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Environmental Assessment

This Environmental Assessment addresses reporting the National Park Seminary Historic
District to be an excess property, which will initiate the disposal process. It provides an
analysis of the proposed action and alternatives and their potential environmental and
socioeconomic effects, as required by Army Regulation 200-2, the National Environmental
Policy Act, and the President’s Council on Environmental Quality regulations.

SECTION 1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, and SCOPE describes the relevant background information
on the proposed action and summarizes the objectives and scope of the analyses required in
this Environmental Assessment.

SECTION 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION provides a detailed description of
the proposed action, including its implementation.

SECTION 3.0 ALTERNATIVES discusses the alternatives to the proposed action analyzed
in this Environmental Assessment, including the No-Action Alternative.

SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT describes baseline environmental and
socioeconomic conditions.

SECTION 5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES contains
the environmental and socioeconomic effects of the proposed action and alternatives.

SECTION 6.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS summarizes the potential adverse effects
and actions planned to reduce or minimize them.

SECTION 7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS identifies the people who prepared the report and their
disciplines.

SECTION 8.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST identifies the people who received copies of the
document.

SECTION 9.0 REFERENCES provides bibliographical information for sources cited in the
text of the report.

SECTION 10.0 LIST OF PERSONS CONSULTED identifies the people who supplied
information.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A Public Involvement and Agency Coordination
APPENDIX B Report of Excess Real Property

APPENDIX C NHPA Section 106 Consultation

APPENDIX D Air Quality Standards and Conformity

APPENDIX E Description and Condition Assessment of Buildings

An ACRONYM LIST (fold-out) is provided immediately following the appendices.
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1. Purpose, Need, and Scope

1.1 Purpose and Need

The National Park Seminary Historic District (NPSHD) is a property owned by the Walter
Reed Army Medical Center (WRAMC). The NPSHD is part of WRAMC's Forest Glen
Annex, which is located in Montgomery County, Maryland, about 1.5 miles north of the
District of Columbia (Figure 1-1). The NPSHD is an approximately 27-acre parcel of land
with 29 buildings, 24 of which are historic. The Army acquired the property in 1942. The
NPSHD has been listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) since 1972.

Because of changed and reduced mission requirements, the Department of the Army no
longer needs or can afford to adequately maintain the existing historic buildings on the
NPSHD. The purpose of the proposed action is to provide for the continued viability of the
NPSHD, by allowing the adaptive reuse of the property to be undertaken by another party.
The need for this action respects the historic context and value of the property, while
recognizing the fiscal limitations inherent in continued Army maintenance and ownership.

1.2 Proposed Action

The Army proposes to report the NPSHD, in its entirety, as excess to the General Services
Administration (GSA), in accordance with Army Regulation (AR) 405-90 (“Disposal of Real
Estate” May 10, 1985) and federal property law. Under the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act (FPASA) and its accompanying regulations, the GSA is
responsible for the disposal of excess federal property. The Army’s proposed action will
begin the disposal process by providing notice to the GSA that the NPSHD is excess to the
Army’s needs.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) identifies and analyzes the potential effects on the
natural and human environment that could be associated with the Army's proposed action,
which is described in more detail in Section 2. This EA has been prepared in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and with the regulations
implementing NEPA, published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) as 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 1500-1508 (July 1, 1986), and by the Army as AR 200-2
(“Environmental Effects of Army Actions” December 23, 1988).

1.3 Background

The Department of Defense has been downsizing since the end of the Cold War. The
functions at WRAMC have been scaled back as part of this process. The Army has either
replaced or renovated most of the buildings that are needed to meet current WRAMC
missions and has consolidated functions in these more suitable buildings.

Final Environmental Assessment November 1999
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PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

By contrast, the NPSHD property has been mostly vacant for an extended period of time.
Neither the buildings nor the land are needed to support any current or future WRAMC
missions or mobilization requirements. If a mission is identified in the future, the NPSHD
property could not be economically adapted for Army use, due to both the deteriorated
state of the buildings and the historic and cultural significance attached to the buildings by
the local community. The existing buildings in the NPSHD have an outdated layout, are
prohibitively expensive to operate and maintain, and would require major rehabilitation to
become even minimally functional for WRAMC's mission-related activities, most of which
require high-technology laboratory space.

Because of the age and condition of these historic buildings, their maintenance diverts a
substantial amount of annual funding from the maintenance of WRAMC’s mission-critical
facilities. Sufficient funding has not been available to fully stabilize and reverse the ongoing
deterioration of these historic buildings. Therefore, the Army must examine other methods
to provide for this property.

1.4 Decision to Prepare an EA

On June 3, 1997, the Army published a “Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) on the National Park Seminary Historic District Located at the
Walter Reed Army Medical Center” in the Federal Register (see Appendix A). The intended
purpose of the EIS was to evaluate a range of options for the reuse of the NPSHD, including
demolition of buildings, rehabilitation and reuse of buildings by the Army, or disposal of
the property.

After considering the issues raised by public and agency comments, inquiries by interested
parties, and the ongoing processes of military facilities planning and master planning, the
Department of the Army determined that WRAMC does not have a current or foreseeable
future need for the NPSHD property and that it would be in the best interests of all
concerned if the stewardship and adaptive reuse of the NPSHD were to be accomplished by
another party.

As a result, the proposed Army action was changed from reusing the NPSHD to reporting
the NPSHD to GSA as an excess property. The EIS for Army reuse of the NPSHD was
discontinued and has been replaced by this EA. (The measures taken to notify interested
parties of this change are presented in Section 1.7, “Public Involvement.”) As discussed
below, an EA is the appropriate NEPA document to assess the environmental and
socioeconomic effects of the Army’s current proposed action and alternatives.

The previous proposed action and alternatives for reuse of the NPSHD, as described in the
1997 NOI, included the possibility that the Army could demolish some or all of the district’s
historic buildings to make it more feasible to reuse the property. According to the Army‘s
NEPA regulations (AR 200-2, Sections 6-2 [b] and [c]), an EIS is required when a proposed
action has the potential to have a “significant adverse effect on properties listed on ... the
National Register of Historic Places.”

The current proposed action of reporting the NPSHD as an excess property does not
automatically require an EIS. An EA is prepared to determine the extent of impacts of a
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proposed action and to decide whether or not those impacts are significant and therefore
would require an EIS (AR 200-2, Section 5-1). An EA normally is prepared for “proposals
that may lead to excessing Army real property” (AR 200-2, Section 5-3 [I]) and is required
when an action has “the potential for ... some harm to culturally or ecologically sensitive
areas” (AR 200-2, Section 5-2 [d]).

Should the property be declared excess by the Army, then GSA (as the property disposal
agent) will be responsible for further evaluating the potential environmental impacts
associated with disposal of the property in a separate NEPA document.

1.5 Scope

The Army proposes to prepare and forward a “Report of Excess Real Property” to the GSA,
to begin the disposal process for the NPSHD property. GSA then will begin its process of
screening, marketing, and disposing of the property. Under the regulations governing
federal property disposal, the Army as the holding agency will retain custody and
accountability for the excess property, pending its transfer to another federal agency or its
disposal to a non-federal entity (AR 405-90, Section 4-3). The proposed action is described in
more detail in Section 2, “Description of Proposed Action.”

This EA analyzes the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects that are associated
with the proposed action and alternatives. The alternatives considered in this EA address a
set of reasonably foreseeable options for the immediate future of the land and buildings of
the NPSHD, including declaring the property excess or retaining the property indefinitely
in its current underutilized status. The specific alternatives evaluated in this EA are
presented in Section 3, “Alternatives.”

The CEQ's regulations for implementing NEPA encourage federal agencies to concentrate
NEPA analyses on the issues relevant to the specific action for which decisions need to be
made (“issues which are ripe for decision” — Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part
1502.28) and, if necessary, to prepare supplemental documents or subsequent NEPA
documents at a later stage. The decision now is whether to report the NPSHD as excess
property, thereby allowing the GSA to begin the process of marketing and disposal.

Because GSA will be responsible for screening and marketing the NPSHD property for
disposal (if the property is declared excess), consideration of specific reuse alternatives is
beyond the scope of the Army’s EA. The ultimate reuse of the property will depend greatly
on the outcome of GSA’s screening and marketing process. The specific entities that would
be willing and able to acquire the property, and the types of adaptive reuse that could be
made of the property by these entities, will be unknown until this process is further
underway. Therefore, this EA does not evaluate any specific reuse alternatives or scenarios.
However, the potential effects of disposal and reuse of the NPSHD by parties other than the
Army are evaluated in this EA as indirect and cumulative effects of the Army's proposed
action to declare the property excess.

As noted, GSA will be responsible for considering any relevant disposal alternatives and
their potential impacts, in compliance with the requirements of NEPA, at a time when
decisions need to be made about that subsequent transfer or disposal action.
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1.6 Impact Analysis Performed

This EA identifies, documents, and evaluates the relevant environmental and
socioeconomic effects of excessing or retaining the NPSHD property. Conditions at the
NPSHD and the surrounding area are described in Section 4, “Affected Environment.”

An interdisciplinary team of environmentalists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers,
historians, scientists, and military experts has analyzed the proposed action of declaring the
property excess (including interim maintenance of the property by the Army and GSA), and
the alternatives to the proposed action, against the existing conditions and has identified
the relevant beneficial and adverse effects associated with the action. These potential effects,
or impacts, are described in Section 5, “Environmental and Socioeconomic Impacts.”

This EA analyzes the direct impacts of the proposed action (those caused by the proposed
action and occurring at the same place and time), the indirect impacts of the proposed action
(those resulting from the proposed action but caused by parties other than the Army,
occurring later in time, or occurring farther in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable), and
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action (those resulting from the incremental impact
of the proposed action when added to other past, present, or future actions of the Army or
other parties).

The potential effects of disposal and reuse of the NPSHD by parties other than the Army are
evaluated in this EA as indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed action of excessing the
property, to the degree that Army actions potentially could contribute to or offset such
effects. Analysis of these indirect impacts is based on an understanding of the constraints
placed on potential reuse by local zoning and planning, physical conditions, and other
factors beyond the Army’s control.

1.7 Public Involvement

The NEPA process is designed to involve the public in federal decision-making. Comments
from concerned individuals, agencies, and organizations are welcome at any time during
preparation of an EA. Measures to involve the public in the NEPA process for the NPSHD
have included the following:

* Publishing notices in local newspapers (the Washington Post, the Washington Times, and
the Montgomery Journal) and in the Federal Register.

* Providing the name and address of a WRAMC point of contact in all public notices and
other public information materials (see Appendix A).

* Compiling and maintaining a mailing list of interested agencies and individuals.

» Placing copies of this EA and previous studies about the NPSHD in the Silver Spring
Library and advertising the address of the library in public notices.

* Conducting open public meetings to inform interested parties about the preparation of
NEPA documentation for the NPSHD and to obtain public input.
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» Consulting formally with responsible resource agencies, including the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the Maryland-National Capital
Parks and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC), and the National Capital Planning
Commission (NCPC) (Appendix A).

After the Army’s NEPA process is completed, additional opportunities for public
involvement will occur during the GSA’s screening process (see subsection 2.2.2 “Disposal
Process™) and during GSA's subsequent NEPA process.

1.7.1 Scoping

The first step in preparing a NEPA document is to scope, or identify, the issues to be
addressed in the analysis and documentation. Public and agency participation is solicited as
early as possible to help identify the critical issues to be analyzed in the document. Scoping
also can help refine the alternatives to be analyzed.

In the case of the NPSHD, the scoping process was initiated in 1997 by a Notice of Intent to
prepare an EIS for reuse of the NPSHD. The EIS scoping process contributed to the
subsequent change in proposed action. Appendix A includes a summary of the scoping that
was carried out in 1997, beginning with the NOI to prepare an EIS for Army reuse, and the
comments that were received. Many of these comments remain relevant to the current
proposed action.

Scoping for this EA was resumed in the spring of 1999, as described in the following
subsections, by mailing flyers to all known interested agencies and individuals on the
mailing list, followed by more formal correspondence with responsible resource agencies
(Appendix A).

1.7.2 Public Meetings

A public scoping meeting for the (now discontinued) EIS on Army reuse was held in the
evening of July 14, 1997. Verbatim comments at this meeting were transcribed for the
record. A summary of these comments is presented in Appendix A.

Between that time and the initiation of this EA, WRAMC personnel met informally several
times with interested community groups, to update them on the NEPA process and related
deliberations, and to discuss other issues of interest, such as ongoing maintenance and
security concerns at the NPSHD and traffic at Forest Glen Annex.

On the evenings of May 11, 1999, and October 28, 1999, the Army held open public
information meetings to discuss the decision to discontinue the EIS for Army reuse of the
NPSHD and the plan for preparing this EA, and to acquaint community members with the
process for excessing and disposal of federal property. These public meetings were
advertised by placing notices in local newspapers and by mailing flyers to all known
interested agencies and individuals on the mailing list (Appendix A).

The May 1999 public information meeting was intended to inform the community about the
Army’s new proposed action (declaring the NPSHD excess), to discuss the excessing and
disposal process, and to discuss the change from an EIS to an EA. The October 1999 public
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information meeting was intended to discuss the progress of the excessing action and the
findings of this EA. Summary notes of the discussions at these public information meetings
were taken and considered in preparing this EA (Appendix A).

Under NEPA regulations, public scoping meetings and public hearings to review draft
documents are not required for an EA (unlike for an EIS). However, because of the high
level of community interest in the NPSHD, the Army has chosen to continue meeting with
the public, and with interested state, local and federal agencies, to maintain communication.

1.7.3 Local Agency Meetings

Because of the strong community interest in this property, as well as the key role that local
government agencies may be called upon to play in GSA's screening and disposal process
(see Section 2.0), the Army has held a series of working meetings with interested local
government agencies. These meetings were intended:

» To exchange information about the federal process of excessing and disposal and the
local government process for site development

* To develop interagency relationships

» To keep local agencies informed about the progress being made by the Army and GSA
toward excessing and transfer or disposal of the NPSHD

Local agency meetings were held during the day, to facilitate attendance by government
employees, generally on the same days as the public information meetings (which were

held in the evening to facilitate attendance by the general public). Summary notes of the
discussions at those meetings are presented in Appendix A.

1.7.4 Public Review Under NEPA

The Final EA will be made available to the public for review. Either a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FNSI) or an NOI to prepare an EIS, as appropriate, will be prepared. A
notice advertising the availability of the EA will be published in local newspapers and
mailed to agencies and individuals on the mailing list. Copies of the EA will be available for
review at the Silver Spring Library and will be provided to all who request it by writing to
the point of contact designated in the public notice. If the EA results in a FNSI, the Army
will not initiate the proposed action for 30 days after the completion of the EA and FNSI
and public notification.

1.8 Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders

The following statutes bear on disposal or reuse activities at the NPSHD. The discussion
notes their relevance to the proposed action.
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1.8.1 Resource Protection Statutes

Clean Air Act

Under the Clean Air Act (CAA), the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS are time-
averaged concentrations of criteria pollutants that may not be exceeded in the ambient air
more than a specified number of times. The NAAQS are to be achieved through state
implementation plans (SIPs), which provide limitations, schedules, and timetables for
compliance with NAAQS.

