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The Draft General Management Plan I Development Concept Plan I Environmental Impact Statement described 
four alternatives for future management and use of Wolf Trap Fann Park for the Performing Arts. The proposed 
action (alternative 4) would provide sufficient parking for all visitors within the park boundaries without 
substantial additional paving or structures. To achieve adequate parking space, approximately 3 acres of forested 
area would be cleared and a portion of the adjacent grass parking areas regraded. The existing paved parking 
areas would be repaved and striped to allow for maximum capacity. All grass parking would be formalized with 
lighted walkways for safe and orderly pedestrian passage. The pedestrian circulation of the park would be 
redesigned to allow for a more organized approach to the Filene Center and associated areas. The existing box 
office building and ancillary buildings at the plaza would be removed and replaced with a single-story structure 
that would consolidate all patron and visitor focused functions, including elements and artifacts depicting and 
interpreting the performing arts. A development concept plan for the box office plaza building and the circle 
drive area has been included as part of the proposed action. Although the proposed action requires the removal of 
some forested areas and regrading hills, steps would be taken to retain the rural feel and country character of the 
site. Patrons would benefit from assured onsite parking. The potential for adverse impacts on water quality would 
be mitigated through the design of drainage and retention faciUties. The other alternatives include continuation of 
current management practices, or no action ( alternative l ), the absorption of most parking impacts on paved lots 
withfo the park boundaries (alternative 2), and the accommodation of'a.11 vehicles and pedestrians in safe, 
separate areas and upgrade of support facilities (alternative 3). 

The draft document was on formal public review for 45 days, from January 31, 1997, to March 17, 1997, and a 
total of 11 letters of comment were received. Because the comments did not substantially modify any of the 
alternatives, propose new concepts for consideration, or supplement, improve, or modify the environmental 
analyses, this Final General Management Plan I Development Concept Plan I Environmental Impact Statement 
includes only factual corrections and text clarifications to the draft, summaries of substantive comments, and 
National Park Service responses to those comments. The full text of the draft document has not been reprinted, 
and this fmal document must be used as a companion document with the draft. 

A record of decision on the final plan will be issued 30 days after this final docwnent has been made available 
for public review, as announced in the Federal Register. For further information about this plan contact the 
Director, Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts, 1551 Trap Road, Vienna, VA 22182 . 

United States Department of the Interior• National Park Service 
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PREFACE 

The Draft General Management Plan I Development Concept Plan I Environmental Impact 
Statement for Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts was released for formal public 
review on January 31, 1997, as announced in the Federal Register. Eleven letters of comment 
were received from government agencies, organizations, and the public. Because of the nature 
of the comments, the National Park Service has decided to issue an abbreviated Final General 
Management Plan I Development Concept Plan I Environmental Impact Statement that notes 
clarifying text changes and factual corrections, and that responds to substantive comments. 

This shortened format for a final environmental impact statement is in accordance with the 
Code of Federal Regulations, title 40, part 1503. The "Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act" state that if changes in 
response to comments are minor and are confined to factual corrections or explanations of 
why comments do not warrant further agency response, then they may be written on errata 
sheets and attached to the draft statement instead of rewriting the draft statement. 

The first part of this document corrects errors that were noted in the draft text. For example, 
numbers of parking spaces in the text, tables, and maps that did not match have been 
corrected to show actual numbers. The second part of this document responds to comments 
and clarifies the intent of proposed actions or explains why certain subjects were or were not 
addressed . 

NOTE: Corrections and revisions are noted by section, page number, column, and paragraph .. The phrase "change 
to read" means that words have been added or deleted. Underlines indicate new text (except for lengthy 
additions), while strikeouts show deleted text. The word "replace" or "rewrite" means new phrasing for a 
sentence or paragraph . 
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SUMMARY 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (Continuation of Existing Management Practices) 

Page vi, column 2, paragraph 5 - Change to read as follows: 

Any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations that have the 
potential of possessing archeological resources, as determined by an archeological 
overview and assessment, would be subject to surveying. ,<\.fcheologica:l SUP✓Oj'S v,·ould 
be conducted to determine if a:reheological resources 1.v-ould be diS'tUftJed by any of the 
proposed developments. If surveys construction activities yield any resources, these 
sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation 
with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800 .11. 

Impacts of Alternative 2 

Page viii, column 1, paragraph 4- Change to read as follows: 

As in alternative 1, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations 
that have the potential of possessing archeological resources. as determined by an 
archeologica] overview and assessment, would be subject to surveying. it is fl-Ot 
anticipO:ted that any a:rcheologiea:l resources 1.voulcl be disturbed by flfl:j' of the proposed 
developments. Ho·,;,;ever surveys vr0uld be conducted to detCfflline if any sites exist. fu 
addition, if construction activities If surveys yield any resources, these sites would be 
recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the 
Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. 

Page viii, column 1, paragraph 5, sentence 1 - Change to read and add new sentence as 
follows: 

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate area 
of the park before and after performances, as most vehicles would be accommodated 
within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the end of performances 
would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots . 
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Impacts of Alternative 3 

Page ix, column 2, paragraph 4 - Replace as follows: 

As in alternatives 1 and 2, any actions to be undertaken in previously: undisturbed 
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources. as determined by 
an archeological overview and assessment, would be subject to surveying. If surveys 
yield any resources, these sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be 
developed in consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts 
on areheological sites vwuld be the same a:s described in alternatives 1 €1:ftd 2. 

Page ix, column 2, paragraph 5, sentence 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate area 
of the park before and after perfonnances, as most vehicles would be accommodated 
within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the end of performances 
would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots. 
Multiple exits from the parking structure onto the Dulles Toll Road and onto Trap Road 
would help empty the structure more efficiently. However. the bottleneck that forms at 
the Trap Road bridge would continue to obstruct the flow of traffic on Trap Road and 
may obstruct the exits from the structure. 

Impacts of Alternative 4 (Proposed Action) 

Page xi, column I, paragraph 2 - Replace as follows: 

As in the other alternatives, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed 
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources, as determined by 
an archeological overview and assessment, would be subject to surveying. If surveys 
yield any resources, these sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be 
developed in consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the 
Advisozy Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. lmpaets 
oo fl:feheo1ogiea:l sites would be the sarn:e a:s described in the other alternatives. 

Page xi, column 2, paragraph 1 - Change last sentence as follows: 

4 

The vehicular exit process at the end of performances would result in a lo~er time 
period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots ea:st of Trap Road. 

·• 
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THE ALTERNATIVES 

ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Page 21, column 1, preceding CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT-Add the 
following section: 

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Under all alternatives, the use of chemicals to promote vegetative gro\Vth or to control 
weeds or pests would be minimized. Integrated pest management and other 
nonchemical strategies would be used whenever feasible. 

Cultural Resource Management 

Page 21, column 1, paragraph 3 - Replace as follows: 

Prior to an-y ground disturbance, archeologieal surveys would be performed to 
deteffl.linc the presence of any nreheologieal sites Of FesoUl'ees. Subsequent construction 
involviflg any ground disturbance would be moail:oFCd and if any archeologieal 
resourees were discovered, construction aetivi:ties vl{)ttld be ceased until a sun•ey could 
be conducted. 

A comprehensive parkwide archeological inventory for Wolf Trap Farm Park has been 
identified as one of the National Capital Region's priorities, but it is anticipated that the 
archeological overview and assessment will obviate the need for archeological 
surveying in most of the previously developed areas of the park, areas to which actions 
that would occur under the alternatives proposed in the general management plan are 
generally confined. Nonetheless, during design, any actions affecting previously 
undisturbed locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources will 
be examined, and surveyed performed as necessary, to ensure insofar as possible that 
there are no unanticipated impacts on significant resources. Consultation with the 
Virginia state historic preservation officer will continue at appropriate stages of 
preparation of the design and of the archeological overview and assessment. 

The following actions would occur under all the alternatives in the general management 
plan for Wolf Trap Farm Park. Consultation with the state historic preservation officer 
has been initiated concerning the 3-acre enlargement of the existing parking area on 
Gil's Hill, and concerning the basis for future determinations of effect under section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. It is anticipated that consultation will be 
completed at the design stage, following the agreed-upon preparation of an 
archeological overview and assessment. Programmatic exclusions for the actions listed 
below are covered in the 1995 amendment to the 1990 Programmatic Agreement 
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between the National Park Service, the National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

Actions and Compliance Requirements 
Pedestrian walkways widened - anticipated programmatic exclusion under stipulations 
IV.A and IV.B.6. 

Winterize and finish the interior of Filene Center rehearsal hall in backstage area of 
structure - review not applicable for structure. 

Construct comfort station adjacent to concession stand on north side ofFilene Center 
for disabled visitors - review not applicable for structure. 

Install overhead lighting system over all major pedestrian walkways for safety and 
directional purposes - potential need for archeological survey will be identified by 
archeological overview and assessment, subject to consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer. 

