


From: Marianne Simko

To: Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-
250.0);

Subject: WRP EA

Date: Friday, May 16, 2008 8:10:52 AM

Mr. Bundick,

After reading the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Wallops Research
Park (WRP), dated April 2008, | would like to express my concern for the
preservation of Wallops Park.

Wallops Park is a unique resource in Accomack county. The nature trails
and wooded area to the west of the ballfield could not be replicated in
another area. As stated in the EA, "The forest and wetland communities
within the WRP site are representative of mature communities that were
once common on the Eastern Shore, but now are unusual for their
maturity and intact condition."

Have you ever walked on the trails in this area? A brief stroll through
woods in unlike anything else in the area. The hills and ravines are not
only a popular training area for cross country runners but seem to take
the casual stroller to another place and time.

The EA is not very consistent in its protection of the wooded area to the
southwest, west, and northwest of the ballfield. Although the maps
(Figure 3) show a 100-foot buffer, which appears to extend to the edge of
the tree line, the woods are deeper than 100 feet. This figure also
includes a note "nature trails to be retained," but the proposed action
states that the nature trails would be relocated.

Accomack county has very few park or playground areas available to its
residents. We live in an area of vast natural beauty, but with very few
public areas to access it. Accomack county does not have nor could they
build a wooded paradise which would offer comparable recreation and
natural beauty as does the wooded area which buffers the wetlands of
Wallops Park.

I urge Accomack county, NASA Wallops Flight Facility, and the Wallops
Research Park to preserve the forested area buffering the wetlands,
through stronger and more consistent language in its EA and resulting
agreements.



Sincerely,
Marianne Simko
Atlantic, VA



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SURFACE COMBAT SYSTEMS CENTER
30 BATTLE GROUP WAY 5090
WALLOPS ISLAND, VIRGINIA 23337-5000 Ser X31/ 288
14 May 2008

MEMORANDUM

From: Surface Combat Systems Center, Wallops Island
To: NASA Wallops Flight Facility, Environmental
ATTN: Shari Silbert

Subj: REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR WALLOPS
RESEARCH PARK OF APRIL 2008

1. The following observations, comments, and questions
regarding Wallops Research Park Environmental Assessment are
submitted pr consideration.

a. There is no mention of Cropper Center, which is located
within the area boundaries.

b. Would the entire site be graded and cleared before
specific users were identified, or would each site be cleared as

needed?

c. Will there be any attempt to develop the wetlands and
floodplains last?

d. What is the enforcement tool for compliance to proper
procedures for the industries resident at the Research Park?

e. What are the covenants or controls? Such items should
be included.

f. What role will WFF play? Will there be oversight on
such internal affairs as training, hazardous materials use,
boiler maintenance, sound levels, and permit compliance? What
force will require compliance? Will NASA include WRP in such
compliance as ICP, air permits, discharge permits, etc. Will
NASA Fire Company respond to spills, accidents, and fires? TIf
each tenant needs an EPA generator number, why are NASA hazmat
controls relevant?

g. Will fully fueled rockets be transported over public
roads presenting a significant safety hazard?

i. There will be a number of impacts on the local support
economy, not only for the businesses but for the new residents.
Positive aspects of these impacts will be historically exceeded



Subj: REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR WALLOPS
RESEARCH PARK OF APRIL 2008

by negative economic impact of development. What is the plan to
support county funding for road improvement, better emergency
services, additional school students, and new medical demands?

j. Page v - What is the cumulative impact of all parking
lots on Mosquito Creek? What sort of landscape filtering would
be required, as opposed to ‘encouraged’?

k. Page vii - Will vehicle maintenance be enforced on
contractors?

1. Page viii - Many minor impacts to the air - what is the
cumulative impact of all the solvents? There are homes in the
area, which could not reasonably be expected to use hearing
protection at all times. Will any of these activities impact
those homes?

m. Page x - Much depends on the covenants. These should
be an appendix. What are the considerations for agquatic
species, both commercial and non-commercial? Parking lots will
have a significant negative impact on aquatic life in an area
heavily used by both recreational and commercial watermen.

n. Page xi - The population increase will have significant
impact, since the largest community in Accomack is only 4,000
people. The WRP would be the second largest community in the
county. What about the water? Wallops is located on a sole-
source aquifer. Will there be enough for all that industry plus
the people? Roads aren’t built for heavy traffic. Is there land
already available? Does the County Parks & Recreation agree?
Where would the money come from to rebuild?

0. Page xii - According to your Cultural Resources
Assessment (2003), this area has high sensitivity for
prehistoric, and moderate sensitivity for historic resources.
Who is conducting the survey for historical artifacts before
bulldozers move earth for each facility. Or does the James
River Institute study suffice? (p. 37).

p. Page viii - Will upgrading the local state roads be
included in development plans? The local roads are already

busy; adding this many new employees will be significant.

g. 1.1.1 - Cropper Center is not included.



Subj: REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR WALLOPS
RESEARCH PARK OF APRIL 2008

r. 3.2.1 - Land use ignores both the Cropper Center and
the Marine Science Consortium.

s. Figure 7 - Include the 100-year floodplain.

t. 3.2.4 - Noise sensitive land uses within or adjacent to
the project area are the homes along the adjacent roads and the
Marine Science Consortium. There are many homes within 4.5

miles.

u. 3.2.5 - Would WFF provide HW pickup and training to the
WRP businesses?

v. 4.2.1.2 - How would WRP tenants be required to
revegetate, use natural landscaping, or anything else?

w. 4.2.2.3 - How is cumulative impact being handled? If
each facility is a small increase in storm-carried pollutants
and storm surge, the overall impact of the WRP could still be a
significant increase not addressed anywhere.

Xx. 4.2.3 - How will vehicle maintenance be enforced on
contractors who do not work for NASA. How will watering down to
prevent dust be enforced.

y. 4.2.5 - Are hazardous wastes handled through NASA?
Would NASA’s ICP be expanded to include the WRP? Would
hazardous materials be included in NASA’s database?

z. 4.3.1 - Is bulldozing and clearing happening in hopes
of attracting tenants, or specifically for a given tenant?

aa. 4.4.2 - How will recreational facilities be rebuilt?
What is the source of the funding? Does the County agree to
moving their park? Under Alternative One, doesn’t the county
lose the park entirely? Wouldn’t that be a significant impact?

bb. 4.4.4 - Will there be funds available to help local
emergency response agencies beef up to support an industrial
park and for the extra residents? Local agencies, especially
the volunteer agencies, are stretched thin. Need to determine
how many persons these agencies can handle.



L. Preston Bryant, Ir.
Secretary of Natural Resources

Joseph H. Maroon
Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA  ECENVED

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION JUN G4 2

203 Governor Street

Richmond. Virginia 23219-2010
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 6, 2008 —revised June 4, 2008
TO: John E. Fisher, DEQ _
. S S (R
FROM: Robert S. Munson, Planning Bureau Manager, DCR-DPRR + ™~ !