Amendments to the CAA in 1990 introduced, in Section 176(c) of the act, a requirement that
“No department, agency, or instrumentality of the federal government shall engage in,
support in any way, or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any
activity which does not conform to an implementation plan.” Conforming to a SIP means
conforming to that plan’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of
violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious attainment of such standards. The
General Conformity Rule, 40 CFR 93, which implements Section 176(c) of the CAA, requires
an assessment of conformity for all applicable federal actions.

Clean Water Act

Since major amendments in 1977, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act has been known
as the Clean Water Act (CWA). This statute, which seeks to restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters, identifies certain
pollutants and sets required treatment levels for those pollutants. The CWA addresses both
point-source and nonpoint-source discharges. Point sources are distinct entities that
discharge wastewater with pollutants into rivers or lakes through pipes, ditches, canals, or
distinct conveyances. Nonpoint sources are those, such as agricultural lands, construction
sites, parking lots, or streets, that do not discharge wastewater from a discrete conveyance.

Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) program. NPDES permits are required for all point-source discharges to waters of
the United States, including discharges of stormwater associated with industrial activities.

Section 404 of the CWA establishes the national regulation and protection of wetlands.
Freshwater wetland permits are required for any discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States. Waters of the United States are defined as including wetlands
as delineated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) definitions. State regulations for
managing and protecting freshwater wetlands also are authorized and required under the
CWA.

Endangered Species Act

Under the Endangered Species Act, federal agencies are required to conserve species that
have been listed as endangered or threatened. All federal agencies must consult with the
USFWS to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or to
result in destruction or adverse modification of its critical habitat. This mechanism, deriving
from Section 7 of the act, is often referred to as the consultation process. While the
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consultation process is in progress, an agency is forbidden from making any irretrievable
commitment of resources to its project. Consultation typically leads to the USFWS’s
suggestion of alternatives or mitigating measures that can be incorporated into the project,
thereby allowing its completion.

National Historic Preservation Act

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, requires the Army to
consider the effect of any undertaking on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places and to give the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to
comment on such undertakings, through the Section 106 consultation process established at
36 CFR Part 800. These Section 106 regulations, which were revised in May 1999, also
provide the means for determining whether a particular undertaking or action might have
an adverse effect on historic properties. The process of consulting with the SHPO, the
ACHP, and with other identified consulting parties as appropriate, can be used to resolve
adverse effects on historic properties by developing a Memorandum of Agreement or a
Programmatic Agreement.

1.8.2 Waste Management and Cleanup Statutes

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),
as amended, also known as Superfund, addresses the remediation of past hazardous
substance sites that pose threats to human health or the environment. The Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) expanded the procedures for
remediation at federal facilities.

Procedures for conducting cleanup are governed by the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. Compliance with the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan at Army facilities occurs through the Department of
Defense’s (DOD) Installation Restoration (IR) Program. The IR Program addresses
hazardous waste sites requiring remediation.

At facilities where remediation is required, the major steps in the cleanup process include
preliminary assessment and site investigation of areas where hazardous substances were
released or disposed of; remedial investigation and preparation of feasibility studies for
cleanup; a record of decision for selecting cleanup measures; design of remedial measures;
and implementation or remedial action. The process includes creating and maintaining an
administrative record for public review and providing notices to the public for review and
comment at major junctures.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the EPA defines those wastes
that are hazardous and regulates their generation, treatment, storage, transportation, and
disposal. The EPA also establishes technical and performance requirements for hazardous
waste management units and exercises responsibility over a permit system for hazardous
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waste management facilities. RCRA also is the source for regulations pertaining to solid
waste management and underground storage tank management.

1.8.3 Property Transfer Statutes

Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (FPASA), Public Law

(PL) 81-152, established the GSA and gives that agency the overall responsibility for
acquiring and using federally owned and leased office buildings and space, for determining
when real property is surplus to the needs of the federal government, and for disposal of
surplus federally owned property.

Under Section 203(k)(1), for example, GSA can assign surplus real property to the
Secretaries of Education and of Health and Human Services (HHS), as appropriate, for
disposal when needed for school, classroom, or other educational uses, or for use in the
protection of public health, including research and homeless assistance purposes. Under
Section 203(k)(2), GSA can assign surplus property to the Secretary of the Interior for
disposal when it is needed for use as a public park or recreation area. Under Section
203(k)(3), GSA can convey to any state, political subdivision, or municipality, any surplus
real and related personal property that (as determined by the Secretary of the Interior) is
suitable and desirable for use as a historic monument for the benefit of the public. Other
provisions of the FPASA govern the process for assigning property for other public benefit
purposes and for conveying property to the public or private sector (GSA, Office of
Property Disposal, 1999).

McKinney Act

Under the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (PL 100-77), more commonly
known as the McKinney Act, the US government recognizes its responsibility to use public
resources and programs in a more coordinated manner to meet the critically urgent needs of
the homeless. The McKinney Act provides a process for screening surplus government
property for use by providers of assistance to the homeless (see Section 2.2).

Title V of the McKinney Act expands the meaning of Section 203(k)(1) of the FPASA to
include facilities to help the homeless as a permissible use in protecting public health. The
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) collects data on federal properties
and identifies those suitable to assist the homeless. GSA and HHS make suitable surplus
properties available to private nonprofit organizations, local governments, and states for
use as facilities to help the homeless. These properties are leased, deeded, or made available
on an interim basis at no cost to approved homeless-assistance providers. Federal land-
holding agencies may lease or permit suitable underutilized property to approved
homeless-assistance applicants (GSA, Office of Property Disposal, 1999).

1.8.4 Executive Orders

The following executive orders address topics that may be relevant to the proposed action
and alternatives:
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Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management” (May 24, 1977), requires federal
agencies to take action to reduce the risk of flood loss; to minimize the impact of
floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and to restore and preserve the
national and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out their
responsibilities for, among other actions, managing and disposing of federal lands.
Before taking an action, an agency must determine whether the proposed action will
occur in a floodplain. If an action will be located in a floodplain, consideration must
be given to alternatives for avoiding adverse effects and incompatible development
in floodplains.

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands” (May 24, 1977), requires federal
agencies to take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands,
and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in
carrying out the agency’s responsibilities for, among other things, managing and
disposing of federal lands and facilities. For any proposal for lease, easement, right-
of-way, or disposal to non-federal public or private parties, the federal agency shall
(a) reference in the conveyance those uses that are restricted under federal, state, or
local wetland regulations; and (b) attach other appropriate restrictions to the uses of
properties by the grantee or purchaser and any successor, except where prohibited
by law; or (c) withhold such properties from disposal.

Executive Order 12088, “Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards”
(October 13, 1978), provides that federal agencies are to comply with all federal,
state, and local environmental requirements. In the context of excessing, these
requirements will continue so long as the Army retains any indicia of ownership of
the property or interim use of the property.

Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low Income Populations” (February 11, 1994), requires
that federal agencies conduct their programs, policies, and activities that
substantially affect human health or the environment so that persons (including
populations) are not excluded from participating in, denied the benefits of, or
subjected to discrimination under such programs, policies, and activities, because of
their race, color, or national origin.

Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks” (April 21, 1997), recognizes that a growing body of scientific
knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately from
environmental health and safety risks. The executive order requires federal agencies,
to the extent permitted by law and mission, to identify and assess such environ-
mental health and safety risks and to ensure that such programs, policies, and
activities address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental
health risks or safety risks.
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2.1 Introduction

The proposed action evaluated by this EA is to report the NPSHD in its entirety as an excess
property, by forwarding a “Report of Excess Real Property” to the GSA (Appendix B).
Doing so will initiate the GSA’s process of screening, marketing, and ultimately disposing
of the property.

This section summarizes the events leading to this proposed action and how it will be
implemented, including the subsequent GSA actions that will lead to transfer or disposal of
the property to a new owner. The alternatives that have been identified for the proposed
action are described in Section 3, “Alternatives.”

2.1.1 WRAMC Mission

The Walter Reed Army Medical Center is a major medical care, research, and teaching
center of international importance, under the command jurisdiction of the US Army
Medical Command (MEDCOM), Fort Sam Houston, Texas. WRAMC is the Army’s largest
health care facility and one of the largest in DOD. More than a million patients a year visit
the hospital at WRAMC’s Main Section and its two satellite clinics.

WRAMC'’s mission is to:
* Provide quality, comprehensive health care that is cost-competitive and accessible.

» Serve as a national resource for specialty care and medical issues unique in DOD and
other federal agencies.

e Maintain individual and collective readiness in support of the DOD health care system.
» Provide research, education and training in support of the DOD health care system.

WRAMC is the home of the North Atlantic Regional Medical Command (NARMC), one of
MEDCOM'’s five US regional commands. NARMC includes 21 states and the District of
Columbia and provides leadership, planning, and support for the 50 Army hospitals and
clinics in the region.

WRAMC also hosts 17 tenant organizations. The largest tenant is the Walter Reed Army
Institute of Research (WRAIR), the largest military medical research laboratory in DOD.
Another major tenant at WRAMC is the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology (AFIP), a
tri-service organization that teaches pathology to hundreds of military and civilian
physicians each year (WRAMC, 1998b).

WRAMC consists of three geographically separate areas (see Figure 1-1). The Main Section,
near the northern border of the District of Columbia, contains the hospital and major
research and teaching facilities. The Forest Glen Annex in Montgomery County provides
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service, support, and research facilities. The Glen Haven Section, in Montgomery County
about 4 miles north of the Main Section, provides family housing for enlisted military
personnel assigned to WRAMC.

2.1.2 Description of Affected Property

The NPSHD is an approximately 27-acre parcel of land with 29 buildings, 24 of which are
historic. The parcel is located on the north end of the Forest Glen Annex and is generally
bounded by the Capital Beltway (1-495) on the north, Smith Drive on the east, and Linden
Lane and the neighborhood of Forest Glen Park on the south and west. Four of the
NPSHD’s buildings (112, 115, 126, and 133) are located south of Linden Lane (Figure 2-1).
As Figure 2-1 shows, there are three other historic buildings nearby that are not located
within the boundary of the NPSHD parcel.

The NPSHD is composed of a collection of late 19th and early 20t century architecturally
eclectic buildings and structures that surround a wooded stream ravine, referred to as “the
Glen.” The first building on the site, “Ye Forest Inne” (Building 101a, later known as simply
as “The Main”) was constructed by a land development company and was operated as a
hotel and gambling casino.

A private finishing school for women, called the National Park Seminary and later the
National Park College, was established on the site in 1894. The school sought to provide a
physical environment that was beautiful, unique, and edifying as part of its educational
philosophy. The eclectic architecture of the buildings is a reflection of that philosophy.

The Army acquired the property in 1942, during World War 1l, and used it as a
convalescent center through the Vietnam War period. Convalescent wards in the historic
buildings were closed in 1972 (KFS, 1992). Since that time, buildings in the NPSHD have
seen limited use for administrative and logistical support, such as offices, storage, and
military housing.

Over time, WRAMC's mission-related activities and tenants that were located in the
NPSHD have been relocated to other, more suitable facilities at the Forest Glen Annex or
the Main Section. The Forest Glen Fire Station is one of the few NPSHD buildings still in
active use. Most of the buildings in the NPSHD are now vacant.

The NPSHD was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1972. In 1979, the
NPSHD became the first historic district to be designated by Montgomery County and is
listed on the county’s Master Plan for Historic Preservation.

The unique buildings and wooded glen that make up the NPSHD are an important historic,
architectural, cultural, and open space resource for the North and West Silver Spring area
and Montgomery County.

The historic district also is a prominent, established feature of the adjacent off-post
residential community of Forest Glen Park, which is bounded on the east by the NPSHD, on
the west by Rock Creek Park, on the north by 1-495, and on the south by the rest of the
Forest Glen Annex (see Figure 1-1).
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2.1.3 Maintenance of the NPSHD Property

The age and architectural complexity of the NPSHD buildings have presented unique
maintenance problems that cannot be —and have not been—adequately addressed within
the limited budget and maintenance staff available to WRAMC. The buildings were
constructed with wooden wall and roof structures, wooden shingle sidings or pebble-dash
stucco (applied over the original wood) on the exterior walls, and asphalt or asbestos
shingled roofs. These materials have long out-lived their normally expected service life.

As a result, although WRAMC has spent an average of $100,000 per year historically, with
an increase to $200,000 in fiscal year (FY) 1998 for maintenance and repair of the NPSHD
buildings, most of the historic structures are in poor or deteriorated condition and several
are seriously unstable (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1996).

Currently, the Army is applying $400,000 per year from MEDCOM'’s baseline funding for
routine maintenance and repair in the NPSHD.

2.1.3.1 Comprehensive Plan for Basic Repair and Stabilization

Under the 1997 Defense Authorization Act, the Army was directed to develop a
programming document, the Comprehensive Plan for Basic Repair and Stabilization for the
Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1997c¢).
This report identified and estimated costs for short-term measures that were the most
urgently needed for basic repair and stabilization of buildings located in the NPSHD. The
initial cost to implement these measures was estimated to be approximately $17 million or
about $36.2 million in life-cycle costs (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1998). For
the purpose of this document, work was projected to begin in FY 1998; the estimated costs
were projected to rise if implementation of these measures was delayed past FY 1999.

In the fall of 1997, a prioritized list of stabilization projects was extracted from the
Comprehensive Plan. In FY 1998, the Army budgeted $1,000,000 for work to be performed
in the NPSHD. Of that amount, approximately $200,000 was dedicated to annual
maintenance and repair activities and $800,000 was committed for repair and stabilization
projects. During the design phase, it became apparent that many of the stabilization projects
identified in the Comprehensive Plan are actually more costly to construct than was
estimated in that study.

After consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, these projects were initiated in the winter of 1998-1999 (see Table 2-1).

As previously noted, the Army is spending $400,000 annually for routine repair and
maintenance activities in the NPSHD. Without special legislation, additional funding for
any future stabilization projects is not anticipated.

2.1.3.2 Military Housing Repairs

In 1998, WRAMC sought additional funding through the Army Family Housing program
for repairs to the four NPSHD houses located south of Linden Lane (Buildings 112, 115, 126,
and 133), to allow them to be used again as military family housing units. This effort was
undertaken in response to concerns expressed by nearby offpost residents of Forest Glen
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Park about these buildings (which are next to several private residences) remaining vacant.
However, the requested funding was denied.

Current DOD policy requires installations to begin privatizing military family housing, not
to acquire or upgrade housing units within the military system. Also, in addition to the
necessary structural and infrastructure repairs, these buildings are not currently suitable for
family housing due to the presence and condition of lead-based paint and asbestos.
Residents were moved out of the last occupied family housing unit, Building 126, in March
1999. These buildings are now expected to remain boarded up until the NPSHD is

transferred to a new owner.

