State of Maryland as threatened, rare, or endangered, including the ten-lobed agalinis (Agalinis
obtusifolia), Carolina foxtail (Alopecurus carolinianus), Curtis’ three-awn (Aristida curtissii), spiral
pondweed (Potamogeton spirillus), swollen bladderwort (Utricularia gibba), and tall nut-rush
(Scleria triglomerata). In accordance with Base-wide surveys completed as part of a 2007 update of
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, no known federally or state-listed plant or animal
species are located at the site of the Proposed Action (USACE 2007b; JBA-NAFW 2012).
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3.7 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Protection
of Children

3.7.1 Population and Demographics

The 2010 Census estimates the total population of Prince George’s County to be 863,420
persons (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). Between 2000 and 2010, the county population increased by an
estimated 7.7 percent and is projected to increase by approximately 9.3 percent over the next several
decades (Maryland Department of Planning 2010a). The 2000 and 2010 population estimates for the
larger Washington-Baltimore-Northern Virginia CSA reflect this trend. Table 3-2 presents census and
other demographic data for Prince George County and the Baltimore-Washington-Northern Virginia
CSA for 1990, 2000, and 2010.

Table 3-2
Local Population and Demographic Statistics, 2000 and 2010
Washington-Baltimore-Northern

Socioeconomic i Virginia, DC-MD-VA-WV CSA®
Parameter
Population

Total Population 801,515 - 863,420 - 7,608,070 - 8,572,971 -

% Change from
previous year 9.90% - 7.72% - - - 9.03% -

Race

White 216,774 27% 166,059 19% 4,791,400 63% 4,973,717 58%

Black/African
American alone 501,431 63% 556,620 64% 1,980,986 26% 2,245,992 26%

American
Indian/Alaska Native
alone 2,643 <1% 4,258 <1% 23,529 <1% 32,302 <1%

Asian alone 30,390 4% 35,172 4% 393,957 5% 645,203 8%

Native
Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander alone 380 <1% 541 <1% 3,900 <1% 5,639 <1%

Other (alone and two
or more) 49,897 6% 100,770 12% 414,298 5% 670,118 8%

Ethnicity

Hispanic 56,813 7% 128,972 15% 483,549 6% 912,129 11%

Non-Hispanic 744,702 93% 734,448 85% 7,124,521 94% 7,660,842 89%

Source: Maryland Department of Planning 2010b.

Note:
(a) Known as Washington-Baltimore Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) in 2000. Changed to Washington-
Baltimore-Northern Virginia, DC-MD-VA-WV CSA in 2010 Census.

Key:

CMSA = Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area.
CSA = Combined Statistical Area.

MD = Maryland.

WV = West Virginia.

DC = District of Columbia.

VA = Virginia.
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The total population living and working on JBA-NAFW in 2011 was approximately 15,082
persons (Hodges 2013); however, due to its location within the greater Washington, D.C.
metropolitan area, the Base also supports approximately 15,972 military retirees in the region (Smith
2013).

3.7.2 Economy and Income

In general, the National Capital Region has a stable and growing economy driven primarily
by a large federal government presence supported by the private sector. JBA-NAFW is the largest
employer in the state of Maryland and directly employs approximately 8,475 personnel. The
estimated total annual economic impact of the Base is roughly $1.2 billion, including payroll
expenditures and indirect job generation. The November 2011 unemployment rate for the State of
Maryland was estimated to be approximately 6.9 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011).

3.7.3 Environmental Justice

EO 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations” mandates that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs on
minority and low-income populations. EO 13045 “Protection of Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks” provides a similar mandate for environmental health and safety risks that
may disproportionately affect children (62 Federal Register 19883-19888). A disproportionate
environmental, safety and health impact occurs when the risk or rate for a minority, low-income or
vulnerable population such as children to be exposed to an environmental hazard exceeds the risk or
rate of the general population and, as available, to another appropriate comparison group (United
States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 1998).

3.8 Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; 16 U.S.C. 470, as amended) requires federal
agencies to inventory, protect, and maintain historic properties under their jurisdiction. Section 110 of
the NHPA establishes broad historic preservation responsibilities for federal agencies and intends to
integrate historic preservation into ongoing programs. Under Section 106, federal agencies are
obligated to take into account the effect of their undertakings on cultural resources and to provide the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment on these undertakings. JBA-

NAFW maintains an Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) to guide the
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management of known or discovered cultural resources and historic sites on the Base (USACE
2009b).

The 2009 update to the ICRMP (USACE 2009b) surveyed the Base for the presence of
cultural resources. JBA-NAFW also conducted an archaeological survey of approximately 140 acres
of relatively undisturbed lands on the Base. Three sites were determined to be potentially eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). After a Phase Il investigation, one site (18PR447)
was found to be eligible for the NRHP. There are three historic structures on the Base (Building 1966,
1967, and 1968), collectively termed the Belle Chance, that also have been determined to be eligible
for the NRHP. In accordance with the Base ICRMP, there are no known cultural or historic resources
located at the Proposed Action site (JBA-NAFW 2010).

JBA-NAFW takes Native American concerns into consideration in base planning as a part of
compliance with the American Indian Religious Freedom Act and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act. No federally recognized Indian tribes reside in Maryland. The
descendants of the area’s early 17th Century Algonquian-speaking American Indian residents are not
federally recognized. The closest federally recognized tribe that may have an interest in the area of
JBA-NAFW may be the Oneida Nation of New York and the Oneida Tribe of Wisconsin. This
association comes from the Susquehannock who moved into the area of Washington D.C. during the
late 17th Century and subsequently lived with the Oneida Tribe. As of FY 2008, JBA-NAFW has not
consulted with any federally recognized Indian tribes. Archeological surveys have not identified
Native American graves or other culturally sensitive areas on JBA-NAFW. If future activity identifies
unanticipated Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural
patrimony on JBA-NAFW, the Cultural Resources Manager will contact the Maryland Commission
on Indian Affairs and the National Park Service to determine the appropriate Native American groups

to consult.

3.9 Air Quality

3.9.1 Clean Air Act

USEPA Region 3 and the MDE regulate air quality in Maryland. The Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7401- 7671q), as amended, assigns the USEPA the responsibility to establish the primary and
secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS; 40 CFR Part 50). The Clean Air Act is
the primary federal statute governing air pollution. The Act designates six pollutants as criteria

pollutants for which NAAQS have been promulgated to protect public health and welfare. The six
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criteria pollutants are respirable particulate matter 10 microns or smaller in diameter (PMy,) and
particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns (PM,s), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO,), lead (Pb), and ozone (Os).

The primary NAAQS represent maximum background air pollution levels with an adequate
margin of safety to protect public health. Secondary NAAQS represent the maximum pollutant
concentration allowable to protect vegetation, crops, and other public resources along with
maintaining visibility standards (Table 3-3). Areas that meet the NAAQS are designated as “in
attainment,” while those where the ambient pollutant concentration exceeds one or more of the

NAAQS are designated as “nonattainment” for each criteria pollutant that is exceeded.

The number of exceedances and their concentrations determine the nonattainment
classification of an area. There are six classifications of Oz nonattainment status—transitional,
marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and extreme—and two classifications of CO and PMy

nonattainment status—moderate and serious.

The Clean Air Act requires states or local air quality control agencies to adopt state
implementation plans (SIPs) that prescribe measures to eliminate or reduce the severity or number of
NAAQS violations and to achieve and maintain attainment of the NAAQS.

Areas that achieve the air quality standards after being designated as nonattainment are re-
designated as being in attainment following USEPA approval of a maintenance plan. These areas are

commonly known as “maintenance areas.”
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Table 3-3
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Primary/ Averaging
(Final Rule Cite) Secondar Time Level Form

8-hour Not to be exceeded
Carbon Monoxide Primar 9 ppm more than once per
[76 FR 54294, Aug 31, 2011] y year
1-hour 35 ppm
Lead Primary and Rolling 3- 3 (a)
[73 FR 66964, Nov 12, 2008] Secondary month average 0.15 pg/m Not to be exceeded
Nitrogen Dioxide Primary 1-hour 100 ppb 98th percentile,
[75 FR 6474, Feb 9, 2010] . averaged over 3 years
[61 FR 52852, Oct 8, 1996] Psrfc‘g%:gd Annual 53 ppb ® | Annual Mean
Annual fourth-highest
Ozone Primary and ) (¢ | daily maximum 8-hr
[73 FR 16436, Mar 27, 2008] Secondary 8-hour 0.075 ppm concentration, averaged
over 3 years
3 annual mean, averaged
PM Primary and Annual 15 bg/m over 3 years
Particle 25 Secondary o4-hour 35 pg/m° 98th percentile,
Pollution averaged over 3 years
[71 FR 61144, Not to be exceeded
Oct 17, 2006] PMyo Primary and 24-hour 150 pg/m? more than once per
Secondary year on average over 3
years
99th percentile of 1-
Sulfur Dioxide Primary 1-hour 75 ppb @ Eg:ge?igtg:?mum
[75 FR 35520, Jun 22, 2010] ’
[38 FR 25678, Sept 14 averaged over 3 years
1973] ’ ’ Not to be exceeded
Secondary 3-hour 0.5 ppm more than once per
year
Notes:

(a) Final rule signed October 15, 2008. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 pg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one
year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978, the
1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved.

(b) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of
clearer comparison to the 1-hour standard.

(c) Final rule signed March 12, 2008. The 1997 ozone standard (0.08 ppm, annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour
concentration, averaged over 3 years) and related implementation rules remain in place. In 1997, EPA revoked the 1-hour
ozone standard (0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than once per year) in all areas, although some areas have continued
obligations under that standard (“anti-backsliding”). The 1-hour ozone standard is attained when the expected number of
days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is less than or equal to 1.

(d) Final rule signed June 2, 2010. The 1971 annual and 24-hour SO2 standards were revoked in that same rulemaking.
However, these standards remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except in areas
designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, where the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans
to attain or maintain the 2010 standard are approved.

Key:

ug/m® = Micrograms per cubic meter.

mg/m® = Milligrams per cubic meter.

PMy, = Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter.
PM, 5 = Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter.
ppm = Parts per million.

Source: USEPA 2011a.
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3.9.2 Greenhouse Emissions

Greenhouse gases (GHGSs) are components of the atmosphere that trap heat relatively near the
surface of the earth and, therefore, contribute to the greenhouse effect and climate change. EO 13514,
“Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance,” outlines policies
intended to ensure that federal agencies evaluate climate-change risks and vulnerabilities, and to
manage the short- and long-term effects of climate change on their operations and mission. The EO
requires the DOD to measure, report, and reduce their GHG emissions from both their direct and
indirect activities. The DOD has committed to reduce GHG emissions from non-combat activities 34
percent by 2020 (DOD 2010). In addition, the CEQ recently released draft guidance on when and
how federal agencies should consider GHG emissions and climate change in NEPA analyses. The
draft guidance includes a presumptive effects threshold of 27,563 tons per year (tpy) (25,000 metric
tpy) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,eq) emissions from a federal action (CEQ 2010).

Some GHGs such as carbon dioxide (CO,) are emitted through natural processes and through
human activities. Other GHGs are emitted solely through human activities. CO, enters the atmosphere
through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products,
and as a result of other chemical reactions (e.g., manufacture of cement). Methane (CH,) is emitted
during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Nitrous oxide (N,O) is emitted
during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during combustion of fossil fuels and solid
waste (USEPA 2011b).

To assist with the determination of GHGs emitted for a proposed project, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has developed Global Warming Potentials
(GWPs), which analyze the abilities of different GHGs to trap heat in the atmosphere. GWPs are
based on the heat-absorbing ability of each gas relative to that of CO,, as well as the decay rate of
each gas (the amount removed from the atmosphere over a given number of years) relative to that of
CO,. The GWPs provide a factor for converting emissions of various gases into a common measure
denominated in carbon or carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,eq). The 2007 GWP factors released by the
IPCC are specified in Table 3-4.
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Table 3-4

Global Warming Potentials

2007 IPCC GWP Factors
Greenhouse Gas \ 100-vear

Carbon Dioxide (CO,) 1

Methane (CH,) 25
Nitrous Oxide (N,O) 298
Key:

IPCC = Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

Source: Columbia 2007.

3.9.3 General Conformity Rule

Under a 1990 amendment to the Clean Air Act, commonly known as the General Conformity
Rule, federal actions in nonattainment and maintenance areas are required to conform to the
applicable SIP. General conformity is demonstrated if the total net emissions expected to result from

a federal action in a nonattainment or maintenance area will not:

= Cause or contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS;

= Interfere with provisions in the applicable SIP for the maintenance of any
standard,;

= Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation; or

= Delay the timely attainment of a standard, interim emission reduction, or mile-
stone, including, where applicable, emission levels specified in the applicable
SIP for purposes of demonstrating reasonable further progress, attainment, or
maintenance.

A federal action is exempt from the General Conformity Rule requirements if the action’s
total net emissions are below the de minimis levels or are otherwise exempt per 40 CFR 51.153. Total
net emissions include direct and indirect emissions from all stationary point and area sources,

construction sources, and mobile sources caused by the federal action (see Table 3-3).

JBA-NAFW is part of Prince George’s County, Maryland, and the Washington Metropolitan
Area Air Quality Control Region (AQCR). Prince George’s County is currently in attainment for
NOy, SO,, PM;5 (daily only), PMy,, and Pb. Portions of the Washington Metropolitan Area AQCR,
including Prince George’s County, are designated as nonattainment for 8-hour O3 (moderate) and for

annual PM,s. The area also is designated as a maintenance area for CO (USEPA 2011c).
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3.9.4 Stationary Source Construction and Operating Permits

In the state of Maryland, the Air and Radiation Management Administration regulates permits
for stationary air pollution sources (Code of Maryland Regulations [COMAR] 26.11). Air quality
permits must be obtained for certain new or modified sources (MDE 2011b). Title V of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990 requires states to issue federal operating permits for major stationary
sources. A major stationary source in a nonattainment or maintenance area is a facility that emits
more than 25 tpy of volatile organic compounds (VOCSs) or nitrogen oxides (NOy), 100 tpy of any
other nonattainment criteria air pollutant, 10 tpy of a single hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tpy of any

combination of hazardous air pollutants.

JBA-NAFW has an original Title V Operating Permit issued by the MDE for Air Force
operations and was revised in April 2006 to a non-Title V synthetic minor permit. The AAFES
facilities at JBA-NAFW are considered separate from the Installation’s other sources. AAFES will be
required to obtain a General Permit to Construct for any boilers or other fuel-burning equipment with
a heat input of 1 million British thermal units per hour or greater. A state operating permit also may
be required. State requirements will be incorporated into final design for heating and cooling

equipment.

3.9.5 Regional Air Emissions

Table 3-5 lists county-wide emissions for Prince George’s County as compiled by the
USEPA in its National Emissions Inventory, last updated in 2008 (USEPA 2008). The 2008 National
Emissions Inventory contains estimates of annual emissions for stationary and mobile sources of air

pollutants in the county.

Table 3-5
Air Emissions Inventory - Prince George’s County, Maryland
Calendar Year 2008

Pollutants (tons per year)

Particulate
Prince Volatile Matter less

George’s Carbon Organic Nitrogen Sulfur than 2.5
County, Dioxide Compounds Oxides Oxides microns
Maryland (CO) (VOCs) (NOy) (S0y) (PM,5)
All Sources 141,068 18,881 24,026 43,446 1,864

Source: USEPA 2008.
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3.10 Noise

The primary source of noise at JBA-NAFW is associated with aircraft operations. Airfield
noise zones are described using a measure of the cumulative noise exposure (i.e., day-night average
sound level [DNL]) that results from various aircraft operations. DNL takes into consideration the
time of day that aircraft events occur. Noise that occurs between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. includes a
10-decibel (dB) penalty to account for the difference in human noise perception during the nighttime
hours. Within a 65-dB DNL noise contour, noise levels are similar to an urban environment. Noise

levels in a 75-dB DNL noise contour are similar to the downtown area of a major city.

Noise zones associated with JBA-NAFW are concentrated east of the airfield runway. The
80+dB DNL or the 75- to 80-dB DNL noise zone encompasses the central part of the Base and
several areas on its eastern side. The 65- to 75-dB DNL noise zone covers a portion of the Base both
east and west of the flight line (USAF 2007).

3.11 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management

Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), JBA-NAFW is categorized as
a large-quantity generator of hazardous waste (EPA identification number MD0570024000). RCRA
defines “hazardous waste” as any solid, liquid, or contained gaseous material for disposal or recycle
that poses significant potential harm to human health or environmental quality. Hazardous waste
generation on Base is primarily associated with aircraft operations, including materials and waste
such as batteries, used fuel/oil and solvents, fluorescent bulbs, and contaminated materials such as

rags and filters.

Due to historic waste storage and disposal practices at JBA-NAFW, there are land areas and
surface waters on the Base contaminated with metals, VOCs (and semi-VOCs), polyaromatic
hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, and pesticides. These sites are managed under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) with
enforcement delegated to the State of Maryland via the MDE’s Waste Management Administration
(Qil Control Program) and Federal Facilities Program. The Installation’s Environmental Restoration
Program (ERP) is responsible for approximately 33 ERP sites at JBA-NAFW, including six spill
sites, three former training areas, three former landfills, nine storage tank sites, one sludge disposal
area, and one waste accumulation site. Groundwater wells on the Base are used to monitor the ERP
sites (JBA-NAFW 2010).
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3.12 Safety and Occupational Health

Safety and occupational health programs at JBA-NAFW are implemented to prevent worker
mishaps and protect the public health (DOD 1998; Department of the Air Force 2004 and 2011).
Compliance with safety regulations includes minimum standards for personal protective equipment,
equipment operator certifications, and the management of site access, among others. In addition, UFC
4-010-01 addresses DOD anti-terrorism standards associated with facility design and construction in

order to mitigate potential security threats on the Base.
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4 Environmental Consequences

This section analyzes the potential environmental, safety and health consequences associated
with the implementation of Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action Alternative,

respectively.