Page 22 -Insert the following section: 

IMPLEMENTATION OF CONCEPTS PRESENTED IN THIS PLAN 

This .General Management Plan I Environmental Impact Statement presents a range of 
concepts to fulfill park objectives and resolve issues. The feasibility of these concepts 
and the impacts of executing them are also presented in order to compare alternative 
approaches and weigh their merit. In this conceptual phase exact locations and 
specifications for infrastructure and other improvements have not been determined. 
Location and facility specific designs will be done for the alternative selected in the 
«Record of Decision" prior to any construction. Under any alternative, the final designs 
will conform to federal, state, and county laws, regulations, codes, and ordinances. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Parking and Pedestrian Corridors 

Parking Areas. Page 28, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 3 - Change to read as follows: 

6 

The net increase in spaces of this alternative over alternative I would be 116 ~. This 
is approximately 552 ~ spaces fewer than are required by a sold-out performance . 
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• ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION) 

Development Concept Plan 

Parking and Pedestrian Corridors. Page 41, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 3 -Change 
to read as follows: 

However, it is estimated that up to 3,104 ~ cars could be accommodated in this 
alternative. 

Page 42, column I, paragraph 3, sentences 3 and 4-Change to read as follows: 

The combination of all of these lots would accommodate approximately 2,400 ~ 
cars. Approximately 400 600 spaces would be allocated for permit parking. 

Alternative 4 (Proposed Action) map 

Page 43 - Change legend numbers to read as fol1ows: 

(7) Reconfigure and restripe east parking lot ( 400 4W spaces) 

• (10) Regrade for grass parking at Gil's Hill (1100 HOO) 

• 

(24) Regrade and fill to accommodate grass parking at Dimple and Dust Bowl 
( approximately 400 §G spaces and 10 H- bus spaces) 

TABLE 2: PARKING INVENTORY BY ALTERNATIVE 

PARKING AREA 
Page 56, column 1, row 6-Change to read as follows: 

Employee parking Parking area #3 (along stage mad) 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
Page 56, column 3, row 6 - Change to read as follows: 

Page 56, column 3, row 10 - Change total to read as follows: 

·--, 
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ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION) 
Page 56, column 5, row 4 - Add asterisk(*). 

NOTE: 
Page 56 - Change to read as follows: 

* 

Alternative 2 increases 116 -H6 spaces from existing conditions, and alternative 3 
increases 650 spaces from existing conditions. Alternative 2 remote parking would 
accommodate up to 350 vehicles. Alternative 4 increases 372 ~ spaces from 
existing conditions. 

Page 56 - Change to read as follows: 

Alternative 4 includes 10 bus parking spaces. Areas to be used for bus parking. 

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACTS 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
Page 60, column 3, row 2, sentence 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate 
area of the park before and after performances, as most vehicles would be 
accommodated within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the 
end of performances would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to 
empty the parking lots. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
Page 60, column 4, row 2, sentence 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate 
area of the park before and after performances, as most vehicles would be 
accommodated within the boundaries of the park. The vehicular exit process at the 
end of performances would result in a time period similar to that in alternative 1 to 
empty the parking lots. Multiple exits from the parking structure onto the Dulles 
Toll Road and onto Trap Road would help empty the structure more efficiently. 
However, the bottleneck that forms at the Trap Road bridge would continue to 
obstruct the flow of traffic on Tra~ Road and may obstruct the exits from the 
structure. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 (PROPOSED ACTION) 

Page 60, column 5, row 2, sentence 1 - Change to read as follows: 

• 

Long-term positive impacts can be expected on traffic circulation in the immediate 
area of the park before and after perf onnances, as most vehicles would be • 
accommodated within the boundaries of the park. 
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• Page 60, column 5, row 2-Change last sentence as follows: 

• 

• 

The vehicular process at the end of performances would result in a looger time 
period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots east of Trap Road . 

9 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

AIR QUALITY 

Page 67, column 1, paragraph 1, last sentence- Change to read as follows: 

Currently Fairfax County exceeds the NAAQS for carbon monoxide and ozone. 

NOISE 

Concert Noise Levels. Page 69, column 1, following paragraph 2-Add the following 
sentence: 

A table displaying the average sound level measurement results and their duration is 
provided in appendix I (Bowlby & Associates, Inc. 1994). 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Page 77, column 2, paragraph 2 -Remite as follows: 

Farmhouse - The farmhouse that currently exists is a building that has experienced 
additions and alterations through the course of years since the original cabin portion 
was originally constructed built in the late 17th eetl-tury. The age of the cabin cannot be 
traced definitively, although most recent estimates place it in the late 18th to early 19th 
century. The cabin was a small one-room, one-story log and mortar building that was 
enlarged as the needs of the occupants changed. When Mrs. Shouse acquired the fann, 
the house was used as the main residence, with many support farm buildings. 
Additions made by previous mvners, and later during the late 1600s, mid 1800s, and a 
series ofrcnov&tions in the 1930s by the Shouses, resulted in the current two-story, 
multiple room house. Subsequent alterations occurred throughout the Shouse 
ownership and after NPS acquisition of the property. 

Page 79, column 2, following last paragraph-Insert new text as follows: 

10 

A limited archeological reconnaissance was conducted at Wolf Trap in late 1978. 
Areas examined were those having relatively level topography that did not appear to 
have been subjected to extensive ground disturbances during the course of the park's 
development. To expedite this study, no data was collected in the vicinity of the 
historical fannhouse, where it was assumed that archeological resources would be 
located. Within the areas examined, there were three locations where prehistoric lithic 
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debris was identified, and one area that appeared to have been used as a debris-disposal 
site earlier in the 20th century. 

The conclusion reached in 1979, following this reconnaissance, was that additional 
investigation would be appropriate to determine the characteristics and significance of 
the archeological resources at Wolf Trap, prior to any development that might affect 
them. It was suggested, however, that the resources were not likely to be eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Place, due to likelihood of compromised 
integrity in the vicinity of the farmhouse, to the apparently modem origin of the 20th 
century dump, and to the absence of diagnostic material at the loci of prehistoric 
activity. 

Because of the possibility of impacts on archeological resources, of as yet 
undetennined significance, resulting from implementation of developments proposed 
in the GMP/DCP, the park, in the consultation with the Virginia Department of 
Historic Resources (the state historic preservation officer) and with the professional 
staff of the National Capital Region, has recognized the need for preparation of an 
archeological overview and assessment, as the basis for informed determinations of the 
effects of undertakings on resources. It is anticipated that the archeological overview 
and assessment will provide a more thorough examination of historical records than 
could be accomplished in 1978-79, and closer study of the developmental history of 
the park. It will, in addition, identify where archeological surveying may need to be 
performed to ensure that significant resources are not adversely affected by future 
development. 

Consistent with the 1979 recommendation that additional investigation be performed 
prior to development in the vicinity of the modem dump to determine if any historic or 
prehistoric resources were present, an archeological shovel test pit survey was 
conducted at Gil's Hill in 1996 to determine if the 3-acre enlargement of the parking 
area there would affect potentially significant resources. Only modem debris was 
found to be present. The impact of that element of development has consequently been 
determined, in consultation with the state historic preservation officer, not to be 
adverse. As requested by the state historic preservation officer, the report concerning 
that survey is to be incorporated into the archeological overview and assessment for 
the park. 

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION 

Parking Inventory 

Page 81, column 2, paragraph 4, sentence 3 - Add to end of sentence as follows: 

The east lot, located on the east side of Trap Road, has a semicircular layout and 350 
marked spaces, plus 100 additional spaces on turf medians. 

11 
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Page 82, column 1, paragraph 5, sentence 2 - Change to read as follows: 

In 1991, it filled to capacity 19 times; in 1992, 27 times; ftlffi-in 1993, 35 times: in 
1994, 26 times: in 1995, 14 times: and in 1996, 16 times. 

Table 6: Current Parking Inventory. Page 82-Change to read as follows: 

12 

East parking lot 

Accessible parking lot 

Total 

4501 

2,732?:fl-£ 

l Includes 100 spaces on turf medians. 

• 
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ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 (CONTINUATION OF CURRENT MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES) 

Impacts on Natural Resources 

Air Quality. Page 93, column 2, paragraph 3 - Change to read as follows: 

Wolf Trap Farm Park is situated in an area of nonattainment with the NAAQS for 
carbon monmf:ide and ozone. 

Impacts on Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Page 96, column 2, paragraph 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

Any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations that have the 
potential of possessing archeological resources as determined by the archeological 
overview and assessment described in the "Elements Common to All Alternatives,, 
section would be subject to surveying. Areheologieal surveys would ha·~,e to be 
conducted to detCffllme if any resomees er sites exist. If surveys construction activities 
yield any archeological resources or potential sites, these sites would be recorded, and 
mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the Virginia state historic 
preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance 
with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through monitoring during the 
construction phase. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

Impacts on Natural Resources 

Air Quality. Page 99, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 1 - Change to read as follows: 

Alternative 2 seeks to address this parking need by providing an additional 116 -l-+6 
parking spaces within the park boundary. 

Page 99, column 2, paragraph 3, sentence 2- Change to read as follows: 

Wolf Trap Fann Park is situated in an area ofnonartainment with the NAAQS for 
earbon mono:xide a:nd ozone . 

13 
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Impacts on Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Page 104, column 1, paragraph 1 -Rewrite as follows: 

As in alternative 1, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed locations 
that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined by the 
archeological overview and assessment described in the "'Elements Common to All 
Alternatives" section would be subject to surveying. there are no lmo-wn a:rcheological 
resources that 'Nould be disturbed by any of tac proposed development aetions. 
Hm.ve~ter, surveys must be corn:rncted befure construction activities occur. If surveys 
yield any archeological resources or potential sites were found, these sites would be 
recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the 
Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through 
monitoring during the construction phase. 