TABLE 2-1

1998-99 Stabilization Projects

Building Project Cost

Building 101 Roof repairs $86,141
Building 101 Exterior painting $157,120
Building 101h (Ballroom) Exterior painting $41,273
Buildings 101 and 104 (Music Hall) Stucco repair/replacement $100,463
Buildings 101 and 104 (Music Hall) Paint metal roofs $83,710
Building 104 (Music Hall) Exterior painting $37,768
Building 114 (Chapel) Replace roof $48,686
Building 120 (Power Plant) Replace roof $125,200
Building 120 (Power Plant) Exterior painting $44,275
Buildings 120 (Power Plant) Window repair and replacement $22,941
and 121 (Fire Station) (to match existing windows)

Building 114 (Chapel) Exterior painting $25,490
Building 108 (Pagoda) Abate lead-based paint $25,498

Source: MEDCOM, March 1999

2.1.3.3 Cooperative Agreement for Volunteer Repair Work

In January 1998, WRAMC entered into a Cooperative Agreement with Save Our Seminary
(SOS) for the exterior restoration of buildings at the NPSHD. SOS is a local nonprofit
organization dedicated to preserving and increasing public awareness of the NPSHD. Its
activities include publishing a newsletter and leading walking tours of the site.

The Cooperative Agreement was developed to provide additional maintenance for the
NPSHD, recognizing the limited funding available to WRAMC for restoration and the
resources available through dedicated volunteers, and to coordinate volunteer efforts with
work being funded by the Army. Under the agreement, WRAMC provides equipment and
materials, as available, for painting and other exterior maintenance, and SOS provides
planning, coordination of volunteer labor, and materials obtained from other sources.
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SOS has been raising funds to restore the exterior of the Japanese Pagoda, beginning with
grants from nonprofit agencies such as Preservation Maryland and the National Historical
Trust, donations from members, and assistance from local businesses. Restoration will
include returning the Pagoda to its original paint colors of red with black and yellow trim.
In preparation for this volunteer effort, WRAMC has removed the existing lead-based paint
from the Pagoda.

2.1.4 Litigation

The Department of the Army was involved in a lawsuit concerning the NPSHD, filed by the
National Trust on Historic Preservation and SOS. The suit was filed on May 18, 1994, in US
District Court. The suit claimed that WRAMC had knowingly allowed deterioration of
historic properties in violation of Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966. The remedy sought by the plaintiffs was to order immediate repair and stabilization
of the NPSHD necessary to “arrest the deterioration and continued threats to the properties
and correct the effects of past neglect” (National Trust on Historic Preservation et al. v. Major
General Ronald L. Blanck et al., No. 94-1091 PLF).

On September 13, 1996, the US District Court ruled in favor of the Army and granted the
Army’s motion for summary judgment. The Court's opinion found that the Army had been
in violation of Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA over a period of 8 years, but that the Army
has been in compliance with Sections 106 and 110 since 1992. The Court concluded that the
Army's course of conduct since 1992 was permissible under the NHPA and the Court found
no basis in law on which to require the Army to invest any more funds in the District.

On June 8, 1999, the plaintiffs filed a motion to appeal the District Court's decision to the
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. The appeal is pending.

2.1.5 Previous Reuse Planning Efforts

2.1.5.1 Forest Glen Task Force and Feasibility Study

In 1972, in anticipation of the closing of the Medical Center, which at that time was located
in the NPSHD, the NCPC and Montgomery County appointed the Forest Glen Task Force
(including a WRAMC representative) to identify landmarks of cultural and historical
importance in the NPSHD and to assist WRAMC in identifying future uses for the NPSHD.
The nomination of the NPSHD to the National Register was accomplished under the
auspices of the Task Force.

In 1973, the Feasibility Study, National Park Seminary Site Preservation, which identified
priorities for preservation, was prepared by a consultant to the Forest Glen Task Force and
Montgomery County Planning Board. The study recommended preserving the open
character of the “Glen,” retaining the buildings constructed before 1912, including the Inn
and all eight sorority houses, and demolishing several other buildings—including the
Ballroom—in order to restore the original relationship of the site and the oldest buildings
(Keyes, Lethbridge, and Condon, 1973). The recommendations to demolish selected historic
buildings were subsequently rejected by the Task Force.
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When approached by the Task Force, a number of organizations (including the National
Park Service, Corcoran Gallery of Art, Smithsonian Institution, Woodrow Wilson Center for
International Scholars, University of Maryland, Montgomery College, and the Maryland
Institute of Art) all declined interest in acquiring the property. Representatives of the
National Park Service (NPS) stated that NPS would be interested only in acquiring sites of
national historic significance, whereas the NPSHD was considered to be of local
significance only (M-NCPPC, 1973a).

By the end of the Task Force’s work in 1973, the only entity identified as having an interest
in taking over the property, if it were declared excess after completion of the new Main
Section hospital in 1977, was the M-NCPPC Park Department (M-NCPPC, 1973b).

Around that time, and since, several outside organizations contacted WRAMC to request
tours of the property or otherwise express potential interest in acquiring the property, for
uses such as a hospice or an art center. However, no serious overtures were received
(Smith, personal communication, April 12, 1999).

In 1977, an M-NCPPC staff review of WRAMC'’s Forest Glen Master Plan commented that
“The Task Force realizes that ultimate use [of the NPSHD] cannot be determined at
present... [and that] perhaps the best solution would be for WRAMC to retain ownership of
the Historic District.”

In aJuly 6, 1979, memorandum to the U.S. Army Health Services Command (predecessor
agency to MEDCOM), WRAMC took exception to a GSA recommendation to declare the
NPSHD excess. At that time, according to the memo, WRAMC was unable to state whether
or not, or when, the NPSHD property should be reported excess. The memo acknowledged
that WRAMC had no long-term requirement for the facilities in the NPSHD, except for
some administrative functions and family housing. However, the memo stated that
excessing the property at that time would adversely affect the Military Construction
Program, which used the property as a staging area; tenant organizations that were using
the facilities; and WRAMC'’s Mobilization/Emergency Expansion mission, which might
need to use the former patient wards and related spaces in the event of a national
emergency, such as another war (Goriup, 1979).

2.1.5.2 Adaptive Reuse Study

In 1991, WRAMC recommended that the NPSHD property was excess to its needs and
forwarded that recommendation to the U.S. Army Health Services Command. WRAMC'’s
1992 Forest Glen Master Plan incorporated that recommendation. As a result, no new
construction or renovation projects were proposed for the NPSHD in the 1992 Forest Glen
Master Plan. However, a formal report of excess property was not made at that time.

In 1994, in anticipation of the property being declared excess, the Army in cooperation with
Montgomery County and M-NCPPC initiated an adaptive reuse planning study. The
purpose of the study was to develop alternative concepts for reuse of the NPSHD by
private- or public-sector parties other than the Army. The study was jointly funded by the
Army under the Legacy program (89 percent) and by Montgomery County (11 percent). The
Legacy Program, created by the 1991 Defense Appropriations Act, provided funding for a
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variety of demonstration projects that were designed to explore new and improved ways of
protecting natural and cultural resources at military installations.

The study team consulted with a Technical Advisory Committee composed of represen-
tatives from interested parties, including Montgomery County, the National Trust on
Historic Preservation, SOS, the Maryland Historical Trust, M-NCPPC, and the Forest Glen
Park Citizens Association. Three public forums were held to solicit public input on potential
uses for the NPSHD. The Forest Glen Adaptive Reuse Study was completed in 1995.

The study examined existing conditions (physical, economic, and regulatory), identified
potential reuses, developed preferred development concepts, and evaluated the financial
feasibility of the development concepts. Each concept included architectural, historical,
transportation, engineering, environmental, master planning, and economic analyses.

Three development concepts were found to be the most viable and acceptable to the various
interested parties: the Residential concept, the Retirement Community concept, and the
Institutional concept (or some combination of the three).

However, economic analysis of these three preferred development concepts predicted a
substantial financial deficit for any prospective developer, because the project would cost
more to develop than it would be worth to the developer when completed. The estimated
financial gap ranged from $5.3 million for the Institutional concept to $25.6 million for the
Retirement Community concept (due to the more extensive renovations required for use by
elderly residents).

To evaluate the potential for closing this financial gap, a fourth (Residential-Expanded)
development concept was added that included an additional 11 acres (approximately) of
land at Forest Glen Annex: a 6-acre parcel to the east of the NPSHD, next to the CSX
railroad tracks; a 4-acre parcel south of Linden Lane that included Buildings 189, 135, and
139; and a 1-acre parcel consisting of the four houses (Buildings 115, 133, 112, and 126)
located south of Linden Lane at the intersection of Woodstock Court and Woodstock
Avenue (at that time, those four houses were not being considered for excessing along with
the rest of the NPSHD).

The study found that these additional parcels would add value to the project, in the form of
developable land without the cost of restoring historic buildings. Nonetheless, evaluation of
the fourth Residential-Expanded concept, including the additional 11 acres, showed a
remaining financial gap of $12.3 million between total sales and total development cost. The
report identified potential sources of additional public funding that might be used to fill
that gap and recommended establishing a redevelopment entity to oversee and facilitate the
process (EDAW, et al., 1995).

2.1.5.3 Environmental Baseline Study

In 1995, in anticipation of the property being declared excess and ultimately transferred to
new owners, the Army initiated the Environmental Baseline Study for the Historic District of the
Forest Glen Annex (CH2M HILL, 1996), which covered the NPSHD and the same additional
parcels that were considered in the Adaptive Reuse Study.
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An Environmental Baseline Study (EBS) is a preliminary study that is conducted, by
reviewing existing information and visually inspecting the site, to determine the potential
presence of hazardous substances on the property under conditions that indicate a potential
past, current, or future release. According to AR 200-1, “Environmental Protection and
Enhancement,” it is Army policy to prepare an EBS for properties being considered for
acquisition, outgrants, or disposals, to identify the potential environmental contamination
liabilities that may be associated with the real property transactions, and to support
preparation of a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST), Finding of Suitability to Lease
(FOSL) or an Environmental Condition of Property (ECOP). The results of the EBS and
subsequent related studies are described in subsection 4.9 of this EA, “Hazardous and Toxic
Materials.”

2.1.5.4 Facility Use Study

In 1996, the Department of the Army recommended that retaining the real property
comprising the Forest Glen Annex in its entirety, including the NPSHD, might be required
to meet future mission requirements. That recommendation was based both on the outcome
of the 1995 Forest Glen Adaptive Reuse Study (which predicted a financial deficit for
prospective developers) and on the anticipation that base realignment or other DOD
directives might result in new or expanded missions being assigned to WRAMC. Outside of
the Forest Glen Annex, WRAMC has limited areas of developable land available to
accommodate future mission-related activities.

Accordingly, the Army initiated a comprehensive facility study at the NPSHD, to more
thoroughly document the current condition of the historic structures and site and to assess
the feasibility of Army reuse of the NPSHD site and buildings. The study resulted in four
reports, collectively referred to as the Facility Use Study:

» Facility Condition Assessment for the Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex, Volumes |
and |1, October 1996 (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1996).

» Site Condition Assessment for the Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex, February 1997
(Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1997a).

»  Preliminary Facility Use Study, Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex—Walter Reed Army
Medical Center, February 1997 (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1997b).

*  Economic Feasibility Study for Facility Reuse, Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex—
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, December 1998 (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates,
et al. 1998).

The Facility Condition Assessment for the Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex (FCA)
documented the architectural features; physical conditions; and structural, mechanical, and
electrical components and systems of the historic buildings. It was intended to help
WRAMC determine rehabilitation measures and develop reuse alternatives. Information in
existing studies was consolidated with the findings of field surveys and onsite observation.
For the purposes of the Facility Use Study, the large central building called “The Main” was
subdivided into eight parts (Buildings 101a through 101h—see Figure 2-1). The study also
included three historic buildings located outside the NPSHD (Buildings 135, 136, and 139).
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The 1950s-era laboratory buildings in and next to the NPSHD (Buildings 186, 187, 188, and
189) were not evaluated, because they are non-historic and because they are planned for
eventual demolition if the Army retains the NPSHD property. Building 189 is already
programmed for demolition as part of the new WRAIR building project.

The FCA found most of the NPSHD buildings to be in poor or deteriorated condition and
several buildings to be seriously unstable. The buildings are mostly wood-framed, with
wood floors and walls. Many have suffered water damage and wood rot from roof leaks
and moisture intruding through cracks in the buildings’ aging pebble-dash stucco coating.
The facility assessment also found deterioration and risk of further damage from poor
stormwater drainage at the base of buildings and from “problem” trees, which had been
planted too close to buildings and now seriously threaten their foundations. Most of the
buildings’ heating, plumbing, and electrical systems have outlived their service life and
need to be replaced.

The Site Condition Assessment for the Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex, prepared as a
companion study to the FCA, documented the condition of site elements within the NPSHD
including storm drainage, significant man-made and natural land features, trees, historic
features (sculptures, bridges, and walkways), and site utilities (sanitary sewer, water, steam,
gas, and electric). The report recommended improvements that would be necessary to reuse
the site.

The Preliminary Facility Use Study, Historic District of the Forest Glen Annex (PFUS) built upon
the previous two studies, to rate the suitability of the historic buildings for adaptive reuse
and to develop a facility rehabilitation scenario for the NPSHD as a medical administration
and conference center. The report evaluated the suitability of each building for conversion
to each of three uses (administrative, conference, and physical fitness), recommended
alterations (including selective demolition), and proposed a single reuse scenario. The
primary criteria were compliance with life-safety and building codes and efficient use of the
existing building space. The study included a building-by-building analysis of how useable
space could be created in each building, to fit the proposed reuse.

The Economic Feasibility Study for Facility Reuse took the findings of the three previous
studies, generated four reuse scenarios for Army reuse of the NPSHD, as variations on the
single scenario developed in the PFUS, detailed the building and site work that would be
needed for each scenario, and provided an economic analysis of each scenario that included
both capital improvements and a life-cycle cost analysis over a 10-year period.

Cost estimates ranged as follows:

e Scenario 1 (status quo with Comprehensive Plan’s repair and stabilization measures):
$17 million in initial costs or $36.2 million in life-cycle costs

» Scenario 2 (complete renovation): $85.9 million in initial costs or $219.8 million in life-
cycle costs

* Scenario 3 (PFUS scenario with nine buildings demolished to meet building codes and
all other buildings renovated): $76.4 million in initial costs or $90.9 million in life-cycle
costs
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* Scenario 4 (all sections of Main/Building 101 renovated, all other buildings
demolished): $59.1 million in initial costs or $66.6 million in life-cycle costs

Since this study was completed, the Department of the Army has determined that WRAMC
does not have a current or any foreseeable future need for the NPSHD and that, even if a
mission were identified, the property could not be economically adapted for Army use, due
to the deteriorated state of the buildings and the historical significance attached to the
buildings by the local community. Accordingly, none of the scenarios proposed by the
Facility Use Study are under consideration as feasible Army options for the NPSHD (see
subsection 3.3).

2.2 Implementation of the Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, the NPSHD property will be declared excess to Army needs
and can then be leased, transferred, or sold in its entirety to another party or parties, which
could include another federal agency or other public or private-sector parties, for reuse.

The process for disposal of surplus government property is governed by the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended; the Stewart B. McKinney
Act; and other applicable laws and regulations—specifically, the Federal Property
Management Regulations (FPMR), at Title 41 CFR Part 101-47 “Utilization and Disposal of
Real Property” and AR 405-90 “Disposal of Real Estate.”

The following subsections describe how the excessing and disposal process will be
implemented for the NPSHD.

As described in the following subsections, the Army’s involvement in this prescribed
process is essentially limited to preparing the “Report of Excess Real Property” and
screening the property for potential future use within DOD. Subsequent actions in the
disposal process are the responsibility of GSA. Those actions are described here because
they are secondary actions that will be initiated by the Army’s primary action of declaring
the property excess, because the Army will retain certain responsibilities during the
disposal process, and in order to provide readers of this EA with an understanding of the
process as a whole.