SUBIJECT: DEQ 08-086F: NASA/Wallops Research Park, Accomack County

Division of Natural Heritage

The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has searched its
Biotics Data System for occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted
map. Natural heritage resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and
animal species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.

According to the information currently in our files, a Bald Eagle nest site (Haliaeetus leucocephalus,
G5/S2S3B,S3N/NL/LT) has been documented in the project vicinity. Bald Eagle nest sites are often
found in the midst of large wooded areas near marshes or other bodies of water (Byrd, 1991). Bald Eagles
feed on fish, waterfowl, seabirds (Campbell et. al., 1990), various mammals and carrion (Terres, 1980).
Threats to this species include human disturbance of nest sites (Byrd, 1991), habitat loss, biocide
contamination, decreasing food supply and illegal shooting (Herkert, 1992). Please note that this species
is currently classified as threatened by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF).

In addition, there is potential for the Sheep-laurel (Kalmia angustifolia, G5/S2/NL/NL) to be present
within the project limits. Sheep-laurel is a state rare plant found primarily in acidic soils. Its range
stretches from Newfoundland and Labrador to Virginia, and as far west as Michigan and Ontario. This
plant blooms from May to July. While common across the eastern seaboard, sheep-laurel is very rare and
imperiled in Virginia (Gleason and Cronquist, 1991), with 12 remaining local occurrences.

Due to the potential for this site to support populations of Sheep-laurel, DCR recommends an inventory
for the resource in the study area. With the survey results we can more accurately evaluate potential
impacts to natural heritage resources and offer specific protection recommendations for minimizing
impacts to the documented resources. In addition, due to the legal status of the Bald Eagle, DCR
recommends coordination with the VDGIF to ensure compliance with protected species legislation.

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), DCR

State Parks * Soil and Water Conservation « Natural Heritage » Outdoor Recreation Planning
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance « Dam Safety and Floodplain Management » Land Conservation



represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered
plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or insects.

Furthermore, our files do not indicate the presence of any State Natural Area Preserves under DCR’s
Jurisdiction in the project vicinity.

New and updated information is continually added to Biotics. Please contact DCR for an update on this
natural heritage information if a significant amount of time passes before it is utilized.

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries maintains a database of wildlife locations,
including threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters, that may contain
information not documented in this letter. Their database may be accessed from

www.dgif virginia.gov/wildlifeinfo_map/index.html, or contact Shirl Dressler at (804)367-6913.

Division of Soil and Water Conservation

Federal agencies and their authorized agents conducting regulated land disturbing activities on private and
public lands in the state must comply with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law and
Regulations (VESCL&R), Virginia Stormwater Management Law and Regulations (VSWML&R), and
other applicable federal nonpoint source pollution mandates (e.g. Clean Water Act-Section 313, Federal
Consistency under the Coastal Zone Management Act). Clearing and grading activities, installation of
staging areas, parking lots, roads, buildings, utilities, or other structures, soil/dredge spoil areas, or related
land conversion activities that disturb 10,000 square feet or greater would be regulated by VESCL&R and
those that disturb one acre or greater would be covered by VSWML&R. Accordingly, the sponsoring
federal agency should prepare and implement erosion and sediment control (ESC) and stormwater
management (SWM) plans to ensure compliance with state law. The sponsoring federal agency is
ultimately responsible for achieving project compliance through oversight of on site contractors, regular
field inspection, prompt action against non-compliant sites, and/or other mechanisms consistent with
agency policy. The agency is highly encouraged to contact DCR’s Watershed Office and/or the local
ESC and SWM authorities to obtain plan development, implementation assistance and to ensure project
conformance during and after active construction. /Reference: VESCL $10.1-567; VSWML §10.1-603.15]

A copy of the document titled, DCR Urban Programs Contact Information, is available at
http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/soil_&_water/documents/UrbanStaffContacts.pdf for directing

requests for assistance to the appropriate DCR office for consideration. Specific questions regarding
requirements for the Virginia General (VSMP) Permit for Discharges of Stormwater From Construction
Activities should be directed to Ms. Holly Sepety, at (804) 225-2613.

Division of Dam Safety and Floodplain Management

The Flood Plain Management Program of DCR has reviewed the subject project, and has the following
comments: the western edge of the area for this project contains designated floodplain on the flood map,
an AE zone along Wattsville Branch and Little Mosquito Creek with a base flood elevation (BFE, the 1%,
“100-year” flood) of seven feet. The majority of the project area is above the 5-foot elevation, based on
the topographic map for the area.

According to the Executive Summary, “for the construction that would take place within the floodplain,
WRP partners and tenants would ensure that the action complies with EO 11988 (Floodplain
Management) and 14 CFR 1216.2 (NASA regulations on Floodplain and Wetland Management),
including notifying the public of actions that would occur within the floodplain. The WRP would obtain



any required permits for construction within the floodplain and would minimize floodplain impacts and
protect and restore the natural and beneficial functions of floodplains to the maximum extent possible.”

Based on the principles of flood plain management, there are no objections to this project. All applicable
permits for the project must be obtained and evidence of such provided to the NFIP-participating
community (Accomack County) prior to commencement of construction.

The remaining DCR divisions have no comments regarding the scope of this project. Thank you for the

opportunity to comment.

Ce: Amy Ewing, VDGIF
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION OF AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS APPLICABLE TO AIR QUALITY

TO: John E. Fisher DEQ - OEIA PROJECT NUMBER: 08 — 086F
PROJECT TYPE: [[]1 STATE EA/EIR X FEDERAL EA/ EIS [] ScC

RECEIVED

~

PROJECT TITLE: WALLOPS RESEARCH PARK MAY 12 d

[[] CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION/CERTIFICATION

PROJECT SPONSOR: NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADM|N|§TRATIQ&Q¢’§§5§§Eﬂ‘é;:é&?iiﬁg%
fmpact Revisd

PROJECT LOCATION: X OZONE ATTAINMENT AREA

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTSMAY BE APPLICABLE TO: X CONSTRUCTION
] OPERATION

TATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD REGULATIONS THAT MAY APPLY:
[ ] 9VAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 E — STAGE |
[] 9VAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 F — STAGE II Vapor Recovery
[ 9VAC 5-40-5490 et seq. — Asphalt Paving operations
X 9 VAC 5-40-5600 et seq. — Open Burning
X 9 VAC 5-50-60 et seq. Fugitive Dust Emissions
[] 9VAC 5-50-130 et seq. - Odorous Emissions; Applicable to
[
[]
L

O

9 VAC 5-50-160 et seq. — Standards of Performance for Toxic Poliutants

9 VAC 5-50-400 Subpart , Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources,

designates standards of performance for the

9 VAC 5-80-10 et seq. of the regulations — Permits for Stationary Sources

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

PSD areas. This rule may be applicable to the

11. [] 9 VAC 5-80-2000 et seq. of the regulations — New and modified sources located in
non-attainment areas

12. [[] 9 VAC 5-80-800 et seq. Of the regulations — Operating Permits and exemptions. This

rule may be applicable to

- O

0

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT:

DATE: May 9, 2008

(Kotur S. Narasimhan)
Office of Air Data Analysis
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Fisher,John

From: Ewing, Amy (DGIF)

Sent:  Wednesday, May 14, 2008 2:27 PM

To: Fisher,John

Subject: ESSLog# 24258_08-086F-Wallops Research Park EA and Consistency

We have reviewed the subject project which includes the development of a 232-acre parcel adjacent to Wallops Flight facility in
Accomack County.