Impacts on Transportation 

Page 104, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2- Change to read as follows: 

The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a time 

• 

period similar ~o that is expe~ted to take a longer period of time than in alternative 1 to • 
empty the par ng lots due to mcreased parking east of Tra.p Rood. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 3 

Impacts on Natural Resources 

Impacts on Air Quality. Page 107, column 2, paragraph 1, sentence 3 - Change to read as 
follows: 

Wolf Trap Fann Park is situated in an area ofnonattaimnent with the NAAQS for 
carbon monoxide ml:d ozone. 

Impacts on Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Page 110, column 1, paragraph 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

14 

As in alternatives 1 and 2, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed 
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined 
by the archeological overview and assessment described in the "Elements Common to 
All Alternatives" section would be subject to surveying. it is not anticipated that any • 
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arnheelogieal rcseurces weuld be disturbed by a:ny efthe proposed development 
actions. Hm.vevcr, before construction activities occur, arehcologico.l suneys would be 
conducted to determine if any archeological resoUfces or sites exist. If surveys yield 
any archeological resources or potential sites arc found, these sites would be recorded, 
and mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the Virginia state 
historic preservation officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would be minimized through monitoring 
during the construction phase. 

Impacts on Transportation 

Page 110, column 2, paragraph 1, sentence 2 - Change to read as follows: 

This would eliminate patron parking in adjacent neighborhoods during sold-out 
performances, thus greatly reducing traffic noise and congestion in these areas during 
those times. 

Page 110, column 2 - Add new paragraph 3 as follows: 

The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a time 
period similar to that in alternative I to empty the parking lots. Multiple exits from the 
parking structure onto the Dulles Toll Road and onto Trap Road would help empty the 
structure more efficiently. However, the bottleneck that forms atthe Trap Road bridge 
would continue to obstruct the flow of traffic on Trap Road and may obstruct the exits 
from the structure. 

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 4 {PROPOSED ACTION) 

Impacts on Natural Resources 

Air Quality. Page 112, column 2, paragraph 2, sentence 2-Changc to read as follows: 

Wolf Trap Farm Park is currently an area ofnonattainment with the NAAQS for 
carbon monoxide and ozone. 

Impacts on Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Page 116, column 2, paragraph 1 - Rewrite as follows: 

As in the other alternatives, any actions to be undertaken in previously undisturbed 
locations that have the potential of possessing archeological resources as determined 
by the archeological overview and assessment described in the "Elements Common to 

15 



All Alternatives'' section would be subject to surveying. it is not lmov~'fl if any 
areheologica! resources would be affected under this alternative. fa.di areheological 
sur,ey •.vould hEP<'C to be conducted before fifty eonstruetion activities oceur. If surveys 
any of the proposed construction aetivities yield archeological resources or potential 
sites, these sites would be recorded, and mitigation measures would be developed in 
consultation with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.11. Impacts would 
be minimized through monitoring during the construction phase. 

Impacts on Transportation 

Page 117, column 1, paragraph 1, sentence 2-Change to read as follows: 

Patron parking in neighborhoods would be eliminated, greatly reducing traffic noise 
and congestion in these areas during sold-out performances. 

Page 117, column 1, paragraph 3, sentence 1 -Change to read as follows: 

The vehicular exit process at the end of sold-out performances would result in a longer 
time period similar to that in alternative 1 to empty the parking lots east ef Tmp Road 
than in altema:tives 1 and 2. 

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL AND COMMONWEALTH LEGISLATION, 
POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

National Historic Preservation Act 

Page 120, column 1, paragraph 2, sentence 2-Change to read as follows: 

In 1997. the Virginia state historic preservation officer h-as concurred that the 
structures are not eligible for listing on the national register. 

Page 120, column 1, paragraph 3 -Rewrite as follows: 

Throughout the planning process, the Virginia state historic preservation officer will be 
involved through coordination with the park. Cultural resource compliance will be 
completed under the provisions of the 1990 programmatic agreement. in eoordiH:utioa 
with the Virginia state historic preservation officer and the l.c.dvisory Council on 
Historic P-reserva-eim1. The genera-I mflflageme:at plflfl specifies aay :furt..her cultmal 
resource surveys fur implementation of the alternatives. This servicewide agreement 
among the National Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and 
the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers was amended in July 

• 

1995. Stipulations Vl.C through E indicate that general management plans may • 
· constitute the basis for consultation under 36 CFR 800.4-6 on individual undertakings 
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if sufficient information exists for resource identification, determination of national 
register eligibility, and assessment of effect. Without such information, section 106 
consultation will be initiated or completed at subsequent stages in the planning 
process, such as development concept plans. The "Cultural Resource Management" 
section of the "Elements Common to All Alternatives" addresses actions that would 
occur under the alternatives and whether they are categorical exclusions under the 
programmatic agreement or if further compliance or consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer is required . 
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Short-term 11Roving11 Average Sound Level Measurement Results (dB) 
(B&K=B&K Meter. Met=Metrosonlcs Analyzer) 

Tlme length B&K Met Comment 

(min) Leu leq 

08:29PM 5 51 Insect Noise & Toll Road 
08:57PM 5 48 Some Toll Road 

10:54PM 10 41 Ton Road Is background 
11:16 PM 10 43 Toll Road Is background 
11:34 PM 10 44 Sparse traffic on Towiston 
11:53PM - 40 * Toll Road Is background, Birds/Insects 
12:02AM - 39 * Toll Road Is background noise 
04:10PM 5 50 AUToHRoad 
04:33PM 7 53 All Toll Road 
04:47PM 5 59 All Toll Road 

05:06PM 5 so Toll Road Is .. ...;..,.;~ •• some Trap Road 

0S:30PM 10 53 Traa Road nolse 
06:22PM 10 48 No definable single source; birds, Insects 
07:07PM 5 48 Toft Road Is background 
07:25PM 5 48 Area noise blends w/ Toll Road 
07:48PM 5 46 lvea noise blends w/ Toll Road 
08:08PM 5 48 Toti Road Is ......... :~. of noise 
08:27PM 5 47 Toll Road Is dominant noise source 
08:53PM 10 42 Toll Road Is main noise source 
06:10PM 10 55 Towlston traffic, pre-concert 
08:20PM 5 51 Area noise, Insects w/ Tolt Road 
08:30PM 6 52 Toll Road & Insects. no Ftlene 
08:48PM 5 52 Insect noise dominates, Flfene occaslona!ly audible 

• •• 



• 
Date Site 

7/16 17 
7/16 9 
7(16 11 
7/16 23 

7/16 10 
7/17 10 
7/17 17 
7/17 7 
7/17 8 

7/17 9 

7/17 23 

7/17 11 
7/17 169 
7/17 17 

7/17 19 

7/17 20 

7/17 10 
7/18 10 
7/18 7 

7/18 4 

7/18 16B 

7/18 17 

7/18 19 

...... 
"° 

• 
Short-term "Roving" Average Sound Level Measurement Results (dB) 

(B&K= B&K Meter, Met=Metrosonlcs Analyzer) 
I 

Tfme Length B&K Met Comment 
(min) Leq Leq 

09:0SPM 5 48 Intermission, insect noise dominates 
09:30PM 2 49 Insects, Fllene not audible 
09:44PM 2 45 Insects & Toti Road are equal contributors 

09:55PM 2 41 Insect noise, Fltene not audible 
10:30PM 10 52 NB Towlston traffic, post-concert 
06:31 PM 5 56 58 Towlston traffic, pre-concert 
06:58PM 2 59 Plane flyover 
08:18PM . 57 * Music and vocals audible and domlna\lng 
08:31 PM - 57 • Music and vocals audible 
08:45PM . 52 • Vocal:"" ... .._ level to 52.0 dB 

08:53PM . 63 • Vocal push, background Is 49 dB 

09:12PM 7 46 • 49 Vocal push. Insects ® 43 dB (Met leq affected by plane 
09:28PM 6 50 • 50 Music Is audible, does not ralse levels 
09:41 PM 5 54 Loud eongs, crowd affect levels, up to 51.8 dB 
10:00PM 8 52 Fllene audible, producing 54 dB 

10:15PM 7 57 Fllene Is audlbfe, does not raise above 57 dB backgmd 
10:41 PM . •• Towlston traffic, post-concert traffic 
06:00PM ... Towlslon traffic, pre-concert 

08:15PM 6 49 Toll Road Is main source, Fllena Is audible 
08:40PM 7 55 .Music ts noise source 

08:54PM 6 52 Music produces 51-52 dB at times 
09:0SPM 7 54 Fllene la main noise component 

09:34PM 7 57 Music Is s«J.58 dB conslstentl-/ 

• 
... 
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• 

Mr. Richard Wilt 
Dfrector 

COMMENTS 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROT!CTION AGENCY 
REOIOf.1111 

ll41 Cl-..slnut Ba11dln; 
Phlladolphl•, Ponn•)'lv•nla 19107.«31 

NAY O 5. 1997 

Wolf Trap Farm Pork for the Perfomung Arts 
1551 Trap Road 
Vienna, Virginia 22182 

RE: Re: Oraft General Management Plan/Development Concept Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement; WolfTrap f,sm Paik, Fairfax COWlty, VA 

Dear Mr. WIit: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Acl, the Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) has reviewed lhe Draft 
Environmental Impact Slatemenl (DEIS) for the above referenced project. We havo rated 
Alternative I, the continuation of cunent management practice, or the "No Action" Alternative 
and Altematlve 3 M LO (Lack of Objections). We have as~gncd the rating of EO (Environmental 
Objection,) to Alternative 2 and EC(Environmental Concerns) to Alternative 4, which is the 
proposed action. EPA hu •$Signed an overall raring of I (Ad"luate) to the ovtn1II ad<QUacy of 
the document. A ,;opy of tho EPA rating system is ern:losed for your ,cference. 