2.2.1 Army Action: Report of Excess Real Property

The first step in the process is for the Army to complete GSA’s Standard Form (SF) 118,
“Report of Excess Real Property” (see Appendix B). The SF-118 documents the buildings,
space, land, cost to the government, rental income (if any), present use, and range of
possible future uses associated with the property in question. The Army will provide GSA
with title work and the status of existing easements, environmental studies (including the
1996 EBS and this EA), cultural resource studies, and other information to support the
“Report of Excess Real Property.”

Once a property is reported for excess, it still may be used by the Army until transfer of the
property to a new owner is completed. Under the FPMR (41 CFR 101.402-1) and AR 405-90,
the Army as the “holding agency” retains custody and accountability for excess real
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property and is responsible for the protection and maintenance of such property, pending
its transfer to another federal agency or its disposal to a non-federal entity. After GSA
receives the “Report of Excess Real Property,” a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be
negotiated between the Army and GSA to document the duration and level of maintenance
that each agency will be responsible for. (See the following subsection “Interim
Maintenance of Property Until Disposal.”)

2.2.1.1 Replacement of the Fire Station

If the property is successfully transferred to a new owner, the Fire Station that is located in
the NPSHD (Building 121) will need to be replaced with a new facility. The Army has
begun the process of planning and programming a new Fire Station, to be located near
Brookville Road, at the southern boundary of the Forest Glen Annex. This project was
previously approved in the 1992 Master Plan for Forest Glen and the environmental
impacts of constructing a new fire station project were evaluated in an EA that was
prepared for the 1992 Master Plan (RGH, 1990). A DD Form 1391 for the new fire station has
been completed by WRAMC and coordinated with MEDCOM. Construction of the new fire
station has been programmed in the FY 2001 budget for Military Construction Activity
(MCA) funding (Porter, personal communication, 10/6/99). Additional NEPA
documentation for this project will be completedﬂbefore the NPSHD is transferred to a new
owner.

If the NPSHD is ready for transfer or disposal to a new owner before the new facility can be
completed, WRAMC's Fire Department plans to lease back the current Forest Glen Fire
Station building from its new owner for a limited time (Kidwell, personal communication,
5/27/99).

2.2.2 Disposal Process

Numerous factors contribute to decisions about disposal of real property owned by federal
agencies. The Army and GSA must abide by laws and regulations regarding transfer of
federal property. Among those requirements is a formal screening process to determine
whether other DOD agencies, other federal agencies, or homeless assistance providers have
a need for the property.

2.2.2.1 Screening Process

The method of disposal is determined, in part, by a four-part screening process as detailed
in 41 CFR 101 Subpart 47.49 (“Excess and Surplus Federal Real Property”):

« DOD Screening. The first step in the disposal process is for the Army to screen the
property with other DOD agencies and entities (including the Coast Guard) that may
have a use for the structures or the property. If no military requirements exist for the
property, the Army will file the “Report of Excess Real Property.” The property is
thereby reported to the GSA for further screening.

1 Anticipated to be completed in FY 2000
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Federal Agency Screening. In the second step, the GSA will offer the property to other
federal agencies. At this stage, GSA also will submit a checklist to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for a determination of the property’s
suitability for homeless assistance (see following bullet). If no federal agencies express
interest in the property, GSA will declare the NPSHD to be surplus to the needs of the
federal government.

Homeless Assistance Screening. The third step in the process is to screen the property
for use by providers of services to the homeless, pursuant to the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act (McKinney Act), as detailed in 41 CFR 101 Subpart 47.9 (“Use
of Federal Real Property To Assist the Homeless”). After receiving GSA’s checklist,
HUD publishes suitability and availability determinations in the Federal Register, on a
guarterly basis. Each time the names of suitable or available property are published in
the Federal Register, a 60-day holding period is triggered for homeless assistance
providers to express interest in the property. During these holding periods, the property
is not available for any other purpose.

Public Body Screening. The fourth step, conducted concurrently with homeless
assistance screening, is to notify state and local governments—including federally
recognized Native American tribes—that surplus federal real property is available and
that they may be eligible to acquire it under certain laws. GSA’s public involvement
process begins at this stage, primarily through local governments. At the request of a
state or local governmental entity, certain federal agencies, such as the Department of
Interior (DOI) or Health and Human Services (HHS), can recommend that the property
be used for a specific public benefit purpose (see “Public Benefit Discount Conveyance,”
following). Upon notification, a public agency or institution has 20 days to advise GSA’s
regional office of its interest in the property; the response should cite the applicable
legislation and indicate how much time is needed to prepare and submit a formal
application. A public body with a qualifying interest may choose to work with a
nonprofit entity to prepare an application. If no state or local requirement exists, the
GSA will make the property available for sale to the general public.

2.2.2.2 Disposal Methods

As a result of screening, one of the following methods could be used to dispose of the
NPSHD:

Transfer to Another Federal Agency. If another DOD or federal agency is interested in
the property, administrative or jurisdictional control will be transferred directly to that
agency.

Public Benefit Discount Conveyance. State or local government entities may obtain
property at less than fair market value when they apply to and are sponsored by a
federal agency, such as DOI or HHS, for specific beneficial uses, including public
education, parks and recreation, historic monuments, wildlife conservation, or public
health. When the property is to be used for these public benefit purposes, discounts of
up to 100 percent may be available to eligible state and local recipients.
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* Negotiated Sale. Property may be sold by negotiation to state or local governments at
fair market value. This method is used when the proposed use by a public entity does
not meet the specific criteria required for a public benefit discount conveyance (for
example, a local government wishes to use a surplus federal building for an
administrative office).

» Public Sale. A property goes to public sale only when there is no federal use for the
property and it is not a candidate for negotiated sale or public benefit conveyance. GSA
will advertise the property extensively and will make the property available to
potentially interested parties for viewing. Public sale (to private-sector parties, nonprofit
organizations or government agencies) will be conducted by sealed bid, live auction, or
auction by mail or fax, through an invitation for bids.

2.2.2.3 Deed Restrictions

To ensure that important natural and cultural resources are protected by all future owners,
necessary deed conditions and restrictions may be incorporated into deeds or other land-
transfer documents. These conditions could include public or private utility easements and
special conservation easements to protect significant natural resource areas such as
wetlands, floodplains, and critical wildlife habitat areas or significant historic properties.
Also, easements may be required to allow continued access to the property for maintenance
or replacement of utilities or for long-term environmental cleanup activities (such as
monitoring or operation and maintenance of a pump-and-treat groundwater remedy).

Because GSA is the property disposal agent, any specific deed restrictions deemed
necessary for the NPSHD will be determined by GSA. Before the NPSHD property is
disposed of to a non-federal entity, representatives of the GSA, the Army, the Maryland
SHPO, and the ACHP, along with any non-signatory consulting parties identified by GSA,
will work to achieve an agreement that will document appropriate management
requirements, such as preservation covenants, easements, or other treatment measures for
the significant historic properties on the NPSHD. The agreed-upon requirements will be
included in the property transfer documents. If the GSA is unable to find a buyer for the
property with these requirements in force, GSA will request that the agreement be
renegotiated to modify them as necessary.

2.2.2.4 Parcelization

The NPSHD could be disposed of in its entirety, or it could be disposed of by parcels, with
individual lots and buildings disposed of separately to different owners. Parcelization is
possible at the NPSHD. However, because the property is an historic district, and also
because selling the most easily reused portions of the property separately could make it
more difficult to sell the remainder, the GSA will try first to dispose of the property in its
entirety.

2.2.3 Contaminated Site Cleanup

Section 120(h)(3)(B)(1) of CERCLA requires that, in the case of real property owned by the
United States on which hazardous substances are known to have been released or disposed
of, each deed for the transfer of such property shall have a covenant warranting that:
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* All remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment, with
respect to any such substances remaining on the property, has been taken before the
date of transfer

* Any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such transfer
shall be conducted by the United States

By definition, all remedial action has been taken if the construction and installation of an
approved remedial design has been completed and the remedy has been demonstrated to
the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Maryland Department of the
Environment (MDE) to be operating properly and successfully.

The release or disposal of hazardous substances at the NPSHD, and the actions that have
been taken or may need to be taken, are discussed in sections 4.9 and 5.9, “Hazardous and
Toxic Materials.”

2.2.4 Interim Maintenance of Property Until Disposal

Until the NPSHD is transferred to its new owner(s), the property will require caretaker
management. Normally, the Army would maintain excess facilities for an initial period that
could range from 15 months to 2 years after the Army’s Report of Excess is accepted by
GSA. AR 405-90, “Disposal of Real Estate,” Section 4-3, requires that excess real property be
protected and maintained as necessary “to prevent vandalism and development of unsafe
conditions, to maintain property values, and to promote good public relations.” GSA’s
Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR), Section 101-47.4913, provides
guidelines for the minimum maintenance necessary to meet these goals. In addition, the
procedures outlined in the Army’s Technical Memorandum (TM) 5-801-2 “Historic
Preservation: Maintenance Procedures” will apply to the NPSHD as an historic property.
These interim minimal maintenance activities are essentially the same as described in
Section 3 for the No-Action Alternative and to current maintenance activities.

After the initial period, GSA normally assumes responsibility for routine maintenance,
subject to available funding. Upon accepting the Report of Excess, GSA normally would
issue a memorandum to specify the level of maintenance GSA will commit to after the
Army’s period of responsibility expires. However, because the NPSHD is an historic
property, the Army and GSA intend to negotiate an MOA, and to renegotiate it as needed
during the screening and disposal process, to ensure an appropriate level of maintenance
until the property is transferred to a new owner.

The Army is applying $400,000 annually for maintenance of the NPSHD. Routine
maintenance includes actions such as annually inspecting and maintaining roofs, checking
and repairing plumbing and electrical systems, repairing water leaks, repairing unsafe floor
coverings, exterior painting (in limited areas), repairing failing structural members,
operational inspection of boilers and water pumps, maintaining fire alarm systems and
motion detectors, removing debris, and pest control. All work on historic buildings will be
performed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties.
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

As discussed previously, the Army completed several high-priority stabilization and repair
projects in 1999, which were derived from the 1997 Comprehensive Plan for Basic Repair and
Stabilization. No additional stabilization or repair projects of this type are anticipated before
disposal, unless special legislation provides funding for particular projects, beyond the
annual maintenance activities described above.

2.2.5 Interim Leasing

The Military Leasing Act of 1956 (10 USC Code, 2667, as amended) permits the Army to
implement interim leasing of excess facilities. Under this statutory provision, an interim
lease cannot exceed more than 5 years, unless a longer term is approved by the Secretary of
the Army. Interim uses cannot preclude any future Army options or irrevocably commit
resources until this EA is completed. Before leasing, the Army must document that the
requirements of CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) have been met and that the property poses no
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment if leased for the intended use.

WRAMC has an existing lease for the use of Carroll House (Building 125) by a nonprofit
group that provides shelter to the homeless. The lease has a 2-year term, which will expire
in the summer of 2000, and is revocable at will by the Army. Unless it becomes part of a
disposal arrangement under the provisions of the McKinney Act, this lease will be
terminated, in accordance with the lease provisions, at an appropriate point in the disposal
process.

WRAMC currently is negotiating a lease for use of the Japanese Pagoda (Building 108) by
SOS, the local nonprofit organization that has been performing activities including
volunteer renovation work on the Pagoda. The term and conditions of this lease are
expected to be similar to the existing Carroll House lease.

No other interim leases to prospective users of buildings at the NPSHD are anticipated at
this time.
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3. Alternatives

3.1 Introduction

This section describes the alternatives that were considered for the NPSHD property. In
accordance with NEPA regulations, including AR 200-2, reasonable alternatives are
developed to provide the basis for evaluating potential environmental impacts in Section 5,
“Environmental and Socioeconomic Consequences.” The factors that were considered by
the Army in considering alternatives are discussed in subsection 3.3, “Screening Criteria for
Alternatives.” Alternatives that were determined not to be reasonable are discussed in
subsection 3.4, “Alternatives Not To Be Evaluated In Detail.”

The following reasonable alternatives have been identified:

* Alternative 1 — Excessing the NPSHD: reporting the 27-acre NPSHD parcel to GSA as
excess property, which will allow the screening and disposal process to begin

» Alternative 2 — Excessing the NPSHD with Additional Parcels: reporting the NPSHD
along with one or both of two adjoining parcels as excess property, which will allow the
screening and disposal process to begin and will provide an additional incentive in
marketing the NPSHD

* Alternative 3 — No-Action: retaining the NPSHD property indefinitely in its current
underutilized condition

» Alternative 4 — Mothballing: retaining the NPSHD property indefinitely and
implementing a process to secure the buildings, while planning for the future of the

property
The following subsections describe these alternatives in more detail.

None of these alternatives consider any active Army reuse of the property, other than
continuing the current minimal level of occupancy in a few of the buildings. If the NPSHD
property is not reported for excess and if Army reuse proposals are developed in the future,
then subsequent NEPA documentation will be required.

3.2 Alternatives To Be Evaluated
3.2.1 Excessing the NPSHD

Alternative 1 is to formally declare the 27-acre NPSHD property as excess to the needs of
the Army and to forward a “Report of Excess Real Property” to the GSA. Doing so will
initiate the GSA’s process of screening, marketing, and ultimately disposing of the property.
Alternative 1 is described in detail in Section 2, “Description of Proposed Action.”
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ALTERNATIVES

3.2.2 Excessing the NPSHD with Additional Parcels

Alternative 2 is the Army's preferred alternative for implementing the proposed action, if
operational considerations and funding issues can be worked out.

Under Alternative 2, the Army would report up to 37 acres of land as excess property,
including the NPSHD and one or both of the two adjacent parcels (see Figure 3-1):

e Parcel 1: the approximately 27-acre NPSHD property

o Parcel 2: the approximately 4.7-acre “Linden Lane parcel” to the south of the NPSHD,
which contains a non-historic laboratory and two historic houses (Buildings 189, 135,
and 139)

» Parcel 3: the approximately 5.5-acre “railroad parcel” to the east of the NPSHD, next to
the CSX railroad tracks, which contains a non-historic warehouse, a non-historic salt
storage dome, and an historic house (Buildings 178, 179, and 136)

3.2.2.1 Rationale for Additional Parcels

The 1995 Forest Glen Adaptive Reuse Study concluded that making these additional parcels
available would add value to the transaction for potential new owner(s), by providing more
developable land with fewer of the costs associated with renovating historic buildings (see
subsection 2.1.5.2). Excessing the additional parcels could make the NPSHD easier to
market and could increase the chances of finding a new owner and achieving an
economically viable, adaptive reuse for the historic district.

The proposal to excess Parcels 2 and 3 is still being evaluated for operational and
programmatic considerations. Thus far, the Army can only commit to excessing the NPSHD
itself (Parcel 1), because one of the additional parcels contains active Army facilities.

If a Report of Excess Property that includes one or both of these additional parcels is
approved, they could be offered as an option for negotiation with prospective buyers of
Parcel 1. However, Parcels 2 and 3 would not be available for acquisition without Parcel 1.