4.1 Land Use, including Visual Resources

4.1.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 1 would expand the existing BX and this alternative would best position AAFES
to meet retail demands until eventual relocation in the 2025 to 2030 timeframe. Per the MOA between
AAFES and JBA-NAFW, AAFES would relocate the BX to the planned Town Center development
at a future date consistent with the Base’s 2010 General Plan Update. The existing BX is currently
part of the “Community” land use designation, while the future land use is identified as “Industrial.”
Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the site’s future land use; however, the terms of the MOA
ensure that this alternative would be consistent with the future plans articulated in the 2010 General
Plan Update. Alternative 1 also would be consistent with the Base’s ACP (USAF 2009) for facility
upgrades or renovations and other urban design-related variables, such as the protection of character

amenities (e.g., viewsheds) on the Base.

4.1.2 No Action Alternative

The selection of the No Action Alternative would not alter the existing land use, which would
remain consistent with the 2010 General Plan Update. The No Action Alternative would, however,
not be consistent with the site’s future land use classification (i.e., ‘Industrial’) as the MOA would
cease to exist under this alternative. Further, the No Action Alternative would not be consistent with
several of the development principles and concepts put forth by the General Plan, such as sustainable

design and adaptive facility reuse.

4.2 Transportation

4.2.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Under Alternative 1, the Base transportation network would be temporarily impacted by the

presence of construction vehicles and equipment. Traffic volume increases would be expected to
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occur during the morning (a.m.) and evening (p.m.) peak hours or during lunch hours (between 1100
and 1300 hours).

The *“Final Environmental Assessment for Fiscal Year 07-11 BRAC Construction
Requirements at Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland” (referred to herein as the BRAC EA) analyzed
the potential traffic impacts associated with an increase of approximately 2,700/3,100 personnel for
the entire Base (Department of the Air Force 2007). The study concluded that planned roadway
projects on and in the vicinity of JBA-NAFW would mitigate potential significant impacts to the
transportation system that would result from the BRAC decision. These transportation projects are
part of the AFDW (2009) Transportation Management Plan. Additionally, Alternative 1 would have
beneficial impacts to the ingress/egress routes that surround the site of the Proposed Action and
would be carried out consistent with the ACP standards for roadway development, including the
National Executive Route (Arnold Avenue).

4.2.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not impact the Base transportation network. Under this
alternative (and Alternative 1), the BRAC-related personnel increase (i.e., up to 2,700/3,100) would
impact the local transportation resources over time as traffic volumes increase with additional or new
personnel assignments (USAF 2007). The No Action Alternative would not, however, improve the

ingress/egress routes that surround the site of the Proposed Action.

4.3 Infrastructure and Utilities

4.3.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Stormwater

Alternative 1 would disturb more than 5,000 square feet of soil and, therefore, would require
the preparation of a Notice of Intent for submission to the MDE to comply with the NPDES General
Permit for Stormwater Associated with Construction Activities (NPDES Number MDR10, State
Discharge Permit Number 09GP, July 13, 2009; see Appendix H). Under Alternative 1, construction

would not proceed without an approved permit from the MDE.

Stormwater quantity and quality control measures (both structural and non-structural) would
be provided on site to address the overall stormwater management requirements in compliance with
the MDE-approved stormwater management plan. Further, the implementation of the Proposed
Action would be consistent with the JBA-NAFW Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (USACE

14:EE-003163-0025 -01TTO



Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland

Environmental Assessment 4. Environmental Consequences

2007), as well as with the NPDES requirements found in 40 CFR 126.26. Alternative 1 also would
include the preparation of an MDE-approved Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan and a post-
construction Stormwater Management Plan to collect and treat stormwater from the developed site.
Prior to submitting an NOI for submission to the MDE to comply with the NPDES General Permit for
Stormwater Associated with Construction Activities, an erosion and sediment control plan must be
submitted to the Prince George’s Soil Conservation District. Alternative 1 would include the
implementation of BMPs to mitigate potential stormwater impacts consistent with the “Maryland
Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects” (MDE 2010b), the Maryland
Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes | and Il (MDE 2000); and the Maryland Standards and
Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control (MDE 2011c). No excess borrow material

would be disposed of on the site of the Proposed Action.

Potable Water

Alternative 1 would meet the duration, flow rate, and pressure requirements of industrial and
domestic potable and non-potable water consumption on the Base, including fire protection. The
capacity of the WSSC’s Potomac Water Treatment Plant (approximately 285 million gallons per day)
is adequate to support the Proposed Action, and water quality currently meets or exceeds standards
put forth by the USEPA and the State of Maryland. Alternative 1 also would improve the water
distribution at the site of the Proposed Action. Per COMAR 26.03.01.05.A, Alternative 1 would not

include use of potable water from any of the local groundwater resources.

Wastewater Collection and Disposal

Sanitary Sewer. Under Alternative 1, the sanitary sewer system would be adequate to meet
the increased demand associated with the BX expansion. WSSC collection and treatment facilities
have adequate capacity to support the Proposed Action. Alternative 1 also would improve the sanitary
sewer system at the site of the Proposed Action. The implementation of Alternative 1 would comply
with the provisions of WSSC Discharge Authorization Permit 00001, issued to JBA-NAFW on
October 10, 2009. Sanitary sewer discharges associated with Alternative 1 would include standard
domestic sewage only, and no other regulated substances such as industrial or hazardous waste would

enter the system.

In the context of the 2,700/3,100 BRAC personnel increase, and given the regional
wastewater treatment capacity provided by the WSSC (approximately 74 million gallons), wastewater

impacts associated with the Proposed Action would be minor.
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Food Services. Alternative 1 would comply with WSSC regulations for the disposal of food-

gene rated wastewater.

Electric and Natural Gas
The electrical and natural gas supply/distribution systems on the Base would be adequate to
support the implementation of Alternative 1. The implementation of Alternative 1 also would

improve electrical and natural gas system components at the site of the Proposed Action.

Solid Waste

Construction debris associated with Alternative 1 would be recycled to the maximum extent
practicable. For example, green waste (e.g., trees and plants) resulting from this alternative would be
processed for composting. All other solid waste generated by construction debris would be disposed

of at a certified off-Base landfill.

4.3.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, infrastructure and utility systems such as those associated
with the conveyance of stormwater, sanitary sewer, potable water, electricity, and natural gas systems
would not experience the increased demand created by the Proposed Action. In addition, the selection
of this alternative would not generate any construction debris. Therefore, no change to existing Base

infrastructure and utility systems would occur.

4.4 Geology and Soils

4.4.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Under Alternative 1, existing pavement, topsoil, and organic matter would be collected and
replaced with compacted structural fill necessary for building and pavement support. The
implementation of BMPs at the site of the Proposed Action would include the establishment of silt
fences, hydro-seeding to re-establish ground cover, limited construction traffic to reduce disturbance
to underlying soils, and similar measures for erosion and sedimentation management. There would be

minor, temporary impacts to site soils during construction.

4.4.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not disturb the existing geology or soils at the site of the
Proposed Action and no construction would occur; therefore, there would be no change to existing

conditions.
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4.5 Water Resources

4.5.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Groundwater

Groundwater levels across the Proposed Action site are variable, ranging from approximately
8.5 to 15 feet below ground surface. The majority of the site is absent of groundwater to a depth of
approximately 10 feet below ground surface. Under Alternative 1, groundwater levels would be
below the lowest floor of the facility renovation and, therefore, dewatering during construction or
permanent under-floor drainage would not be required. In addition, Alternative 1 would not be
located within 6 feet of any existing groundwater wells. Therefore, the implementation of Alternative

1 would result in only temporary and minor impacts to the local groundwater resource.

Surface Water

No natural surface waters are associated with the site of the Proposed Action. Alternative 1
would include the construction of new impervious surface (i.e., buildings and parking lots), and the
demolition and excavation of a limited amount of the existing pavement and soil so that additional
structural fill could provide support to the expanded facility and its related infrastructure. Alternative
1 also would include the implementation of various BMPs to control surface drainage and reduce the
potential for construction site runoff to impact local surface waters, such as Henson Creek. For
example, under Alternative 1, the area surrounding the pavement would be graded to direct surface
water away from impervious areas on the site, and construction traffic on stripped or undercut
subgrades would be limited to reduce soil disturbance and enhance on-site infiltration. Alternative 1
would be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the “Maryland Stormwater
Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects” (MDE 2010b), and the Draft Maryland
Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control (MDE 2011c). Therefore, surface
water impacts associated with Alternative 1 would be minor with the implementation of BMPs at the
site of the Proposed Action.

Wetlands

Alternative 1 would not directly impact any wetlands. Two wetland areas exist in the vicinity
of the BX: a 5,618-square-foot (0.13-acre) forested wetland to the north of the BX and a 6,590-
square-foot (0.15-acre) wetland mosaic to the northeast. Approximately 4,326 feet of the State of
Maryland 25-foot wetland buffer would incur permanent impacts during the expansion of the BX—
1,084 square feet to the 25-foot buffer around the forested wetland and 3,242 square feet to the 25-

foot buffer around the wetland mosaic... These activities would require an MDE nontidal wetlands
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permit. Potential indirect impacts to the wetlands would be minimized in accordance with the

MDE-approved Sediment and Erosion Control Plan and Stormwater Management Plan.

Coastal Zone

No effects on Maryland’s coastal resources would be expected from implementing the
Proposed Action. All activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable laws, regulations,
and policies governing erosion and sediment control and stormwater management, which would
ensure that all the projects would occur in a manner consistent with the applicable Maryland Coastal
Program enforceable policies. An assessment of the consistency of the proposed activities with the

enforceable policies of the Maryland Coastal Program is in Appendix G.

4.5.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change from existing conditions for
groundwater, surface water, or wetland areas on the Base. The amount of impervious surface would
remain the same at the site of the Proposed Action, and no impacts to water resources would be
associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative. Runoff from the existing BX would
still be directed to the storm sewer system that runs along Arnold Avenue and flows toward Henson
Creek. The No Action Alternative would not, however, provide the opportunity to improve the natural
and physical characteristics of the site through design/redesign, and to the benefit of its drainage
system. That is, the No Action Alternative would not incorporate BMPs that would benefit the site’s

drainage system over the long-term.

4.6 Biological Resources

4.6.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Vegetation

Beyond the wetland areas at the site of the Proposed Action (analyzed in Section 4.5), there is
limited vegetation due to past development of the Base. Vegetation typically consists of maintained
grass areas with ornamental trees and shrubs that are intermixed with developed areas. Under
Alternative 1, there would be minor, temporary impacts to the vegetation of these improved/semi-
improved areas on the site. Over the long-term, landscape improvements such as native species

establishment would improve the vegetative communities on the site of the Proposed Action.

14:EE-003163-0025 -01TTO

4-6



Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland

Environmental Assessment 4. Environmental Consequences

Implementation of Alternative 1 would involve the removal of approximately 193 trees—90
from the forested area and 103 isolated trees. All tree removal associated with Alternative 1 would be
replaced in accordance with the Base Arbor Plan (MACTEC 2011), including:

= For removal of canopy cover of less than 1 acre, one tree shall be planted for

each removed according to a 1:1 ratio

= For more than 1 acre, 60 percent of canopy cover must be reforested

Replacement trees for those removed under Alternative 1 would be selected native species
arranged in stands similar to those removed and would be replaced prior to tree removal, to the extent

practicable.

Additionally, the Arbor Plan (MACTEC 2011) proposes a 1.6-acre reforestation area to the
northeast of the BX on the southwest corner of Westover Drive and Arnold Avenue. The proposed
reforestation plans for Alternative 1 emulate a natural process called Old Field Succession, the
ecological process that occurs on abandoned farmland when a field is no longer harvested and
becomes a new habitat for plant species to colonize. Because it is basically bare soil, the habitat is
difficult for most plants. There are no trees to provide shade or serve as wind breaks. This
environment is first colonized by plants called pioneer species. As the pioneer plants die, the plant
litter enriches the soil creating an environment better suited for grasses and shrubs. These plants
out-compete the pioneer plants and they create an environment where trees can grow. The first tree
species are primary species and create an environment for the trees that will become the climax forest
(MACTEC 2011).

wildlife

The wildlife habitat associated with the site of the Proposed Action is generally limited to the
forested area north of the BX. Moreover, the majority of the site has been disturbed by previous
development and does not provide a high quality wildlife habitat. Alternative 1 would remove some
wildlife habitat as the BX would expand to the north; however, reforestation efforts elsewhere would
partially offset the loss of habitat. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in minor impacts to wildlife
species that use this forest stand (and the other vegetative communities on the site) for feeding,

breeding, or habitat.

Threatened and Endangered Species
There are no known ESA-listed species that use or inhabit the site of the Proposed Action.
Therefore, the implementation of Alternative 1 would have no effect on any federally protected plant

or wildlife species.
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The only federally listed species present at JBA-NAFW is sandplain gerardia (Agalinis
acuta); the only known population of the sandplain gerardia is south of the flightline near the 13th tee
of the golf course (USACE 2007b). The habitat is protected by fencing and signage that warns of the
presence of a protected species. JBA-NAFW maintains a management action plan for sandplain
gerardia which includes the overall management situation; a discussion of specific management
issues and concerns; management goals and objectives to address issues and concerns; and a five-year
work plan (JBA-NAFW 2012). No state-listed species are known to occur at the site of the Proposed

Action; therefore, there would be no impact on these species.

4.6.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no changes to existing biological resources

on the site of the Proposed Action.

4.7 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Protection
of Children

4.7.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 1 would result in a minor, temporary benefit to the local economy in the form of
construction jobs, and a minor, sustained benefit associated with additional retail job creation.
Alternative 1 would consolidate and expand customer services for authorized personnel that use the
BX and would contribute to better quality of life on the Base. Alternative 1 would take place within a
military installation, so Alternative 1 would not cause any disproportionate high or adverse health or
environmental effects on minority or low-income populations or children pursuant to EOs 12898 and

13045, respectively.

4.7.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no socioeconomic benefit would accrue from the
renovation and expansion of the BX. Additionally, there would no impacts to minority, low-income,

or vulnerable populations such as children associated with the No Action Alternative.
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4.8 Cultural Resources

4.8.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

The selection of Alternative 1 would have no effect on known cultural resources either listed
or nominated for the NRHP, including any known historic sites or structures. Under Alternative 1,
any unknown cultural resources discovered on the site of the Proposed Action would be subject to
programmatic agreement between JBA-NAFW, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and
the Maryland Historical Trust. Upon such findings, the Base would notify the Maryland Historical
Trust consistent with 36 CFR, Part 800.11 and would suspend construction work until further

investigation.

4.8.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, since there would be no construction, no potential for

discovery of unknown cultural resources exists.

4.9 Air Quality

4.9.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in temporary emissions during
construction and minor emissions from an expanded operation over the long-term. Calculations for

the air quality analysis are provided in Appendix I.

Construction

Construction is assumed to begin in summer 2013 and to take approximately 22 months to
complete (five days per week and eight hours per day) spanning 2013, 2014, and 2015. Operation of
construction vehicles and heavy equipment during the construction phase (demolition, site
preparation, grading, and paving) would result in temporary, minor impacts to air quality. Air
emissions primarily would be in the form of increased exhaust pollutants that would be minimized

through good vehicle maintenance.

Windblown soil and dust could occur during the construction phase as a result of equipment
movement over exposed soil areas. Generation of fugitive dust would be minimized through the use
of BMPs to control dust (i.e., wetting the surfaces, and through the re-vegetation of disturbed areas as

soon as possible).
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Air quality data calculation tables are provided in Appendix |. To calculate construction
emissions for the proposed project, the construction schedule was considered to include site
mobilization and demobilization, grading, paving, exterior and interior construction, and the
associated equipment necessary to perform these tasks. Table 4-1 presents separate emission
estimates for each of the three years during which construction would occur. The de minimis values
from 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1) and (2) also are shown in Table 4-1. Emissions from construction
equipment, construction materials delivery, and construction employee commuting have been
considered using USEPA and other emission factors and methods. GHG emissions anticipated from

construction also have been estimated by using the corresponding GWP factors given in Table 3-4.

Table 4-1
Total Estimated Construction Emissions Associated with the Proposed Action

Emissions (tons per year)
Particulate

Nitrogen
Oxide
(NOxy

Volatile
Organic
Compounds
(VOCs)

Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)

Sulfur
Dioxide
(SO)

Matter
2.5 Microns
or Less
(PM; 5)

Carbon
Dioxide
Equivalent
(COzeq)

2013 (6 Months) 2.69 2.30 16.82 0.0014 4.06 27.20
2014 (12 Months) 16.85 6.11 38.69 0.016 1.04 54.40
2015 (4 Months) 1.17 14.78 10.94 0.00022 0.15 18.13
De Minimis
Thresholds® 100 50 100 100 100 --
Note: (a) 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1) and (2) for moderate ozone nonattainment inside ozone transport region and maintenance for CO.

Operation

Operations emissions would include emissions from heating and cooling the facility, and the
emergency generator. The BX would be heated by condensing-type boilers using natural gas for fuel.
Cooling would use electrically powered water chillers. The heating system would use low NOx
emission technology and the cooling systems would use non-ozone-depleting compounds (non-
ODCs) or exempt hydrofluorocarbons (HCFCs) as refrigerants. The emergency generator would be a
diesel-operated engine and would have limited annual hours of operation. Potential emissions from
heating are based on maximum natural gas usage at 8,760 hours per year using USEPA emission
factors. There should not be a significant increase in traffic, only a redistribution of existing traffic,
since access to the installation is restricted.
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The estimated annual operations emissions from stationary sources for the Proposed Action
are listed in Table 4-2 and data calculation tables are provided in Appendix I. De minimis thresholds

also are shown in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2
Estimated Annual Emissions from Stationary Sources Associated with
the Proposed Action During Operations
Emissions (tons/year)

Particulate
Volatile Matter 2.5
Nitrogen Organic Carbon Sulfur Microns or
Oxide Compounds Monoxide Dioxide Less
Activity (NOy) (VOCs) (CO) (S0,) (PM,5)
Total Annual
Operating 0.90 0.10 1.51 0.01 0.14
Emissions
fﬁrg’ggl’;’ss(a) 100 50 100 100 100

Note: (a) 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1) and (2) for moderate ozone nonattainment inside ozone transport region and maintenance for CO.