According to our records, state Threatened bald eagle has been documented in the project area. However the nest location is
approximately one mile for the proposed research park boundary and therefore, the site falls outside of the management zone for
this species. We do not anticipate adverse impacts upon this species to result from the proposed work.

We recommend that all land clearing of forested areas adhere to a time of year protective of migratory and resident songbird
nesting from March 15 through July 31 of any year.

To further minimize overall impacts to wildlife and our natural resources, we recommend that the applicant avoid and minimize
impacts to undisturbed forest, wetlands, and streams to the fullest extent practicable. We recommend maintaining undisturbed
wooded buffers of at least 100 feet in width around all on-site wetlands and on both sides of all perennial and intermittent
streams. We recommend maintaining wooded lots to the fullest extent possible. We generally do not support proposals to
mitigate wetland impacts through the construction of stormwater management ponds, nor do we support the creation of in-stream
stormwater management ponds. We are willing to assist the applicant in developing a plan that includes open-space, wildlife
habitat, and natural stream channels which retain their wooded buffers.

We recommend that the stormwater controls for this project be designed to replicate and maintain the hydrographic condition of
the site prior to the change in landscape. This should include, but not be limited to, utilizing bioretention areas, and minimizing the
use of curb and gutter in favor of grassed swales. Bioretention areas (also called rain gardens) and grass swales are components
of Low Impact Development (LID). They are designed to capture stormwater runoff as close to the source as possible and allow it
to slowly infiltrate into the surrounding soil. They benefit natural resources by filtering poliutants and decreasing downstream
runoff volumes.

Assuming adherence to erosion and sedimentation controls, we find this project consistent with the Fisheries Management
Section of the Coastal Zone Management Act.

Amy M. Ewing

Environmental Services Biologist

Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries
4010 West Broad Street

Richmond, VA 23230

804-367-2211

amy.ewing@dgif.virginia.gov

S/14/70NQ



Carl E. Garrison [
State Forester

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY
900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 800
Charlottesville VA 22903
434.977.6555 ~ Fax: 434.296.2369
www.dof.virginia.gov

May 15, 2008

PROPOSED PROJECT: National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Wallops
Research Park, Accomack County, VA
DEQ Project #: 08-086F

Department of Forestry’s Comments:

The Department of Forestry finds that this project will have a significant impact on the forest
resources of the Commonwealth; therefore, the Department recommends that the proposed
clearing of between 50 to 100 acres of forestland on a 202 acre parcel to create an integrated
business park for aerospace research and development programs be mitigated. Potential
opportunities for mitigation include but are not limited to:

1. Working with the Virginia Department of Forestry to develop a cost share program to
assist private landowners within the Accomack, Northampton county area or statewide to
reforest harvested timberlands or plant open lands with pine or hardwood seedlings.

This potential program would be funded through mitigation funding from this project.

2. Working with the Virginia Department of Forestry or other Virginia conservation agency
or group to create a forest land conservation fund that would be used for the purchase of
conservation easements or property acquisitions of forestlands. These purchases could
be within the two county areas or statewide and would ensure that the forested lands are
managed and retained as working forest lands for perpetuity.

In light of Governor Kaine’s, goal of conserving 400,000 acres of land in the Commonwealth by
the end of his administration, the year 2010, and the fact that Virginia is losing nearly 30,000
acres of forest land each year, the Department recommends a mitigation ratio in excess of 1 to 1,
more than one acre of land reforested or protected to every one acre cleared. Therefore, the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration would be assisting landowners in the
conservation, reforestation and/or purchase of at least 50 to 100+ acres within the two county
area or statewide.

Questions concerning the potential mitigation options for this project as well as discussing an
overall mitigation strategy for future projects and protection of trees and forest resources of the
Commonwealth may be addressed to Todd Groh, Assistant Director, Forest Resource
Management Division at the DOF (telephone:434-977-6555 ext. 3344, email:
todd.groh@dof.virginia.gov).

Mission: We Protect and Develop Healthy, Sustainable Forest Resources for Virginians.



If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify JOHN FISHER at
804/698-4339 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possible. An agency will
not be considered to have reviewed a document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTICNS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

MR.JOHN E. FISHER

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

FAX #804/698-431¢%
jefisher@deq.virginia.gov
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RECLIVED
MAY 12 2008

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA "o

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMOND. VIRGINIA 23219 2000

David S. Ekern, P.E.
COMMISSIONER

May 8, 2008

Mr. John E. Fisher

Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 East Main Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Re: Wallops Research Park
Dear Mr. Fisher:

The Virginia Department of Transportation has reviewed the information provided for the
referenced project. Our review covers impacts to existing and proposed transportation facilities.
After checking the Six Year Plan and the 2026 Plan, we have concluded that there are no
conflicts with the current or future construction projects.

The only transportation improvement project in the vicinity of this development in the FY 08-13
Secondary Six Year Improvement Program is UPC # 89341- 0849-001-569- Wallops Research
Park EDA. This construction project is part of the Master Plan for the Wallops Research Park
(WRP).

In this Environmental Assessment, it is stated on Page xiii of the Executive Summary that WRP
would implement traffic flow mitigation measures including modifying and upgrading existing
roads and intersections, and installing additional traffic devices including signal lights and/or
stop signs in the vicinity of the WRP, where necessary.

Any VDOT land use requirements, lane closures, traffic control or work zone safety issues
should be closely coordinated with affected cities/counties and VDOT’s Accomac Residency
Office (757-787-1550).

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely

0.

Mary . Stanley

Environmental Engineer

Virginia Department of Transportation
(804) 786-0868



Page 1 of 1
Fisher,John

From: Douglas, Susan (VDH)

Sent:  Monday, May 05, 2008 6:02 PM
To: Pinion,Anne; Fisher John
Subject: VDH Environmental Reviews

The Virginia Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water limits project reviews to potential impacts to public
drinking water sources (groundwater wells and surface water intakes). Potential impacts to public water distribution
systems or sanitary sewage collection systems must be verified by the local utility.

Recent project review comments are summarized in the attached Excel table. I apologize if some of these have been
sent to you already; we are still working out a review procedure with new staff.