3.2.2.2 Active Army Facilities on the Additional Parcels

None of the existing facilities on Parcel 2 are required by WRAMC. Buildings 135 and 139
on Parcel 2, which were formerly used for officer housing, are vacant. Building 189, the
former “Sleep Lab,” is vacant; the research activities once housed there were relocated to
the new WRAIR building in 1999. Building 189 is slated for demolition in the first quarter of
FY 2000 as part of the WRAIR project, which was previously addressed in the EA for the
1992 Forest Glen Master Plan (RGH, 1990).

Two existing facilities on Parcel 3 are still in active use: the warehouse (Building 178) and
the salt storage dome (Building 179). If Parcel 3 is reported as excess property, these two
facilities will be replaced elsewhere at Forest Glen Annex. Building 136 (the Thrift Shop) on
Parcel 3 will not be replaced.
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ALTERNATIVES

A previously-approved site is available for the warehouse. The 1992 Master Plan proposed
expanding the existing supply and storage area in the southern portion of the Forest Glen
Annex, west of Stephen Sitter Avenue (behind the new WRAIR parking facility). A new
medical supply warehouse for prepositioned war reserve medical materials was planned in
this area, to support WRAMC's mobilization mission, and was evaluated in the 1990 Master
Plan EA (Astore, 1992; RGH, 1990). The mobilization requirement no longer exists, making
the site available for building a general-purpose warehouse to replace Building 178.

A DD Form 1391 for the replacement warehouse has been completed by WRAMC and
coordinated with MEDCOM and the project has been programmed in the FY 2002 budget
for MCA funding (Porter, personal communications, 8/9/99 and 10/6/99). The Army is
investigating the possibilities for short-term leaseback options, if needed, until a new
facility can be completed.

The existing salt storage dome (Building 179) could be physically relocated to a new site,
which would need to be graded and improved first. This minor project can be accomplished
with local (installation, not MCA) funding. A new site for the salt dome was not addressed
by the 1992 Master Plan, but it likely would be located on or near the site of the replacement
warehouse, as it is now (Porter, personal communication, 8/9/99).

Separate NEPA documentation will be preparedElto evaluate the environmental impacts
associated with constructing replacement facilities elsewhere at Forest Glen, and will be
completed before any transfer action that includes these parcels is implemented.

3.2.3 No-Action Alternative

Including the No-Action Alternative in NEPA documents is prescribed by CEQ regulations
and serves as a benchmark against which the proposed federal action can be evaluated.
Under the No-Action Alternative, the Army would retain ownership of the NPSHD and the
property would be maintained indefinitely in in its current underutilized condition.

Alternative 3, No-Action, is not a desirable alternative, because it does not satisfy the
Purpose and Need of the proposed action (as described in Section 1) while requiring some
continued financial outlay by the Army. However, if the NPSHD property is not transferred
or sold to another party, the No-Action Alternative represents a reasonably foreseeable
outcome, at least in the short term.

In the absence of other directives or agreements, the Army would maintain the property at
a level consistent with the maintenance of facilities located on inactive installations and in
accordance with any existing agreements relating to maintenance standards for the NPSHD.
Any work done on historic buildings would be performed in accordance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

As a part of implementing the No-Action Alternative, the Army would continue to identify
projects in WRAMC’s Annual Work Plan that are required for essential maintenance and
repair of NPSHD facilities, as needed to protect the structures from fires, safety hazards, or
nuisance conditions.

1 Anticipated to be completed in FY 2000
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ALTERNATIVES

Ongoing maintenance activities may include (but not be limited to):
» Continuing to repair damage to roofs as part of the ongoing maintenance program

» Continuing routine exterior maintenance activities, such as cleaning and repairing
gutters, repairing water leaks, and repairing or reinforcing structural members that pose
an imminent safety threat to pedestrians or could compromise the structural integrity of
building envelopes

» Continuing security patrols and maintaining security systems, such as the existing
motion detectors and interior and exterior security lights, to reduce vandalism and fire
hazards

* Periodically inspecting all unoccupied structures and physically securing them against
ground-floor entry

» Periodically maintaining landscapes around unoccupied structures and continuing
other land management programs, such as pest control, to prevent safety hazards and
nuisance conditions

* Removing damaged or diseased trees near buildings and roads that pose an imminent
safety threat to pedestrians, cars, or buildings

* Maintaining responsibility for fire protection and prevention, including periodic
inspection and testing of existing automatic fire alarms and sprinkler systems

e Continuing to support painting and other minor projects for exterior building
maintenance, preservation, and appearance under the terms of the Cooperative
Agreement between the Army and SOS

» Maintaining access onto the property for service and maintenance of publicly or
privately owned utility or infrastructure systems that traverse the property

If the No-Action Alternative is implemented, the Army will need to reconsider the future of
the NPSHD in the next revision of the Forest Glen Master Plan and in any associated NEPA
documentation. The Master Plan revision has been programmed for FY 2000 and typically
takes several years to complete.

3.2.4 Mothballing Alternative

Under Alternative 4, Mothballing, WRAMC would retain the buildings indefinitely as
vacant properties until some other decision is reached about their ultimate disposition. (The
Army also would need to reconsider the future of the NPSHD in the next revision of the
Forest Glen Master Plan and in any associated NEPA documentation.) In addition to the
routine maintenance described under the No-Action Alternative, “mothballing” involves
temporary measures to protect historic buildings from weather and vandalism, until a
solution to the questions of funds for preservation or reuse planning issues can be resolved.
Activities would be guided by the National Park Service (NPS) Preservation Brief No. 31
“Mothballing Historic Buildings.” WRAMC would negotiate an MOA with the Maryland
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SHPO, in consultation with the ACHP if necessary, to document the planned mothballing
measures.

(The Army uses the term “laying away” to describe similar measures used to protect the
value of inactive industrial or production facilities for possible future use. In the case of
historic buildings for which there is no planned future use, the term “mothballing” is the
more appropriate term.) According to NPS Preservation Brief No. 31, comprehensive
mothballing programs involve the following steps:

Documentation

1. Document the architectural and historic significance of the property. This has been
accomplished for the NPSHD through the NRHP nomination form and subsequent
documents, including the current Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP).

2. Prepare a condition assessment. This has been accomplished by the Facility Condition
Assessment and Site Condition Assessment reports that were prepared as part of the 1996
Facility Use Study.

Stabilization

3. Structurally stabilize the buildings based on the condition assessment. Some of this
work was done in FY 1999; additional limited stabilization projects would be identified
and accomplished as necessary. This step would include measures such as replacing
structural members in areas that are facing imminent collapse due to wood rot—for
example, the front porch on Building 101. This step would not include all of the more
extensive projects identified by the Comprehensive Plan for Basic Repair and Stabilization,
although that plan could be used to guide some necessary projects.

4. Exterminate or control pests, including termites and rodents. This is part of WRAMC’s
routine maintenance activities for the NPSHD.

5. Protect the exterior from moisture penetration. This is part of WRAMC’s routine
maintenance activities for the NPSHD.

Mothballing

6. Secure the buildings and component features to reduce vandalism or break-ins. This is
an ongoing activity at the NPSHD.

7. Provide adequate ventilation to the interior (to keep wood dry and prevent rotting).

8. Secure or modify utilities and mechanical systems (for example, draining plumbing
lines and filling with antifreeze).

9. Develop and implement a maintenance and monitoring plan for protection of the
property.
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ALTERNATIVES

3.3 Screening Criteria for Alternatives

The Army considered several screening criteria, or goals, that align with the Purpose and
Need for this action (see Section 1), to determine which alternatives are or are not
reasonable Army alternatives for the purposes of this EA:

a) Supports WRAMC's mission (and the missions of its tenants), by providing suitable
space for current or anticipated mission-related activities and by directing funding to
mission-critical activities

b) Can realistically be achieved, given operational Army constraints, including
downsizing, privatization initiatives, and fiscal limitations

c) Promotes preservation of historic properties at the NPSHD (if not all, then as much as
possible)

d) Fosters an economically viable and productive reuse of the NPSHD

e) Supports community cohesion, by recognizing the value of the NPSHD as an
established and valued feature of the local community, by providing for a future use
that would be compatible with the adjoining residential area, and by supporting the
Army's efforts to be a good neighbor at the Forest Glen Annex, now and in the future

Table 3-1 illustrates the results of applying these goals as screening criteria to a variety of
potential alternatives.

Alternative 1, Excessing the NPSHD, meets or could meet all of the goals. Excessing
supports WRAMC's mission and operational constraints by removing unproductive
facilities (and the cost of maintaining them) from the real property inventory. It advances
the goals of preservation, viable reuse, and community cohesion by initiating (after years of
uncertainty) a well-defined, time-tested process to find a new owner for the property.

Alternative 2, Excessing the NPSHD with Additional Parcels, also meets or could meet all
of the goals. It reduces the “score” of this alternative in terms of WRAMC's mission, because
one of those parcels contains facilities that are still being used. However, it increases the
likelihood of finding a new owner (thus removing the NPSHD buildings from WRAMC's
inventory) and of achieving an economically viable reuse. Thereby, it also increases the
likelihood of historic buildings being preserved by the new owner.

Alternative 3, No-Action, fails to meet four of the five goals. However, the No-Action
Alternative must be retained for two reasons: (1) because it is required by NEPA regulations
as a baseline, and (2) because it is a realistically foreseeable (although undesired) outcome,
if the excessing process is not concluded successfully.

Alternative 4, Mothballing, fails to meet the goal of supporting WRAMC's mission and
only partially supports the other goals. Keeping the buildings vacant would not serve the
interests of the local community. This alternative provides enhanced protection for the
historic buildings in the short term, but it does not provide a long-term viable reuse for
them. If excessing is not selected, however, the Mothballing Alternative is potentially
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TABLE 3-1
Screening Criteria for Alternatives
Fosters Supports
Promotes economically community
Supports Realistic given | preservation of viable and cohesion
WRAMC operational historic productive (good
Alternatives mission constraints properties reuse neighbor)
1. Excessing 4 ] o d d o
2. Excessing with
Additional Parcels O O 0 0 .
3. No-Action O . O O O
4. Mothballing O O O O O
5. Comprehensive
Stabilization (vacant) O O d 3 3
5a. Stabilization with
4 houses renovated O O O Q O
and occupied
6. Full Rehabilitation
and Army reuse O O . O O
7. Partial
Rehabilitation/
Demolition and Army O O O O O
reuse
8. Complete
Demolition and O Q O O O
(future) Army reuse

Key to Symbols

Does not meet

Unlikely to meet

Could meet

(neutral or uncertain)

Likely to meet

Most likely to meet

O ¢) o 4 ) o
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achievable and it would be preferable to the No-Action Alternative in terms of the
preservation and (future) reuse goals.

Alternatives 1 through 4 have been determined to be reasonable Army alternatives. The
potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of these alternatives will be analyzed
in Section 5.0 of this EA.

The remaining alternatives that were considered fail to support two or more goals and do
not fully achieve any of the goals, except for Full Rehabilitation, which would fully satisfy
the preservation goal but is not economically or operationally feasible for the Army. The
following subsections provide additional details about these alternatives and the reasons
for eliminating them from further consideration in this EA.

3.4 Alternatives Not To Be Evaluated in Detail

3.4.1 Comprehensive Stabilization

Additional repair and stabilization measures for NPSHD are described in the Comprehensive
Plan for Basic Repair and Stabilization (May 1997), to replace deteriorated infrastructure and
to provide a more stable environment for the long-term preservation of the NPSHD’s
historic resources.

Under this alternative, described as Scenario 1 in the Economic Feasibility Study, WRAMC
would stabilize and retain the buildings in their current low-occupancy level, until some
other decision is reached about their ultimate disposition. This alternative assumes full
performance of all the additional stabilization measures that are described in the
Comprehensive Plan for Basic Repair and Stabilization, estimated at an initial cost of
approximately $17 million or $36.2 million in life-cycle costs, including maintenance
(Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates, et al., 1998). These costs are projected to rise even
higher if work is delayed. By comparison, WRAMC was able to obtain funding of only $1
million for stabilization projects in FY 1999.

Design work completed in FY 1999 on specific projects extracted from the Comprehensive
Plan (see subsection 2.1.3.1) revealed that the cost estimates in this document were
unrealistic, because design costs were not included and line-item estimates were not used.
For some of the projects (such as roof replacement), expensive equipment that proved
necessary to perform the work was not anticipated. It is likely that the true cost of
implementing this plan in full would be considerably higher than estimated.

In addition to standard mothballing measures, such as ensuring ventilation, repairing roof
leaks, and securing windows, the Comprehensive Plan recommended more extensive
projects such as replacing whole roofs, gutters, and deteriorated wall materials; painting
wood elements; rebuilding unstable foundations and structural members; repairing or
replacing mechanical building systems and site utilities; removing a number of trees that
threaten to fall on buildings; and providing an entirely new storm drainage system, to
correct conditions affecting building foundations.
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Funding to fully implement the Comprehensive Plan has not been appropriated to date and
cannot be assumed. There is no Army mechanism for funding such extensive stabilization
work, on facilities for which there is no requirement or plan for future productive use. It is
unlikely that funding would be approved for this alternative without special legislation,
which cannot be assumed.

(Funding also would be difficult to obtain for the Mothballing Alternative, for the same
reasons, but because those measures are more modest and are supported by regulatory
guidance for historic properties, obtaining funding for Mothballing is more feasible than
obtaining funding for Comprehensive Stabilization.)

In addition, Comprehensive Stabilization is a stop-gap measure that would not render the
buildings useable and thus would not achieve any mission-related or other productive
reuse of the property. The property also would continue to divert WRAMC maintenance
funding away from mission-critical facilities. Because the buildings would remain vacant,
the interests of nearby residents would not be well-served.

Comprehensive Stabilization fails to meet mission or operational criteria, does not provide
an economically viable reuse, and does not adequately support community cohesion.
Therefore, Comprehensive Stabilization is not further analyzed as a reasonable alternative
in this EA.

3.4.1.1 Stabilization Option: Renovating Selected Residences for Military Housing

There are four buildings located south of Linden Lane, which were previously used for
family housing, which are adjacent to private residences in the Forest Glen Park
neighborhood:

» Postmaster’s House (Building 126)
» Edgewood (Building 133)

* Indian Mission (Building 112)

e Miller Library (Building 115)

Nearby residents have expressed interest in seeing these four buildings reoccupied. This
option, although desirable from the standpoint of the surrounding community, is
unfortunately not feasible because extensive work would be needed to make any of these
buildings suitable for military family housing and because current DOD policy calls for
privatizing military housing stock, rather than expending funds to acquire new units (or to
substantially upgrade existing substandard units). In 1998, WRAMC attempted to gain
funding for this purpose, but it was denied. This option fails to meet mission or operational
criteria and is not further analyzed in this EA.

3.4.2 Full Rehabilitation and Army Reuse

In 1996, the Army initiated a comprehensive facility study at the NPSHD, which resulted in
four reports, collectively referred to as the Facility Use Study. The Preliminary Feasibility
Study and the Economic Feasibility Study (Higgenbotham/Briggs & Associates, 1997b and
1997d) detailed the possible uses for the property and the structural and other work that
would need to be done to make the buildings safe and efficient for such uses.
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PFUS Scenario 2. According to cost analyses for Scenario 2 in the Economic Feasibility Study,
the initial costs of renovating all buildings, site features, and site utilities at the NPSHD are
estimated to be $85.9 million, or $219.8 million in 10-year life-cycle costs, including
maintenance. However, returning all parts of Building 101 to active use would pose serious
life safety challenges and would not meet the requirements of the Uniform Building Code
for Allowable Area without significantly altering the building’s egress patterns.