Conclusion

The Proposed Action would not be expected to have any significant impact on air quality in
Washington Metropolitan Area AQCR. Air emissions from construction would be temporary and
below de minimis thresholds. Construction emissions would be less than 10 percent of the county’s
current criteria pollutant emissions for any one of the nonattainment pollutants (Table 4-3). A General
Permit to Construct and a State Operating Permit from the MDE may be required, depending on the
final type of heating equipment chosen for the facility. Operating emissions would include emissions
from heating and cooling units of stationary sources. Criteria emissions would be minimal as heating
systems would use low NOyx emission technology, and the cooling systems would use non-ODCs or

exempt HCFCs as refrigerants.

Currently, the JBA-NAFW area is designated as nonattainment for eight-hour O; (moderate)
and for annual PM,s. The area also is designated as a maintenance area for CO. Therefore, a Record
of Non-Applicability for the General Conformity Rule has been prepared and is provided in Appendix
I. Total emissions from the implementation of the Proposed Action would not impact O3, PM,s, or

CO concentrations in the area.
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Table 4-3
Air Emissions Inventory Prince George’s County, Maryland
Calendar Year 2008 vs. Proposed Construction Emissions
Pollutants (tons per year)
Particulate
Prince Volatile Matter less

George’s Carbon Organic Nitrogen Sulfur than 2.5
County, Dioxide Compounds Oxides Oxides microns
Maryland (CO) (VOCs) (NOy) (S0Oyx) (PM;5)

Current Emissions

(2008) 141,068 18,881 24,026 43,446 1,864

Proposed Highest
Annual Emissions 38.69 6.11 16.85 0.016 1.04
(2014)

Proposed
Emissions
Percentage of
Current Emissions

0.03% 0.03% 0.07% >0.01% 0.06%

Source: USEPA 2008.

4.9.2 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no new construction of an AAFES facility.
However, the existing AAFES facilities would continue to operate and would result in the same

quantities of air emissions that currently exist. There would be no change in existing conditions.

4.10 Noise

4.10.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Noise from construction vehicles and equipment associated with Alternative 1 would occur
during site preparation and facility construction; however, all such impacts would be minor and
temporary, after which noise levels would return to normal. In comparison to noise levels generated
by persistent airfield operations, noise impacts from the implementation of Alternative 1 would be

minor. No long-term noise impacts would be associated with Alternative 1.

4.10.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the noise environment at JBA-NAFW would remain
consistent with existing conditions on the Base with the predominant noise source from airfield

operations.
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4.11 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management

4.11.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Any hazardous waste resulting from the implementation of Alternative 1 could include small
amounts of construction-related debris, as well as materials/waste generated from support vehicles
and equipment that require maintenance and fueling. Under Alternative 1, hazardous waste storage on
site would be limited to the initial accumulation point criteria and not more than 55 gallons (or 1 quart
of acute hazardous waste) would be stored on the site of the Proposed Action at any one time.
Hazardous waste resulting from Alternative 1 would then be transferred to Building 3304, the
designated hazardous waste storage area on the Base, prior to its removal and disposal by a licensed
private firm at an approved facility or landfill. No construction activity or soil disturbance to ERP
sites would occur as none are located on the site of the Proposed Action. Alternative 1 would be
consistent with the JBA-NAFW Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (Defense
Energy Support Center 2006), Environmental Protection Standards for Contracts (Andrews AFB
2009), the Asbestos Management Program Plan (AFDW 2008), and the Lead-based Paint
Management Plan (AFDW 2009b), which collectively support the safe handling and monitoring of
hazardous materials and waste on the Base. All hazardous materials and waste associated with
Alternative 1 would be managed, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, potential adverse impacts from hazardous
materials and waste resulting from the construction of the Proposed Action would be minor and

temporary in nature.

4.11.2 No Action Alternative

No construction activities would be associated with the No Action Alternative, therefore, no

hazardous materials and waste would be generated.

4.12 Safety and Occupational Health

4.12.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 1 would result in a slight increase in the short-term risks associated with
construction activity on JBA-NAFW. However, all contractors would be required to maintain and
implement safety programs in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local safety and
occupational health regulations. Therefore, safety and health risks associated with Alternative 1
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would be minor and temporary, and largely mitigated by the implementation of standardized

contractor safety and health programs.

4.12.2 No Action Alternative

There would be no safety and occupational health risks associated with the implementation of

the No Action Alternative.

4.13 Cumulative Impacts

Per 40 CFR 1508.7, NEPA analyses must assess the cumulative effects resulting from the
incremental environmental impact of separate past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
including the Proposed Action. Cumulative effects accrue from individually minor, collectively

significant actions occurring over an extended time period (40 CFR 1508.4).

The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts would be limited to JBA-NAFW, and
no potential effects would be expected to impact areas outside the Base. The proposed AAFES
facility is expected to be constructed over an approximate two-year period (22 months) beginning in

summer 2013.

Other proposed projects during this same two-year period are illustrated on Figure 4-1 and

described below.

Helicopter Operations Facility (HOF) near Hangar 1. The HOF would be constructed on
the north side of G Street along the west flight line adjacent to Hangar 1 and the south ramp. The new
facility would have two stories with a total area of approximately 60,000 square feet. Construction is
anticipated to begin in 2013 and would include site clearance, excavation, foundation and floor, utility
and infrastructure systems, a concrete block exterior with brick facing, a standing seam metal roof, a
fire suppression system, a parking lot, landscaping, stormwater management, and relocation of the
Pathfinder fence to the exterior of the HOF.

A construction laydown area would be established in the vicinity of the site proposed for the
HOF. A possible site is north of Fairbanks Street and east of Arnold Avenue. An 8-foot solid screen
fence would be established at this site to screen the site from the Executive Route along Arnold
Avenue, and construction traffic control would be established to avoid conflicts between construction

traffic and traffic along Arnold Avenue.
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Building 1988 Replacement. Building 1988, a traffic check house at the intersection of
Maryland Drive and North Perimeter Road at the Maryland Gate, is proposed to be demolished in
2013 and replaced with a similar structure at the same location. The Maryland Gate is JBA’s only
Distinguished Visitor entrance. Demolition of Building 1988 would consist of the complete tear down
and demolition of building structures and equipment. The adjoining parking lot would remain. The
replacement building would be approximately the same size as the existing structure, but would be
configured to correct the security and aesthetic deficiencies of Building 1988: location of door
opening, lack of ballistic glass, lack of professional image, and inconsistency with antiterrorism/force

protection requirements.

Building 1845 Parking Lot Addition. Starting in 2013, the parking lot adjacent to Building
1845 (used by the Security Police Operations) would be enlarged by approximately 40 percent (from
93,110 square feet to approximately 133,000 square feet), adding approximately 100 parking spaces.
This action would provide sufficient parking for Building 1845 personnel so they would no longer
have to seek out alternate parking locations.

Facility Demolitions. Three buildings (Buildings 1429, 1679, and 1732) and the canopy and
fuel tanks at Building 1685 are scheduled for demolition in 2013. Building 1429 is old (constructed
in1955) and no longer used. The cinder block walls of the 797-square-foot building are crumbling and
deteriorating, thus posing a potential safety risk. The 12,148-square-foot Building 1679 (Chapel 3)
has mold and structural fractures, creating a safety and health hazard. The 5,514- square-foot building
(Building 1732) is no longer needed as it is a steam electrical plant and steam is no longer used on
JBA-NAFW. The canopy and fuel tanks at Building 1685 are no longer needed as AAFES has

constructed a new gas station.

Gate Modifications (Main, Pearl Harbor, and Virginia). Starting in 2014, the Main Gate,
Pearl Harbor Gate, and Virginia Gate are scheduled for modification. Each gate must accommodate
the anticipated amount of traffic at peak periods with a reasonable level of service and wait time.

Additionally, each modification would address and correct deficiencies related to safety and security.

West Fitness Center replacement. Under the Proposed Action, a fitness center (including
courts for basketball, volleyball, and racquetball; cardiovascular rooms; a health and wellness center;
men’s and women’s locker rooms; weight training rooms; a stretching area; a group exercise area; an
indoor six-lane lap pool; an indoor running track; distinguished visitor locker rooms; a sauna; food
demonstration areas; storage; laundry; and administration space) would be constructed southeast of

the existing West Fitness Center where there are recreational fields. The new facility would have an
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area of approximately 84,000 square feet. Construction would include site clearance, excavation, a
reinforced concrete foundation and floor, masonry exterior with brick, a standing seam metal roof,

parking, utilities connections, soil remediation, landscaping, and stormwater management.

Construction of the new center would require the removal of some recreational ball fields.
JBA-NAFW would determine whether to replace the fields in a separate decision process. The West
Fitness Center, with an area of 42,055 square feet, would be demolished after the new fitness center
was constructed. Demolition would consist of the complete tear down and demolition of building
structures, equipment, and related impervious surfaces, such as parking lots in the building demolition

project area. Utilities at the project site would be capped and left in place.

Solid and hazardous waste (including asbestos-containing materials [ACM] and lead-based
paint [LBP]) would be disposed of consistent with federal, state, and Base requirements. The Base
would identify potential recycling opportunities for materials such as copper piping, aluminum, and
steel, and would coordinate with the demolition contractor to ensure that materials generated during

demolition are recycled if possible.

Cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action and reasonably foreseeable future
actions may result from temporarily increased construction traffic. The Proposed Action would not be
expected to increase operations traffic because new personnel would not be assigned to the Base.
With the implementation of mitigation measures, such as the utilization of proper equipment,
implementation of BMPs, phasing of construction activities, adherence to permit requirements, and
existing standard operating procedures, as well as other guidance in place at JBA-NAFW, it is

anticipated that any cumulative construction impacts would not be significant.

Operations of the new AAFES facility would not result in any significant, long-term,
cumulative impacts, as the Proposed Action would essentially result in the same impacts as operations
at the existing AAFES facilities.

4.14 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

This EA identifies potential adverse impacts associated with the implementation of the
Proposed Action. CEQ NEPA guidance defines “significant, unavoidable” adverse impacts as those
that cannot be reduced to “less than significant” levels through the application of mitigation measures.
Small portions of the State of Maryland 25-foot wetland buffer would incur minor impacts. These
would be short-term temporary impacts to the buffer only and would not have any significant or long-

term adverse impact to the wetlands. Some unavoidable adverse impacts would be associated with
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tree stands located at the site of the Proposed Action; however, the implementation of mitigation
measures would largely offset the loss of these natural resources. Under the Proposed Action, there
would be no “significant, unavoidable” adverse impacts to the natural and human environment at
JBA-NAFW.

4.15 Relationship of Short-Term Uses and Long-Term
Productivity

To the extent practicable, short-term impacts associated with the Proposed Action should not
adversely affect the long-term productivity of an environmental, safety, and health resource or
resource area. NEPA regulations require decisions to be made that strike a balance between the short-
term use of a resource and its long-term, enhanced productivity. Short-term effects associated with
the Proposed Action would include those resulting from construction activities such as cut-and-fill
activity, stormwater runoff, vegetation and tree removal, noise generation, among other temporary
effects; however, there would be no adverse effects that would degrade the long-term productivity at
the site of the Proposed Action.

4.16 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of
Resources

Per 40 CFR 1502.16, NEPA requires a discussion of any irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources associated with the Proposed Action. An “irreversible commitment” would
result from the permanent use or destruction of a particular resource (e.g., energy use) that cannot be
replaced within a reasonable timeframe, whereas an “irretrievable commitment” would result in a loss
of value to an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result of the Proposed Action (e.g.,
extinction of a species). Short-term irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources that
would result from the implementation of the Proposed Action include planning, engineering, and
construction labor and cost; building material and supply; and energy consumption during
construction. Long-term irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would result from
the implementation of the Proposed Action would include increased energy consumption from the

operation and maintenance of an expanded BX.
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5 List of Organizations and Individuals
Contacted, Reviewers, and Preparers

5.1 Individuals Contacted and Reviewers

The following individuals at JBA-NAFW provided consultation and review during the

development of this document:

= Anne Hodges, Environmental Planner NEPA/EIAP, 11 CES/CEIE

= Steve Richards, Chief of Environmental Management, 11 CES/CEIE

= Michelle Quinn, Tanks (AST/UST), 11 CES/CEIE

= David Humphreys, Community Planner, 11 CES/CENP

» Todd Braun, Water/Wastewater and Energy Compliance, 11 CES/CEIE
= Jun Morales, Air Quality, Asbestos, Natural and Cultural, 11 CES/CEIE
= David Connolly, Environmental Restoration Program, 11 CES/CEIE

» Lisa Carter, Grounds Safety Manager, 11 WG/SEG

» Keith Freihofer, Hazardous Waste, 11 CES/CEIE

= Aaron Spouse, Pollution Prevention/Recycling/Hazmat/EMS, 11 CES/CEIE
= Donna Jackson, Real property, 11 CES/CEIA

= Capt. Aspery, Bioenvironmental (Occupational Health and Environmental
Protection), 779 AMDS/SGPD

= SSgt Cherry, Geobase Technical Support, NCOIC, 11 CES/CENP

= Major Ryan Albrecht, Judge Advocate Environmental Liaison Officer
AFLOA/JACE-ELFSC (AMC)

Army and Air Force Exchange Service:

= Greg Smith, Environmental Engineer, AAFES HQ, Dallas, Texas

= Robert Johnson, Design and Construction Project Manager, AAFES HQ, Dallas,
Texas
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5.2 List of Preparers

The contractor responsible for preparing this EA is:

Ecology and Environment, Inc.
325 John Knox Road

Building F, Suite 140
Tallahassee, Florida 32303

The following individuals contributed to the preparation of this document:

Years
Experience Responsibilities

Richard Stephens | Project Manager 24 = Project Management

= Project Coordination

= Affected Environment

= Environmental Consequences

= Cumulative Impacts

Peggy Farrell NEPA Specialist 32 = Quality Assurance/Quality Control
Michael Robertson | NEPA Specialist 9 = Proposed Action and Alternatives
= Affected Environment

= Environmental Consequences

Jeff Hughes Air Quality Specialist 22 = _Air Conformity Analysis
Gina Edwards Technical Editor 29 = Document Editing and Control
Mark Moore GIS/Graphics 11 = Figures
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Golden,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA

Vigilance - Precision - Global Impact
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Dear Ms. Marie Halka,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQO, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

R
Dhaah faclp—

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave

Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

Prince George’s County Department of Planning

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region
Il

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Dear Mr. Hart,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Dear Mrs. Janey,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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mailto:anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil�

Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Dear Ms. Kenney,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQO, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

R
Dhaah faclp—

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave

Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

Prince George’s County Department of Planning

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region
Il

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Ms. LaRouche,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Dear Mr. Rodney Little,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Ms. Fern Piret

Director of Planning

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

Dear Ms. Piret,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Dear Mr. Romero,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQO, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

W ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA

Distribution List
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The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)

US Environmental Protection Agency, Region Il
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Dear Ms. Rudnick,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA
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Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8 Mar 2012

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Dear Mr. Weil,

Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts related to expansion of the Army and Air Force
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811. We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project area. Once the EA has been prepared, you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft analysis at that time.

Currently the BX operates in three separate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. The purpose is to provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducing costs,
increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers.

Attached please find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne Hodges, 11 CES/CEAOQ, 3466 North Carolina Ave., Joint Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or email anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil).

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. | may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

AR,
Paan ol

Anne M. Hodges
Environmental Planner

Attachments:
1. Distribution List
2. DOPAA

Vigilance - Precision - Global I mpact


mailto:anne.hodges@afncr.af.mil�

Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Ms. Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave
Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston St.

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney

Planning Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the Environment
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Blvd

Baltimore, MD 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

11
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero

National Capital Parks-East
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE
Washington, DC 20020

Mr. Carlton E. Hart, AICP, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Mr. Michael W. Weil, Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
401 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004

Prince George’s County Department of Planning
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 11TH WING (AFDW)
JOINT BASE ANDREWS, MARYLAND 20762

8Mar20_12

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust
Office of Preservation Services
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Dear Mr. Rodney LittEe

Joint Base:Andeews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA) is preparing an Environmeéntal
Assessment (EA) to address the potential impacts refated to expansion of the Army and Air Force -
Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX) at building 1811 We invite your agency to comment
on the Proposed Action and welcome any relevant information about resources under your jurisdiction
that may be present in the project aréa: Once the EA has been prepared you will have the opportunity to
review the full draft anaiysxs at that:time.

Currently the BX operates 1n-thre‘e-‘se'parate buildings: 1683 (Home Traditions) constructed in
1973; 1805 (Four Seasons) constructed in 1983; and 1811 (AAFES Main BX) constructed in 1995. The
proposed action would relocate‘the retail services provided by buildings 1683 and 1805 through an
expansion of building 1811. ‘The purpose isto provide consolidated and centralized retail facilities on
JBA where authorized customers could-obtain multiple services at a single location thus reducmg costs,
increasing-operational efficiency; and prowdmg a more viable service to customers.

Attached pIease find a copy of the Description of Proposed Action and A‘ltej_r’i_'a’éti.ve’s'_('DOPAA_)-for
the Proposed Action. To help maintain the project schedule please provide written comments within 30
days of receipt of this letter to Anne:Hodges, 11 CES/CEAO, 3466 North Carolina Ave, Jomt Base
Andrews, MD 20762 (or emai annehodeesi@atherafmitl.

