


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, I 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

























































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
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Comment/Proposed Revision to Text Response to Comment Revision to Text 

1. Marianne 
Simko, 
Atlantic, VA 

N/A I would like to express my concern 
for the preservation of Wallops Park. 

Comment noted.  None. 

2. Marianne 
Simko, 
Atlantic, VA 

Figure 3 The EA is not very consistent in its 
protection of the wooded area to the 
southwest, west, and northwest of the 
ball field. 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.  

The forest is deeper than 100 feet in some 
areas. The WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions direct tenants to preserve as 
much vegetation as possible, including 
forest; so the first choice for tenants 
should be to avoid vegetation removal. In 
areas where vegetation may need to be 
cleared, WRP mandates that a 100-foot 
buffer must remain. 

None. The text in Section 4.3.1 
Vegetation currently states that the 
WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions direct tenants to preserve 
as much vegetation as possible. 

3. Marianne 
Simko, 
Atlantic, VA 

Figure 3 [Figure 3] also includes a note 
"nature trails to be retained," but the 
proposed action states that the nature 
trails would be relocated. 

What is meant by “retained” on Figure 3 
is that the nature trails will be part of the 
natural area after development of the 
WRP, and where possible, the nature 
trails will be undisturbed. In some places 
the nature trails may require relocation, 
but exact locations of trail relocation 
won’t be identified until the detailed site 
plans of a tenant are developed. 

The text in Section 4.4.2 Recreation 
was revised to state: The existing 
nature trails would be left undisturbed 
where possible; in areas where the 
nature trails would require relocation, 
the relocation would be completed as 
quickly as possible in order to 
minimize temporary trail closure. 
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-specific 
plans that have the potential to result 
in impacts to trails. 

4. Marianne 
Simko, 
Atlantic, VA 

N/A 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 

Accomack County plans to add a new 
park within the County to mitigate the 
loss of the existing park within the 
proposed WRP; in addition, the 
playground equipment in the existing park 
would be relocated across Mill Dam Road 
to the closed County landfill. 

The WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions direct tenants to preserve as 
much vegetation as possible and require 

The text in Section 4.3.1 Vegetation 
was revised to address land clearing 
and potential reforestation 
opportunities.  The text in Section 
4.4.2 Recreation was revised to 
address nature trails and relocation of 
the current park equipment and ball 
field. 
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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. 

that a 100-foot vegetative buffer remain 
around the WRP site perimeter.  

WRP intends to offset the impacts of 
forest clearing to the greatest extent 
practicable; Accomack County has agreed 
to lead reforesting efforts in open areas on 
existing properties such as school grounds 
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, 
Navy Surface 
Combat 
Systems Center 
(SCSC) 

N/A You might want to include in the 
research park EA either an historical 
map showing the extent of the old 
landfill boundary, or some drill 
sample results if you have them.  
There is one memory that we had 
considered building the houses just 
across the road from our base, but in 
doing the soil borings, we found old 
cars.  …  I know they are looking to 
build somebody's headquarters right 
across from [Wallops Main Base] 
main gate now, so they may have 
found clean soil, 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. 

The landfill boundary is shown on Figures 
3 and 4. Any site specific development 
plans would be reviewed by the WRP Site 
Plan Review Committee. Proposed 
construction within the landfill or near the 
landfill boundary would be coordinated 
with Accomack County and VDEQ.  

The relocation of the existing playground 
to the landfill would result in minor, 
shallow disturbance of the ground surface 
for the installation of the playground 
equipment. 

None. 

6. National 
Oceanic and 
Atmospheric 

Section 3.2.6  
Section 4.2.6 

The draft EA did not address the 
impact of radio frequency (RF) 
emissions on the existing WCDAS 

Because RF emissions from WRP are not 
predictable prior to identifying WRP 
tenants and their operations, the EA did 

None. 
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Administration 
(NOAA) 
Wallops 
Command and 
Data 
Acquisition 
Station 
(WCDAS) 

either in terms of socioeconomic 
consequences or performance 
degradation. 

not evaluate RF impacts at a detailed 
level. The WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions direct RF-emitting tenants to 
notify the WFF Spectrum Manager who 
will coordinate with any RF system 
users/owners, including WCDAS. 

7. NOAA 
WCDAS 

Section 3.2.6 
Section 4.2.6 

The EA also does not address 
potential hazards of electromagnetic 
radiation to ordnance and fuel, 
although it does address potential 
hazards of electromagnetic radiation 
to personnel. 