PFUS Scenario 3. As documented in the Economic Feasibility Study, Scenario 3 involves
renovating the majority of buildings and demolishing nine buildings at the NPSHD, at an
initial cost of $76.4 million or life-cycle costs of $90.9 million. This scenario was fully
developed by the Preliminary Facility Use Study. Scenario 3 would be more feasible than
Scenario 2, in terms of space utilization and ability to meet the Uniform Building Code, and
would also be somewhat less costly.

However, because the Army has no validated requirement for the NPSHD buildings and
does not anticipate being able to use these buildings for mission-related activities in the
foreseeable future, the cost of rehabilitating all of the historic buildings, site features, and
site utilities cannot be justified. It is extremely unlikely that funding for either of these
scenarios could be obtained. In addition, fully redeveloping the property for Army use,
although it best supports the preservation of historic properties, would also generate the
highest levels of Army-related traffic on local streets, which reduces its compatibility with
the adjoining neighborhoods.

Full Rehabilitation and Army Reuse does hot meet mission or operational criteria and does
not foster an economically viable reuse, because its cost would exceed its potential value to
the Army. Therefore, the Full Rehabilitation alternative is not a reasonable alternative and is
not further analyzed in this EA.

3.4.3 Partial Rehabilitation and Army Reuse

In 1997, because of the high estimated cost of the Full Rehabilitation scenarios, the Army
began to consider less-costly alternatives for reusing the NPSHD. The following scenarios
were under consideration for inclusion in the (discontinued) EIS for Army reuse of the
NPSHD.

Partial Demolition/Rehabilitation Scenario. This scenario involved rehabilitating a
selected number of buildings for adaptive reuse as a conference center and park. Seven
historic structures would be fully rehabilitated: Buildings 121-Fire Station, 107-Castle, 108-
Pagoda, 101a-The Main (“Ye Forest Inne”), 101h-Ballroom, 101e-Kitchen/Dining Wing, and
101g-Presidents House (see Figure 2-1.) The four houses located south of Linden Lane
(Buildings 112, 115, 126, and 133, previously described) would be declared excess and
offered for transfer or disposal (sale) as private residences. All other NPSHD structures
would be demolished. This scenario was not developed until after the Facility Use Study
was completed, so a detailed cost estimate was not prepared; it can be assumed that costs
would be less than for Scenario 3 (see above) and similar to, or possibly more than, Scenario
4 (see below).

The unoccupied land and two of the buildings (the Castle and Pagoda) would be leased to
Montgomery County, the M-NCPPC, or the NPS for management and operation as a
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neighborhood park and museum, under a cooperative agreement or long-term lease with
the Army. The Army would retain fee-simple ownership of the NPSHD property and
would retain the option of terminating the lease and reclaiming the property for
redevelopment in the future, under certain specified circumstances.

Before demolition, the Army would document the significance of the historic structures and
the site through detailed photographs and drawings, in accordance with the Historic
American Building Survey and Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER)
program, under an MOA that would be negotiated among the Army, the Maryland SHPO,
and the ACHP. Before any historic structures are demolished, the structures or their
architectural components would be offered for sale on the condition of relocation (at the
purchaser’s expense) away from the Army’s NPSHD property.

However, other than the Fire Station, the Army has no requirement for any of the NPSHD
buildings. The primary purpose of retaining some of the buildings under this scenario
would be to provide a link to the historic district’s rich history and to preserve some
reminder of the site’s previous appearance, use and value to the surrounding community.

PFUS Scenario 4. As documented in the Economic Feasibility Study, Scenario 4 would
renovate only Building 101 (Main and all its subparts) and would demolish (after
recordation) all other free-standing buildings, at an initial cost of $59.1 million or $66.6
million in life-cycle costs. However, this scenario would not preserve any of the historic site
layout and relationships or the variety in architectural styles of the NPSHD. Also,

Scenario 4 would not provide as much use and value to the surrounding community as the
Partial Demolition/Rehabilitation Scenario described above, because it would not provide
separate, dedicated building space for park or museum use. In addition, renovating Main in
its entirety would pose serious life safety challenges and would not meet the requirements
of the Uniform Building Code for allowable area, without significantly altering the
building’s egress patterns (Higgenbotham/Briggs & Associates, 1997d).

For both of these Partial Rehabilitation scenarios, the cost of rehabilitation would have been
very difficult to justify without a mission-related requirement. In addition, the large
number of buildings to be demolished would likely have been opposed by interested
parties, which could have resulted in additional legal costs and considerable delay.

Partial Rehabilitation and Army Reuse fails to meet mission or operational criteria,
preserves only a portion of the historic buildings and layout, and is not likely to be either
acceptable enough to the community, or beneficial enough to the Army, to justify the cost of
its implementation (economic viability). Therefore, it is not considered to be a reasonable
alternative and is not further analyzed in this EA.

3.4.4 Complete Demolition and Army Reuse

(The following scenario was under consideration in 1997 in the (discontinued) EIS for Army
reuse of the NPSHD.)

Under this scenario, the Army would retain fee-simple ownership of the NPSHD property.
All structures on the NPSHD property would be demolished. The unoccupied land would
be leased to Montgomery County, the M-NCPPC, or the NPS for management and
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operation as a park, under a cooperative agreement or long-term lease with the Army. The
Army would be responsible for demolition and for revegetating the sites of demolished
buildings. The park agency would be responsible for staffing and operating the park, for
any outdoor recreational improvements, and for maintaining the grounds. The Army would
retain the option of terminating the lease and reclaiming the property for future
redevelopment, under certain specified circumstances.

As described under the partial demolition scenario, the Army would document the
significance of the historic structures and the site, through detailed photographs and
drawings in accordance with the HABS/HAER program, under an MOA that would be
negotiated among the Army, the Maryland SHPO, and the ACHP. Thereby, the research
value of the property would be preserved for the future. Before demolition, structures or
their architectural components would be offered for sale, on the condition of relocation (at
the purchaser’s expense) away from the Army’s property.

This scenario would offer the greatest flexibility to the Army for redeveloping the property,
if some mission-related need were identified in the future (although no current mission or
mobilization need for the land has been identified). It also would remove the financial
liability of indefinitely maintaining vacant buildings. However, it would result in the
complete and irreversible loss of a valued historic resource, which would be difficult to
justify unless the Army had an overriding need to redevelop the land for mission-critical
facilities, or unless all other viable alternatives (such as disposal to another entity) had been
tried and failed.

Complete Demolition would be intensely opposed by the spectrum of parties interested in
the NPSHD and would almost certainly result in litigation, with attendant legal costs.
Consequently, Army reuse of the parcel could be delayed indefinitely and the economic
advantage of having a cleared site available for future redevelopment could be outweighed
by legal costs.

Therefore, Complete Demolition is considered so unacceptable to the community as to
outweigh its potential benefits to the Army and it is not further analyzed as a reasonable
alternative in this EA.
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4. Affected Environment

4.1 Introduction

This section is divided into 13 subsections that describe existing conditions for the natural
and socioeconomic resources at the NPSHD and, as applicable, for the Forest Glen Annex
and the surrounding area. These descriptions serve as the baseline against which the
potential effects of the proposed action and alternatives are evaluated.

4.1.1 Regional Location

WRAMC'’s Forest Glen Annex is located in the greater Silver Spring area of southeastern
Montgomery County, Maryland. Forest Glen Annex is approximately 2 miles northwest of
the Silver Spring Central Business District (CBD) and 1.5 miles north of the District of
Columbia border. Forest Glen Annex is bounded by the Capital Beltway (1-495) to the north,
Rock Creek Park to the west, Brookville Road to the south, and the main line of the CSX Rail
System to the east (see Figure 1-1).

The NPSHD is an approximately 27-acre parcel on the north end of the Forest Glen Annex,
bounded by the Capital Beltway (1-495) on the north, Smith Drive on the east, and Linden
Lane and the neighborhood of Forest Glen Park to the south and west (see Figure 2-1). The
two additional parcels that are being considered for possible excessing along with the
NPSHD under Alternative 2 are located south of Linden Lane and between Smith Drive and
the CSX rail line (see Figure 3-1).

4.1.2 Climate

The Forest Glen Annex is geographically located on the transition zone between northern
and southern climates of the country. Atmospheric conditions are influenced by the Blue
Ridge Mountains to the west and the Chesapeake Bay to the east. The prevailing wind is
from the northwest during the winter months, and from the southeast in the summer. The
maximum wind speed was recorded to be 80 miles per hour (mph) from the southeast.
Average wind speed is 9.1 mph.

The normal daily mean temperature is 55°F for this area, with recorded extremes of -7°F in
the winter and 105°F in the summer. Normal annual precipitation is 40.8 inches and average
annual snowfall is 20.4 inches for this area (National Climatic Data Center, 1998).

4.2 Land Use

4.2.1 Installation Land Use

The Forest Glen Annex is comprised of about 159 acres of land, of which about 80 acres are
built-up or managed landscapes. The remaining 79 acres are unimproved land, most of
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which is wooded, steeply sloped land, intersected by ravines and stream valleys in the
western and northeastern portions of the property (including the “Glen” in the NPSHD, from
which the Forest Glen Annex got its name). The original installation property was
approximately 182 acres of land. Earlier property transfers at the Forest Glen Annex have
included 8 acres that were provided for the construction of 1-495 and the CSX railroad,

5 acres to Rock Creek Park, and 10 acres to M-NCPPC (Astore, 1992).

Installation land use at the Forest Glen Annex is governed by the 1992 Master Plan, which
will be updated in the near future. Figure 4-1 shows the generalized land-use concept and
land-use plan according to the 1992 Master Plan and Table 4-1 summarizes the existing land-
use allocations (acreage).

Forest Glen Annex provides research and auxiliary support services for WRAMC’s Main
Section in Washington, D.C. WRAIR is the principal research activity at the Forest Glen
Annex and is in the process of being consolidated and relocated to Forest Glen, with
activities coming from Building 40 on the Main Section, leased space, and scattered facilities
on Forest Glen, including Buildings 185 to 188 in the NPSHD.

The new WRAIR facility (Building 503) and parking garage (Building 514), near the main
entrance at Brookville Road and Stephen Sitter Avenue, was completed in 1999. When the
WRAIR building is fully occupied, medical research and development land uses at Forest
Glen Annex will be concentrated in the southern portion of the property.

Building 189, a non-historic laboratory building adjacent to the NPSHD (Figure 2-1) is
programmed for demolition in the first quarter of FY 2000, as part of the new WRAIR
building project. Four similar non-historic laboratories in the NPSHD (Buildings 185 to 188)
are listed for eventual demolition if the Army retains the NPSHD property, but their
demolition is not currently programmed.

Supporting activities at Forest Glen Annex are comprised of community facilities, mostly
concentrated in a military shopping complex that serves both WRAMC personnel and many
military retirees in the Washington, D.C. area; a guest house for families of hospital patients;
supply and storage facilities; and maintenance facilities, including an auto shop, motor pool,
and Facilities Engineer shop.

Army land-use categories in the NPSHD, which predate the 1992 Master Plan, included
administration, recreation, utilities, and family and troop housing. Current land uses in the
mostly vacant NPSHD are limited to minimal administrative use and utilities, primarily the
Power Plant (Building 120), the Fire Station (Building 121), and temporary housing in the
Carroll House shelter (Building 125). The 1992 Master Plan designated Parcel 2 for recreation
and housing use and Parcel 3 for supply and storage use.

Because the 1992 Master Plan assumed that the NPSHD would be excessed, future Army
land use was not evaluated for that parcel in the Master Plan. If the NPSHD is not declared
excess, the question of future Army land-use categories for the NPSHD will be reexamined in
the next revision of Forest Glen Annex Master Plan, which will begin in FY 2000.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.2.2 Surrounding Land Use

4.2.2.2 Existing Land Use and Zoning

The area surrounding the Forest Glen Annex is considered part of Montgomery County’s
Urban Ring, consisting of the close-in suburbs of Washington, D.C. The area is composed
primarily of long-established residential communities, along with some small commercial
areas, and is densely developed and almost completely built-out.

The neighborhoods surrounding the installation are depicted in Figure 4-2.

The existing zoning in the surrounding area is shown in Figure 4-3. The North and West Silver
Spring Master Plan, currently being prepared by M-NCPPC, proposes little or no change to
zoning in the vicinity of Forest Glen Annex and the NPSHD (M-NCPPC, 1998e).

TABLE 4-1
Forest Glen Annex Land-Use Allocations

Category (Code) Approximate Acreage
Administration (FAD) 0.8
Community Facilities (FCM) 19.0
Family Housing, Officer (FHO) * 2.0
Maintenance (FMT) 2 8.3
Medical (FME) 0.6
Open Space/Wetlands (FOS) 16.6
Recreation (FRE) 20.7
Medical Research, Development and Testing (FRD) 29.4
Supply and Storage (FSS) 8.8
Buffer Zone (FBU) 26.2
Primary Circulation 2.0
Historic District (FHD) * 23.5
Brookville Road Right-of-Way * 1.5
Total 159.2

Category codes correspond to Figure 4-1. Circulation and ROW are not shown on the figure.

1. Included Buildings 112, 115, 126, and 133 in the NPSHD and Buildings 135 and 139 nearby.
These buildings are no longer deemed suitable for family housing and are vacant.

2. Includes a new Fire Station planned to replace Building 121 in the NPSHD.

3. Area recommended for disposal in the 1992 Master Plan, which excluded the four houses south
of Linden Lane. A 1999 real estate survey for excessing shows the entire NPSHD as 27.4 acres.

Source: Astore, 1992
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The most sensitive surrounding land uses are the residential neighborhood of Forest Glen
Park and the parkland of Rock Creek Park (National Park Service), both of which are
adjacent to the NPSHD and to the installation’s recreation and open space zones. The Linden
neighborhood is separated from Forest Glen Annex by the CSX railroad (Figure 4-2). Rock
Creek Park is a regional recreation and conservation area that borders most of the western
boundary of Forest Glen Annex. Future land use compatibility at the NPSHD is of major
concern to the residents of the nearby neighborhoods, particularly Forest Glen Park (west)
and Linden (east).

Immediately to the east and south of Forest Glen Annex, along Brookville Road, the CSX
railroad right-of-way, and Garfield Avenue, there are limited areas of land that are zoned for
light industrial use (I-1) with a very small commercial/retail zone. Current land uses include
warehouses, a radio tower, a Washington Suburban Sanitation Facility, a Montgomery
County Ride-On Bus depot and maintenance facility, an animal shelter, offices, and other
commercial uses. Altogether, there are over 110 acres of industrial land uses in the Brookville
Road-Linden Lane area (M-NCPPC, 1997).

To the northeast, beyond the industrial zone, much larger areas of land are zoned for single-
family residential use (R-60). Other development in this residential area includes Woodlin
Elementary School and the Hebrew Academy (soon to be relocated and replaced by another
community use), bounded by apartments and commercial activities along Georgia Avenue.
To the northwest, bordering Forest Glen Annex, the land is zoned for low-density residential
use (R-90); this is the neighborhood of Forest Glen Park.