Also included is a copy of the distribution list of those federal, state, and local agencies included
in this notification. If you feel additional agencies should be included, please forward this letter and
attachments. I may be reached at (301) 981-1426 if you have any questions of concemns. |

Sincerely,

o

-"‘U\////M/ f/‘i/"’;

Anrie M, Hodges- .
Environmental Planncr

! Attachments:
1. Distribution List

2. DOPAA
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 Distribution List

The following agencies have been notified. If you consider any additional agencies should review and
comment on this proposal; please feel free to include them in a re-distribution of this letter.

Mr. Greg Golden, Environmental Review Unit
Marytand Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building B-3

580 Taylor Ave

Annapolis, MD 21401

Mrs. Linda C. Janey, JD

Director, Maryland State Clearinghouse
Maryland Office of Planning, Room 1104
301 West Preston-St. :
Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Ms. Brigid E. Kenney .

Planning Director:: .

Maryland Department of the Envir onment
Office of the Secretary

1800 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21230

Ms. Marie Halka.

Deputy Director

Maryland Department of the I:nvrronment'
SSA-Director’s Office

1800 Washington Bivd

Baltimore, MD- 21230

Mr. J. Rodney Little

Maryland Historical Trust

Office of Preservation Services. .
100 Comnmmty Place
Crownsville, MD 21032

Ms. Genevieve LaRotche
US Fish & Wildiife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane D,
Annapolis, MD 21401

Ms. Fern Piret
Director of Planning

Prince George’s County Department of Plannmg

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Room 4150
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

Ms, Barbara Rudnick, NEPA Team Leader
Office of Envirommental Programs (3EA30)
US Environmentai Protection Agency, Region
H

1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Mr. Alex Romero
National Capital Parks-East

- 1900 Anacestia Dr, SE
- Washington,.DC 20020: -

* Mr. Carlton E, Hart, AICP, Urban Planner

National Capital Planning Commission:
401 9th Street, NW -,

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DG 20004

Mr. chhael W. Weﬂ Urban Planner
National Capital Planning Commission
4071 9th Street, NW

North Lobby, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20004




Maryland Department of Planning

Martin O Matiy Rishard Eberbart Hall
Governor Searetary
Auibay C. Brown Muatther [. Power
L& Goperitor Deputy Secretary

March 13, 2012

Ms. Anne Hodges, Environmental Planner
U.8. Department of the Air Force

1t CES/CEAC

3466 North Carolina Avenue

Joint Base Andrews, MDD 20762

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCHESS

State Application Edentifier: MD20120313-0350

Reviewer Comments Due By:  Aprii 5, 2012

Project 'l)cscription' Scoping prior to EA: Description of Proposed Actions and Alternatives: relfocate the retail services offered
in 3 buildings to one expanded retail facility: upgrade facilities and provide adequate space for current and future retait
demand

Project Address: BX Building 1811

Projeet Location:  County of Prince George's

Clearinghouse Contact: Bob Rosenbush

Dear Ms. Hodges:

Thank you for submitting your project for intergovernmental review. Participation in the Maryland Intergovernmenial Review and
Coordination (MIRC) process helps ensure project consistency with plans, programs, and objectives of State-agencies and local
governments. MIRC enhances opportunities for approval and/or funding and minimizés delays by resolving issues before project
implementation.

The following agencies and/or jurisdictions have been forwarded a copy of your project for their review: the Maryland

Department(s) of Business and Economic Development, Transportation, the Environment, __Natura] Resources: the Maryland
Military Department: the County of Prince Georag's; and the Maryland Department of Planning; including the Maryland Historical
Trust. They bave been requested to contact your agency directly by April 5, 2012 with any comments or concerns and to provide
a copy of those commients to the State Clearinghouse for Infergovernmental Assistance. Please be assured that after April 5, 2012
all MIRC requirements will have been met in accordanice with Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR 34.02.01.04- .06). The
project has been assigned a unique State Application Identifier that should be used on ail documents and correspondence.

I you need assistance or have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail at
brosenbush@mdp.state.md.us. Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC proecess,

Sincerely,

7&:@@, £ /,%am,? et~

Linda C. Janey, 1.12., Assistant Secretary

LCEBR

cor Beth Cole —~MHIT*
Tamimy Edwards — DBED* Joane Muelier - MDE# Beverly Warlield - PGEO*
Melinda Gretsinger - Greg Golden — DNR* Mike Paone - MDPL*
MDOT* Lawrence Leone — MILT*

12-0150_NDC.NEW,doe

307 West Preston Strect @ Sudte 1107 « Baltinore; Maryland 21201-2305 . o
Telephone: 410.767.4500 @ Vo 410.767.4980 o Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 ¢ TTY Users: Marpland Rolay recd Balo-
Tinternet: Plamting Maryland gov
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 1if
1650 Arch Street
Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

April 4, 2012

Ms. Anne Hodges

11. CES/CEAOQO

3466 North Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

Re: Deseription of Proposed Action and Alternatives for the Propesed Environmental
Assessment for the Expansion of the Base Exchange at Joiit Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility
Washington, Maryland

Dear Ms. Hodges:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act and Council on'Environmental Quality regulations implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Description of Proposed Action and Altetnatives (DOPAA) for the Proposed Environmental
Assessment for the Expansion of the Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility
Washington, Maryland. EPA has commments on the DOPAA wh:ch are enclosed in the
“Technical Comment” document.

Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to review this project. If you need
assistance in the future, the staff contact for this projeet is Karen DelGrosso; she can be reached
at 215-814-2765.

Sincerely,

- PR

, i e
-

Barbara Rudnick
NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs

Enclosure

%.é Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process.chlorine free.
Cusiomer Service Hotline: 1- 800-438-24 74



Technical Comments

Purpose and Need

The EA states that Base Exchange (BX) operates in three separate bulldmgs which are
out-of-date and inconsistent with current installation building.codes and industry standards for
retail space. In-addition, each facility lacks-adequate: physmal space necessary to meet the
demand from an increasing customer base located both on--and off-installation. Please describe
the current and future customer demand so as to support and/or justify the need for the BX
expansion. Describe the inefficiencies and inadequacies of operating out of three scparate
facilities as well as the advantage of consolidating retail functions into one building.

Executwe Order 13508 -~ Chesaveake Bay Protectwn and Restorat:on

- Section 1.7, Regulatory: Compllance and Permit Requxrements, lists various permits,
laws/regulations, and Executive Orders that the Proposed Action must.comply with. Since the
Proposed Action is within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, it is the responsibility of the
Departments of the Army and Air Force to comply with and address the requirements of
Executive Order 13508.

The Executive Order provides information and data on land mhanagement practices for
federal agencies with land, facilities, or installation management responsibilities affecting ten or
more acres:within the watetshed-of the Chesapeake Bay to contribute towards the restoration.of
the Chiesapeake Bay and-its'watershed. As required by Section 502 of the Executive Order, this
docurent (1) provides:guidance for federal land management.in the. Chesapeake Bay-and (2)
describes proven, cost-éffective tools.and practices that rediice water pol]ul:ton, including
practices that are available for use by federal agenc;es Federal agenmes in the Chiesapeake Bay.
watershed will find this guidance useful in managlng their lands, ranging from the development
and redevelopment of federal facilities to managing agricultural, forested, riparian, and other
land areas the federal government owns or manages Please address Executive Order 13508 in
relation to the Proposed Action. o

Description of the Proposed Action/Alfernatives.

As stated in the EA (paf,e 2- 1) “Key features assomated with the construction of the
Proposed Action include the addition of a food court; loading deck, food service dock, and an
employee parking area.”

The DOPAA describes two alternatives that were eliminated from further analysis and
presents two alternatives which are to be carried forward for further analysis. These two
alternatives are: Alternative 1, the Preferred Alternative, Limited Expansion of'the Existing
AAFES:Base Exchange, and. the No Action-Alternative. -

€5 Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fi ber and process chlorine free,
Customer Service Holline: 1-800-438-2474
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The Preferred. Alternative would expand the building footprint-onto semi-improved-and
previously undisturbed lands. Please quantify and describe the “semi-improved and previously
undisturbed lands.” 1n addition, when looking at Figures 2-1 and 2-2, it is-apparent that a large
open parking lot is-adjacent to the BX building. Please describe the need for an additional
employee parking fot which is proposed to be located in an area that would impact natural
resources. Include quantitative data which indicates existing use of the BX building as well as
projected future use of the prOposed expansmn bulldmg What is the e)ustmg customer base and
proposed customer-base? : :

Have alternative-site design pIans for expansion of the BX building been explored so as
not to disturb natural resources? Who uses the existing parking lots depicted in Figures 2-1 and
2-27 Has conversion of the existing open parkmg lot(s) to a structured parking garage been
evaluated? Ifa raised parking structure is feasible, can the proposed food court and/or loading
dock be incorporated 1nto the space of the’ ex1st1ng open parking lot so as not to disturb natural

areas?

Wetlands

Page 2:4 of the DOPAA ‘states; “Alternative 1 would: directly impact approx1mate1y 0.25
acre of wetlands classified as “atypical? (i.e., previously disturbed) grasslands (also termed
emergent wetlands) and- approxirmately 0. 0004 acre, or 1.6 square feet, classified as forested
wetlands. Figure 2-2 deplets the Preferred Alternative in relation to these wetland areas.” Please
note that Figure 2-2'is a black and white map.and the key of delineated wetlands is not
distinguishable. Thus, a more appropriate deplctlon of the wetlands in assoc1at10n with the
Preferred Alternative should be provided.

The Preferred Alternative would directly impact wetlands as described above, Impacts to
wetlands should be avoided of minimized whenever possible. Wetlands present on,or - :
immediately surfounding the site should be delineated accordmg to'the 1987 Federal Manual for
Identifying and Delineating _.T_ur;sdlctwnal Wetlands. The total size of the wetlands should be
provided, in addition to-the size of the wetland in'the study area and size of the direct and -
indirect unpact The EA must analyze the size and functlonal values of all impacted wetlands
and developa mmganon plan for’ thelr repIacement

Forested wetland: systems act:as a natural filter and sediment trap and absorb flood
waters. They provide vital ecological functions that are critical to several wetland dependent
animal and plant species.” This type of wetland systerii is vulnerable to‘avariety of hurian
practices, such as agriculture, urbanization; and forestry. Therefore, wetland:impacts from
human activities shoiild be avoided to the maximum extent practicable and be properly protected.
EPA’s mandates include the preservation of these environmentally significant values and =
functions. Please consider exploring alternatives that would aveid these functioning systems.

té‘ Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 1 00% pasr—consumer “fiber and process chilorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



3

Deseription of Past and Reasonahlv FEoreseeable Future Actions Relevant to Cumulative
Impacts.

Section 2.3 of the DOPAA lists planned projects for FY 2012 and beyond which are
actions to be considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts. One noted project is the
construction of AAFES Shoppette. Where is this in relation to the BX building? Can
infrastructure be shared with any of the proposed projects (i.e. parking lot)? Indicate location
and proximity of proposed projects to the: Proposed Action discussing impacts, if any, to
evaluated resources. The proposed Town Center was not included in the list of ‘proposed
projeets:. Please include the Proposed Town Center in the list of proposed planned projects and
indicate its proximity to the Proposed Action as well as discuss cumulative impacts, if
applicable.

€3 Printed on 1 00% recycled/recycluble paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chiorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
1800 Washington Boulevard » Baltimore, Maryland 21230
410-537-3000 = 1-800-633-6101 * hitp.//www.mde state. md.us

Martin (*Maliey . Robert M. Summers, Ph.D)
Governor Sceretary

Anthony G. Brown
Lieutenant Governor

Aprii 4, 2012

Ms. Anne Hodges

U.5. Department of the Air Force
11 CES/CEAQ

3466 Narth Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, M1> 20762

RE: State Application Identifier: MD20120313-0150
Project: Scoping.. . relocate the retaif services

Dear Ms. Hodges:

‘Thank you for the epportunity to reviev the above referenced project. The document was circutated throughout the Maryland Department of the
Envirotiment. (MBI} for feview, and 1hc‘f1')iln'wing commentsare offered for your consideration;

I Any above-ground or underground petrofeum storage tanks, which may be utitized, must ‘e installed and maintained in accordance with.
applicable-State and federal laws and regitation’, Undergroand storage tanks must be-r¢ stéred and the installation must bé conduetéd and
performed by-a contractor certified 10 instaliunderground storage tanks by the Land: Management Admiinistration in accordance with
COMAR 26.10.  Contact the Qil Control Program at (4i0) 537- 3442 for additional mfon‘ndt:on

2. 1# the propesed project invelves demoliticn - Any above ground orunderground petrolewm storage. tanks that'may be on site must have
contents and tanks along with any contamination serioved, ‘Please-contact the Ol Control:Program at {410)537-3442 for additional
information.

3. Any solid waste ricluding construction, demolition. and land cicarmgdchns generated from the subject project, must be-properly disposed

ot at 4 permittéd solid waste aceeptanes facility, or recycled if possible.” Contact the Solid Waiste Program at {410) $37-3315 for additional
information regarding solid waste activities and contact the Waste Diversion and Ttilization Program at (410} 537-33 14 for additionat
information regarding recycling activities,

4. Any contract specifving “lead paint abatement™ must comply with Code-of Marytand Regulations (COMAR) 26.16.01 - Accreditation and
Training for Lead Paint Abatement Services. H a property was built before 1950 and will be used asvental housing. thén compliance with
COMAR 26.16.02 - Reduction of Lead Risk in Housing: and Environment-Article Title 6, Subtiile B, istequired. Additional guidance
regarding projects where lead painl nizy be cncountered can be obtdined by contacting the Environmental Lead Division at.(410) 537-3825:

In addition, information from MDE's $cience Services Administiation i enclosed.

Again, thank you for giving MDE the oppnﬁunity. to review this project. If you have any questions or need additional i_nforma%ion_. please feel
free to-call e at (410} 537-4120.

Sincersiy,

Ine. Dkl

Joane I). Muellcr
MDE Clearinghouse Coordinator
Office of Commanications

Enclosure
cc: Bob Rosenbush, State Clearinghouse



Andrews Airforce Base Joint: Baseﬁeiocaﬂon Activities
Wiawiand Department of the Environment - Sctence Services Administration

REVIEW FINDING: R1 Consistent with Gualifying Comments
.gmmmz 0313-01 503; -

The followmg additional comments are intended to alert interested parties 1o
issues regardmg water guality standards The comments address:

A. Water Quality Impairments: Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act
requires the State to identify: tmpa:red waters and establish Tota! Maximum Daily
Loads (T MDLs) for the substances causing the impairments. A TMDListhe
maximum amount of a substance that can be assimilated by a waterbody such
that it still meets water quality standards.

Pianners should be aware of existing water quality impairments -
identified on Maryland’s 303(d) list. The Project is situated in the
Piscataway Creek watershed, identified by the MD 8-digit code 021 40203
which is currently impaired by several subsﬁances and subjectio
reguia "'ns regarding: the Ctean Water Act. o

P!anners may find a list of nearby impaired waters by entenng the 8- dlgrt .
basin code into-an on-line database linked to the following URL;
http//www.mde.state.md. us/proqrams/Water/T MIL/integratedSOSdFleportsfPa _

ges/303d asg

This listis updated every even calendar year: "Plannéars should rewew this list
periodically to help ensure that local decisions consider water quality - -
protéction and restoration needs. Briefly, the current zmpa:rments that are
relevant to the Projéct include the following::

- Nutrients: | Tidal. ATMDL is pending deveioment

Sediments: Tidal. A TMDL is pending development.
Bacteria: Non-tidal. A TMDL has been written and approved by EPA.
Biological: Non-tidal. A TMDL is pending developmenit.

8. TMDLs: Development and implementation of any Plan should take into
account consistency with: TMDLs developed for the impaired waterbodies
referenced above. Decisions made prior to the ‘development of a TMBL should ™
strive to ensure no net increase of impairing substances. TMDLs are-made
available on an updated basis at the following web site:



hitp.//www.mde.state. md.us/programs/Water/TMDL/CurrentStatus/Pages/Program
s/WaterPrograms/TMBL/Sumittals/index.aspx

Special protections for high-quality waters in the local vicinity, which are identified
pursuant to Maryiand’--s;an:tisdegradation policy;

C. Anti-degradation of Water Quality:. Maryland requires special protections for
waters:of very high quality (Tier Il waters). The-policies and procedures that
govern these special waters are. commonly called "anti-degradation policies.” This
policy states that “proposed amendments-to county plans or dfscharge permits for
discharge to Tier H waters that will result in a new, or an increased, permitted
annual-discharge of pollutants and a potential impact to water quality, shall
evaluate alternatives to eliminate or reduce discharges or impacts.” These
permitted annual discharges are not just traditional Point. Sources, it can znclude all
discharges such as Stormwater. L _

Piscataway Creek 1, which is located within the vsclmty of the Prolect, has
been designated as a Tier li sire See attached map) . :

Planners. should be aware of Iegai‘ ,bhgahons related to Tier If waters descrabed
in the Code of Maryland. Regulations (COMAR) 26.08 4 with respectto.
current and future land use plans. Information on Tier Il waters can be obta:necﬁ
online at: hitp://www.dsd. state md.us/comar/getfile. aspx?iile=26.08.02.04.hitm
and policy implementation procedures are locatedat - .. .. .
hitp//www.dsd.state. md. us/comar/c;etﬂfe aspx?file=26. 08, @2 64 1 htm

Planners should aiso note that since the Code of Maryiand Ftegulatlons is sub;ect
to periodic updates. A list of Tier If waters-pending Departmental fisting in '
COMAR can be found, ‘with a discussion and maps for each.county, at the
following website;

hitp://www.mde.state. md. us/orograms!researchcemer/Envzrenmen‘ralﬂatafPaqee/
reseerchcenter/datafweterquamvstandards/amide. radanon/mdex aspx.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Chesapeake Bay TMDL

With the completion of the ‘Chesapeake Bay TMDL, the Chesapeake Bay

- Program Office {CBPQ) will be able to provide loading data at a more refined
scale than in the past. MDE will be able to use the CBPO data to estimate
poliution-atlocations-at the jurisdictional fevel (which will include Federal
Facilities) to.provide  allocations to the Facilities. These allocations; both
Wasteload:(WLA) and:Load Allocation {LA) could call for-a reduction in both.
Point Sources-and Norpoint Sources. ‘Facilities should be aware of reductions
and associated implementation required by WIPs or FiPs,




Stormwater ‘

The project should consider all Maryland Stormwater Management Controls, Site
Designs should consider all Environmental Site Design to the Maximum Extent
Practicable and “Green Building” Alternatives. Designs that reduce impervious
surface and BMPs that increase runoff infiltration are highly encouraged.