Alternative 3 has the lu.t i111paet on the Park's natural resoorces wrulo providing for its 
long term management objectives. It would accommodete all vehicles and pedestrian, through 
the construction ofa parking >tru<:ture on site and the upgrade of the existing paved patking loss 
to ebsoro all perfomlA!IC~generatcd parking impacts. Grus puking would be eliminated end the 
box office plAza. would ~ redeoigned for patron and visitor $ervices. This alternative would 
oeparate vehicular tralllc from pedestrians and coliance the country setting and ambience of tho 
park. This altemotlve would reduce environmental impacts by eliminating the grass pa,king and 
restoring the approximately 10 acres for habitat use by ,pecics that prefer parkland-open 
vegetation Including small mammals and birds. This alternative would also provide for better 
water quality management practices on site through removal ofsome exls1ina paved parking lots 
which would, along with the climitmlion of the grassed areas currently used for parking, allow 
percolation ofstonn water into the ground rather than dischorglng u oheet flow directly into Wolf 
Trap Run. It would provide gruter undisturbed open space in a rC81on that Is extonsively 
developed. Howevtr, the cosls associMed wirh Alternative 3 arc estimated to be close to 4S 
million doll,rs. EPA realizes that these cosls may be prohibitive in today) fiscal climate for the 
imp1omcnta1ion of this alteroatlve. 

Ctld,rallng )J .Yea:r.ro/ EnvirontMnlnl Progll!'.f.f 

• • 
RESPONSES 
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COMMENTS 

Alternative 2 pre,ents greater environmental ooncems bocsuse ori1s increased pa~ 
surftica for patron parking. This alternative would directly impact J 8.25 acres by pwing where 
g,8$se• and forcJts currently c,i.1 and permanently remove the soils in rhe,e areas from 
productivity. Approximately 11.23 acres or 45¾ ofrhe parkland-open vegetation cl•M habi'.at 
would be lost within the park's boundary. Porential impacts to wildlife would be loss ofhab,t,,1 to 
1mall mammals and avian sp~ies. The most critical h&biw impacts would be the proposed 
C<Jnversion of approidm~tcly ,.s acres ofhaulwood fornt for developmenr purposOS-This loss of 
habitat would impact the existing scarcity of larger mammals thM depend on rhis habim type not 
only within the pork', boundaric, but in a region where extensive urban development ha, taken 
place. The potential impacts Co water quality ore also ofooncern. The qui.lily Eld quantity or 
water Iha! would be di5"harged 10 Wolf Trap Run via runoff could have direct and significant 
impacts. This al1erna1ive would likely increll.!e peak flood level• wd have downstrum 
implications for both flood periodicity and extent. The qu•lily of water would be expected 10 be 
degraded by inputs ofcon1amina1ed surface water runoff. 

Alternative 4, the proposed ae1ion, would provide adequate parking within the parl< 
without adding new paved area or S!ruclures 10 the pa,k. Thi• would be ace-0mplished by 
e.,panding the grass parking into areas 1ha1 are currently hordwood forest. Approximotely J acres 
of hardwood forest would be <'<Inverted Co grassy parkland frnm the implementation of1his 
alternative. lmpae1s to large, mammals and birds, espcclally the resident populo1ion ofpileated 
woodpe,;kers, are expected to occut from the loss of upland hardwoods causing specir:.f 
displatement. Loss ofnotural fore1t area will contribute 10 this ti,pe of community Jos, in a 
region that is currently facing continued encroachment by urban development. Impacts to Wolf 
Trap Run from the new perking •reaa could result in a slight incremental increase in peak flows 
•nd discharge rates for the creek. However, gr&Ssed parking lots will be graded and dc~gned to 
control runoff. Visitor and patron focili1ies will be oombined into a single story structure on the 
plaza. The co,rs nssociated with the proposed actlon are estimucd to $13.5 mllllon dollor,. 

EPA believes that the potential environmental impacts aMOCiatcd with the implementation 
of Alternative 4 C"-n be mirtimizcd u,ing appropriate mitigation measures. We strongly support 
the recently initiated water quality monitoring ofWolfTtt.p Run and the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIS for •torrn w~ter control. Although the loss of hardwood forest c11nr101 be 
cornpletely mitigated, we agree with the rete~tion of $elected trees and mimicking the narur:d 
tdse of\M foo;~ in llesigning \he new p-;uking a1~. We alro btlitve I his project hu 
opporrunitles for inoorporating some pollution prevention measutes. In Oc1ober 1990, Congress 
passed the Poflution Prevention Act which calls for• stepwise approach to addreS!ing pollulion. 
Some suggestion, that might warrant your consideralion are recycling rocep1ac! ... use of recycled 
good• in the vi1i1ors facility, siting and designing the building to reduce energy consumption and 
reducing waler consumption by specifying tow flow toileb. Lighting for lhe ped .. trian pa1hway1 
coold utilize energy efficient fixtures. Painting projects should make use of1111ex paint instead of 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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oil or polyurethane-based paints. Lr,nd!(:t.ping in the plaza area that utilizes drought resistant 
nat•ve vege1at;on would minimi1.e the u-se of water rtsour«:-s. 

Al(hough Nt«native 3 ha, /i,w~ e,wironmcot&l impacts than the other alternatives, we 
believe with strict •dhetence to propos.d iniligation measures and"'° ofpolknion prevention 
t«hniqucs rh•t lho cnvironinentaJ iropacis of Altemative 4 can be minimb.ed to provide for the 
n<eds oflhe Wo!f1'rop Farm Park within 6,cally realistic tenns. Th•nk you fur!M opportunity 
to commtl!t on this DElS. Please ronlaol M,rm O'M;.lley Wal,h at (717)628-968S if you hove 
any quesliorn regarding our comn1en10. 

Slncertly, 

~~ 
John ::.::arom Manb.ger-
NEPA & Wetla!!ds Regulatory Review 

• • 
RESPONSES 
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COMMENTS 

NATIONAL CAF'ITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 

IN REPLY REl'l\11. 1'0: 
NCPC File No. 5689 

MARurm 
Mt. Ri,:;k W\lt 
Dire.::tor 
Wolf Trap Farm Fatk fur the Petfornling NI• 
ISSI Wolf Trap Road 
Vienna, Virginia 22182 

Dear Mr. Wilt: 

Thank you for the opportunity 10 review the Draft Gener~! Managemc:nt Plan 
(GMP)!Developmem Cooccpl Plan (OCP)/Bnvironmental Impact Statement (DE.IS) 
for the Wolf Trap Fann Park for tho Performing Arts, Fairfax County, Virginia. At 
ils Man:b 6, 1997 meeting, the Commission approved comments for the Dei>311ment 
oflhe lnlerior's consideration ln preparation of 1he final document. 

· The Commi.<sion commends the Department of the lnttrior for preparing this 
<»mbintd document lo help guide lhe land use plann'ing and op,ralions of 1be park, 
better aooommodatepatrons. atld aHetnpl to reduce off-silo imp~cls. After reviewing 
the ,.,lousopli(m!.. lht Cemsmss\on ~upport, you, p,dened alle1n&t\ve, Altetutive 
4, Your plan< for •cconinodating neatly aU sold,out performance parking needs on­
site will positively~ the ,esidcnt!ol naigl\bo,noQd 1:ly rwllCing, if not eliminMillg, 
of(,sitc parking requirements, Also, providing on-silo patkinS enhaoccs IJ,e visitor 
exporicnoe by making pa1kblg spaces more convenient to patrons. Firtally, the 
provision of more pcdostrian and lighted walkways should improvo pedesttiafl and 
vehicular cir<ulotion and rcduoe polcnllal pedestrian and vehicular conllicts. 

While we support your efforts ro improve cond~ions at lhe Park, we recommend the 
fmal document address fll more detail several environmental, l•nd~ape preservation, 
and lranspol1alion issues. The National Park Service (NPS) should consider planting 
addl!ional trees on-•~• to compensate for the loss of three acres of trees that will 
occur as a result ofthe proposed grass parking MCa on Gil's Hill. If NPS pursues 
such a plan, arei!S whe:rc environmental benefils (e.g.J erosion and se-di.mentatlon 
comrol) would occur should bo given priority, We caurion, however, that new trees 
soould m,\ intem>pt the open, p.1101•1 vi>tos an~ ~ic,n so cbalacierls\io of the rutal 
settlng. 

We •lso request th&t the noise quality assessment discuss the d~ration of noise 
e,c-cecdcnccs. wltei:r tM.y aCCl.lt. n ug 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. Additional trees would be planted in the new pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation plan to give visual indicators of walkways, to 
guide traffic and parking, and to separate and enhance certain 
areas visually. Final landscape plans will be developed for each 
reconfigured area in conjunction with the construction phase. 

2, Average sound level measurements and their duration have been 
added to the report. 

3. The opening of the Nissan Pavilion in 1995 has had little or no 
effect on the traffic or parking conditions at Wolf Trap at a sell­
out performance. During the 1995 season at Wolf Trap, 15 of the 
85 performances were sell-outs. In 1996, 14 performances were 
sell-outs, but the parking exceeded the onsite parking supply 23 
times. The performances at the Nissan Pavilion may have caused 
some minor changes in the venue at Wolf Trap in an effort to stay 
competitive with the Nissan Pavilion. It is anticipated that at least 
15 performances per season will continue to be sell-outs. 