Because electromagnetic radiation 
sources from WRP are not predictable 
prior to identifying WRP tenants and their 
operations, the EA did not evaluate the 
specific impacts of electromagnetic 
radiation on ordnance and fuel. However, 
the WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions require emitters to coordinate 
with the WFF Spectrum Manager and to 
conduct Hazards of Electromagnetic 
Radiation to Ordinance (HERO) and 
Hazards of Electromagnetic Radiation to 
Personnel (HERP) analyses as needed; 
these analyses would be coordinated with 
RF system users/owners, including 
WCDAS.  

The text in Section 3.2.6 Radiation 
and 4.2.6 Radiation was revised to 
include the potential for HERO and 
HERP analyses to be conducted and to 
state that electromagnetic radiation-
emitting tenants would be required to 
coordinate with the WFF Spectrum 
Manager. 

8. NOAA 
WCDAS 

N/A NOAA is concerned that increasing 
levels of radio frequency interference 
(RFI) resulting from 
industrial/commercial/scientific 
expansion in the vicinity of the WFF 
could degrade the Station's ability to 
accomplish its mission. 

As required by the WRP Guiding 
Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal 
submitted by WRP tenants that includes 
potential RF transmitters and/or radiating 
systems would be subject to NASA WFF 
spectrum management policies which 
includes review by the WFF Spectrum 
Manager and coordination with any RF 
system users/owners, including WCDAS. 

None. 

9. NOAA 
WCDAS 

Section 3.2.6  RF interference that may result from 
development of the WRP can be 
caused by radio transmitters’ devices 
that intentionally radiate 
electromagnetic signals -or by 

As required by the WRP Guiding 
Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal 
submitted by WRP tenants that includes 
potential RF transmitters and/or radiating 
systems would be subject to NASA WFF 

None. 
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devices that unintentionally radiate 
"radio noise.” WCDAS antennas can 
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, ordnance 
and fuel.  

The draft EA should identify these 
concerns in section 3.2.6 under the 
Non-Ionizing Radiation heading. RF 
emissions are not predictable before 
WRP tenants are identified. 

spectrum management policies which 
includes review by the WFF Spectrum 
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 
Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal 
submitted by WRP tenants that includes 
potential RF transmitters and/or radiating 
systems would be subject to NASA WFF 
spectrum management policies which 
includes review by the WFF Spectrum 
Manager and coordination with any RF 
system users/owners, including WCDAS. 

None. 

11. NOAA 
WCDAS 

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

At this time, WRP tenants have not been 
identified, therefore, site-specific 
information 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 operations 
is unknown.  

WRP would require submittal of detailed 

None. 
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applicable.  information in tenant’s plans on proposed 
RF-emitting systems such as model 
number(s), frequencies, and power levels.  

Once these specifics are made known to 
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 
WCDAS 

Section 1.1.1 The WCDAS considers it imperative 
that WRP future tenants coordinate 
all potential transmitters and 
radiating systems to preclude 
expensive mitigation processes to 
legally operate. 

As required by the WRP Guiding 
Covenants and Restrictions, any proposal 
submitted by WRP tenants that includes 
potential RF transmitters and/or radiating 
systems would be subject to NASA WFF 
spectrum management policies which 
includes review by the WFF Spectrum 
Manager and coordination with any RF 
system users/owners, including WCDAS. 

None. 

13. Navy SCSC N/A There is no mention of the Cropper 
Center, which is located within the 
area boundaries. 

The EA has been revised to include the 
Cropper Center that is located inside of 
WRP area boundaries, but is a separate 
entity from WRP. 

The text in the Executive Summary 
(Page ii), Section 2.2 Proposed Action, 
and Figure 2 have been revised to 
include the Navy-owned Cropper 
Center. 

14. Navy SCSC Section 4.2.1 Would the entire site be graded and 
cleared before specific users were 
identified, or would each site be 
cleared as needed? 