Further Information:
hitp:/fwww.mde.state.md. us/proqrams/Water/StorrnwaterManaQementProqram/P
_g"s/Proqramsi\NaterProqrams/Sed;mentandStormwater/swm2007 aspx

Environmental Site Design (Chapter 5;):

hitp:/www.mde state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/M
arylandStormwaterDesignManual/Documents/www.mde.state.md.us/assets/docu
ment/chapters.pdf

Redevelopment Regulations:
hitp://vwww.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/26/26.17.02.05.him
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N @@mmg@smn 401 9th Syeet. NW  North Loboy, Sute 50O Washinglon, DO 20004  Tei 202.482,7200  Fax 202:482.7272  www.nope.gov

IN REPLY REFER TO:
NCPC File No. 7363

April 10,2012

Ms. Anne Hodges

1t CES/CEAQO

3466 North Carolina Avenue :

Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762 '

Re: Proposed Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Building # 1811 Expansion
Environmental Assessment Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Hodges:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the proposed expansion of the
Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Building # 1811 on behalf of the National
Capital Plapning Commission (NCPC). As the central planning agency for the federal
government in the National Capital Region, NCPC has review |{|ithority related to the overall
project under the National Capital Planning Act (40 USC § 872271(b) (1)).' As indicated in your
fetter, dated March 8, 2012, the Proposed Action will relocate retail services provided at
Buildings # 1683 and 1805 to an expanded Building # 1811 to better serve the needs of Joint
Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Maryland (JBA-NAF). As such, the project
appears to be consistent with several policies contained in the Federal Workplace: Location,
Impact, and the Community Element of the Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan for the
National Capital, in particular:

e Give preference to ... areas that are under redevelopment with infrastructure and services
in place, when locating federal workplaces. (Locating Federal Workplaces policies # 1)

e Consider the modernization, repair, and rehabilitation of exisling federally owned
facilities for federal workplaces before developing new facilities. (Locating Federal
Workplaces policies # 7)

¢ Minimize development of open space by selecting disturbed land or brownfields for new
federal workplaces or by reusing existing buildings or sites. (Locating Federal
Workplaces policies # 9)

The following sections provide additional NCPC staff comments that should be addressed in the
draft and final Environmental Assessment (EA) documents to assist with Commission review of
the project.

! The Planning Act requires federal and District of Columbia agencies to advise and consult with NCPC in the
prepatation of agency plans prior to preparation of construction plans.



Page 2 — Ms. Hodges
1.7  Regulatory Compliance and Permit Requirements

Staff notes that Table 1-1 — Environmental Permits, Approval, and Coordination (page 1-6) of

the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) document summarizes applicable

federal and local statues that apply to the project. However, the table does not include NCPC’s

review authority under the National Capital Planning Act, nor the Federal Elements of the

Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital Region, which is also applicable to the proposed

project. Please include a description of the Planning Act and Federal Elements in the EA
document, and analyze the proposed building expansion for consistency with all relevant

Comprehensive Plan policies accordingly, included in the following sections.

Transportation Element - Parking

Staff notes that based on the location of JBA-NAF in a suburban area beyond 2,000 feet of
Metrorail, the installation should adhere to a minimum ratio goal of one employee parking space
for every 1.5 employees per the NCPC Comprehensive Plan,” If the installation does not
currently meet this goal, the building expansion project should help evolve the overall IBA-NAF
ratio to comply with the [:1.5 goal by limiting employee parking capacity below the ratio. Please
provide sufficient information in the EA to demonstrate compliance with the 1:1.5 goal and if
not, how excessive parking capacity will be reduced through future projects (with less parking
capacity than allowed under the 1:1.5 goal) contained in the current master plan. The following
Comprehensive Plan policies appear to be especially relevant to this project and the EA should
demonstrate project compliance.

» Provide parking only for those federal employees who are unable to use other travel
modes;

o  Give priority to carpool and vanpool parking over that for single-occupant vehicles;

o Provide parking for disabled persons in accordance with federal [aw;

o Place parking in structures, preferably below ground, in the interest of efficient land use
and good urban design;

« Position parking facilities so as not to obstruct pedestrian and bicycle access to buildings.

While the Comprehensive Plan does not regulate visitor/customer parking, we encourage
AAFES and the Air Force to evaluate reducing the amount of customer parking to the maximurm
extent practlcable The customer parking should not exceed Prince George’s County’s parking
requirements ® and we encourage reducing customer- parking - below the County standard.
Furthermore, we request that AAFES and the Air Force evaluate multiple alternative parking
layouts and designs to ensure that the amount of on-site impervious surface and parking capacity

Z Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital, Transportation Element (page 85): “Suburban areas beyoad 2,000
feet of Metrorail” — Phased approach linked to planned improvements over time (1:1.5-1:2)”

* Comprehensive Plan for the Nationa} Capital, Federal Workplace Element (page 52): “Develop\ sites and buildings
consistent with local agencies” zoning and land use policies and development, redevelopment, or conservation
objectives, to the maximum extent feasible.”
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are minimized. Parking should be placed in structures or located underground pursuant to the
NCPC Comprehensive Plan, and surface parking should utilize permeable pavement to the
maximum extent possible. We request that these strategies be analyzed through one or more
additional Action Alternatives in the draft and final EAs.

Transportation Element — Transportation Demand Management

Please include the net change in employment resulting from the project in the EA to help NCPC
staff determine whether submission of the current JBA-NAF Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) will be required in the future project submission to NCPC.* In particular, the TMP should
adhere to the following applicable policies, and the EA should adequately demonstrate project
conformance.

¢ Encourage ridesharing, biking, walking, and other non-single-occupant vehicle modes of
transportation for federal commuters;

o Employ compressed and variable work schedules for employees, consistent with agency
missions;

= Support pedestrian and transit commuting through Live-Near-Work programs;

o Steadily increase transit subsidy rates, and consider applying subsidies and incentives to
other modes, such as biking, walking, carpooling, and vanpooling.

Transportation Element — Bicycle Facilities

The proposed expansion project should adhere to the following applicable bicycle-related
policies, and the EA should adequately demonstrate project conformance.

e Provide bicycle travel lanes, paths, or trails between campus entrance points and all
buildings on the campus;

= Provide secure and sheltered bicycle parking spaces or bicycle lockers in close proximity
to building entrances at federal buildings and on federal campuses. The number of spaces
provided should be in accordance with the requirements of the local jurisdiction in which
the federal facility resides, if such requirements exist. In the absence of such
requirements, federal facilities should provide an abundant supply of bicycle lockers or
parking spaces to meet current employee needs and to promote bicycle commuting;

o Provide employee clothes lockers and showers at federal buildings and on federal
campuses to support bicycie commuters. Space should be reserved in new facilities to
allow for the provision of showers and lockers to support the bicycle commuting
population, ‘

* Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital, Transportation Element (page 87); “Federal agencies should submit
their most recent TMP with 4ll master plans and will all projects that increase employment on site by 100 or more.”
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Open Space and Federal Environment Elements

The project should adhere to the following applicable Open Space and Federal Environment
policies, and the EA should analyze project impacts to demonstrate conformance with these’
federal planning policies using meaningful performance measures, Please work with Prince
George’s County and the Maryland Department of the Environment to ensure that the proposed
project will comply with their apphcable open space and env1ronmental policies and regulations
to the maximum extent possible.’

Open Space

» Protect and enhance the green landscape and park-like character provided by trees, grass,
and other native plant materials in the National Capital Region by removing invasive
species and replanting with native species;

» ...where Jarge paved areas are required, preference should be given to using pervious
surfaces. Existing large parking areas,..., should be removed as soon as feasible and
restored to a landscaped condition with active or passive recreational uses.

Federal Enviropment - Water Ouality

= Avoid thermal pollution of waterways, and provide and maintain adequate vegetated
buffers adjacent to bodies of water, to protect fish and other aquatic life and to reduce
sedimentation and pollutants;

» Minimize tree cutting and other vegetation removal to reduce soil disturbance and
erosion, particularly in the vicinity of waterways, When tree removal is necessary, trees
should be replaced to prevent a net tree loss;

»  Use pervious surfaces and retention ponds fo reduce storm-water runoff and impacts on
off-site water quality;

= Encourage the use of innovative and environmentally friendly “Best Management
Practices™ in site and building design and construction practice, such as green roofs, rain
gardens, and permeable surface walkways, to reduce erosion and avoid pollution of
surface waters;

« Encourage the impiementation of water reclamation programs at federal facilities for
landscape irrigation purposes and other appropriate uses.

Federal Environment - Land Resources

e Avoid destruction of or damage to wetlands;
o Encourage only compatible land uses adjacent to wetlands;

* Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital, Federal Workplace Element (page 52): “Develop sites and buildings
consistent with local agencies’ zoning and land use policies and development, redevelopment, or conservation
objectives, {o the maximum extent feasible.”
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In order to ensure that project impacts are minimized, we request that AAFES and the Air Force
evaluate multiple alternative building/parking designs to lessen the amount of on-site impervious
surface. In addition to structured and below-grade parking as previously mentioned, please
evaluate additional expansion space with a second level constructed on top of the existing
building (rather than adding on to the ground level as proposed), along with a new “green” roof.
We request that these strategies be analyzed through one or more additional Action Alternatives
in the draft and final EAs. Please also note the following additional design-related

Discourage development in areas of identified high erosion potential, on slopes with a
gradient of 15 percent and above, and on severely eroded soils. Excessive slopes (25
percent and above) should remain undeveloped;

Locate and design buildings to be sensitive to the natural groundwater flows;
Preserve existing vegetation, especially large stands of trees;

Incorporate new trees and vegetation to moderate temperatures, minimize energy
consumption, and mitigate storm-water runoff;

Encourage facility design and landscaping practices that provide cover and food for
native wildlife; ,

Consider the impacts, including cumulative impacts, of environmental changes on
wildlife habitats and the biodiversity of an ecosystem. Consideration should extend to
non-protected areas, as well as areas protected by designations such as parks and
wetlands. '

Comprehensive Plan policies that appear to be relevant to the project.

Federal Environment — Air Quality

Encouraging further usage of alternative “clean” fuels (e.g., hybrid, fuel cell, compressed
natural gas, and “clean” diesel fucls);

Minimizing power generation requirements, such as by utilizing best available “green”
building systems and technologies;

Utilizing non-polluting sources of energy (e.g., solar energy);

Indoor air quality should be promoted by using environmentally friendly (“green”)
building materials, construction methods, and building designs.

Federal Environment - Human Activities

L4

Avoid locating activities that produce excessive noise near sensitive natural resources,
and sensitive human uses such as residential areas, hospitals, and schools;

Locate, design, and construct improvements to roads, driveways, loading docks, and
parking lots for federal facilities in a manner that is sensitive to existing adjacent land
uses;

Ensure that noise-generating activities at federal facilities, such as loading dock
operations, festivals, and concerts, are sited and scheduled with sensitivity to the
surrounding environment and community.,
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In addition, please address how the project will adhere to Section 438 of the Energy
Independence and Securlty Act (EISA) and Executive Order 13508 (Chesapeake Bay Protection
and Restoration),® Specifically, Section 438 instructs federal agencies to use site planning,
design, construction, and maintenance strategies for the property to maintain or restore, to the
maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the property for any
project with a footprint that exceeds 5,000 square feet. NCPC staff notes that the project will
require approximately 55,000 square feet of new construction and as such, must comply with
EISA, Section 438.

These comments have been prepared in accordance with NCPC's Environmental and Historic
Preservation Policies and Procedures. NCPC appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping
comments, and looks forward to our continued involvement with this AAFES expansion project.
I you have any questions about these comments, please contact Michael Weil at (202) 482-7253
or michael. weil@ncpe.gov, or please consult the NCPC website (www.ncpe.gov/) for further
information on the Comprehensive Plan or our project submission guidelines.

Sincerely,
C)é&ﬁ 5%) fo &Vwm
Christine Saum, ATA

Acting Director, Urban Design and Plan Review

¢ Executive Order 13508 establishes an actian plan that includes efforts undertaken by ail federal agencies, designed
to increase the overali health of the Chesapeake Bay, and sets forth related program goals,



D PLANNING COMMISSION

147419 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772
TTY: (301) 952-4366

Www.mncppe.org/pgeo
Prince George’s County Planning Department (301) 952-3595
Office of the Planning Director Re: D12-031301

April 6, 2012

Ms. Anne Hodges

Environmental Planner

Joint Base Andrews Naval Air Facility
11 CES/CEAQ

3466 North Carolina Avenue

Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

Dear Ms, Hodges:

The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed your request for comments regarding the
potential impacts associated with the expansion of the Army and Air Force Exchange Services Base
Exchange at the Joint Base Andrews Naval Air Facility. The project proposes to expand an existing
building and provide additional parking to accommodate the proposed expansion, According to the
project description, the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) would impact non-tidal wetlands and Waters
of the U.S. The subject site is located on land owned and operated by the United States of America and
as such is not subject to the Prince George’s County Weodiand and Wildlife Habitat Conservation -
Ordinance (Subtitle 25, Division 3) or the environmental regulations in Subtitles 24 and 27 of the Prince
George’s County Code. The site is subject to the Clean Water Act and will be required to address the
proposed impacts to wetlands and Waters.of the U. S. under the jurisdiction of the Maryland Department
of Environment and The Army Corps of Engineers. The Environimental Planning Section has no further
comments.

If you have any further questions, please contact Katina Shoulars of the Erivironmental Planning
Section at 301-952-5404.

Sincerely,
4 .
Fern Piret

Planning Director

c: Derick Berlage, Chief, Countywide Planning
Katina Shoulars, Acting Supervisor, Environmenta! Planning.Section
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April 12,2012

Ms. Anne Hodges

Environmental Planner

Joint Base Andrews Navai Air Facility
It CES/CEAQ

3466 North Carolina Avenue

Joint Base Andrews, Maryland 20762

RE: Expansion of Base Exchange at Building 1811
Dear Ms. Hodges:

The Prince George’s County Planning Department appreciates the opportunity to'comment on the
proposed consolidation of the Base Exchange into one expanded Jocation in Building 1811 on Joint Base
Andrews-Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA). The Planning Department analyzed the potential impacts
of the proposed consolidation and expansion that is intended to provide consolidated and centralized retail
facilities on JBA where authorized customers could obtain muitiple services at a single location thus
reducing costs, increasing operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers. The
proposed action would specifically telocate the retail services provided by Buildings 1683 and 1805
through an expansion of Building 1811.

The proposed project does not include any impacts to any cultural or historic resources within
Prince George’s County. JBA includes two properties designated as Prince George’s County historic
sites: 77-001-Forest Grove Methodist Church and Cemetery (Chapel 2), and 77-014-Belle Chance and
Cemetery. Neither of these properties will be affected by the proposed relocation and expansion of the
Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX).

The transportation impact of this construction and subsequent operation wi}l have very little
effect on waffic fiow particularly along the MD 4 and MD 337 corridors. Any new traffic to be generated
by the expanded retail operation is likely to be contained on base and thus have only a marginal impact on
the off-base transportation facilities.

Thank you again for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this Description of Proposed
Action and Alternatives. If you should have any additional questions or need additional information,
please contact Maria Martin, Supervisor, Special Projects, Countywide Planning Division, at
301-952-3472 or at Maria.Martin@ppd.mneppe.org.

Sincerely,

Fn Pt

Femn Piret
Planning Director

cc:  Derick Berlage, Chief, Countywide Planning Division
Maria Martin, Supervisor, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning Division
Eric Foster, Supervisor, Transportation Planning Section, Countywide Planning Division
Howard Berger, Supervisor, Historic Preservation Section, Countywide Planning Division
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June 6, 2013

Ms. Anne Hodges

11 CES/CEAO

3466 North Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

Re: Proposed Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Building # 1811 Expansion Joint
Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington (JBA-NAFW) - Draft Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Hodges:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Environmental Assessment (EA)
for the proposed refurbishment/expansion of the AAFES Building # 1811 at JBA-NAFW on behalf
of the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC). As the central planning agency for the
federal government in the National Capital Region, NCPC has review authority over this project
under the National Capital Planning Act (40 USC § 8722 (b) (1)).! We have reviewed the project
for consistency with policies in the Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital and our review
provides the basis for the following comments. These comments should be addressed in the final
EA document or in future project submissions to NCPC.

2010 General Plan Update

The draft EA references a 2010 General Plan Update for the JBA-NAFW installation; however,
our records show the 1990 General Plan for Andrews Air Force Base as the most recent
Commission-approved plan for the JBA-NAFW installation. NCPC master plan guidelines
recommend Commission review of federal master plans on a periodic basis of no longer than every
five years to insure that both inventory material and development proposals are current. Please
submit the 2010 General Plan Update for Commission review as soon as possible, preferably in
advance of any future project submissions to ensure that NCPC has up-to-date information with
which to review project proposals.

' The Planning Act requires federal and District of Columbia agencies to advise and consult with NCPC in the
preparation of agency plans prior to preparation of construction plans.