Susan E. Douglas, P.E.
Field Services Engineer

5/6/2008
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If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify JORN FISHER at

/. 804/698-4339 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possible. An agency will
pot be considered to have reviewed a document if no comments are
‘received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

' REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

MR.JOHN E. FISHER

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

FAX #804/698-4319
jefisher@deq.virxginia.gov

e A oy

JOHN E. FISHER
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM PLANNER

COMMENTS

We have been in direct consultation with NASA regarding the proposed
Wallops Research Park and reached consensus that this project will

have no adverse effect on historic properties. DHR has no additional
comment.

(signed) 44//

(title) %A/fﬁ&é&ﬂ&f
(agency) D)‘)l)e» [g&ﬁ'/ #2007/,226’,)

PROJECT #_08-0B&F 4/07

(date) 5—:/7/” 5/
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Pag;: 1 ofsi
Fisher,John

From: Sheila Goodman [sgoodman@co.accomack.va.us]

Sent: Monday, May 05, 2008 4:22 PM

To: Fisher,John

Subject: Wallops Research Park Consistency Determination (08-086F)

Per our conversation today, County Administrator Steven Miner has asked me to inform you that there have been no changes
to the original comments regarding the aforementioned.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Shelia Goodman
Administrative Assistant
County Administrator’s Office
County of Accomack
757-787-5700

5/5/2008



If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify JOHN FISHER at
804/698-4339 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possible. An agency will
not be considered to have reviewed a document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

MR.JOHN E. FISHER

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

698-4319

w’wngq.virginia.gov

IR P

£0.06ies of Enyi g ST
ﬁt&ﬁi“;@éﬂ{mmﬁf ta JOHN E. FISHER
npact Review ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM PLANNER

COMMENTS

/&gi dheje Ao,
(signed) /2)421/’~\\\ _(date) sng%]éj?

(title) (é:u;)zt/ L;{c/m,/};,.'r%a.%a —~

(agency) AfM;Z/ &[/5{55-//’/774%

v
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061

June 18, 2008

Mr. Joshua A. Bundick

NEPA Program Manager

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

Goddard Space Flight Center

Wallops Flight Facility

Wallops Island, Virginia 23337-5099

Re:  Draft Environmental Assessment for

the Wallops Research Park, Project #
2008-1-0345, Accomack County,
Virginia

Dear Mr. Bundick:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the construction and operation of the Wallops Research Park, in Accomack
County, Virginia. The Service provides the following comments under provisions of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.), the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668-668d), and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of 1958 (38 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 ef seq.)

Based on the project description and location, it appears that no impacts to federally listed or
proposed species or designated critical habitat will occur. Should project plans change, or if
additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed species or critical habitat
becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.

The Service supports your decision to maintain a vegetative buffer around the perimeter of the
Wallops Research Park site and surrounding the wetlands. In addition to the vegetative buffers
proposed, the Service recommends a 100-foot buffer along the named and un-named tidal creeks.

You can find species information and other pertinent information on project reviews within Virginia
at our website http://www.fws.gov/northeast/virginiafield/Project Reviews.html. If you have any
questions, please contact Ms. Sumalee Hoskin at (804) 693-6694, extension 136.

Sincerely,

— A

Tylan Dean

Assistant Supervisor

Endangered Species/Federal Activities
Virginia Field Office



National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Goddard Space Flight Center

Wallops Flight Facility
Wallops Island, VA 23337-5099

Reply to Atinof: 250 W July 24, 2008

Forest Resource Management Division
Attn: Todd Groh

Assistant Director

Virginia Department of Forestry

900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 800
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Dear Mr. Groh:

The NASA Wallops Flight Facility (WFF) would like to thank the Virginia Department of
Forestry (DOF) for its review and comments regarding the Draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) for the development of the Wallops Research Park (WRP) in Accomack County, VA.

Regarding the DOF’s finding that the “project will have a significant impact on the forest
resources of the Commonwealth” and its subsequent recommendation of mitigation strategies
to compensate for the loss of over 100 acres of forest, the WFF offers the following response:

While respecting Governor Timothy Kaine’s goal of conserving 400,000 acres of land in
Virginia by 2010, it is the WFF’s position that the establishment of the WRP and the eventual
clearing of over 100 acres of existing forested land would not have a significant impact on the
Commonwealth’s forests either locally or cumulatively. Currently, the WRP contains
approximately 137 acres of forested area. Quantifying the exact extent of clearing is difficult
at this time because building footprints and landscaping plans have not been established;
however in both the Proposed Action and Alternative 1, maximum site clearing (95 and 120
acres, respectively) would represent a very small portion of the approximately 15.8 million
forested acres in the Commonwealth and the 156,000 forested acres on the Eastern Shore of
Virginia (Rose 2007).

To ensure that development activities are compatible with the surrounding area both
aesthetically and environmentally, the WRP principals (Accomack County, Marine Science
Consortium, and NASA) have developed Draft Guiding Covenants and Restrictions for the
WRP (NASA 2008). The draft covenants require that a 100 foot vegetated buffer be
maintained along the westernmost boundaries of the Park and that a 35 foot buffer be
maintained along the southern perimeter of the southern parcel. Approximately 17 acres of
forest would be preserved within this buffer zone. Additionally, the covenants specify that a
parcel in the WRP “will draw as much of its character from the preservation of existing



o

vegetation as it will from the addition of new sustainable landscapes that will become an
integral part of the park development.” During review of proposed projects, the WRP Site
Plan Review Committee would require that tenants adhere to these requirements to ensure site
consistency and minimal environmental impact.

As described in the draft EA, all land clearing activities would be performed in accordance
with all applicable laws and regulations and would utilize appropriate Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to mitigate any adverse effects to the surrounding environment. Likewise,
timber harvesting operations would be designed and overseen by a professional forester to
ensure BMP effectiveness and consistency with accepted industry practice. Exact harvesting
plans are not known at this time; however it is likely that the timber would be removed in
phases according to tenant construction plans and timber market conditions.

While we appreciate DOF’s suggestions of formal participation in a cost-share program or
establishing a land conservation fund, such options are currently not feasible for either WRP
principal. However, in light of the nearly 30,000 acres of Virginia forest land lost annually,
WRP principals do realize the need to offset the impacts of forest clearing to the greatest
extent practicable, and as such Accomack County has agreed to lead reforesting efforts in open
areas on its existing properties. Target properties that have been identified include areas on the
south side of Mill Dam Road in the WRP, county waste collection facilities, and schools. By
engaging its employees, local civic and environmental organizations, and members of the
community to voluntarily plant trees as part of Arbor Day and Earth Day celebrations, the
WRP would strive to offset forested areas lost as the result of future development activities.
Although a 1:1 replanting ratio would be the ultimate goal, replanting would need to be
performed over many years with actual replanted acreage being a function of property
disposition and resource availability. The WRP would work closely with the DOF Area
Forester during future reforesting activities.