To the southeast, beyond the industrial zone, the land is zoned for medium and high-density
multi-family (R-20 and R-H, high-rise) and moderate-density single-family (R-60) residential
use. Current development includes town houses, garden apartments, a high-rise
development, single-family houses, and the Rosemary Hills Recreation Center and park.

The current land-use plan for Forest Glen Annex is generally compatible with surrounding
land uses. The medical research, supply/storage, and maintenance zones are concentrated in
the southern and eastern portions of the installation, along Brookville Road and the CSX
railroad, where the bordering off-post land uses and zoning are light industrial. Residential
areas beyond the industrial zone are more likely to be directly affected by those land uses
than by Forest Glen Annex.

A buffer zone has been established around the installation (see Figure 4-1) and was
recommended to be landscaped or fenced, to separate incompatible on-post and off-post
activities (Astore, 1992).

4.2.2.3 Land Use Planning

The M-NCPPC is in the process of preparing a combined master plan for the communities of
North Silver Spring and West Silver Spring, which border the Forest Glen Annex

(Figure 4-2). Existing master plans for other portions of the surrounding area are about

20 years old. Because these communities are fully developed, the updated The North and West
Silver Spring Master Plan focuses on maintaining and enhancing the quality of life for
residents and businesses in this area.
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The current Montgomery County zoning of the NPSHD is R-90 (low to moderate-density
single-family residential). That zoning category, which does not apply to Army land use but
which will take effect if the property leaves federal ownership, reflects the adjacent off-post
zoning. It does not reflect the historic uses of the NPSHD buildings or the potential future
uses that might be found for the NPSHD property. The issue of future zoning for the NPSHD
is addressed by the October 1998 public hearing draft of The North and West Silver Spring
Master Plan, which recommends that the County prepare a minor master plan amendment
for the NPSHD if the property’s proposed reuse cannot be accommodated by the existing
R-90 zoning (M-NCPPC, 1998).

Other planning recommendations made by The North and West Silver Spring Master Plan
regarding future land use at the NPSHD are to maintain the historic integrity of the district,
“including the buildings, relationships between the buildings, and the character of the open
space”; provide for private conservation easements or public ownership in environmentally
sensitive areas; provide access for public or quasi-public use of buildings such as the Pagoda,
Ballroom, and Chapel; minimize impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods such as traffic,
noise, and light; and provide trail connections through the property to other county trails.

4.2.2.4 Annual Growth Policy

Montgomery County’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance limits land development on the
basis of whether existing and programmed public facilities (such as schools, transportation,
water and wastewater capacity, and public safety services) will be adequate to serve new
subdivisions. The Annual Growth Policy divides the county into 25 Policy Areas (based on
groupings of transportation zones), many of which correspond to the county’s Planning
Areas. The policy attempts to balance growth in jobs and housing (M-NCPPC, 1997).

For each fiscal year (FY), growth capacity ceilings are calculated for policy areas. County
planning staff keeps track of approved development plans (pipeline development) and other
data. When the development pipeline in a Policy Area rises to meet growth capacity ceilings,
the Planning Board cannot approve additional development, with certain exceptions.
Approval of development above these ceilings is contingent on the construction of public
facilities that will add the needed capacity (M-NCPPC, 1997).

Under the FY 1998 Annual Growth Policy, Montgomery County instituted the Expedited
Development Approval Procedure, applicable from 1997 to 2001, more commonly known as
“Pay-and-Go.” This procedure allows developers to pay a development excise tax to the
County, instead of providing the needed public facilities or providing funding and waiting
for the County to construct them. In May 1998, the County Council amended the Annual
Growth Policy to prohibit use of the “Pay-and-Go” procedure for certain types of residential
development. In October 1999, in response to concerns about worsening traffic congestion,
the Council voted to end the “Pay-and-Go” program altogether.

The NPSHD is in the Silver Spring/Takoma Park Policy Area and is adjacent to the Bethesda-
Chevy Chase Policy Area. The Silver Spring CBD was established as a separate Policy Area
in 1987, but impacts of CBD development on the surrounding areas are taken into
consideration when transportation ceilings are set for the CBD. According to the
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FY 1998 Annual Growth Policy, the Silver Spring/Takoma Park, Silver Spring CBD, and
Bethesda-Chevy Chase Policy Areas all have adequate capacity for growth, in both jobs and
housing (M-NCPPC, 1997).

4.3 Air Quality

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) pursuant to Sections 109 and 301(a) of the Clean Air Act (CAA). These
standards, expressed in micrograms per cubic meter, establish safe concentration levels for
each criteria pollutant. NAAQS have been set for six pollutants: particulate matter less than
10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM-10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO>), ozone (Os), and lead (Pb). The federal air quality standards as
established by the EPA are presented in Appendix B.

Areas not meeting the NAAQS are designated as nonattainment for the specific pollutant.
The United States is divided into attainment and nonattainment areas, usually by county or
Metropolitan Statistical Area. The CAA General Conformity Rule requires federal agencies to
make written conformity determinations for federal actions in or affecting NAAQS in
nonattainment or maintenance areas. WRAMC’s Forest Glen Annex is in the Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE) Air Quality Control Area IV. Montgomery County is
classified as a serious nonattainment area for ozone.

4.3.1 Existing Emissions

The only currently operating air-permitted source in the NPSHD is the boiler in Building 120,
the Power Plant. This boiler is a 700-hp Cleaver-Brooks Company scotch marine boiler, with
a heat input rating of 29.3 million British thermal units per hour (mBtu). The boiler burns
only natural gas. Two other boilers in the plant formerly burned fuel oil, but those boilers are
no longer operational (Williams and Porter, 10/12/99). Outside of the NPSHD at Forest
Glen, there are nine permitted boilers.

In addition, there are 13 emergency generators at Forest Glen Annex, which fire No. 2 fuel.
Two of these emergency generators are permitted and both are outside of the Historic
District. The remaining emergency generators are insignificant sources and are located
outside of the Historic District, with the exception of one insignificant emergency generator,
a 100-kW diesel unit, which is used in the Historic District for Building 120.

Insignificant sources are sources that do not require air permitting. The insignificant
emergency generators mentioned above have a heat input rating below the air permitting
limit set by the state.

Also at the Forest Glen Annex, but outside of the Historic District, there is a permitted air
stripper that is treating contaminated groundwater at Building 500 (see subsection 4.5.2.2
“Groundwater Quality”) and four permitted gasoline underground storage tanks. Other
storage tanks exist throughout the Forest Glen Annex, but do not require air permitting
because they contain No. 2 fuel oil and are traditionally not significant emission sources.
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Table 4-2 summarizes the emissions inventory of criteria pollutants from the one operating
boiler and one emergency generator located in Building 120 in the Historic District.

TABLE 4-2
Air Emissions - Existing Conditions at NPSHD

Pollutants (tons per year)

Sources SO, NOx CO PM-10 VOC
Boiler 0.01 2.33 1.95 0.18 0.013
Generator (insignificant source) <0.01 0.02 0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Total 0.01 2.35 1.96 0.19 0.013

Source: 1999 Emissions Certification

The only source of mobile emissions at the NPSHD is from the vehicular traffic associated
with the regular operations at the Forest Glen Annex and other unrelated traffic that uses
Linden Lane. Vehicular emissions are not a significant source for NPSHD, because most of
the Historic District is not occupied.

4.3.2 Title V Program

Under the CAA Title V program, a facility is considered a major source if its potential
emissions exceed the regional trigger levels established by the EPA. The trigger levels for a
major source in Montgomery County, Maryland, are:

e 100 tons per year of SO,

» 25tons per year of NOx

e 100 tons per year of CO

e 100 tons per year of PM-10
» 25tons per year of VOCs

Estimating the potential to emit assumes a maximum operating schedule of 24 hours per day,
365 days per year, at the unit’s maximum capacity, unless its capacity is limited by the
conditions of an existing, federally enforceable permit. Potential emissions, by definition, are
equal to or greater than actual emissions. Therefore, if a facility exceeds the trigger levels on
the basis of actual emissions, it should be assumed that it will exceed these levels on the basis
of potential emissions.

Forest Glen Annex’s total actual emissions exceed the trigger levels for the region. WRAMC
has submitted a revised Title V application to the state and is awaiting approval. However,
the emissions from the Historic District alone do not trigger Title V requirements.

4.4 Noise

There are no major sources of noise being generated in the NPSHD itself. The only potential
sources of noise in the NPSHD or the additional parcels are occasional blower blow-down or
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steam release at the Power Plant and intermittent truck traffic at the warehouse (Building
178) on Parcel 3.

The helicopter pad in the west-central area of the Forest Glen Annex has historically been the
only major source of occasional noise at the installation. Helicopter operations are infrequent.

WRAMC is currently investigating complaints from some nearby residents about noise at
Forest Glen; the suspected source is the ventilation system at the new WRAIR building
(Sanders, personal communication, 8/6/99). As the new WRAIR building becomes fully
occupied, vehicular traffic will increase, mostly in the southern portion of the installation,
which will increase the noise audible at peripheral residences and businesses.

From offsite sources, there is continuous noise from traffic on the Capital Beltway and (to a
lesser degree) from traffic on Georgia Avenue and connector roads, as well as intermittent
noise from the CSX rail system along the eastern boundary of the Forest Glen Annex. Noise
from these sources affects both the NPSHD and the adjacent neighborhoods, which have
sought installation of noise barriers along the Beltway. The commercial and industrial land
uses to the south of Forest Glen Annex also generate some offsite noise.

The Forest Glen Annex itself tends to attenuate offsite noise to some degree, due to large
expanses of trees on the site, as does Rock Creek Park to the west of the property (RGH,
1990c).

45 Water Resources

45.1 Surface Water

4.5.1.1 Description of Resources

There are few surface-water features at the Forest Glen Annex. Two small drainageways in
the Historic District contain water during storm events or periods of high water table and the
flow is from the center of the Historic District westward. The drainageways join together to
form a perennial stream, which then flows southwest to Rock Creek.

No springs or areas of groundwater seeps were observed at this stream (RGH, May 1990). A
few areas contiguous to the stream were wet; however, these areas were downslope of
drainage pipe outfalls and did not appear to be springs or groundwater seeps. The
Delineation of Federal Wetland Jurisdictional Boundaries for Walter Reed Army Medical Center:
Forest Glen Section (Woolpert, 1998) report did not identify these wet areas as jurisdictional
wetlands or waters of the United States. Substantial filling and culverting activities were
noted along the stream corridor (RGH, 1990), suggesting that the springs or groundwater
seeps once reported in the area (Keyes, Lethbridge, and Condon, 1973) have likely been
filled, within the last 10 years or longer.

The headwaters of a second stream are located within Parcel 2. Other wet-weather
drainageways are located in the central and southern parts of the Forest Glen Annex. A
perennial stream locally known as Ireland Creek (Woolpert, 1997) originates near the center
of the Forest Glen Annex and flows southwest. Ireland Creek was identified as waters of the
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U.S in September 1997 (Woolpert, 1998). All of the drainageways and the streams carry water
to Rock Creek, which discharges to the Potomac River approximately 7 miles south of Forest
Glen. Two ponds are located in the east-central part of the Forest Glen Annex.

According to the National Flood Insurance Program, only a small portion of Rock Creek’s
100-year floodplain is located within the Forest Glen Annex. It is located in the southern
portion of the base adjacent to Rock Creek Park, near the mouth of Ireland Creek, and
extends approximately 300 feet into the installation along the lower portion of the creek (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1979). This area is not in or near the
NPSHD.

4.5.1.2 Surface-Water Quality

No information is available about the water quality of flow in the drainageways because
there are no stream sampling sites within the Historic District. The Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (MWCOG) maintains a sampling site on Rock Creek at K Street,
which is approximately 11 miles downstream of the Forest Glen Annex (RGH, September
1990).

The assumption is that the onsite drainageways, like most urban streams, are affected by
surface runoff carrying various chemicals, such as lead from automobile exhausts, motor oil,
and road salt, and by septic constituents from leaking sewer lines.

The onsite streams are classified as Class 1/1-p streams by the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) (STV/Lyon, 1994). These are waters that are suitable for water-
contact sports; play and leisure-time activities where the human body may come into contact
with the surface water; fishing; the growth and propagation of fish (other than trout), other
aquatic life, and wildlife; and agricultural and industrial water supply. No in-stream work
may occur in Class | streams from March 1 through June 15 of any year.

The surface water on the Forest Glen Annex is not used as a drinking-water supply or for any
purposes associated with Forest Glen Annex operations.

45.2 Groundwater

4.5.2.1 Description of Resources

The underlying geologic material is massive crystalline rock and weathered bedrock.
Groundwater occurs in the fractures of the rock and in the overlying weathered bedrock
(STV/Lyon, 1994). The shallowest depth to the water table (17 feet) reportedly was
encountered at the WRAIR building, located about 1 mile south of the Historic District.

Although the movement of groundwater through the fractures will influence the directions
of groundwater flow, in general, groundwater is expected to move in the direction of the
topographic slope (i.e., westward toward Rock Creek and northward toward the Capital
Beltway).

Johnston (1964) reports that the yield of wells drilled into the Kensington is small (i.e., less
than 20 gallons per minute). This is consistent with the relatively impermeable nature of
massive crystalline rocks.
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A survey of available records (EDR, 1995) identified four unused wells within a distance of
2 miles of the Forest Glen Annex. Three of the wells were from 1 to 2 miles away. One well,
located in Forest Glen, is an estimated 300 feet deep; the location of the well is uncertain.

4.5.2.2 Groundwater Quality

Data on water quality are limited because few investigations have been done on this subject.
The assumption is that the groundwater is typical of urban groundwater resources, with low
but ubiquitous levels of chemicals such as lead from automobile exhausts and septic
constituents from leaking sewer lines.

The groundwater near Buildings 500 and 512, outside the NPSHD, is contaminated with free-
phase petroleum hydrocarbon products (CH2M HILL, 1996). The free-phase product was
observed during the excavation of an underground storage tank (UST) in 1992. Monitoring
wells were installed to determine the extent of contamination. In late 1993, a groundwater-
treatment system consisting of a solid/oil-water separation unit, an air-stripping unit, and a
granular activated-carbon unit was installed to treat the free-phase and dissolved
contaminants. The location where the groundwater remediation is occurring is about 2,000
feet south-southeast of the NPSHD.

The groundwater on the Forest Glen Annex is not used as a drinking-water supply or for any
purposes associated with WRAMC'’s operations.

4.6 Geology
4.6.1 Topography

The topography of the developed part of the Forest Glen Annex ranges from approximately
190 to 340 feet above mean sea level (msl). The terrain consists of rolling hills sloping to the
west, low slopes in the undeveloped part located in the center of the Historic District, and
steep stream valleys around the drainageways leading to Rock Creek. The surface elevation
drops to about 230 feet msl to the north near the Capital Beltway and to about 190 feet msl in
low areas on the western side of the Forest Glen Annex. The highest elevations occur in the
southern and eastern parts of the Forest Glen Annex. The topography of the Forest Glen
Annex is shown in Figure 4-4.

The Forest Glen Annex appears on the Kensington, Maryland, U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7-¥2 minute topographic quadrangle map.