Project Design

The draft EA includes one “action” alternative with a concept design for a single-level
refurbished/expanded building and expanded surface parking lot. As noted in our previous scoping
comment letter (dated April 10, 2012), we recommend the addition of at least one “action”
alternative to the EA with a multi-level building expansion and/or structured parking to minimize
the project’s impervious area. The Comprehensive Plan encourages both multiple-level buildings
and garages * to minimize developmental impacts related to stormwater, air quality, and
trees/vegetation.> When tree removal is necessary, trees should be replaced to prevent a net tree
loss. If a multi-level building or garage is not feasible, please explain why within the Alternatives
Eliminated from Further Analysis section of the final EA document.

Memorandum of Agreement

The draft EA references a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between JBA-NAFW and AAFES,
but does not include the MOA or its specific terms. In particular, the draft EA states that the MOA
“allows for the expansion of the existing BX and the new construction of a BX as part of the Town
Center development sometime after 2025”. If a valid MOA which assumes development of a new
town center is currently “in force”, the EA should analyze the town center as a “reasonably
foreseeable future” project (pages 2-8 and 2-9) in the cumulative impact analysis. Please include
the MOA in the final EA and revise the document accordingly.

Parking

The draft EA describes the need to expand existing AAFES parking, but does not provide an
existing/future parking demand analysis to justify the proposed expansion. Based on the aerial
photo provided in Figure 1-2 (Existing AAFES Facilities), we note other parking lots near the
AAFES lot that could potentially be used for shared parking. The final EA should include
information on the project’s existing/future parking demand and an analysis related to the
feasibility of utilizing other lots for shared parking.

As described in NCPC’s previous scoping letter, JBA-NAFW should adhere to an overall goal of
1:1.5-1:2.0 for employee parking.* If the installation does not currently meet this goal, this project
should provide fewer spaces to reduce overall employee parking as a “phased approach linked to
planned improvements” approach. The final EA should include specific information for
current/future  employee populations and current/future parking numbers. While the
Comprehensive Plan does not regulate visitor/customer parking, we encourage AAFES and JBA-

? Transportation Element (page 83): “Place parking in structures, preferably below ground, in the interest of efficient
land use and good urban design.”

? Federal Environment Element (page 138): “Minimize tree cutting and other vegetation removal to reduce soil
disturbance and erosion, particularly in the vicinity of waterways.”

* Transportation Element (page 85): “Suburban areas beyond 2,000 feet of Metrorail” — Phased approach linked to
planned improvements over time (1:1.5-1:2)”



NAFW to minimize customer parking to the maximum extent practicable, and to provide parking
in conformance with Prince George’s County’s parking standards.’

Stormwater Management

The final EA should specify how the project will comply with Section 438 of the Energy
Independence and Security Act (EISA), as well as Maryland stormwater regulations related to
runoff volumes and nutrient loading. Specifically, Section 438 instructs federal agencies to use site
planning, design, construction, and maintenance strategies to restore the pre-development
(“greentield”) hydrology of the property for any project footprint that exceeds 5,000 square feet.
The draft EA does not mention Section 438 or provide any information related to the project’s
Section 438 compliance, which will be important for the Commission’s review. Please reference
the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s technical guidance on implementing these
requirements at: http://www.epa.gov/oaintmt/ stormwater/requirements.htm#guidance.

The draft EA states that the AAFES project would construct new impervious area and remove
approximately 90 trees, but does not include detailed information on the net change in trees (trees
removed plus new trees), the size of the new trees to be planted as mitigation, or the amount of
pervious surface increase. The NCPC Comprehensive Plan includes a “no net” tree loss policy®
and detailed information on stormwater management, impact to trees, and water quality should be
provided for Commission review, either in the final EA or future project submissions.

We note that NCPC recently approved an AAFES expansion at Fort Belvoir (Fairfax County,
Virginia) with a parking lot that utilizes permeable pavement (resulting in a 60% reduction in the
lot’s impervious area), with fewer spaces than required by Fairfax County. The final building
design has a “cool” roof, and the trees were replaced at a one-to-one ratio. The Commission will
have a particular interest in the proposed AAFES expansion at JBA-NAFW, and the project should
be submitted for separate Preliminary and Final reviews by the Commission.

Bicycle Facilities

As previously requested in our scoping letter, the project design should conform to the following
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies:

 Provide secure and sheltered bicycle parking spaces or bicycle lockers in close proximity
to building entrances at federal buildings and on federal campuses. The number of spaces
provided should be in accordance with the requirements of the local jurisdiction in which
the federal facility resides, if such requirements exist. In the absence of such

* Federal Workplace Element (page 52): “Develop sites and buildings consistent with local agencies’ zoning and
land use policies and development, redevelopment, or conservation objectives, to the maximum extent feasible.”

¢ Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital, Transportation Element (page 85): “Suburban areas beyond 2,000
feet of Metrorail” — Phased approach linked to planned improvements over time (1:1.5-1:2)?



requirements, federal facilities should provide an abundant supply of bicycle lockers or
parking spaces to meet current employee needs and to promote bicycle commuting.

 Provide employee clothes lockers and showers at federal buildings and on federal
campuses to support bicycle commuters. Space should be reserved in new facilities to
allow for the provision of showers and lockers to support the bicycle commuting
population.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to our continued
involvement with this project. We strongly encourage a consultation meeting in advance of the
initial project submission for NCPC review and, as noted previously, separate submissions for
Preliminary and Final actions by the Commission. If you have any questions, please contact
Michael Weil at (202) 482-7253 or michael.weil@ncpe.gov. You may also consult NCPC’s
website (www.ncpe.gov/) for further information on the Comprehensive Plan and/or project
submission guidelines.

Sincerely,

(lrspae Frovmm—

Christine Saum, AIA
Director, Urban Design and Plan Review Division
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MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

FROM: 11 CES/CEAN
3466 North Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

SUBJECT: 30-Day Comment Period, Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and
Consolidation of the Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington,
Prince George’s County, Maryland

1. Joint Base Andrews (JBA) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility
Washington, Maryland. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42
United States Code 4321-4347), Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Sections 1500-1508), and 32 CFR Part 989, et seq., the EA considers the potential consequences
to human health and the natural environment. The EA examines the effects of the Proposed
Action and alternatives, including the No Action Alternative.

2. Inaccordance with Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal
Programs, we invite your agency to participate in the 30-day comment period for the draft EA
and draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). Please distribute the draft EA and FONSI
as appropriate for review. A Notice of Availability of the draft EA and draft FONSI will be
published on 9 May 2013 in the Upper Marlboro/Clinton/Ft. Washington Gazette newspaper.
The draft EA and FONSI are available online at http://www.andrews.af.mil/library/

environmental/index.asp.

3. Written comments should be sent to Ms. Anne Hodges, 11th Civil Engineer Squadron, 3466
North Carolina Ave, Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762 or via email to anne.hodges@afner.af mil.
All comments must be received by 10 June 2013. If you need further information please contact
Ms. Hodges at 301-981-1426.
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;ef of Environmental Management v 4

this undertaking.

G/
/E?«d’r (oo D:te{}c,}

%l cee?>
Vigilance - Precision - Global Impact
] \0.@
»#7:/7‘ /AC Cc‘/a-//',% '31,'1-\3



The page intentionally left blank.



,3? ”g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
3 M 8 REGION III
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June 10, 2013

Ms. Anne Hodges

11" Civil Engineer Squadron
3466 North Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

Re: Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange Joint
Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George’s County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Hodges:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, Section 309
of the Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA
(40 CFR 1500-1508), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the
Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at Joint
Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George’s County in Maryland.

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide consolidated and centralized retail
facilities on Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility (JBA-NAFW) where authorized customers
could obtain multiple services at a single location. The need for the Proposed Action is to
upgrade retail facilities on-installation to comply with new building and industry standards and
to provide adequate space to meet the current and future retail demand for JBA-NAFW.

Army and Air Force Exchange Services (AAFES) Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1)
is to renovate and expand the existing AAFES Main Exchange Building 1811 at JBA-NAFW.
Key features associated with the construction of the Proposed Action include the addition of a
food court, loading dock, food service dock, and an employee parking area. The Proposed
Action construction activity would total approximately 166,864 square feet or an estimated
55,282 square feet of new construction and 111,582 square feet of renovation to Building 1811
Base Exchange (BX).

EPA has provided comments and questions for your consideration in the Technical
Comments document which is enclosed. EPA requests additional information to assess the
impacts to the environment and natural resources. Specific comments address concerns with
wetlands, water resources, biological resources, land use, and cumulative impacts.

t’.’}‘rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to review this project. If you have
questions regarding these comments, the staff contact for this project is Karen DelGrosso; she
can be reached at 215-814-2765.

Sincerely,

Barbara Rudnick
NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs

Enclosure (1)

{:)rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



Technical Comments

Land Use

Page 2-4 states, “Alternative 1 would not be consistent with the future land use in the
2010 General Plan Update. That is, the site of the existing BX is zoned as Industrial, precluding
its long-term future use for other purposes. However, this alternative is consistent with the terms
of the MOA which allows for the expansion of the existing BX and the new construction of a BX
as part of the Town Center development (Alternative 3) sometime after 2025.” Page 4-1 states,
“The existing BX is currently part of the “Community” land use designation, while the future
land use is identified as “Industrial.” There appears to be a discrepancy in the existing BX land
use designation. Please clarify if the existing BX land use is zoned “Community” or “Industrial”
and identify the future land use designation. Also, please explain if the MOA supersedes the
2010 General Plan Update. Zoning and the MOA terms allowing for expansion and construction
of a BX as part of the Town Center development seem to be two different issues. What is the
protocol for zoning changes? It may have been helpful to have included the MOA as an
Appendix.

As noted on Figure 2-2, a surface parking area is proposed. The parking lot south of the
proposed expansion appears to be large. What is the projected use of the existing parking lot?
Has there been a study conducted to determine if there is a need for the proposed employee
parking lot? Can a portion of the existing parking lot be designated employee parking only? If
there is a need for additional parking, has consideration been made to providing an elevated
parking structure on at least a portion of the existing parking lot in an effort to preserve natural
resources? EPA is concerned with an increase in impervious surface and runoff. Please discuss
how runoff will be controlled to allow for infiltration.

Since the need for the Proposed Action is to provide adequate space to meet current and
future retail demand for IBA-NAFW, the EA should explain the current use and anticipated
future use of the proposed BX to justify the need for the Proposed Action.

Wetlands

Page 2-4 states, “Alternative 1 would not directly impact any wetlands or involve
construction in a wetland; however, two delineated wetlands exist in the vicinity: a 5,618-square-
foot (0.13-acre) forested wetland immediately north of the project site and a 6,590-square-foot
(0.15-acre) wetland mosaic to the northwest of the project site (see Figure 2-2). Utilities for
Alternative 1 would have a short-term impact during construction to the buffer zone around the
forested wetland to the north of the BX.” Please quantify the impact to the buffer zone as well as
identify and describe potential indirect impacts to the forested wetlands. It would be helpful if
Figure 2-2 showed the buffer zone in relation to the Proposed Action.

t’.’)'rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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EPA understands that the Baltimore District USACE concurred with the Wetland
Delineation Report determination that the wetland areas referenced above were isolated wetlands
regulated under Maryland State Laws. Although compensatory mitigation is often not required
for buffers which are lost, consideration of voluntary preservation of buffers could be evaluated
and is strongly encouraged.

Page 4-17 states, “Long-term irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources
would result from the implementation of the Proposed Action and would include the loss of
wetlands (approximately 0.25 acre)...” As stated on page 2-4, “Alternative 1 would not directly
impact any wetlands...” Please explain this discrepancy. Also, identify and describe the 0.25
acre of wetland loss including the functional value of the impacted wetlands.

Water Resources

Page 3-7 states, “...groundwater is generally encountered at the Base from approximately
4 to 9 feet below ground surface.” The unconfined water table on the Base can typically be
found at depths less than 20 feet and the majority of the water table on the Base drains south
toward to Piscataway Creek (Andrews AFB 2005).” Page 3-4 states, “The use of groundwater as
a potable source of water is prohibited on the base and all such wells are used for monitoring
purposes only (JBA-NAFW 2010).” What construction safeguards will be in place to ensure that
groundwater is not impacted during construction? EPA is concerned with worker exposure to
contaminated groundwater. Please discuss.

Page 4-5 states, “Alternative 1 also would include the implementation of various BMPs
to control surface drainage and reduce the potential for construction site runoff to impact local
surface waters, such as Henson Creek.” Where is Henson Creek in relation to the Proposed
Action as well as other tributaries relatively close to the Base perimeter including Meetinghouse
Branch, Paynes Branch Creeks, Piscataway Creek, Tinkers Creek and Broad Creek? What is the
condition of these tributaries? What (if any) aquatic resources inhabit these tributaries? What
BMPs would be used to control surface drainage from construction of the Proposed Action?
What is the indirect impact to surface water/groundwater that could result from the proposed tree
removal?

Biological Resources

Page 4-7 states, “Implementation of Alternative 1 would involve the removal of
approximately 90 trees. Please identify/describe the trees to be removed and specify the acreage
impacted. Base regulations state, “For removal of canopy cover of less than 1 acre, one tree shall
be planted for each removed according to a 1:1 ratio; and more than 1-acre, 60 percent of canopy
cover must be reforested.” Please specify which of the mitigation options applies to the
Proposed Action.

L”c‘rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



3

The EA states, “Replacement trees for those removed under Alternative 1 would be
selected native species arranged in stands similar to those removed and would be replaced prior
to tree removal, to the extent practicable.” Identify the location proposed for tree replacement.

The EA did not identify wildlife that may inhabit the forested wetlands. It is stated on
page 3-11 that the JBA-NAFW is located within the Atlantic migratory bird flyway and is
therefore subject to seasonal populations of migrating birds. Please discuss the long-term impact
that the Proposed Action may have on the forested wetlands and possibility migratory birds and
identify wildlife that may be impacted by the Proposed Action.

Page 4-7 states, “Alternative 1 would comply with the management plan for the ESA-
listed plant species sandplain gerardia (Agalinis acuta).” Where is this plant located in relation

to the Proposed Action? How will it be protected?

Cumulative Impacts

Page 2-8, lists actions/projects planned for fiscal year 2013 to 2018. However, the list of
projects presented in Section 2.3 and the Cumulative Impacts analysis in Section 4.13 failed to
describe how the projects could interface with the Proposed Action and how these projects could
have a cumulative impact on natural resources. At a minimum, the EA should include a map
depicting the Proposed Action in proximity to the proposed future projects. The proposed Town
Center development was not included in the list or discussed in the Cumulative Impacts analysis.
Where is the proposed Town Center development to be located in relation to the Proposed
Action?

Miscellaneous

Page 4-6 states, “Beyond the wetland areas at the site of the Proposed Action (analyzed in
Section 4.2), there is limited vegetation due to past development of the Base.” The correct
section referred to is Section 4.5 (Water Resources) not Section 4.2 (Transportation).

Low Impact Development

Federal agencies are required to reduce the impacts on watershed hydrology and aquatic
resources. This effort commonly referred to as low impact development (LID), implements
environmentally and economically beneficial landscape practices into landscape programs,
policies and practices by using a natural approach to land development and stormwater
management. Federal agencies are required by Executive Order 13148 to incorporate the
principles put forth in a Guidance dated August 10, 1995. This Guidance is intended to promote
principles of “sustainable landscape design and management” which recognizes the
interconnection of natural resources, human resources, site design, building design, energy
management, water supply, waste prevention, and facility maintenance and operation.

t’.‘?rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
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It is important to incorporate LID efforts to mitigate the effects of development through
traditional stormwater management practices which have proven to not be entirely successful.
Traditional collection and conveyance systems, stormwater ponds and other stormwater facilities
do not replicate natural systems, which greatly slow water before it reaches streams, wetlands
and other waters. Development often times results in the loss of trees and other vegetation, the
compaction of soils by heavy equipment, and the creation of vast stretches of connected
impervious areas. These combined factors are extremely difficult to compensate for using
traditional practices. As a result, the following site design (goals) and planning practices can be
used to minimize stormwater impacts.

Goal: Minimize direct stormwater impacts to streams and wetlands to the maximum extent
practicable.
Practices:

1. Locate stormwater facilities outside of streams and wetlands;

2. maintain natural drainage routes on site;

3. preserve riparian buffers; and

4. distribute “Integrated Management Practices” (IMP) used in lieu of centralized ponds.

Goal: Preserve the natural cover on as much of the site as possible, especially for areas located
on hydrologic soil groups (HSG) A and B.
Practices:

1. Utilize clustered development designs and preserve a significant portion of the site in a
natural state;

2. utilize “fingerprint” clearing by limiting the clearing and grading of forests and native
vegetation to the minimum area needed for the construction of the lots, the provision of
necessary access, and fire protection;

3. avoid impacts to wetlands to vegetated riparian buffers; and

4. preserve A and B Soils in natural cover.

Goal: Minimize the overall impervious cover.
Practices:
1. Utilize the minimum required width for streets and roads;
2. utilize street layouts that reduce the number of homes per unit length;
3. minimize cul-de-sac diameters, use doughnut cul-de-sacs, or use alternative turnarounds;
4. minimize excess parking space construction, utilize pervious pavers in low-use parking
areas;

5. utilize structured or shared parking;
6. reduce home setbacks and frontages;
7. where permitted, minimize sidewalk construction by utilizing sidewalks on one side only,

utilizing “Skinny” sidewalks, or substituting sidewalks with pervious trails through
common green space;
8. substitute pervious surfaces for impervious wherever possible;

h’.‘}‘rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
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9. where permitted, avoid the use of curb and gutter and utilize vegetated open swales,
preferably “engineered swales” with a permeable soil base; and

10. minimize compaction of the landscape and in areas where soils will be “disked” prior to
seeding, and amended with loam or sand to increase absorption capacity.

Goal: Locate infiltration practices on HSG A and B soils wherever possible. Thus, every effort
should be made to utilize areas with these soils for IMP that promotes infiltration.