In conclusion, I would like to re-emphasize the commitment of the WFF and the other WRP
principals to promoting the development of an integrated business park that will mesh with the
surrounding area and minimize its impact on all environmental resource areas, including the
Commonwealth’s forests. Through a combination of maintaining a vegetated buffer,
promoting preservation of natural vegetation through a rigorous site plan review process,
implementation of BMPs during land clearing activities, and gradual reforestation on available
Accomack County property, the WRP will strive to mitigate its impact on the forest resources
of the Commonwealth. Again, thank you for your review of the proposed project. If you have
any further questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Joshua Bundick, NEPA
Program Manager, at (757) 824-2319.

Caroline R. Massey N(//
Assistant Director of Management Operations



cc:

250/Mr. J. Bundick
250/Ms. C. Tumer
250/Mr. K. Yargus
AC/Ms. A. Bull
MSC/Mr. J. Callander



References:
NASA. 2008. Draft Wallops Research Park Guiding Covenants and Restrictions.

Rose, Anita K. 2007. Virginia’s Forests, 2001. Resource Bulletin. SRS-120. Asheville, NC:
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Southern Research Station. 140 pp.



National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Goddard Space Flight Center

Wallops Flight Facility
Wallops Island, VA 23337-5099

Reply to Atnof: 250, W July 24, 2008

Division of Natural Heritage

Attn: Rene Hypes

Environmental Review Coordinator

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
217 Governor Street, Third Floor

Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Ms. Hypes:

The NASA Wallops Flight Facility (WFF) would like to thank the Virginia Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) for its review and comments regarding the Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the development of the Wallops Research Park (WRP) in
Accomack County, Virginia.

Regarding the DCR-Division of Natural Heritage (DNH) recommendation that the WFF
should conduct an inventory for Sheep-laurel (Kalmia angustifolia) in the proposed project
area, the WFF offers the following response:

In support of the WRP EA, the WFF collaborated with several universities in the Marine
Science Consortium in conducting a vegetation survey for the properties within the proposed
WRP project area. The intent of the survey, performed in April, May, and July 2007 by
professors and students of Kutztown University, Shippensburg University, and East
Stroudsburg University (all of Pennsylvania), was to adequately assess the existing botanical
resources within the subject properties and to identify any plant species subject to federal
and/or state regulation.

The survey, which involved reviewing existing natural heritage studies and survey methods,
coordinating with personnel from the Virginia Natural Heritage Program (NHP), performing
intensive field inventories (using NHP-employed techniques), and mapping features with
Geographic Information System (GIS) technology, did not identify any Sheep-laurel in the
project area. An electronic copy of the final report is enclosed for your records.

Additionally, to better understand the size and proximity of currently known Sheep-laurel
colonies, the WFF has reviewed DCR-NHP GIS data and found that a small colony of Sheep-
laurel was identified in the summer of 1975 approximately 0.7 miles southwest of the
proposed WRP project site. While the WFF recognizes DCR’s concern that Sheep-laurel may
be within the proposed WRP properties, we are confident that the inventory performed by the



MSC vegetation survey team during the summer of 2007 confirms the absence of the rare
plant.

While we appreciate DCR’s recommendation of performing additional Sheep-laurel
surveys of the area, the WRP principals (Accomack County, Marine Science Consortium,
and NASA) feel that additional survey is not warranted at this time. However, WRP
principals do support the protection of rare plant species in the Commonwealth, and as a
mitigation measure would ensure that Sheep-laurel awareness is incorporated into the
WRP site plan review process. Prior to any land-clearing activities, contactors would be
made aware of the potential for Sheep-laurel on the WRP property and would be required
to halt work in the immediate vicinity if the species were discovered. The WRP would
consult with DCR-DNH to develop appropriate mitigation measures if such a situation
were to arise.

Furthermore, to ensure that development activities are compatible with the surrounding
area both aesthetically and environmentally, the WRP principals have developed Draft
Guiding Covenants and Restrictions for the WRP (NASA 2008). The draft covenants
require that a 100 foot vegetated buffer be maintained along the westernmost boundaries
of the Park and that a 35 foot buffer be maintained along the southern perimeter of the
southern parcel. Approximately 17 acres of forested habitat would be preserved within
this buffer zone. Additionally, the covenants specify that a parcel in the WRP “will draw
as much of its character from the preservation of existing vegetation as it will from the
addition of new sustainable landscapes that will become an integral part of the park
development.” During review of proposed projects, the WRP Site Plan Review
Committee (consisting of representatives from all WRP principals) would require that
tenants adhere to these requirements to ensure site consistency and minimal
environmental impact.

In conclusion, I would like to re-emphasize the commitment of the WFF and the other
WRP principals to promoting the development of an integrated business park that will
mesh with the surrounding area and minimize its impact on all environmental media,
including the Commonwealth’s natural heritage resources. Through the combination of
sponsoring a professional vegetation survey of the proposed project site (already
completed), requiring a vegetated buffer around the Park’s perimeter, and promoting
preservation of natural vegetation and natural heritage awareness through a rigorous site
plan review process, the WRP would strive to mitigate its impact on the natural heritage
resources of the Commonwealth. Again, thank you for your review of the proposed
project. If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr.
Joshua Bundick, NEPA Program Manager, at (757) 824-2319.

Caroline R. Massey

Assistant Director ox/lanagem eit Operations




Enclosure

cc: (w/o encl.)
250/Mr. J. Bundick
250/Ms. C. Turner
250/Mr. K. Yargus
AC/Ms. A. Bull
MSC/Mr. J. Callander

(s}



Reference:

NASA. 2008. Draft Wallops Research Park Guiding Covenants and Restrictions.



From: Rene Hypes

To: Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-250.0);

Subject: Re: Response to your comments - Wallops Research Park
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 8:50:24 AM

Mr. Bundick,

John Townsend, DCR botanist, reviewed the survey report and said it was " an
adequate response to our request”. Therefore we have no further comments at
this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Rene'

S. Rene' Hypes

Project Review Coordinator
DCR-DNH

217 Governor Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
804-371-2708 (phone)
804-371-2674 (fax)
Rene.Hypes@dcr.virginia.gov

>>> "Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-250.0)" <joshua.a.bundick@nasa.gov>
08/06/08 8:38 AM >>>
Dear Ms. Hypes,

NASA Wallops Flight Facility wishes to thank you again for supplying
comments to our Draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed Wallops
Research Park. Your office should have received our written responses

to these comments, dated July 24, 2008. Do you have any additional
comments or questions based upon our responses? If not, NASA will
finalize this document and issue a Finding of No Significant Impact with
regard to the proposed action. Again, thank you for your review of this
proposed project.