• 
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Mt. Rick Will 
Pagel\<'\l 

COMMENTS 

oonductod laltly recently, we suggest that tho docum<nt note if more recent events, 
such as the conslnl¢tion oft ho N~ Pavilion in Mans.<sRS, have ot will lllfeC1 traffic 
and oarklne condlllons in tho vicinity of W<>lf Trap Farm Park. Fu!lhermore, we 
suggest NPS study demand management strategies. such as pretercnt,at perking tor 
caroool• and vanoools. 

NPS should submit • final imster plan for th, Park to the Commission for ils approval 
fonowing complcllon of the ms. T)1lically, during ils review, the Commission wou.'d 
refer rhe masror plan to Fairfax CoU11ty, \he Northern Virginia Pionnlng District 
Commission, tbe Metropolitan Wa1hiogton Council of Governmcols, and the Vfr@lnia 
Department of Tr811Spor1ation for thelr review and oornment before taking final 
action. As you proceed w~h oompletlon of your documont, we sugge6t you consult 
with !he<e •gene;.,, to ldemify any potential concerns they might have. We also 
encourage you to coordin.1te your nw;tcr planning clrorts with our staff who CjlTI nut 
with you to discus.. the submission process and planning issues. Enclo,.d for your 
use is a copy of our Master Plan Submission Re<J.uiremenls. 

Finally, we cnoomage NPS to seek funding fot the proposed capital improvements to 
enhan<e the visitor experience. We hope out oomrocnis will be useful for supporting 
the need for park improvements. 

We app,Uiote )'Olll consideration of our comment• and recommendations which the 
enclosed Rxui~ive Diteclors Reo:,nmend!tlon discusses in greater detail. Please let 
us know if we can be of further assistance during !he environmental documentation 
process. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Reginakl W. Griffith 
BKocutlv¢ Diteclor 

cc: John Parsons, National l'arlr S.,mc~ 

• • 
RESPONSES 

4. The concept of providing preferential parking for carpools and 
other high occupancy vehicles was considered in this process. Due 
to the labor intensive nature of parking on unpaved lots, and hav­
ing to staff several parking lots simultaneously (i.e., the permit 
parking for the disabled and donors, and the regular parking), this 
option would be difficult to execute. However, the park will con­
tinue to study the feasibility of this strategy. 

5. The final GMP/EIS and final design and construction plans will be 
submitted to the entities named for their review and comment 
prior to construction. 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 111 au...,,,.:;,,"' 
H. Alti1•Clkf Wbe, Jr., DUrqOr Rith.il;<:,nc!., Vi:1ii\i11:2l?l9 

Depa,lmmt of Historic Resources 

Ma,,:h 19, 19!» 

Richard A, Wilt, Director 
Ualted Suics Depalllllenl of the Jotcrlor 
National Parl!: &tvlcc 
Wolf Tolp Fann Park fot the Peifomtlng Arts 
1551 Ttt,p Roa4 
Vienna, Virginia 22182 

Rt: PtaWGencra\ Management Plan/Development Conapt Plan/EIS 
Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Perfonning Arts 
Fairfax County, Vltg!Jtla 
OHR Fil~ Number 94-1101-P 

Dear Mr. WUt; 

Thank you for n,qucsilng our commenu on the refere!U<I documon1. 

'fill: ell>.plcr Clltitltd Ensirollm<!nml Co1Ut11Utnm concludes with the sectlon CompJiallu with 
Ft<kral and Ccmmonwtalth Ltgislallon, Pollc/;1, and Regu/Jllio11S. On page 120 the document 
states that compJim;e wilh lhc National Hhtoric Pi=rvation Act wJII be completm under the 
pl<)vlslo!ISofllle 1990 ~1w agtmJ\Olll, ?1-oote that thoScrvlcc-wldc Progmnmatlc 
Agreement (PA) among tho National P.ul: Scrvke (U.S. DcpattmCnt of the Interior), the 
Advlsol)' Cooncll on Hlstorlc Preservation, and the National Confenmcc of State Historic 
P=rvatlon O!tlcc« was emoru!ed oo July 11, 1995. S11pul1tlom Vl.C throuslt 'B Indicate !hat 
General llbnagemcnt Plans (GNP$) may COMituto !lie balls for collSllllatJon under 36 CFR Pan 
800.4-~ on illdividuaJ undertaking&. lf sufflclent !nfor11>11tion exists for m,ource identific.atlon, 
detennlnallon of N..UOnal Re.Slr.ter el!g\bllity, lllll ~l'nl of effect, Wilhout sucb 
lnfonna1ion, Section 106conseltotlon will l!Ollll8lly be lnltlati:d or completed at subsequent stag~ 
In the planning process, such as Development Concept Plans (DCPs) or Implementing plaru. 
During the plontting process the patk ,uperi~rdo!l!. will make a 11,,.,,,ion In ttinsultatlon with 
the Stal• Historic Pn:servatlon Officer (SHPO) aboul which undertakings ~ ptogtanumllc 
exclusions under IV .A AJl<I B. Tbe approved plan should 11.!t all undertakings that a,e subject 
10 further conruhalion and tbc stage of pll!lUl!ng al wbl<:h coDrultation is moot mc~1, 10 l:,e 
implemented. 

The draft ONPIPCP falls to describe plllposcd acuona, whc!het categorical ticlusloM ot lh<>!.t 
subject to furore consultation, in sufficient dctaU to allow our Depar1111Cnt to comment pursuant 
10 Scclion 106. On page 120 !be dOCUllleJlt abosta~ tbat tbe general managen,ent plan specifies 

TElf:PHONE: (8/JIJ 786-3143 roo, (WI) 786-JPU FAX.-(804) 2]H]6J 

Ai'I Lzwl OppfflR,til)' A!-titQ' 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. Language within the text of the General Management Plan has 
been revised to incorporate this information. 

2. Text has been added to the General Management Plan in the 
"Cultural Resource Management" section under "Elements 
Common to All Alternatives." Included is a list of actions that are 
common to all alternatives and which of these are categorical 
exclusions under the 1990 programmatic agreement (amended in 
1995), or are subject to future consultation, 

Future cultural resources studies or evaluations recommended for 
Wolf 11-ap Farm Park were addressed in the "Future Plans and 
Studies" section under "Elements Common to All Alternatives." 
Future archeological surveys and evaluations will be coordinated 
with the Virginia state historic preservation officer (SHPO) under 
the guidance of an archeological oveiview to be developed 
between the National Park Service, the SHPO, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. In the interim of the final 
General Management Plan and the development of the overview, 
the actions requiring ground disturbance will be reviewed by the 
SHPO. These actions have been identified in the "Cultural 
Resource Management" section under "Elements Common to All 
Alternatives" in the final General Management Plan. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

any furtl>tr culllll"sl resoutce surveys for ltnplctnentation of the altentatives. However, we rind 
!hat no specific surveys are recom.m,:nd<d, lnslead, for each of the four a!teRil!tives, it Is .iatal 
that arclieologics/ surveys wQU!d be COJldllCICd to detetmine if arcbtological resources woold be 
disturbed by any of the proposed development.,. Pkase oote that, according to stlpulat!on n of 
lhc PA, $lll"Yeys will be cootd!nated with !he SHPOs. In O!dtr 10 facilitate future planning 
effartS, we recommend that !lie final ONPIDCP include • !lot of all Wldertaklngs requiring 
further .urvo and a ro s,;:hedu.lc. 

Aftockd EnnroruMDt. 11ie section on cultural rerou= beginning on page 77 does ooc di=s• 
a,cheoJoglcsl resou=. 

• Hl.!torlc Smictures. Our tcuer of Ocrober 25, 1996 <t3tes lhllt we ate not able to 
OOJICU! with cite Ser\ll~'s determination that tbc OltUCtures within par!( bo<m<.!Prles fail to 
~t (he criteria for Inclusion on the Nation,.! Regr.ier .of Hlttorlc Pl1ce,, At your 
~ I>a.ld !ldwa:rdJ of our Winche$ter ~lonal Offite mcc wl(h you on site lo discuss 
Ibis issue. On llllluary 30, 1997 our Department's National Regr.ter E\';t.[ualion 
Commit!~ met a second time to ronsl<kr !be Slnlctures e!Jsibllity. Based 11pon Ibo 
additional infonnation cewltlng from David Edwiuds' inspcttion, the Committee contUrS 

wilh your detetmiMtlon. We agree that stroctllres wltbia ~ vm booll<IMles meet !be 
Natloll.il Resister ~iteria due to their compromikd Integrity. 

'The document should be revised lo ind!c.ite tha1 oor Department ooncuned wilh Ibo 
determloation Of cli ibili lo 199'1 wllh th!. letter , oot in 1996. 