The entire site would not be graded and/or 
cleared prior to identification of specific 
tenants and uses, however, timber 
harvesting would be performed in phases 
according to tenant construction plans and 
timber market conditions – it is likely that 
several acres would be harvested together 
in order to generate enough timber at one 
time for sale. Vegetation removal, 
grading, site layout, etc. would require 
approval from the WRP Site Plan Review 
Committee during the site plan review 
process and timber harvesting would be 
coordinated with the Virginia Department 

The text in Section 4.2.1.1 
Topography and Drainage and Section 
4.2.1.2 Geology and Soils were 
revised to state: The entire site would 
not be graded and/or cleared prior to 
identification of specific tenants and 
uses, however, timber harvesting 
would be performed in phases 
according to tenant construction plans 
and timber market conditions – it is 
likely that several acres would be 
harvested together in order to generate 
enough timber at one time for sale. 
Vegetation removal, grading, site 
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of Forestry Area Forester. layout, etc. would require approval 
from the WRP Site Plan Review 
Committee during the site plan review 
process and timber harvesting would 
be coordinated with the Virginia 
Department of Forestry Area Forester.  

15. Navy SCSC Section 4.2.2 Will there be any attempt to develop 
the wetlands and floodplains last? 

Both action alternatives include the 
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.  

None. 

16. Navy SCSC N/A What is the enforcement tool for 
compliance to proper procedures for 
the industries resident at the 
Research Park? 

Oversight and enforcement of WRP 
tenants will include:  

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

• WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions, overseen by WRP 
principals 

• WRP Site Plan Review 
Committee 

The text in Section 2.2 Proposed 
Action has been revised to include 
clarification on the oversight and 
enforcement mechanisms for WRP. 
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17. Navy SCSC N/A What are the covenants or controls? 
Such items should be included. 

The WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions are currently in draft form 
and cannot be included in the EA as such; 
however, once completed, this document 
will serve as the guidelines and 
restrictions for WRP. The EA 
incorporates the WRP Guiding Covenants 
and Restrictions by reference. 

None. 

18. Navy SCSC N/A 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? 

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

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

• WRP Guiding Covenants and 
Restrictions, overseen by WRP 
principals 

• WRP Site Plan Review 
Committee 

The text in Section 2.2 Proposed 
Action has been revised to include 
clarification on the oversight and 
enforcement 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 the 
following WFF permits: 

• Wastewater Discharge 

• Groundwater Withdrawal 

WRP and/or tenants would be responsible 
for obtaining all other permits to be in 

None. 
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compliance with Federal, State, and local 
regulations including but not limited to: 

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

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

• Individual tenant’s VSMP permits 
from Virginia Department of 
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) 

• Hazardous Waste generator ID from 
EPA 

WRP and/or tenants would be responsible 
for development of contingency plans as 
necessary.  

20. Navy SCSC Section 4.4.4 Will NASA Fire Company respond 
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 to 
WRP, NASA Fire Company would assist 
in emergency response on an as-needed 
basis.  

None. 

21. Navy SCSC Section 4.2.5 If each tenant has an EPA [hazardous 
waste] generator number, why are 
NASA hazmat controls relevant? 

Tenants that transport material across 
WFF 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 has 
been revised to include the following: 
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hazard? that would be transported by WRP 
partners or tenants would be appropriately 
placarded and transported following 
Federal and State transportation 
regulations.  

“Fully fueled spacecraft or any other 
potentially hazardous material that 
would be transported by WRP partners 
or tenants would be appropriately 
placarded and transported following 
Federal and State transportation 
regulations.” 

23. Navy SCSC Section 4.4.1 
Section 4.4.3  

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 
by negative economic impact of 
development.  

Full build-out of WRP is anticipated over 
a 20 year time period; the population 
growth is anticipated to be approximately 
3 percent within Accomack County, and 
less than 1 percent per County in the four 
other counties where WRP employee 
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.  

None. 

24. Navy SCSC Section 4.4.7 What is the plan to support County 
funding for road improvement, better 
emergency services, additional 
school students, and new medical 
demands? 

The increase in taxes generated by the 
additional WRP-employed families and 
businesses would add to the County’s 
ability to implement public services such 
as medical, educational, and road 
improvements. 

None. 

25. Navy SCSC Section 4.2.2 What is the cumulative impact of all 
parking lots on Mosquito Creek? 
What sort of landscape filtering 
would be required, as opposed to 
‘encouraged’? 

Management of stormwater runoff and 
impacts on water quality are monitored 
and regulated by the VDEQ and DCR. 
Individual tenants would be required to 
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, 

None. 
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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 
enforced on contractors? 

Vehicle maintenance will be enforced by:  

• Federal, State, and local regulations 
as enforced primarily by permits 
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. 

• 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  

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

27. Navy SCSC Section 4.2.3 Many minor impacts to air – what is 
the cumulative impact of all the 

Because the WRP site is located in an 
attainment area for all criteria pollutants 

None. 