Sincerely,


mailto:Rene.Hypes@dcr.virginia.gov
mailto:/O=NASA/OU=JSC/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JBUNDICK

Josh Bundick
NEPA Program Manager
NASA Wallops Flight Facility

757-824-2319



From: Groh, Todd (DOF)

To: Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-250.0);

cc: Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-250.0);

Subject: RE: Response to your comments - Wallops Research Park
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 8:30:57 AM

Josh,

The Department has no further comments.

Todd A. Groh, Assistant Director

Forest Resource Management Division
Virginia Department of Forestry

900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 800
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Phone: 434-220-9044

Mobile: 434-981-8882

Fax: 434-296-2369

From: Bundick, Joshua A. (GSFC-250.0) [mailto:joshua.a.bundick@nasa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 8:24 AM

To: Groh, Todd (DOF)

Cc: josh.bundick@nasa.gov

Subject: Response to your comments - Wallops Research Park

Dear Mr. Groh,

NASA Wallops Flight Facility wishes to thank you again for supplying
comments to our Draft Environmental Assessment for the proposed
Wallops Research Park. Your office should have received our written
responses to these comments, dated July 24, 2008. Do you have any
additional comments or questions based upon our responses? If not,
NASA will finalize this document and issue a Finding of No Significant
Impact with regard to the proposed action. Again, thank you for your
review of this proposed project.

Sincerely,

Josh Bundick

NEPA Program Manager
NASA Wallops Flight Facility
757-824-2319


mailto:todd.groh@dof.virginia.gov
mailto:/O=NASA/OU=JSC/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JBUNDICK
mailto:/O=NASA/OU=JSC/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JBUNDICK

No. Draft EA Section | Comment/Proposed Revision to Te| Response to Comment Revision to Text
Commenter
Addressed
Marianne N/A | would like to express my concern | Comment noted. None.
Simko, for the preservation of Wallops Park.
Atlantic, VA
Marianne Figure 3 The EA is not very consistent in it§ The forest is deeper than 100 feet in somione. The text in Section 4.3.1
Simko, protection of the wooded area to the areas. The WRP Guiding Covenants andVegetation currently states that the
Atlantic, VA southwest, west, and northwest of thRestrictions direct tenants to preserve 8sWRP Guiding Covenants and
ball field. Although the maps (Figure much vegetation as possible, including | Restrictions direct tenants to preserve
3) show a 100-foot buffer, which forest; so the first choice for tenants as much vegetation as possible.
appears to extend to the edge of theshould be to avoid vegetation removal. |n
tree line, the woods are deeper thah areas where vegetation may need to be
100 feet. cleared, WRP mandates that a 100-foot
buffer must remain.
Marianne Figure 3 [Figure 3] also includes a note What is meant by “retained” on Figure 3 The text in Section 4.4.2 Recreation
Simko, "nature trails to be retained," but the is that the nature trails will be part of thg was revised to state: The existing
Atlantic, VA proposed action states that the natureatural area after development of the | nature trails would be left undisturbed
trails would be relocated. WRP, and where possible, the nature | where possible; in areas where the
trails will be undisturbed. In some places nature trails would require relocation
the nature trails may require relocation,| the relocation would be completed as
but exact locations of trail relocation quickly as possible in order to
won't be identified until the detailed site| minimize temporary trail closure.
plans of a tenant are developed. Exact locations of trail relocation
would not be identified until an
individual tenant’s site plans are
known; the WRP Site Plan Review
Committee would review site-specifig
plans that have the potential to resul
in impacts to trails.
Marianne N/A AccomackCounty has very few par | Accomack County plans to add a n The text in Section 4.3.1 Vegetation
Simko, or playground areas available to its| park within the County to mitigate the | was revised to address land clearing
Atlantic, VA residents. We live in an area of vastloss of the existing park within the and potential reforestation

natural beauty, but with very few
public areas to access it. Accomack

County does not have nor could theywould be relocated across Mill Dam Ro:

build a wooded paradise which
would offer comparable recreation
and natural beauty as does the
wooded area which buffers the

proposed WRP; in addition, the
playground equipment in the existing pg
to the closed County landfill.

The WRP Guiding Covenants and
Restrictions direct tenants to preserve g

rk.4.2 Recreation was revised to
nchddress nature trails and relocation ¢

%)

much vegetation as possible and require

opportunities. The text in Section

the current park equipment and ball
field.

of

B-1



No. Draft EA Section | Comment/Proposed Revision to Te| Response to Comment Revision to Text
Commenter
Addressed

wetlands of Wallops Park. that a 100-foot vegetative buffer remain

| urge Accomack County, NASA around the WRP site perimeter.

Wallops Flight Facility, and the WRP intends to offset the impacts of

Wallops Research Park to preserve forest clearing to the greatest extent

the forested area buffering the practicable; Accomack County has agrged

wetlands, through stronger and moreto lead reforesting efforts in open areasjon

consistent language in its EA and | existing properties such as school grounds

resulting agreements. and public recreation areas, etc. WRP
would engage its employees, local civic
and environmental organizations, and
members of the community to voluntarily
plant trees as part of several Arbor Day
and Earth Day celebrations in order to
offset the timber that would be removed
in phases by WRP development.

5. | Marilyn Ailes, | N/A You might want to include in the The landfill boundary is shown on FiguresNone.
Navy Surface research park EA either an historical3 and 4. Any site specific development
Combat map showing the extent of the old | plans would be reviewed by the WRP Sjte
Systems Center landfill boundary, or some drill Plan Review Committee. Proposed
(SCSC) sample results if you have them. construction within the landfill or near the

There is one memory that we had | landfill boundary would be coordinated
considered building the houses just with Accomack County and VDEQ.
across the road from our base, but inThe relocation of the existing playground
doing the soil borings, we found olq to the landfill would result ingnﬁngrg

cars. ... | know they are looking tq shallow disturbance of the ground,surface
build somebody's headquarters rigrtfor the installation of the playground
across from [Wallops Main Base] . Y9

main gate now, so they may have equipment.

found clean soail, but no one here

seems to know. Nonetheless, there

must be a line somewhere between

the old dump and clean soil. It

would be good to include that line so

that planners know what they will be

getting into.

6. | National Section 3.2.6 The draft EA did not address t Because RF emissions from WRP are rjoNone.
Oceanic and Section 4.2.6 impact of radio frequency (RF) predictable prior to identifying WRP
Atmospheric emissions on the existing WCDAS | tenants and their operations, the EA did

URS

B-2




No.