• Attht<:llog!Clll ResourctA. Tbls i,ection should Include a discussion of the pl.l'k's 
potential to ~ontain an:heological resmi=. A reconnallS3ncc survey ofpoctlans of !be 
patl: was oonducml In Jsr?B. Tho inc?mlon of a mop showing !he precise areas surveyed 
at U,.,.t time would be a hclpfU.1 addition to lhe final document. Page 21 state, Ill.al fuc,rn, 
plan< Include a comprehensive uclteolo8lcal wrny wllhin plrlc bollndarics. It may be 
more useful for planning purposes to oompletc an an:hcological assesstmnt. Suell an 
HSCSllment wO<lld Incorporate Ille iesul~ of the 1978 re-:onnaimooe l1.nd of ill<, hlsto.rlOIJ 
srudie., propo~, JlS well 115 current environmental models for !he location of prebistori~ 
archeologlc.il sites dc•elopcd during numerous recent surveys of Fail'fax County, 
e.,pctially those condtJCI«! by the County Arebwlogical Services. At present the 
docwnent docs not provide a bash for dctttminlng wb.at actions will require arehcologkal 
tlltVty. 

The 1978 .ul'\'cy wu not coordinated with O\lr Dcputl\lcnt. The final document ,hould 
«rate lb.II lllrure surveys will be coordlnaccd with us in aceordaQce with Section 110 of 
the National Historic ~rvatlon Act as well as Sdpulation II {)f the 1995 PA. 

AltemRtlves. The descrlpiion of the four alttamatives should be teviSQd to cleu!y state what 
ground disturbanec is prol)()scd, 

EnvlroCIJllffltal Co~. The en"nrorunental coru,,quc,:,ce~ of each al!!enutive should 
mclude a d~kln of effeca u, archtologlcal resawteS bsstd on the rtaturt) and extent of the 

• • 
RESPONSES 

3. The text has been revised to reflect this change. 

4. See response 2. 

5. Comment noted. 

6. Any ground-disturbing activities will be reviewed using the guid­
ance of the archeological overview. Subsequent surveys conducted 
will determine the existence of archeological resources. See also 
response 2. 

__ _J 
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proposed ground dl&ru~ &Id lhepotenulllof~ affwcd ar-10 i:ontalll iniAct areheologlcal 
resourees. 1he specific rnrvcys propoSCd should be indicated along with the stage of plmnlng 
in wblch 1bey will be implemented, 

Ple11Se do not hesilale to CDntact ll!hcl R. Eaton 11 (804)786-3143 if yoU have questi-011,! or If we 
nay provide any further issi,laoee. We Lo0k forward to working with you ort ti>l$ project. 

Sinc«el)', 

WI/~ 
David H. Dutton 
Director, DMslon of Project Review 

c. Susan Long, 106 Speclall,t, Wolf Trap 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

PAWlll.lm!A 
oouu,SS.,,,O, 

Mr. R.ichatd WIit 
Di=lot 

OEPAATMEHT Of' TRANSPORTATIOH 
3:115 PA!R .Alt>OE ORIVE 

FAI.FWAX. VA Z1.ffl3 
(ro3)!134-7300 

Febru,uy, 28, 1997 

Wolf Trap Flllll1 Pad,, for the Perfom1ing Arts 
I S51 Trap Road 
Vienna, Virginia 22182 

OearMr. Wilt; 

TIIOW.SF.,AIIUY 
DOlffCT MJM1Ni!t;TAAt'OR 

Thank you for lhe oppommiCy to remw the draft Ocneral Ma.,agemmt Plan/ 
Development Cooeept Plan (GMP/DCP) for future management and use of WolfTrap 
Farm Park for Performing Arts. The Tran,portation Planning Section of VDOT's 
Northern Vlqiinia Dntrict Office has reviewed the document, Including the four 
altmatives described in lh• docwmnl 

As I atn sure you arc aware and have ronsidered, the Dulles Corridor TransportB.tion 
Stwly, undec lhc guidan<» ofa Policy Advi,ory Committee fonned by !he VJrgiola 
Secretoo')' ofTraosportatlon, has identified a preferred m,uporlation altetnativc to ho a 
seamless extension, using Me1ro-like facllitios, of the region.al rail system from the West 
Falls Chun:b sutlon to the vicinity of Route 772 in Loudoun County. There have been 
sevmtl locotions Identified as potentiol roll stations, one of which is near tho Trap Road 
ovapass, in the median of !he Dulles Airport ,\e<:e$S Roarl (lo be operational duriog 
special events}. The actual layout and design oftbe station will ~dctcrmi!Kd during the 

imi en inceri hase in ooonlination "tit the D cnt of th terior / 
Notional Park Service. The final GMPIDCP should provide the flexibility for 
consideration of a potential fu~ rail station near the Park. 

• • RESPONSES 

1. The possibility of developing a metrorail station at Trap Road was 
examined. It was estimated that under ideal conditions as many as 
10% of the Wolf Trap patrons would use metrorail. The unknown 
timing of the proposed extension of the metrorail system and the 
estimated $15 million cost were issues that were considered in the 
evaluation of this alternative concept. It was believed that reliance 
on metrorail as a solution is not a realistic alternative at this time. 
However, the National Park Service supports the use of mass 
transportation and would support a station at Trap Road with 
pedestrian walkways if the stop were to be constructed. No modifi­
cations at the park would preclude the construction of a metrorail 
stop at Trap Road. If a metrorail stop is constructed, the Park 
Service would make every effort to encourage patrons to use 
metrorail to attend performances. If ridership exceeded projec­
tions, the tree cut area would be restored to forest conditions 



• 

COMMENTS 

VDOT concurund commends ''lhc policy of1hc Depornnent of1ho lnlcrior and 1ho 
National Perle Service to tl!ke 1he inlrialivc and to work cooperatively wilh olhers to 
anticipate, avoid Md resolve poten1ial conflicts~. VDOT will continue to work closely 
wilh you as lhe Dulles rail prelirninuy engineering work gets 1111derway. 

!fl can be of any assistlJlcc, please feel free to contact me at (703)3SJ-2224. 

CC: 

Siocerely, 

I~ 
Fatomeh F, AllPhdoust 
Senior T1'$11Sportation Engineer 

Mr. Thomas F. Fadcy, Distrl~ Engiaccr 
Mr. Youog Ho Chang, VDOT-NoVa, Assista11Cc Di:mictEnginecr 
Mr. Farid Bigdcli, VDOT-NoVa, Transportation PIOIJlling Pwgrams MMager 
Mr, William C. LaBaugb, Ill, Va. Dept. of Rall and Public TrMSport:.tion 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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~h/r? 

OFFJCE OF TBE COUNTY CUTlVE FAIRFAX 
COUNTY 

VIRGINIA 

Richard Wilt, Dinx,!or 
Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts 
1551 Trap Road 
Vienna, VA22182 

Dear Mr. Wilt, 

l 2000 Government Center Parkway 
Suitc552 

Fairfax, Virgioia 2203S-ll066 

Telephone: {703) 324-2531 Fax: (703l 324-3956 

Thank yon far providing us with the opportunity to review snd e-0mment on the draft General 
Management Plan/Development Concept Plan and EnvironrnCJttal Impact Statement for Wolf 
Trap Fami Puk 0,creinafter referred to as •~be EIS"). Through this memorandum, lam 
transrniuing to you the comments of Com,ty staff. Please note that these comments refi""t only 
tM views of staff and do not necessarily reflect the views oflhe Fairfax Cowtty Doud of 
Supervisors. 

We agree With the statement an page 8 of this doeumcnt that WolfTrap Farm Park is ''an 
extraorrlina,y and dislinotive enterlairunent facility" and we feel thllt this facility is a substanlial 
asset to Fairfax County, Northern Virginia, Md the mettopolitan Washington, D.C. area. We 
furlll¢r agree !hat the ''naro.ral enclave and scenic landscape" pro.;ded by WolfTrap ''mu,t be 
malnlained and cultivated to pr,scrve the p,._..nee and pllJJ)OSC ofWo!fTrap farm Park." We 
have roviewod the document within this context and within tho context of Fairfax County•• 
policies and regulations. 

falcftK Cmmtr', Enrlmnmcntel Polklc:s and Remd16op1 

Naidter the Affected EnYirorunect section nor the Environntcntal Co"5Cqu•n~ section of the 
EIS addresses the relatioeship between the site and the alt.1nativcs with Fairfax Cowi1)''s 
cnvironm~tal policies ruid regulations. OfpMlicular note are the Cowtty'• Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Ordinance and the Coun1)''s Environmental Quality Conidor (EQC) policy. Also of 
note ore the floodplain Regulations within the County's Zooing Ordinance (ollhough the EIS 
doe•, goncr;,lly, address issue, associated with 100-year floodplains). Copies of the Chesapeake 
Bay 1',eservalion O,dinance, the EQC policy, Md Floodplain Regulations 810 attached for your 
information. 

• 
RESPONSES 

1. This General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(GMP/EIS) presents a range of concepts to fulfill park objectives 
and resolve issues. The feasibj]jty of these concepts and the 
impacts of executing them are also presented in order to compare 
alternative approaches and weigh their merit. In this conceptual 
phase exact locations and specifications for infrastructure and 
other modifications have not been determined. Location and facil­
ity specific designs will be done prior to any construction for the 
alternative selected through the "Record of Decision." Under any 
alternative the final designs would be consistent with federal, 
state, and county laws, regulations, codes, and ordinances. 
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Rlchlll'dWilt 
Page2 

COMMENTS 

Applying Iii• delineation criteria wi,hin the atlachod docwneats, 11,c EIS should identify the 
extent ofRewurco Protection Areas {Rl'/u} and EQCs on the property, and ideotify the potential 
Impacts to these areas associated with each of the alternatives. Encroacltntent< ilWl RPA! mculd 
not be pursued unl<S3 such encroachments are consisten\ with the Chesape,,ke Bat Preservation 
Ordinance (e.g. allowed uses, Ol«lmpUons, at= !hat could ,c=-bly be comidete<l tbrough 
11n exception pursWlllt to Article 6 of the Ordirtanoc). Additiooal enoroochments into EQCs ..iso 
sh<>uld be ~voided to the extent poss'ible. 