Goal: Locate impervious areas on less permeable soils (HSG C and D). Placement of
impervious areas on lower permeability soils minimizes the potential loss of infiltration/recharge
capacity on the site.

Goal: “Disconnect” impervious areas. “Disconnecting” means having impervious cover drain
to pervious cover (i.e. downspouts draining to the yard, not the driveway). This decreases both
the runoff volume and Time of Concentration.

Goal: Increase the travel time of water off of the site (Time of Concentration).

Practices:
1. Flatten grades for stormwater conveyance to the minimum sufficient to allow positive

drainage;

2. increase the travel time in vegetated swales by using more circuitous flow routes, rougher
vegetation in swales, and check dams; and

3. utilize “engineered” swales in lieu of pipes or hardened channels.

Goal: Utilize soil management/enhancement techniques to increase soil absorption.
Practices:
1. Delineate soils on site for the preservation of infiltration capacity; and
2. require compacted soils in areas receiving sheetflow runoff (such as yards, downslope of
downspouts).
Goal: Revegetate all cleared and graded areas.

Goal: Use “engineered swales” for conveyance in lieu of curb and gutter wherever possible.

Goal: Utilize level spreading of flow into natural open space.

h'q‘?‘rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
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For additional and more comprehensive LID information, please refer to the following web sites.

LID Manuals:

http://www.epa.goviowow/nps/lid hydr.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/lidnatl.pdf
http://www.bmpdatabase.org
http://www.epa.gov/ednnrmrl/

Combined Sewer Overflows Guidance for Monitoring and Modeling Document Type,
Published: 1/1/99 http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/chap05-sco.pdf

Pollution Prevention

In October, 1990, Congress passed the Pollution Prevention Act which calls for a
stepwise approach to addressing pollution: 1. Prevention or source reduction; 2. Recycling of
material in an environmentally safe manner; 3. Treatment in an environmentally safe manner;
and as a last resort; 4. Disposal or other release of pollution into the environment. The following
principles are applicable with the proposed construction and renovation projects.

- Paved Surfaces/Parking Areas. To prevent runoff from newly developed areas from
eroding steep areas, good environmental design should be employed to minimize and control
runoff. Detention basins or paving with permeable asphalt or crushed stone may be appropriate
where applicable.

- Landscaping. EPA suggests (where appropriate) that the grounds be landscaped with
hardy native plant species to cut down on watering and lessen the need for pesticides and
fertilizers. Liberal and judicious use of trees can help to reduce heating and cooling costs and act
as air purifiers.

- Recycling. To promote the recycling of refuse generated by employees, recycling
receptacles should be provided on the grounds and within office buildings. Procurement of
recycled goods is also necessary and helps to stimulate markets. As a consumer and purchaser of
goods and services, JBA-NAFW is encouraged to make purchasing decisions with this in mind.

- Painting/Carpeting. All painting projects should make use of non-toxic paints, stains,
exterior preservatives, and chemical-free carpeting. This can reduce long-term costs for removal
of potential hazardous materials and provide better air quality.

- Water Conservation. In an effort to conserve water consumption, low-flow toilets
should be installed in new and renovated buildings. To ensure adequate supply and quality of
water, monitoring of the water table and chemical testing of the water should be conducted.

Q”.P‘rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
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- Energy Conservation. Energy-efficient heating and cooling systems, proper building
insulation, and the use of energy-efficient lighting can be incorporated in the design of renovated
facilities to reduce cumulative impacts of energy consumption and encourage energy
conservation. For example, take advantage of natural ventilation as well as using compact
fluorescent lamps which consume considerably less electricity than do incandescent ones and last
much longer. Install energy efficient windows and doors (for example, reflective glass).

t'.‘}'rinted on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



The page intentionally left blank.



THE

NN

MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

| | 14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

1 . .
" Office of the Planning Director TTY: (301) 952-4366
s Prince George’s County Planning Department WWW.mncppc.org/pgco
301-952-3595
D13-050802
June 12,2013

Ms. Anne Hodges

Environmental Planner

Joint Base Andrews Naval Air Facility
11 CES/CEAO

3466 North Carolina Avenue

Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

RE: Environmental Assessment for the Expansion
and Consolidation of Base Exchange at Joint Base
Andrews-Naval Air Facility (MR-13013A)

Dear Ms. Hodges:

The Prince George’s County Planning Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
proposed consolidation of the Base Exchange services into one expanded location at Joint Base Andrews-
Naval Air Facility, Washington (JBA). The proposed action would result in a consolidated facility with a total
of approximately 166,864 square feet, 55,282 square feet of which would be new construction, and 111,582
square feet of which would be renovation. The Planning Department analyzed the potential impacts of the
proposed consolidation and expansion that is intended to provide more centralized retail facilities at JBA
where authorized customers could obtain multiple services at a single location, thus reducing costs, increasing
operational efficiency, and providing a more viable service to customers. The proposed action would
specifically relocate the retail and food services provided by Buildings 1683 and 1805 (which would be
vacated) and expand Building 1811.

The proposed project does not include any impacts to any significant historic resources and no further
information is requested. In addition, the probability of archeological sites is low; therefore, the proposed
action will not impact any known archeological or historical resources. JBA includes two properties designated
as Prince George’s County historic sites: 77-001-Forest Grove Methodist Church and Cemetery (Chapel 2),
and 77-014-Belle Chance and Cemetery. Neither of these properties will be affected by the proposed relocation
and expansion of the Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) Base Exchange (BX).

The transportation impact of this construction and subsequent operation will have very little effect on
traffic flow particularly along the MD 4 and MD 337 corridors. Any new traffic to be generated by the
expanded retail operation is likely to be contained on base and thus have only a marginal impact on the off-
base transportation facilities.

The proposed action is consistent with the 2002 Prince George’s County Approved General Plan
Development Pattern policies for the Developing Tier, and it conforms to area master plan land use
recommendations for industrial land use.



Ms. Anne Hodges
Page Two
June 12, 2013

Environmental Planning staff notes that environmental impacts may include short-term impacts on noise,
soils, wetlands, and buffer areas as a result of construction; and approximately 1.5 acres of woodland would
be removed during the construction process. Due to the building expansion and parking lot being proposed
in areas with existing vegetation, Urban Design staff recommends that tree plantings in the remaining green
areas be included to mitigate for the loss of tree canopy on-site.

Enclosed are four memoranda that include the full evaluations and comments summarized above from the
Historic Preservation and Environmental Planning Sections of Countywide Planning Division, the Community
Planning Division, and the Urban Design Section of the Development Review Division.

Thank you again for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this description of proposed action at
Joint Base Andrews. If you should have any additional questions or need additional information, please
contact Fatimah Hasan, Planner Coordinator, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning Division, at
301-952-3580 or at Fatimah.Hasan@ppd.mncppce.org.

Sincerely,

e fost

Fern V. Piret
Planning Director

Enclosures

¢: Derick Berlage, Chief, Countywide Planning Division
Maria Martin, Planning Supervisor, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning Division
Fatimah Hasan, Planner Coordinator, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning Division
Eric Foster, Planning Supervisor, Transportation Planning Section, Countywide Planning Division
Howard Berger, Planning Supervisor, Historic Preservation Section, Countywide Planning Division
Katina Shoulars, Planning Supervisor, Environmental Planning Section, Countywide Planning Division
Cynthia Fenton, Acting Planning Supervisor, Community Planning Division
Ruth Grover, Planner Coordinator, Urban Design Section, Development Review Division
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//
TO: Fatimah Hasan, Planner Coordinator, Special Projects Section {/‘
VIA: Katina Shoulars, Supervisor, Environmental Planning Section\&e
FROM: Chuck Schneider, Senior Planner, Environmental Planning Section QQ)

SUBJECT: MR-13013A Expansion / Consolidation of Base Exchange
Environmental Assessment (May 2013 Draft)
Joint Base Andrews - Naval Air Facility (JBA)

The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed the Environmental Assessment for Expansion /
Consolidation of Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews (JBA) dated May 2013 draft. The proposed
action was evaluated to determine the potential for significant adverse impacts on environmental
resources, including but not limited to air quality, noise, geology and soils, water resources, and
biological resources. The following commentary is based on a review of the EA and an interpretation of
aerial photographs and maps. A site visit was not conducted. The following comments are provided for
your consideration.

Proposed Activity or Action

The proposed action is for the expansion construction to an existing building, which houses the JBA Base
Exchange facility (Base Exchange Building 1811), and combines commercial operations at the base at
one location. There are currently three existing commercial facilities that house similar operations in
close proximity to each other. The remaining two commercial facilities (Home Traditions-Building 1683
and Four Seasons Building 1805) will remain and the use will be changed.

The Base Exchange building has maintained lawn, individual trees and one wooded area. The proposed
development will impact the surrounding wooded and maintained lawn areas. Impacts will be minimized
to the two on-site isolated forested and emergent wetlands and their buffer systems. The provided material
does not provide what the impacts will be to the wetlands, buffers and tree clearing.

Existing Conditions

The land area of the Joint Base Andrews (JBA)-Naval Air Facility Washington (formerly Andrews Air
Force Base) is approximately 4,346 acres. JBA is bounded on the west by Branch Avenue, on the
northwest by Allentown Road, on the north by Suitland Parkway, and on the northeast by Pennsylvania
Avenue, and is surrounded by various types of development.
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The Base Exchange building is the project area which is bounded to the north by Westover Avenue, the
east by Arnold Avenue, the south by G Street, and the west by Brookley Avenue. This building is
adjacent to parking areas, offices, and woodlands.

Noise: The military noise environment consists primarily of three types of noise zones: Low, moderate
and high. Air Force Manual 32-1123(1) defines recommended noise limits from Air Force activities for
established uses of land with respect to environmental noise. The noise environment at all three proposed
sites are classed as a Noise Zone 1 under Air Force Manual recommended noise limits, which indicates a
relatively low noise environment that is acceptable for housing, schools, medical facilities, and other
noise sensitive land uses. No noise sensitive areas are located within 2,000 feet of the proposed locations.

Air Quality: The Clean Air Act, as amended, gives EPA responsibility to establish the primary and
secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that set acceptable concentration levels for
six criteria pollutants; Particulate Matter (measured as both particulate matter and fine particulate matteﬁ
sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone, and lead. While each state has the authority to
adopt standards stricter than those established under the federal program, Maryland accepts the federal
standards.

Federal regulations designate Air Quality Control Regions (AQRSs) in violation of the NAAQS as
nonattainment areas. Federal regulations designate AQCRs with levels below the NAAQS as attainment
areas. According to the severity of the pollution problem, ozone nonattainment areas can be categorized
as marginal, moderate, serious, severe or extreme.

Prince George’s County, and JBA, is within the National Capital Interstate Air Quality Control Region
(AQCR 47). AQCR 47 is in the ozone transport region that includes 12 states and the District of
Columbia. EPA has designated Prince George’s County as follows: Moderate nonattainment for the 1997
8-hour ozone (03); nonattainment for the 1997 fine particulate matter (PM 2.5); and attainment for all
other criteria pollutants.

Earth/Geological Resources: Joint Base Andrews is located on a plateau between the Anacostia and
Potomac River. The review area has elevations between 262 to 270 feet above mean sea level.

Because of the considerable amount of development over the years, the project area contains Urban land
and Udorthents, which is land that is altered by disturbance to the extent that the original soil series
cannot be identified. The remaining areas of the site are underlain with the soil types Aquasco silt loam,
Hoghole-Grosstown, and Woodstown sandy loam. The area located at the corner of Westover and
Brookley Avenues and the southwestern portion of the existing building is comprised of Aquasco silt
loam. This soil drains poorly and has a high water table 10 to 16 inches from the surface.

Water Resources: The site is located within the Washington Metro Watershed and drains north to
Henson Creek which flows into the Potomac River basin. The on-site waters are not Tier I waterways or
within a Stronghold Watershed.

Regional water-supply aquifers are several hundred feet below ground surface, and no recharge areas are
located on JBA. No groundwater is used for human consumption on the base.
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In 2005 JBA completed a study of the 100-year floodplains on the base. Floodplains are generally limited
to small streams and the area immediately adjacent to the streams. No floodplains are located on the Base
Exchange site.

In accordance with the Clean Water Act, projects at JBA that involve the filling of wetlands would
require Section 404 permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and Nontidal Wetland Permit
from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). A Jurisdictional Determination (JD) with a
file name of CENAB-OP-RMS (AAFB EXCHANGE) 2010-03339 was performed on the subject site by
the COE to assess if wetlands or streams are present. Two isolated non-tidal wetland systems were
identified on the north side of the existing building and between the building and Westover Avenue. No
other regulated features were identified within the Base Exchange investigation.

Biological Resources: Nearly 80 percent of JBA is developed or intensely managed. The remaining
patches of vegetation on unimproved areas consist of a mixed hardwood forest. The plants and animals
found on JBA are typical of those found in the Atlantic Coastal Plain area. A small area of woodlands
and maintained lawn are found to the north of the existing Base Exchange Building.

Rare, Threatened or Endangered (RTE) species surveys have been performed on the site periodically. A
federal endangered species, sandplain gerardia (Agalinis acuta), was identified during a 1994 field survey,
but has not been found in subsequent surveys. The Updated 2007 Base Natural Resource Management
Plan does not identify any RTE species within the Base Exchange Building vicinity area.

Environmental Consequences

Noise: Short-term increases in noise would result from the use of construction and demolition equipment.
No long-term increases in the overall noise environment would be expected from implementing the
proposed action.

Air Quality: The proposed action could affect air quality through airborne dust and other pollutants and
temporary generated during construction and demolition. Air quality impacts would be considered minor
unless the emissions would contribute to a violation of any federal, state or local air regulations.

Earth/Geological Resources: Short-term impacts on soils would be expected from construction
activities. No long-term effect on soils would be expected.

Water Resources: No adverse effects on water resources would be expected from implementing the
proposed action. Minor impacts to the two on-site isolated wetlands and buffers areas are expected due to
their location to the construction footprint of the expansion project. A Joint Federal and State Wetlands
Disturbance Application will need to be applied for prior to construction. A Nontidal Wetland Permit
from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) is required for this activity. If wetlands
impacts are not avoidable, mitigation then be applied in accordance with state requirements.

All construction will be conducted in accordance with erosion control and stormwater runoff laws and
regulations to prevent any adverse effects on water quality. NPDES Permits for Stormwater Associated
with Construction Activities would be obtained as well as the approval from MDE of a Stormwater
Management Plan before any construction activity would begin.
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Biological Resources: The Base Exchange expansion project shows proposed development within the
on-site woodland area. The documents provided do not identify how much woodlands are being removed
as part of this process. Using PGAtlas.com as a tool to determine how much woodland would be cleared
as part of the project indicates that approximately 1.5 acres of woodlands would be removed for this
development. Federal facilities are not subject to local application of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat
Conservation Ordinance, but will be reviewed by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources for
adherence to the Clean Water Act. The habitat on the wooded site provides a diverse habitat for plants
and animals, but does not support federally or state-listed species.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment for the construction and
Operation of a Battalion Headquarters for the U.S. Army Priority Air Transport at Joint Base Andrews-
Naval Air Facility. If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact the Environmental
Planning Section at 301-952-3650.

I:\Environ\Interagency Coordination \Federal Projects \MR-13013A JBA Base Exchange Expansion EA. acs



Prince George’s County Planning Department
Community Planning South Division
301-952-3972

June 3,2013
MEMORANDUM
TO: Fatimah Hasan, Planner Coordinator, Countywide Planning Division
VIA: Ivy Lewis, Chief, Community Planning Division
FROM: Cynthia Fenton, Acting Supervisor, Community Planﬁing Division

SUBJECT: MR-13013A: Joint Base Andrews Expansion and Consolidation of Base Exchange

DETERMINATIONS

General Plan: This application is consistent with the 2002 General Plan Development Pattern policies for
the Developing Tier.

Master Plan: This application conforms to master plan land use recommendations for industrial land use.

BACKGROUND
Location: Joint Base Andrews
Size: 166,864 square feet

Existing Use: Federal facility

Proposal: Expansion and consolidation of the Base Exchange including 55,282 square feet of new
construction and 111,582 square feet of renovation for:

--Construction of a food court retail space and merchandise processing area (MPA);

--Construction of the administrative offices and the military clothing sales store (MCSS); and,
--Interior renovations to the sales “check-out” area and the Base Exchange (BX), including parking
modifications.

GENERAL PLAN, MASTER PLAN AND SMA

2002 General Plan: As a federal facility, Joint Base Andrews is not specifically governed by the 2002
Prince George’s County General Plan, which recommends development patterns based on tiers and
focused growth at transit oriented centers and corridors. Joint Base Andrews operates under its own 2010
General Plan Update which proposes developing a Town Center as a pedestrian oriented central hub for
base activities. The JBA General Plan also creates an Operations Quadrant that clusters operations related
facilities.



Master Plan: Joint Base Andrews is included in several master plans, including the 2013 Approved
Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan, the 2009 Approved Marlboro Pike Sector
Plan, the 2007 Approved Westphalia Sector Plan and Sectional Map Amendment and the 2004
Mellwood/Westphalia Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment. These plans identify Joint
Base Andrews as a continuing industrial use, with impacts including noise and accident potential.

Planning Area/

Community: P.A. 77 - Melwood

Land Use: Federal facility/industrial

Environmental: See the Environmental Planning Section referral for comments from the 2005

Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan.

Historic Resources:  There are multiple historic resources on the property, none of which appear to be
impacted by this proposal.

Transportation: The property has direct access to Allentown Road, Branch Avenue (MD 5) and
Dower House Road.