Commenter

Draft EA Section

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

Addressed
Administration either in terms of socioeconomic not evaluate RF impacts at a detailed
(NOAA) consequences or performance level. The WRP Guiding Covenants and
Wallops degradation. Restrictions direct RF-emitting tenants to
Command and notify the WFF Spectrum Manager who
Data will coordinate with any RF system
Acquisition users/owners, including WCDAS.
Station
(WCDAS)
NOAA Section 3.2.6 The EA also does not address Because electromagnetic radiation The text in Section 3.2.6 Radiation
WCDAS Section 4.2.6 potential hazards of electromagnetic sources from WRP are not predictable | and 4.2.6 Radiation was revised to
radiation to ordnance and fuel, prior to identifying WRP tenants and theirinclude the potential for HERO and
although it does address potential | operations, the EA did not evaluate the | HERP analyses to be conducted and
hazards of electromagnetic radiationspecific impacts of electromagnetic state that electromagnetic radiation-
to personnel. radiation on ordnance and fuel. However emitting tenants would be required tq
the WRP Guiding Covenants and coordinate with the WFF Spectrum
Restrictions require emitters to coordingtélanager.
with the WFF Spectrum Manager and tq
conduct Hazards of Electromagnetic
Radiation to Ordinance (HERO) and
Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation tp
Personnel (HERP) analyses as needed
these analyses would be coordinated with
RF system users/owners, including
WCDAS.
NOAA N/A NOAA is concerned that increasing| As required by the WRP Guiding None.
WCDAS levels of radio frequency interferenceCovenants and Restrictions, any proposal
(RFI) resulting from submitted by WRP tenants that includes
industrial/commercial/scientific potential RF transmitters and/or radiating
expansion in the vicinity of the WFF systems would be subject to NASA WFF
could degrade the Station's ability tp spectrum management policies which
accomplish its mission. includes review by the WFF Spectrum
Manager and coordination with any RF
system users/owners, including WCDAS.
NOAA Section 3.2.6 RF interference that may result frgras required by the WRP Guidir None.
WCDAS development of the WRP can be | Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal

caused by radio transmitters’ devicg

that intentionally radiate

potential RF transmitters and/or radiatin

esubmitted by WRP tenants that includes

systems would be subject to NASA WF

electromagnetic signals -or by

lLK(e)

B-3



No.

Commenter

Draft EA Section
Addressed

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

devices that unintentionally radiate

spectrum management policies which

"radio noise.” WCDAS antennas canincludes review by the WFF Spectrum

be subjected to RFI from
unintentional radiators such as arc
welders and motor-driven
landscaping and construction

equipment and also from intentional
radiators such as high powered radar

transmitters or even low-powered
personal communications systems
(such as cell phones)... In addition,
RF radiation from transmitters can
pose hazards to personnel, ordnan
and fuel.

The draft EA should identify these
concerns in section 3.2.6 under the

Non-lonizing Radiation heading. RF

emissions are not predictable befor
WRP tenants are identified.

Manager and coordination with any RF

system users/owners, including WCDAS.

10

NOAA
WCDAS

N/A

Coordination and planning for the
WRP will be an important issue for
the WCDAS.

As required by the WRP Guiding

submitted by WRP tenants that includes
potential RF transmitters and/or radiatin
systems would be subject to NASA WF
spectrum management policies which
includes review by the WFF Spectrum
Manager and coordination with any RF

Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal

system users/owners, including WCDAS.

None.

T

11

NOAA
WCDAS

N/A

To the extent possible, construct
locations, heights, industrial
machines, and RF usage for purpo
such as communications with
personnel in the field, data links to
aircraft, and security functions
should be described. Information tg
allow system overview should
include model number(s),
frequencies and power levels as

At this time, WRP tenants have not bt
identified, therefore, site-specific
segformation such as construction
locations, heights, industrial machines,
RF usage, data links to aircraft, and
security functions that would be needed
for individual tenant sites and operation
is unknown.

WRP would require submittal of detaileg

None.

"2

)
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No.

Draft EA Section

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

Commenter Addressed
applicable. information in tenant’s plans on pregmb
RF-emitting systems such as model
number(s), frequencies, and power levels.
Once these specifics are made known tp
the WRP via a proposal by a potential
tenant, the WRP Site Plan Review
Committee will review the plans and has
the authority to approve, deny, or require
mitigation measures as necessary.
12| NOAA Section 1.1.1 The WCDAS considers it imperativés required by the WRP Guiding None.
WCDAS that WRP future tenants coordinate Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal
all potential transmitters and submitted by WRP tenants that includes
radiating systems to preclude potential RF transmitters and/or radiating
expensive mitigation processes to | systems would be subject to NASA WFF
legally operate. spectrum management policies which
includes review by the WFF Spectrum
Manager and coordination with any RF
system users/owners, including WCDAS.
13| Navy SCSC N/A There is no mention of the Cropper The EA has been revised to include the| The text in the Executive Summary
Center, which is located within the | Cropper Center that is located inside of| (Page ii), Section 2.2 Proposed Actign,
area boundaries. WRP area boundaries, but is a separate and Figure 2 have been revised to
entity from WRP. include the Navy-owned Cropper
Center.
14| Navy SCSC Section 4.2.1 Would the entire site belepl and | The entire site would not be graded ani| The text in Section 4.2.1.1

cleared before specific users were
identified, or would each site be
cleared as needed?

cleared prior to identification of specific
tenants and uses, however, timber
harvesting would be performed in phasg
according to tenant construction plans g
timber market conditions — it is likely thg
several acres would be harvested toget
in order to generate enough timber at o
time for sale. Vegetation removal,
grading, site layout, etc. would require
approval from the WRP Site Plan Revie
Committee during the site plan review
process and timber harvesting would be

Topography and Drainage and Sectipn
4.2.1.2 Geology and Soils were
rgevised to state: The entire site would
nalot be graded and/or cleared prior tg
tidentification of specific tenants and
herses, however, timber harvesting
havould be performed in phases
according to tenant construction plarns
and timber market conditions — it is
wlikely that several acres would be
harvested together in order to generate
enough timber at one time for sale.

coordinated with the Virginia Departmer

tVegetation removal, grading, site
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Draft EA Section

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

Commenter Addressed

of Forestry Area Forester. layout, etc. would regjapproval
from the WRP Site Plan Review
Committee during the site plan revie
process and timber harvesting would
be coordinated with the Virginia
Department of Forestry Area Foreste

15| Navy SCSC Section 4.2.2 Will there be any attemplevelop | Both action alternatives include the None.
the wetlands and floodplains last? | development of less than 1 acre of

wetlands and floodplain on the western

portion of the NASA property; the

placement of facilities (large aircraft

hangars) in this area was determined by

the setback requirements related to

airfield safety restrictions for the WFF

runway to the north. As such, this area

would not likely be developed last.

The remaining parcels for future tenant

sites are not located in areas that would

involve construction within a wetland or

floodplain.

16| Navy SCSC N/A What is the enforcement tool for | Oversight and enforcement of WRP The text in Section 2.2 Proposed

compliance to proper procedures fqg
the industries resident at the
Research Park?

rtenants will include:

e Federal, State, and local
regulations as enforced primaril
by permits obtained by
individual tenants (exceptions
are WRP’s inclusion in WFF'’s
Wastewater Discharge, Public
Water System, and Groundwatg
Withdrawal permits)

¢ WRP Guiding Covenants and
Restrictions, overseen by WRP
principals

¢ WRP Site Plan Review
Committee

=

Action has been revised to include
clarification on the oversight and
enforcement mechanisms for WRP.
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Commenter

Draft EA Section
Addressed

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

17

Navy SCSC

N/A

What are the covenants or controlsThe WRP Guiding Covenants and

Such items should be included.