J;.,cepl for a possible minor encroachment ll$SD¢iated with the construction of a trail, 
eocro•chments into the EQC and RPA would not be anticipated for Alternative 1. Altemirtivo2 
would result in significant encroachment< into the RPA AAd llQC t1Ssocla1ed with Woiflrap Run, 
a= .. mi.er {ce&l>le r.ltemo\iv., me ""ailable, this alternative should not be pimued. 
Altematives 3 and 4 could mull in minor encroachments into the RPA and EQC, but the exlent 
of suoh enoroachrnen!S (if any) is not olw (e.g. Iha one-lano paved acetss road for All(:rnative 4, 
perhops a portion of the Oil's Hill parking eKtensiQn for Alternative 4, !>!Kl, depending on limits 
of clearing nnd grading, perhaps cortStruetion work associated with the parkiag garage for 
Aftc,mtiva 3}. AsdiSCllssed •bove, the !.\IS ollould provide such clarific,.tion, and 
encroachments into !he RPA should not be pllfllued unless they are consi!tent willt the County's 
Chesaptll\(e Bay Preservation Ordin= 

Any alternafive that is p~ucd should be consistent with the itormwarer management be.I 
manaaemcnt practice (BMP} 1,qui,ment of U>e Chesapeake Bay Pi,,servation Ordinance. While 
it is recogni1.ed that the County cannot ffijuire implementation oftbe Chesapeal<c Bay 
P=er<ation Ordinonco on fc<lemlly-<>wrted lond, it is al,io 001(:d Iba! the Environmental 
Protection Agency has, through a memorandum of agmmen! with the 0"1',u(Itlcnt of Defffl!!e 
and the National Park Service, conunittod lo federal compliance with federal, state, and local 
progran,s adopted pursuant Ill the Cheu,~ B"J Agreement As.-.,~, compliance with all 
provisions of the County's Chesapeake Bay P,&e,..,alioll Ordinance, includJng the BMP 
ptov,sion, lo =ended. Tilt EIS should commit to compliance with the Chesapoak• Bay 
Ptcscrvation Otdinance and should _generally identify how the BMP requirement will be 
odru.,sscd. 

S!l:i:K!Mkd Jnsuporte.«on lmPWUOW.!l 

The following improvements 8'C suggested for consideration as part oflong range trzn.sporutlion 
mitigation actions for the Wolf Trap Fann Pa.tit.. Sulmantitl &!di\:ion•I t.na!y= m~y need to be 
performed prior to proceeding with some of these transportation improvements, Moroover, the 
results oflhese a!latyses may ir,dh: .. tethal these pro)eots may not be feasible. Tho improvements 
are •• follows: 

H·'IPDIXA'II.4MWP~, .Wf'b 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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Page 3 

COMMENTS 

• Capacity improvements to !he exi•ting Trop Road bridge over !he Dulle., Toll Rood: Th.is 
may help alleviate traffic backups along Trap Road ctcated by left-turning traffic to the 
ramp, which, in tum, impedes flow of southbound traffic on Trap Road heading for 
Vj¢nna. 

• Construction of Bn OJ1it ramp from Trap Road lo lhe westbound lanes of the Dulles Toll 
Rotd: This would help divert scme traffic cummtly using westbound Route 7 and 
southbound Trap Road to exit the a,ea following porfom1ances. 

• Addition ofa pedestrian walkway to the exi,ting Tr"fl Road bridge ond provision of 
sidewalk connections nortb and south of the parlc. 

• Co"struction ofa future WolfTrep Metro Station ohould a rail project bewme a ~ity in 
the corridor: It is likely that this station would reduce overflow parking problems at the 
pork. Hence, the Wolf Trap Foundatioo and/or the N~tional Park Se,vice should 
coordinate with state ond local efforts !O secure funding for rail improvements in the 
corridor. 

Ib• Parkl112 Shortage 

The impetuS behind the EIS appears to be the inability of existing parking facilities at WolfTrap 
to accommodate the demand that occurs durin& the mini populot events at the F!lene Center. 
There is at least ono internal C-Onllictwithln the EIS, however, regarding the severity of this 
shot1fo.lJ, Th• Parl<ing Inventory provided on pages 81 and 82 indicates that there is a shortfall of 
470-500 psrkiag spa=. However a much greater shortfall is il!lplied in. the diS<:ussion of a 
possible alrcmalive oonoisting ofa combina1ion of remote parking and shuttle, a new mil stop at 
Wolf Trap, and no on-silo parking increases (hereinafter referml to as the "mil •talion" 
alternative). The magnitude of the shot1fall is a patdcularly critical issue in that the rail station 
alternative appears to have been removed from consideration even though it would appear (under 
full implcmentotion) to oo more than sufficient to oddreso the existins shoJtfa[l as described on 
pases &I wd &2. Any \n\cmol in<:.oMislenci"" tell,Olding lhe r,a,lrlng ,hotlfa\l should 'oe 
corrected. 

Commcnfl on 1he A!f1ruattvn 

Altematlve 1: 

Alternative 1 js, the un-o action" alternative, Aside ftom improvements to pede!ltrien facilities and 

N:IJ>DlkAl'UMWPDOCS'iWllUU.P.WPD 

• • 
RESPONSES 

2. AU four of these concepts were considered in the development of 
the plan but are facilities managed by other jurisdictions. The 
National Park Service supports the improvements and would coor­
dinate with the appropriate state and county officials in support of 
the improvements. However, the improvements to the Trap Road 
bridge to accommodate pedestrians might have a negative effect 
on the safety of pedestrians and the flow of traffic during perfor­
mances if parking were to be offered on the south side of Trap 
Road. The increase in performance time pedestrian traffic would 
conflict with vehicular traffic using the Trap Road ramps. 

3. Inconsistencies in the parking numbers have been corrected in the 
final GMPJEIS. 
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Rlchnrd Wilt 
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COMMENTS 

some olhcr minor lite improvemen18, the e><isting fodlities would remeln intaJ:t and not be 
expanded. The existing parking shortfall wou!dnoc be addn:ssed. 

Altcmotlvt 11 

Alternative 2 would rerult in the clearing of7.49 am• afforested areas, the addition of 18.2S 
ac,es of new pavod parking nroos, the paving of roughly JO a= of existing g;avel/broken 
pave~nt parking lots, ond the establishment ofa remote parking lot With shunle (perhaps at the 
National Wildlife Federation property on Leesburg Pike). Page JOI of the EIS states: "The 
impacls on water resources described in alternative I would be applicable to proposed actions for 
thls altemetlve.• The rationale for this statement is unc!=. While it is recognized that there 
would no longer be any concerns regarding soil compaction and erosion from gress parking 
MCI>$, if should also be.recogniud that, of the four allcmalives prescnlod, thiultemstive will 
result in the greatest amount of lmperyJo113 cover and will therefore remit in the ~est volumes 
of stonnwater runoff. The EIS genorally acknowledges that "this al!trn.ative would likely 
increase peak flood levels and ~ir a.socialtd di,clwge rates, which oould have dolm!ltrcarn 
impllcalions for the predicted flood periodicity and extent." 

In eddltion to potentiel Slomiwate, tun.off imJ)8Cls, tho exttn>lve poving that would be associated 
with Alternative 2 would hove a substantial adverse impact on the vi~ual charac1cr of Wolf Trap. 
We question whether this alternative is consistent with the management objective to ''preserve 
the country almosphere ofWolfTrap Farm Park ••• " Further, che BIS notes that Alternative 2 
would not completely resolve the porking shortfall for sold.(Jut perfonnances. Rather, this 
alternative would only result in a net inemsc of either 176 (page 99) or 270 (page 28) parking 
spaces as compared with Alternative I. Alternative 2 would, therefore, not completely resolve 
che parking shortfall for sold-out performances. We question whether the 176 or 270 space 
increa,e is worth the adve,se impact 8390Ciltred with rhls alletOllli..., (in tom>S of slonn..,,!er 
runoff, visual impacts, EQC impacts, and RPA impacts) and therefore recommend that this 
alternative bo removed from further consideration. 

With rupc,,t to the possibility of establishing a remote parking area with shuttle oervice, the EIS 
should note that the underlying 1.0nlng of a proper!)' on which !he parl:lng ar,a will be pursued 
may not allow for such a use without approval ftom the Faitfsx C-Ounty Board of Supervisors. 
For example, !he Notional Wildlife Federallon site is zoned R-1, ond fociliu .. on this site hove 
been established through the approval by the Board of Supervisors ofa Special EKCeption. ll is 
possible that the use of the parking lot on this silt by WolfTrop may need similor approval. If 
thi• or any other off-site paritlng area will be considered for use as a remote lot for Wolf Trap, 
the Zoning Penni! Review llranch ofllle Office of Comprehensive PIIW!ing (222-1082) should 
be conucted for zoning infotrnation. 

H:IPl)IUPLAM'WPDOC5"1WU'1'1UP.Wl>o 

• 

RESPONSES 

4. Although there are adverse impacts, alternative 2 provides a valu­
able illustration of the application of standard parking require­
ments for comparison to other alternatives presented. 