Public Facilities: No public facilities have been designated on the subject property.
Parks & Trails: There are no trails or parks
SMA/Zoning: The 2004 Mellwood/Westphalia Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map

Amendment retained the property in the I-1 zone.
PLANNING ISSUES

The 2009 Joint Base Andrews Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) identifies economic development
recommendations as priorities for implementation. Recommendations include attracting uses “in the base
vicinity that would better serve base personnel and the local community.” Master plans including the
Central Branch Avenue Corridor Revitalization Sector Plan and initiatives such as the Andrews Working
Group seek to have the base work collaboratively with the County to promote and facilitate
redevelopment and revitalization adjacent to the base to provide greater opportunities for the local
community and base personnel to patronize local businesses.

Growth and expansion of commercial service and retail uses off-base to serve the base
community is a County objective though outside the scope of this referral. The Base Exchange includes a
barber shop, beauty salon, retails stores and food court. Providing these and other uses off-base would
help to redevelop the surrounding communities to better serve the base, where the uses could benefit both
communities. JBA has expressed an interest in having wider retail and service options available to base
personnel in proximity to the base; however, the amount of retail and commercial services that can be
supported by the existing market (most of which is concentrated on the base) is limited, so further
expansion of retail and commercial services on the base should be reconsidered.

G Ivy A. Lewis, Chief, Community Planning Division
Long-range Agenda Notebook

I:\Referrals\Federal Referrals\IBA Base Exchange Consolidation and Expansion 6-3-13.docx
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May 30, 2013

MEMORANDUM

TO: Fatimah Hasan, Planner Coordinator,
Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning

F
VIA: R6 I"1 ‘TVU{ Ruth Grover, Planner Coordinator, Urban Design Section

FROM: “fYM'LF Meika Fields, Senior Planner, Urban Design Section

SUBJECT: Mandatory Referral MR-13013A
Expansion/Consolidation of Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air
Facility

The Urban Design Section is in receipt of information provided in support of Mandatory Referral MR-
13013A, Expansion/Consolidation of Base Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility

Center, which is being reviewed as part of the Mandatory Referral Review Process pursuant to Maryland
Annotated Code, Article 28, Section 7-112 and Section 27-294 of the Prince George’s County Zoning
Ordinance. The proposal includes a 111,582-square-foot building renovation, and a 55,282-squre-foot
expansion of the existing building for a total 166,864-square-foot building; and a new employee parking
lot.

An environmental assessment was provided with the information submitted, and includes a general layout
of the proposed site design. No architectural elevations or landscape plans were provided for evaluation,
so the Urban Design Section is unable to comment on those aspects of the proposal. If the applicant were
to submit architecture or landscape plans for the proposal, the Urban Design Section would evaluate this
information. The building expansion and parking lot are proposed in areas with existing vegetation. Staff
recommends that the proposal include additional tree plantings in green areas that are to remain to make
up for the loss of tree canopy on-site for the proposed building addition and new surface parking lot.



The page intentionally left blank.



Attainable

; S
D; Sustainable

i

Maryiand Depart'fn“étnt of Planning

June 17,2013

Ms. Anne Hodges

Asset Optimization

Department of the Air Force

11 CES/CEAC

3466 North Carolina Avenue
Joint Base Andrews, MD 20762

\J U \
State Application Identifier: MD20130514-0306
Applicant:  Department of the Air Force
Project Description: Environmental Assessment (EA): Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at Joint
Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George's County, Maryland
Project Location: Prince George's County
Approving Authority: U.S. Department of Defense DOD/USAF
Recommendation:  Consistent with Qualifying Comment(s)

Dear Ms. Hodges:

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 34.02.01.04-.06, the State
Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter constitutes the State
process review and recommendation. This recommendation is valid for a period of three years from the date of this letter.

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Department(s) of Natural Resources, Transportation, the
Environment; Maryland Military Department; Prince George's County; Maryland National Capital Parks and Planning
Commission - Prince George's County; and the Maryland Department of Planning, including Maryland Historical Trust.
As of this date. Marvland Military Departmeni; Prince George's County; have not submitted comments,

The Maryland Department(s) of Transportation; Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the
Maryland Department of Planning; Maryland Historical Trust found this project to be consistent with their plans,
programs, and objectives.

The Maryland Department of Transportation has noted, as far as can be determined at this time, the subject has no
unacceptable impacts on the plans or programs of the Department of Transportation.

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission stated, the site is subject to Federal wetland regulations
and will be reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers for any wetland and wetland buffer impacts. Staff has no additional
comments at this time. Further comments will be provided at the time of mandatory referral review.,

Martin O'Malley, Governor Richard Eberhart Hali, AICE, Secretary
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Matthew J. Power, Deputy Secretary

301 West Preston Street - Suite 1101 - Bailtimore - Maryland - 21201
Tel: 410.767.4500 - Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 - TTY users: Maryland Retay - Planning.Maryland.gov
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The Maryland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have "no effect” on historic properties and that the
federal and/or State historic preservation requirements have been met,

The Maryland Department(s) of Natural Resources, and Environment found this project to be generally consistent with
their plans, programs, and objectives, but included certain qualifying comments summarized below.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources provided the following comments for consideration:

The Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) proposes to renovate and expand the existing Base Exchange at
Joint Base Andrews — Naval Air Facility Washington (JBA-NAFW). The proposed construction/renovation activities to
replace existing retail and wellness/fitness facilities for military personnel and their families would total approximately
160, 864 square feet or an estimated 55,282 square feet of new construction and 111,552 square feet of renovation, This
significant JBA-NAFW project includes demolition, construction and renovation of numerous facilities, and the
construction of new parking spaces for employees. It is important to note a Federal Consistency Determination is
included as an appendix to the EA, which details how this project will be consistent with the policies of the Maryland
Coastal Program.

Purpose and Need: The EA, while stating that the existing Base Exchange facilities are not up to standards and
inadequate to meet current customer needs, it does not provide reasonable supporting documentation to support these
assertions or justify the urgent need for this project (This same conclusion was offered by U.S. EPA Region [11). This
request for supporting information is reasonable since the EA also states that this proposed new facility will be replaced
by a new Base Exchange located near the planned Community Center in 2025, as discussed in the JBA-NAFW General
Plan. Further, there are additional military and commercial retail complexes and wellness facilities already available in
the Metro D.C region.

Sustainabie Transportation: As also noted by U.S. EPA Region III, the proposed project does not address alternate
parking structures and why the additional parking spaces are need for employees. And, as noted by the Maryland
National Planning Cominission, the proposal does not adequately address sustainable transportation principles such as
providing alternatives to automobiles (pedestrian, bicycles, mass transit) as well minimizing impermeable parking
surfaces.

Support of Executive Order 13508-Chesapealke Bay Protection and Restoration: The EA does not address how this
project will address this mandate to federal agencies to do their part to clean up and restore the Chesapeake Bay, including
how the project will address climate change.

Sustainable Design, Technologies and Practices: A stated goal of the project is the use of sustainable design principles
and adaptive reuse of facilities. To the extent possible, green and sustainable choices should be deployed. These include
recycling and reusing materials, maximizing energy efficiency, conservation and renewable energy and supporting local
and regional agriculture. Ground-source heat pumps, energy efficient appliances, doors and windows, combined
heating/cooling and power systems, solar panels and passive solar gain should also be considered in building design in
combination with the above to provide reliable comfort to customers and employees with minimum ecological impact.
Green roofs, permeable pavement, planting of trees and other vegetation proximate to the building (such as rain gardens
and community vegetable gardens) could help reduce both “heat island effect” and help with onsite stormwater
management. All of the above also provide opportunities for green jobs and training and improve the livability of the Base
community and economic vitality of the proposed project.
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The Maryland Department of the Environment provided the following comments for consideration:

1. If the applicant suspects that asbestos is present in any portion of the structure that will be renovated/demolished, then
the applicant should contact the Community Environmental Services Program, Air and Radiation Management
Administration at (410) 537-3215 to learn about the State's requirements for asbestos handling.

2. Construction, renovation and/or demolition of buildings and roadways must be performed in conformance with State
regulations pertaining to "Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction” (COMAR 26.11.06.03D),
requiring that during any construction and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken to prevent particulate
matter, such as fugitive dust, fromn becoming airborne.

3. If boilers or other equipment capable of producing emissions are installed as a result of this project, the applicant is
requested to obtain a permit to construct from MDE's Air and Radiation Management Administration for this equipment,
unless the applicant determines that a permit for this equipment is not required under State regulations pertaining to
"Permits, Approvals, and Registration” (COMAR 26.11.02.). A review for toxic air pollutants should be performed.
Please contact the New Source Permits Division, Air and Radiation Management Administration at (410) 537-3230 to
learn about the State's requirements and the permitting processes for such devices.

4. If soil contamination is present, a permit for soil remediation is required from MDE's Air and Radiation Management
Administration. Please contact the New Source Permits Division, Ait and Radiation Management Administration at (410)
537-3230 to learn about the State's requirements for these permits.

5. If any project can be considered regionally significant, such as a shopping mall, a sports arena, industrial complex, or
an office complex, the project may need to be identified to the regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO).
Project managers who need a permit to connect their projects to a State or federal highway should contact the Planning
Division of the Planning and Monitoring Program, Air and Radiation Management Administration, at (410) 537-3240 for

further guidance.

6. If a project receives federal funding, approvals and/or permits, and will be located in a nonattainment area or
maintenance area for ozone or carbon monoxide, the applicant should determine whether emissions from the project will
exceed the thresholds identified in the federal rule on general conformity, If the project emissions will be greater than 25
tons per year, contact Brian Hug, Air and Radiation Management Administration, at (410) 537-412$ for further
information regarding threshold limits.

7. Fossil fuel fired power plants emit large quantities of suifur oxide and nitrogen oxides, which cause acid rain. In
addition, nitrogen oxide emissions contribute to the problem of global warming and also combine with volatile organic
compounds to form smog. The MDE supports energy conservation, which reduces the demand for electricity and
therefore, reduces overall emissions of harmful air pollutants. For these reasons, MDE recommends that the builders use
energy efficient lighting, computers, insulation and any other energy efficient equipment. Contact the U.S. EPA at (202)
233-9120 to learn more about the voluntary Green Lights Program which encourages businesses to install energy-efficient

lighting systems.

8. The applicant should be advised that no cutback asphalt should be used during the months of June, July and August.

Aartin O'Malley, Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP, Secretary
wony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Matthew J. Power, Deputy Secretary
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10. Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks, which may be utilized, must be installed and maintained
in accordance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. Underground storage tanks must be registered and
the installation must be conducted and performed by a contractor certified to install underground storage tanks by the
Land Management Administration in accordance with COMAR 26.10. Contact the Oil Control Program at (410) 537

3442 for additional information.

11. If the proposed project involves demolition — Any above ground or underground petroleum storage tanks that may be
on site must have contents and tanks along with any contamination removed. Please contact the Qil Control Program at
(410) 537-3442 for additional information.

12. Any solid waste including construction, demolition and land clearing debris, generated from the subject project, must
be properly disposed of at a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled if possible. Contact the Solid Waste
Program at (410) 537-3315 for additional information regarding solid waste activities and contact the Waste Diversion
and Utilization Program at (410) 537-33 14 for additional information regarding recycling activities.

13. Any contract specifying “lead paint abatement” must comply with Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.16.01
- Accreditation and Training for Lead Paint Abatement Services. If a property was built before 1950 and will be used as
rental housing, then compliance with COMAR 26.16.02 - Reduction of Lead Risk in Housing; and Environment Article
Title 6, Subtitle 8, is required. Additional guidance regarding projects where lead paint may be encountered can be
obtained by contacting the Environmental Lead Division at (410) 537-3825.

Any statement of consideration given to the comments(s) should be submitted to the approving authority, with a
copy to the State Clearinghouse. The State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any correspondence
pertaining to this project. The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the approving authority cannot accommodate

the recommendation.

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you need assistance or
have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail at
srichardson@mdp.state.md.us. Also please complete the attached form and return it to the State Clearinghouse as
soon as the status of the project is known. Any substitutions of this form must include the State Application Identifier
Number, This will ensure that our files are complete.

Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process.

Sincere

nda C. Janey, J.D., Assistant Segretary

LCIJ:SR

Enclosure(s)

cc: Greg Golden - DNR  Amanda Degen — MDE Melinda Gretsinger —- MDOT  Lawrence Leone - MILT
Beverly Warfield - Jay Mangalvedhe - Peter Conrad - MDPL
PGEO MNCPPCP Beth Cole - MHT

13-0306 CRR.CLS.doc
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PROJECT STATUS FORM

Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been
approved or not approved by the approving authority.

TO: Maryland State Clearinghouse DATE:
Maryland Department of Planning (Please fill in the date form completed)
301 West Preston Street
Room 1104
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305
FROM: PHONE: - -
{Name of person completing this form.) {Area Code & Phone number)
RE: State Application Identifier: MD20130514-0306
Project Description: Environmental Assessment (EA): Expansion and Consolidation of the Base
Exchange at Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George's County,
Maryland

PROJECT APPROVAL

This project/plan was: D Approved DApproved with Modification D Disapproved

Name of Approving Authority: Date Approved:

FUNDING APPROVAL

The funding (if applicable) s been approved for the perviod of:
, 201 to , 201 as follows:

Federal $: Local $: State $: Other $:

OTHER

Further conment or explanation is attuched

Martin O'Malley, Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP, Secretary
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Matthew J. Power, Deputy Secretary

. MDPCH-1F | 301 West Preston Street - Suite 1101 - Baitimore - Maryland - 21201
Tel: 410.767.4500 - Toll Free: 1 877,767 6272 - TIY users: Marvland Relav - Plannina Marviand.cov
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COMMENT MATRIX

Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at
Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George’s County, Maryland

Name

EA Section

EA Page #

Comment

Response

USEPA Region
"

2.2.4 and
41.1

2-4 and 4-1

Land Use:

Page 2-4 states, “Alternative 1 would not be
consistent with the future land use in the 2010 General
Plan Update. That is, the site of the existing BX is zoned
as Industrial, precluding its long-term future use for other
purposes. However, this alternative is consistent with the
terms of the MOA which allows for the expansion of the
existing BX and the new construction of a BX as part of
the Town Center development (Alternative 3) sometime
after 2025.”

Page 4-1 states, “The existing BX is currently part
of the ‘Community’ land use designation, while the future
land use is identified as ‘Industrial.” There appears to be a
discrepancy in the existing BX land use designation.
Please clarify if the existing BX land use is zoned
‘Community’ or “Industrial’ and identify the future land
use designation. Also, please explain if the MOA
supersedes the 2010 General Plan Update. Zoning and the
MOA terms allowing for expansion and construction of a
BX as part of the Town Center development seem to be
two different issues.

What is the protocol for zoning changes?

It may have been helpful to have included the MOA
as an Appendix.

The MOA is provided as an appendix to the
EA.

The existing land use for the BX is
community; however, the future land use is zoned as
industrial. Section 2.2.4 has been updated to clarify
the existing and future land use.

Figures 2-1
and 2-2

Land Use:

As noted on Figure 2-2, a surface parking area is
proposed. The parking lot south of the proposed expansion
appears to be large.

What is the projected use of the existing parking
lot?

The project design and final project will result
in meeting the requirement of one employee parking
space for every 1.5 employees. Currently, employee
parking is co-located with customer parking on the
south side of the store; there is no controlling limit
on the availability of parking for staff. The proposed
project will relocate approximately 60 parking
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COMMENT MATRIX

Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at
Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George’s County, Maryland

Name

EA Section

EA Page #

Comment

Response

Has there been a study conducted to determine if
there is a need for the proposed employee parking lot?

Can a portion of the existing parking lot be
designated employee parking only?

If there is a need for additional parking, has
consideration been made to providing an elevated parking
structure on at least a portion of the existing parking lot in
an effort to preserve natural resources?

spaces near the NW side of the building at the
employee entrance to be used exclusively for the
employees. The number of employees will vary
during the work day, however, the anticipated peak
number of employees that will be on location
utilizing employee parking at the Exchange would
be 92 meeting the 1:1.5 ratio.

The BX renovation / expansion project will
consolidate the Home Traditions, and Four Seasons
operations, located in separate buildings away from
the main store, into the expanded main store.
Customer and employee parking from these two off-
site operations will be consolidated into the main
store, thereby reducing the overall parking counts by
approximately 282 spaces. Van / car pool parking
will be provided, as will accessible parking to
comply with accessible parking requirements
throughout the site. All along the south side of the
Exchange at the front entrances parking spaces are
being replaced to accommodate for a safer / wider
traffic flow that will also enhance pedestrian and
bicycle access to the building.

Thus, with the consolidation and expansion of
the store there will be a reduction in the overall
parking count. The project intent is to re-use the
existing parking areas and any adaptation to the
south side parking area will be minimal. The net
result in the customer parking will meet the
Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital and
Prince George’s County requirements and
recommendations of re-using existing hardscape
areas, reducing the number of parking spaces,
segregating employee parking, and providing van /
car pool parking. This can be accomplished without

20f21




COMMENT MATRIX

Environmental Assessment for the Expansion and Consolidation of the Base Exchange at
Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, Prince George’s County, Maryland

Name

EA Section

EA Page #

Comment

Response

constructing a parking structure. Relocating
employee parking to an area behind the store and
adjacent to the employee entrance will facilitate
management of employee parking usage. The project
retains, and in fact reduces, the size of the surface
parking area on the south side of the building
resulting in no increased site disturbance or
environmental impact associated with the
construction of a parking structure.

The expansion/consolidation is an interim step
until the Exchange is ready to move into the JB
Andrews Town Center in 2030, per a Memorandum
of Agreement with the installation. A permanent
parking structure is not practical and will not meet
the planned follow on redevelopment of this area as
an industrial support area.

General

Land Use:

EPA is concerned with an increase in impervious
surface and runoff. Please discuss how runoff will be
controlled to allow for infiltration

Environmental Site Design (ESD) measures
will be used to the maximum extent practicable to
provide water quality treatment for stormwater
runoff. ESD measures to be used are anticipated to
include, but are not limited to: bioswales and micro-
bioretention facilities. Permeable pavement was also
considered, but was ruled out due to the poor
permeabilit