Restrictions are currently in draft form

however, once completed, this docume
will serve as the guidelines and
restrictions for WRP. The EA
incorporates the WRP Guiding Covenar|
and Restrictions by reference.

None.

and cannot be included in the EA as such;

nt

ts

18

Navy SCSC

N/A

What role will WFF play? Will ther
be oversight on such internal affairg
as training, hazardous materials us
boiler maintenance, sound levels,
and permit compliance? What force
will require compliance?

e WFF will not play a direct role in
oversight, enforcement, or
epermit/regulation compliance of WRP
tenants; however WFF will be represent
by members on the Site Plan Review
Committee and Governing Body. The
following are means of oversight and
enforcement for WRP tenants:

e Federal, State, and local
regulations as enforced primaril
by permits obtained by
individual tenants (exceptions
are WRP’s inclusion in WFF'’s
Wastewater Discharge, Public

Withdrawal permits)

¢ WRP Guiding Covenants and
Restrictions, overseen by WRP
principals

) WRP Site Plan Review
Committee

Water System, and Groundwate

The text in Section 2.2 Proposed
Action has been revised to include
clarification on the oversight and
ednforcement mechanisms for WRP.

=

19

Navy SCSC

N/A

Will NASA include WRP in such
compliance as Integrated

Contingency Plan (ICP), air permits,

discharge permits, etc.?

NASA will include the WRP in th
following WFF permits:

e Wastewater Discharge
e Groundwater Withdrawal

WRP and/or tenants would be responsi

None.

ple

for obtaining all other permits to be in
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b Commenter

Draft EA Section
Addressed

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

compliance with Federal, State, and loca
regulations including but not limited to:

e Air Quality permit from Virginia
Department of Environmental
Quality (VDEQ)

e Virginia Pollutant Discharge
Elimination Systems (VPDES)
permit from VDEQ

e Individual tenant’'s VSMP permits
from Virginia Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR

e Hazardous Waste generator ID from
EPA

WRP and/or tenants would be responsib
for development of contingency plans a
necessary.

U7y

e

20| Navy SCSC

Section 4.4.4

Will NASA Fire Company asp
to spills, accidents, and fires?

NASA Fire Company’s specific role in
providing services for WRP has not been
determined yet. However, due to an
existing mutual aid agreement with
Accomack County and close proximity t
WRP, NASA Fire Company would assis
in emergency response on an as-needeg
basis.

O

o

None.

21| Navy SCSC

Section 4.2.5

If each tenant has an BR2afdous|
waste] generator number, why are
NASA hazmat controls relevant?

Tenants that transport material across
WEFF property would be required to
follow NASA hazardous materials
controls and regulations in addition to
obtaining an individual EPA hazardous
waster generator number and complying
with all Federal, State, and local
hazardous materials regulations.

None.

22| Navy SCSC

Section 4.2.5

Will fully fueled rockets be
transported over public roads

presenting a significant safety

Fully fueled rockets may be transported
on public roads. Fully fueled rockets or
any other potentially hazardous material

The text in Section 4.2.5 Hazardous
Materials and Hazardous Wastes ha|
been revised to include the following

URS
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Draft EA Section

Comment/Proposed Revision to Te|

Response to Comment

Revision to Text

1)

Commenter Addressed
hazard? that would be transported by WRP “Fully fueled spacecraft or any other
partners or tenants would be appropriatelyotentially hazardous material that
placarded and transported following would be transported by WRP partne
Federal and State transportation or tenants would be appropriately
regulations. placarded and transported following
Federal and State transportation
regulations.”
23| Navy SCSC Section 4.4.1 There will be a number of impacts orull build-out of WRP is anticipated ovef None.
Section 4.4.3 the local support economy, not only a 20 year time period; the population
for the businesses but for the new | growth is anticipated to be approximately
residents. Positive aspects of thesg 3 percent within Accomack County, and
impacts will be historically exceeded less than 1 percent per County in the four
by negative economic impact of other counties where WRP employee
development. households are likely to settle.
The population growth (especially spread
over a 20-year period) and the positive
effects of WRP to the local economy
including support of local businesses via
new residents and employees, and
providing jobs within Accomack County,
and a larger tax base are not considered to
be adverse or significant.
24| Navy SCSC Section 4.4.7 What is the plan to sugpounty The increase in taxes generated by the| None.
funding for road improvement, betteradditional WRP-employed families and
emergency services, additional businesses would add to the County’s
school students, and new medical | ability to implement public services such
demands? as medical, educational, and road
improvements.
25| Navy SCSC Section 4.2.2 What is the cumulative thpéall | Management of stormwater runoff & None.
parking lots on Mosquito Creek? impacts on water quality are monitored
What sort of landscape filtering and regulated by the VDEQ and DCR.
would be required, as opposed to | Individual tenants would be required to
‘encouraged’? obtain VSMP and VPDES construction
and industrial permits to discharge water
from their site. These permits would
require implementation of best
management practices to avoid, minimize,

=

S
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the cumulative impact of all the

No. Draft EA Section | Comment/Proposed Revision to Te| Response to Comment Revision to Text
Commenter
Addressed

and mitigate impacts from construction

and industrial activities and comply with

the Clean Water Act.

The WRP Guiding Covenants and

Restrictions would not require specific

landscaping or best management

practices, although as noted, will strongly

encourage the use of practices that would

allow maximum infiltration to minimize

storm water runoff and the use of native

vegetation in landscaping to reduce

watering needs.

26| Navy SCSC N/A Will vehicle maintenance be Vehicle maintenance will be enforced by:The text in Section 2.2 Proposed
enforced on contractors? .| Action has been revised to include

* Federal, State,_ and_ local regul_atlon.> clarification on the oversight and
as enforced _prlr_n{irlly by permits enforcement mechanisms for WRP.
obtained by individual tenant’s

¢ Vehicle maintenance measures to
avoid or minimize air quality impacts
would be incorporated into tenant’s
VVDEQ air quality permit.

e VPDES and Virginia Stormwater
Management Program (VSMP)
permits obtained by individual
tenants prior to construction would
include vehicle maintenance
measures to protect stormwater that
should be followed by tenants in
order to be in compliance with the
permit.

¢ WRP Guiding Covenants and
Restrictions, overseen by WRP
principals

¢ WRP Site Plan Review Committee

27| Navy SCSC Section 4.2.3 Many minor impacts to a— what is | Because the WRP site is located in an | None.

attainment area for all criteria pollutants|

URS

B-10