4.6.2 Geology

The Forest Glen Annex is located along the eastern edge of the Piedmont Plateau
physiographic province. Cloos, Ernst, and Cooke (1953) and Johnston (1964) describe the
underlying bedrock as crystalline biotite granite and its metamorphic equivalents consisting
of clinozoisite, epidote, and quartz. They identify the rock as the Kensington Granite Gneiss
of unknown age. The Maryland Geological Survey (1964) describes the rock as Kensington
Quartz Diorite. Alternatively, Fleming et al. (1994) attributed the underlying bedrock to the
Ordovician Kensington Tonalite and described it as intensely foliated biotite-muscovite
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granodiorite. All of these rock types are similar and are characterized by a massive
crystalline nature and fractures that develop from regional stresses on the rock.

A layer of weathered bedrock, known as saprolite, occurs at some locations on the Forest
Glen Annex.

4.6.3 Soils

Woolpert (1997) reported that there are 12 soil types representing 8 soil series at the Forest
Glen Annex (Figure 4-4).

All of the soils are well-drained except for the Baile silt loam along the drainage by the
northern boundary of the Forest Glen Annex and the Codorus silt loam along Rock Creek
and the western boundary of the Forest Glen Annex. The two latter soils are poorly drained
and moderately well-drained to somewhat poorly drained, respectively.

Seasonal high water tables are from 1 to 2 feet below the surface for Codorus silt loam
(November through April), 0 to 0.5 feet below the surface for Baile silt loam (November
through April), and greater than 5 feet below the surface for the remaining soils. Soils
typically having bedrock near the surface are the Brinklow-Blocktown channery silt loam, the
Occoquan silt loam, and the Blocktown channery soil loam. These three soil types
predominate in the western and central parts of the Forest Glen Annex.

These soils, as well as adjacent soil types along the western boundary of the Forest Glen
Annex, have moderate to steep slopes (8 to 45 percent) and, consequently, have moderate to
severe erosion potentials.

In areas where development has occurred, the soils have been disrupted and their properties
will differ from those in undisturbed areas. In a letter dated July 23, 1997, the District
Conservationist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, stated that only a few acres on the site
contain soils that qualify as prime farmland or soils of statewide concern and that the
Farmland Protection Act does not apply, due to the urban location and built-up nature of the
site (Appendix A).

4.6.4 Seismic Hazards

The seismic hazard at the Forest Glen Annex is very low. The U.S. Geological Survey Internet
site that provides information on seismic hazards (USGS, 1998) was consulted for
guantitative information. Less than 8 percent of the acceleration of gravity (% g) would be
exceeded 2 percent of the time during a 50-year period and less than 3 % g would be
exceeded 10 percent of the time during a 50-year period.

By way of comparison, the analogous values are greater than 80 percent and greater than 15
percent, respectively, for Charleston, South Carolina, which experienced a strong earthquake
in 1886.
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4.7 Infrastructure

4.7.1 Utilities

4.7.1.1 Potable Water Supply

The Forest Glen Annex purchases all of its water from the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission (WSSC). The Patuxent River is the primary source of water to WSSC’s two
reservoirs, which have a combined capacity of 12.5 billion gallons. Purification consists of a
water treatment plant, sedimentation, filtration, sterilization and pH adjustment. There are
no water storage facilities on the installation.

Water is furnished by two WSSC water mains and distributed by a government-owned
system. A WSSC 12-inch main paralleling the north side of Linden Lane supplies water to the
NPSHD. The southern part of the site is supplied by a 16-inch WSSC main that runs along
Brookville Road. All of the connections to the WSSC mains are metered. Except for an
interconnection between the first two taps off Brookville Road, there are no interconnections
between the various taps off the WSSC mains (Higginbotham/Briggs & Associates [HBA],
1997b).

The water is distributed throughout the installation by a network of 6-inch and 8-inch cast
iron pipes that serve both domestic and fire protection functions. Overall, the water
distribution system appears to be in good working order (HBA, 1997b). Only two leaks in the
underground water distribution system have occurred in the past 10 years, and in both cases,
these were due to construction or other repair activities and were not due to a natural failure
in the piping.

Observations made during recent repairs indicated significant tuberculation in the iron
mains with up to 50 percent loss in capacity. However, capacity problems have not been
found during the installation’s annual fire flow tests. The fire hydrants and the exterior of the
iron mains are reported to be in good condition. System pressure at Building 120 was
observed at 75 pounds per square inch (psi), a satisfactory working pressure for both fire
protection and domestic use (HBA, 1997b).

4.7.1.2 Wastewater System

WSSC also provides wastewater collection and treatment services to the Forest Glen Annex.
Wastewater collected at the Annex is discharged into the WSSC’s Rock Creek sewer
interceptor, which in turn empties into the District of Columbia’s sewerage system.

Sewage from the NPSHD and the warehouse (Building 178) empties into a 15-inch WSSC
main crossing the northern portion of the installation. The system in this area consists of 4-
inch, 6-inch, and 8-inch vitrified clay and cast iron pipes. All lines are gravity flow with the
exception of a 4-inch cast iron force main from the pump chamber on the south side of
Building 156. The pump chamber contains two 4-inch, two horsepower (hp) centrifugal
pumps.

The system is estimated to be in satisfactory operating condition. In a 1997 study including
document review, field inspections, and communications with maintenance staff, no reports
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of sewage backup or leakage were noted. The manholes are constructed of brick with cast
iron covers and some manholes have missing bricks and loose manhole frames. In some
locations, site activities have resulted in breakage of some of the clay storm sewer piping.
Although there have been no reports of excessive infiltration and inflow into the system, the
deteriorated manholes and pipes may cause infiltration and inflow (HBA, 1997).

4.7.1.3 Stormwater Collection System

Generally, the NPSHD consists of structures and paved areas separated by narrow strips of
grass. Approximately 80 percent of the site is impervious. The predominant drainage
direction on the site is from southwest to the northeast. Two large swales, one originating
adjacent to Hume Drive and the other one originating adjacent to Sacks Drive, drain the
runoff generated from the site and discharge it into an unnamed tributary of Rock Creek (see
Figure 2-1).

Yard and grate inlets, in conjunction with a few french drains, are the predominant types of
collection structures used throughout the site. An investigation into the sizes and types of
pipe used in this collection system indicates that the existing system is undersized and
insufficient to handle the runoff generated from the contributing area based on the typical
design criteria of capacity for a 10-year storm (HBA, 1997).

A site condition assessment of the NPSHD drainage system was conducted in 1996. In
general, the storm sewer system was found to be antiquated and insufficient to handle the
runoff generated during average storm events of 1-inch or greater rainfall. A majority of the
system consists of 4- to 8-inch vitrified clay pipes. Numerous grate inlets found in the field
were silted over and, therefore, ineffective at collecting runoff. In many cases, the runoff
either ponds around the inlet or simply bypasses the inlet and enters into another drainage
subbasin. Some inlets that could not be field located may have been paved over with asphalt.
Also, it was noted that the approach areas to many of the inlets do not direct the runoff
towards the inlet (HBA, 1997).

Specific areas on the site appear to have sustained large quantities of concentrated runoff. As
a result, soil has eroded, and scour or sump holes or both have formed, which are
compromising structures. Problems are occurring adjacent to both building foundations and
roads (HBA, 1997).

4.7.1.4 Solid Waste Disposal

No landfill operations are conducted at the installation. Municipal-type (household, office,
commercial) solid waste is collected by a commercial contractor and hauled off-post to the
County landfill in Laytonsville.

4.7.2 Energy

4.7.2.1 Electrical System

The Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) supplies electrical power to the post. Service
is in the form of 13,200 volts, 3 phase, 3 wire, 60 cycle (Astore, 1992).
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At the PEPCO Metering Station (Building 160) located at the intersection of Linden Lane and
Beach Drive, the voltage is transformed to 4,160 volts by a 2,000-kilovolt ampere (kVA) pad-
mounted, oil-filled transformer, and is distributed onsite using overhead wood pole line
construction. The Army owns all onsite electrical facilities, including the transformer and
switching station. In addition to NPSHD buildings, this distribution serves Building 178 on
Parcel 3 (the warehouse), Building 189 (former WRAIR laboratory) on Parcel 2, and Buildings
152 (Family Activities/Recreation building) and 156 (Veterinary Clinic) on a nearby portion
of Forest Glen Annex.

All of the buildings in the NPSHD and Parcels 2 and 3 have overhead service, except for
Building 186, which has an underground service.

Most of the present electrical distribution system appears to be over 30 years old and is
approaching the end of its useful life. Many of the poles and structures are exhibiting
weather deterioration, some of the original transformers have been replaced and some
transformers are missing (i.e., between Building 104 and the Ballroom). As originally
constructed, including the missing transformers, the electrical system’s capacity is
approximately 5 watts per square foot of building area. This capacity is adequate for non-air
conditioned facilities with low-occupancy loads. Modern commercial air conditioned spaces
require approximately 15 watts per square foot (HBA, 1997).

4.7.2.2 Natural Gas System

Washington Gas Light Company furnishes natural gas to the Forest Glen Annex. A 6-inch,
steel, high-pressure main paralleling Linden Lane and Woodstock Avenue supplies the
NPSHD and Community Center complex. A second 6-inch, steel, high-pressure main
paralleling Brookville Road supplies the industrialized and research area. The entire system
is owned by the Washington Gas Light Company.

4.7.2.3 Steam Distribution System

Three main heating plants currently serve the Forest Glen Annex. A plant in Building 120
serves the NPSHD. The other two plants serve the Research and Development Area
(Building 500) and the Community Center Complex (Building 163). The plants are not
interconnected. The capacity of these central heating plants is adequate to serve only the
existing buildings that are connected to the plants (Astore, 1992). There are individual
heating systems in Buildings 506, 508, 511, 602, and 606.

Steam is used at the Forest Glen Section for heating, cooking, sterilizing, and production of
hot water for domestic and laboratory use. In Building 120, steam is generated at about 70 psi
by a gas-fired 700-hp Cleaver-Brooks Company scotch marine boiler. Steam is distributed
underground to the buildings still on the system. Only the buildings in the Historic District
and Building 189 on Parcel 2 are served by this system. Many of the outlying buildings have
been disconnected from the system and no longer have heat.

The majority of the present system dates from the original construction of the buildings. The
piping system is constructed with individually insulated steel pipe for the supply and
condensate returns. This piping is run in concrete conduit underground except to repaired
portions where prefabricated steel conduit is used. The runs in the basement and crawl
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spaces of Building 101 and 104 are individually insulated steel pipes. Much of the insulation
is believed to contain asbestos (HBA, 1997).

4.8 Transportation

4.8.1 Roadways and Traffic

4.8.1.1 Transportation Network

The Forest Glen Annex of the WRAMC is served by an external roadway network comprised
of local, collector, and arterial streets. The following is a description of the network (see
Figure 1-1).

Interstate 495 (the Capital Beltway): This is an eight-lane circumferential freeway that
surrounds Washington D.C. It provides connections to most major arterials and interstate
roadways in the metropolitan area. Motorists using 1-495 can access the Forest Glen Annex
via interchanges at either Connecticut Avenue or Georgia Avenue. In the vicinity of the
Forest Glen Annex, the speed limit is 55 mph and 1-495 carries approximately 250,000
vehicles per day (vpd).

Georgia Avenue (MD 97): South of the Beltway, Georgia Avenue is a seven-lane major
arterial serving north-south traffic between Washington D.C., Silver Spring, and their
northern suburbs. During peak periods, Georgia Avenue operates under a reversible lane
configuration with four lanes in the peak direction and three lanes in the off-peak direction.
The speed limit on Georgia Avenue is 35 mph. In the vicinity of the Capital Beltway and
Seminary Road, Georgia Avenue carries approximately 75,000 vpd.

East-West Highway (MD 410): The East-West Highway is a major arterial located south of
Forest Glen Annex and provides access to Brookville Road via Grubb Road (See Figure 1-1).
In the vicinity of Grubb Road, this four-lane arterial has a posted speed limit of 35 mph and
carries approximately 30,000 vpd.

Seminary Road and Dale Drive (MD 391): This four-lane, east-west, divided arterial carries
approximately 14,000 vpd on the west side of Georgia Avenue near the Forest Glen Annex.
Seminary Road changes its name at Georgia Avenue and becomes Dale Drive. Seminary
Road intersects with Linden Lane approximately ¥-mile west of Georgia Avenue and
provides direct access to the Forest Glen Annex. Seminary Road also intersects with
Brookville Road and provides access to Forest Glen Annex from the southeast.

Brookville Road: This minor arterial runs northeast-southwest and forms the southern
boundary of Forest Glen Annex. In the vicinity of Forest Glen Annex, Brookville Road is a
four-lane divided roadway with a flush left turn-lane in the median. Brookville Road serves
area commuter traffic as well as local industrial land uses in the vicinity of Forest Glen
Annex.

Primary circulation within Forest Glen Annex is served from two main roadways, Linden
Lane and Steven Sitter Avenue, which intersect just south of the Historic District.
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Linden Lane: This two-lane roadway serves east-west traffic and is the only roadway that
provides continuity through the post. West of Steven Sitter Avenue, Linden Lane is 24 feet
wide, with curb and gutter, and is in good overall condition. East of Steven Sitter, the
roadway narrows to 20-22 feet wide, with grass shoulders and utility poles and other
obstructions located within several feet of the paved roadway. Between Woodstock Avenue
and New Castle Avenue the horizontal and vertical alignments of Linden Lane are only
suitable for very low operating speeds and the pavement is in poor condition. This section is
posted with an advisory speed limit of 15 mph. According to a 1990 Transportation Study
completed for Forest Glen Annex, Linden Lane carries 4,600 vpd.

Steven Sitter Avenue: This north-south, two-lane roadway varies from 20 to 24 feet wide
and provides access to the post at Brookville Road. The roadway is physically in good
condition with a posted speed limit of 25 mph.

Historic District Roadways: Primary access to the Historic District is via Linden Lane.
Narrow one-way roadways and low underpasses limit circulation within the district itself.
The roadway system within the Historic District is not well delineated and is suitable to
serve a “driveway” function for direct delivery to and from the facilities within the Historic
District. Currently, all driveways to and from the Historic District are blocked at Linden Lane
and entry is prohibited.

Traffic operations in and around the Historic District can be characterized by analyzing
several key intersections. Below is a description of key internal and external intersections
analyzed for this study. See Figure 4-5 for a summary of existing lane arrangements and
traffic control at key intersections.

Steven Sitter Avenue and Brookville Road: This intersection provides access to and from
Forest Glen Annex near the new WRAIR Facility. Steven Sitter Avenue endsina T-
intersection with Brookville Road. The Steven Sitter Avenue approach is stop-controlled with
a single shared right and left turn lane.

Steven Sitter Avenue and Linden Lane: This T-intersection is located in the center of the
post and represents the “crossroads” of the internal roadway network. Steven Sitter Avenue
ends at Linden Lane and traffic must turn left or right from the Steven Sitter Avenue onto
Linden Lane.

This intersection was recently reconstructed, to improve the skewed angle and to remove
turn restrictions from Linden Lane and Steven Sitter Avenue. The newly constructed Steven
Sitter Avenue approach intersects with Linden Lane at nearly 90 degrees and all turning
movements are now possible at the T-intersection. The Steven Sitter Avenue approach is stop
controlled, with one right-turn lane and one left-turn lane.

The eastbound Linden 