5. The proper approvals would be pursued if use of this site as a 
remote shuttle location is selected. 

• 
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Altornati•e3, 

COMMENTS 

Alternative 3 would con«ntrate most of the on-site parking within a now parking garage to be 
constructed within 1he general footprint of the existing West parking Joi. This iltemativo would 
addtess the existing parking shortfall on-site while pro\'jding far restoration/land<caping of 
existing g,nss ,,.,ting areas to tho east of Trap Road. This alternative would grea1ly improve the 
visual ehatacler of the area to tho east ofT111p Road (and could "1.so provjde for greater 
infiltration of stormwotcr). Thi• altemotive Would aloo have en adverse impact on the visual 
character of the porl< and could result ina vecy urban-looking park.fog gm.go to the west of Trap 
Rood that would be oul of character with 1he "country atmosphere" of Wolf Trap. 

One issue regarding Altemotive 3 (as well as other altcmolivos) that is not addtessed by the EIS 
is the potential for posl·petformanee traffic congestion. This is of particular concern for 
Alt.emativ~ J becau.,c of!he propDffil co.,,celllration of parking in one=· How long will it 
take for traffic in the garage to exit this facility? If queues to leave the parkiog ga.ragc are too 
lengthy, might patronschoo~ to avoid wing the garage in favor of parking in communities 
adjaoent to Wolf Trap? We are conocmed that, by attempting to solve a parking sbortfoll by 
construcllng a parking garage, there may be a disincentive created for on·oite parking that may 
actually aggravate cxis1ingproblcms. Further, long queue, in the parking garage may result in 
higher emissions of air pol!ulants,,.. upp<>,od u, rh• air qualily improvcmenls susscsted on page 
108. 

The EIS does not indicate how long it will take to construct tho parking garage. Could the 
garage be con,1ructed between performance =ons? If not, what would be the tempora,y 

• 

7 
~---im~p_ac_ts as/JCX:iated will: the loS< of parldng in 1h_e_W_os_l~par_ki_'ng_lo_1? __________ _, 

8 

9 

WolfTmp should coonlinalo with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT} l!Jld the 
Fairfax County Office of Transportation to ensure that the proposed w.,ess J!lltlp.! to and from the 
1)3tking sttucturc ate located and designed appropriately. In po,ticular, VDOT and the Offi~ of 
Transportation should be consulted about the po3Sible rnmp to the Dulles Toll Road to en,ure 
that this ramp will be consistent with other potential improvcmcnts/faeilities within this comdor, 

Alt•mal!Yo 4: 

Ahemativo 4, the proposed action, would res\111 in the clearing of tluec acres of a forested area 
for the expansion of an existing grass parking area on Gil's Hill. While this alternative would 
address the cxis1ingporking shortfall, it would fillihet impact the "country atmosphere" of Wolf 
Trap through the replacement of three ocres of woodland with three acres of additional patkfng 
fond impact waler resources and ecoloRical resoUICU aecordinRM. As noted earlier, this 
alternative could also result in minor encroachments into the RPA and EQC ofWolftrap Run 

N:1PD\JUPUMWPJXXS.WUTIUP.Wl'D 

• 
RESPONSES 

6. Post-performance congestion is created chiefly by a bottleneck at 
the Trap Road bridge where only a single southbound lane of Trap 
Road bridge and a single lane ramp serve access to the Dulles Toll 
Road. The proposed parking structure included in alternative 3 
would be designed with multiple exits that would connect directly 
to Trap Road. It would also incorporate an exit ramp from the top 
level of the structure directly leading to the Dulles Toll Road. 
These provisions would expedite the exit process from the struc­
ture. However, the bottleneck that exists at the Trap Road bridge 
for the 30% of the traffic that exits using the bridge would contin­
ue to impede traffic flow as it does today. 

It is estimated that post-performance traffic congestion associated 
with alternative 3 would be less than what now occurs (alternative 
1) because of elimination of patron parking in neighborhoods and 
dispersed parking on grass areas. The post-performance traffic in 
alternative 2 is also estimated to be less than alternative 1 because 
of elimination of patron parking in neighborhoods and the use of 
shuttle buses from a remote site. Overall post-performance traffic 
congestion in alternative 4 is estimated to be similar to what 
occurs in alternative 1, although removing the pedestrians who 
now compete with cars on the roadway would eliminate a source 
of concern for safety. 

The parking structure would be designed so that exhaust emis­
sions would dissipate quickly. 

7. Construction of the parking structure cannot occur during the 
summer months between May 15 and September 15 in order to 
eliminate conflicts with performances at the Filene Center. The 
parking structure is estimated to take less than two years to com­
plete. It is estimated that the construction process would stop dur• 
ing the performance season to minimize the impacts. Phasing 
could occur in two ways. The foundations could be installed dur­
ing the first year and the structure constructed the second year. In 
this scenario, the existing lot could be mainainted in the interim. 
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COMMENTS 

(although the extent of such encroachments is not elem:). 

As noted in the above disc11SSion of Al!emalivc 3, the Jl!S does not address anticipated trilffic 
wngest!on after perfonnances. With the provioion ofodditioru,J parl<ing capacity to the ellSI of 
Tnp Row! that is p~ 1mdu Alt=!i~e 4, what is flnli<ii"'tcd in tenn, of J>OOl-pm'om>mce 
congcse.ion? How tong c,ou!d it potentially take for lrBffie t-0 exit these foli!, and how would this 
compare withexistill& conditio,u? If queues to leave these parkini facilities are particularly 
long, might pa1rons ohoose to park in adjacent communi11es rather than on-sito7 The EIS does 
not •dd,e.- this ls,ue, and th1'lofo1e it;, diffioul\ to ga,,ge the effectiveness of any of the build 
alternatives at addressing the parking short foll. The EIS scorns to imply that if on,site parking 
capacity is provided, it will he used. Would this ncecssarily be li1JC ifpost-petformanco 
congestion will inctea!le? 

The E!S presents Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative but dO<)S not discuss why this 
alternative has been chosen above tho others. What enviroM1ental parameters did the Park 
Service consider to be particularly important in ils evaluations? What were the key factors 
behind th• determination to support Alternative 4? 

A R•il Sl•lloa Altcm•ttve: 

A, noted previously, the ms identifies, and reje¢1S. a rail station alternative involving a 
combinstion of a remote parking area with a shuttle and a new rail stop al Wolf'lmp, The EIS 
eslirnates that "only about 10% or 700 patrons" would= the rail !!Op, and thal this usage would 
not justify the estimated SIS million cost. However, tile EIS also indicates th$! tho use of this 
rail ,top could r<>move 340 cars, which is well over half of the Identified parking shortfall. In 
combination with the 350 cars that would be ,emoved through the provision of remote parking 
and shuttle (apparently from the paddng lot at the National Wildlife Federation), this eitemative 
would appear ta J!drlrc8' the o,d,ting parking shortfall without the need for any e.ddiuonal on~\\~ 
parking facilities (and therefore withouttM need for any of the visual or other environmental 
Impacts associated with the construction that would be needed for Alternatives 2, 3, or 4), 
Further, lhe cost oftbis oltonu,rive would oppea, to be somewhat higher than lhe costs fot 
Alternati~cs 2 and 4 bul m1nh low et than 1hc ,,oo\ for Alternative $. We recognize thal there are 
significont problem• associated with this alternative (most notably the fact that the,e will be no 
rail service along the Dulles Toll Road for at least ,ev~ral years and possibly longer), bu, wo 
quoslion why thi, idea has been rejected end has not btcn presented and exomined as on 
Altern•\ive 5. 

With respect to the idea of using« remote parking lot with a shuttle service (at tho National 
Wildlife Federation), the EIS identifies a number of potential problems with this approach (pages 
31 and 32). In addition to tho5" potential problems, we question wbethor tho o,timated time of 

N:.PlJ"J(Af/.AMWl'DQC.S,WL/TIUP.W/'D 
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RESPONSES 

A second option would be to construct the foundation level and 
the first deck level the first year and made available for parking. 
The second season the next two levels would be added to the 
structure to complete the project. The parking structure was pre­
sented as a concept only. Because it has not yet been designed, 
specifics regarding construction phasing are not available. 

8. The National Park Service would consult with the Virginia 
Department of Transportation and Fairfax County in designing the 
proposed access ramp. 

9. Except during performances, the appearance of the hill would not 
vary significantly from the views today. The treeline would be relo­
cated to the east in much the same alignment it follows today. AU 
trees to be removed lie below the crest of the hill. 

10. The post-performance traffic exit patterns in alternative 4 would 
be similar to what occurs under current conditions. It may take a 
longer time period to empty all of the parking lots east of Trap 
Road but less time for all patrons to reach their destinations since 
the long walk to cars parked in the neighborhoods would be elimi­
nated. It is believed that most patrons park in the neighborhoods 
because they could not find parking onsite. Therefore, it is 
believed that by providing adequate onsite parking the potential 
for offsite parking would be minimized. 

11. The selection of a preferred alternative does not constitute a deci­
sion. The environmental impact statement is an analysis docu­
ment, not a decision document; it sets forth the full range of feasi­
ble alternatives and the implications of those alternatives. A pre­
ferred alternative is indicated based on the preliminary analysis of 
relative effectiveness in meeting the need, degree of environmen­
tal impacts, and cost. The final decision and the justification for it 
will take into consideration the results of public comment and the 
analysis of the environmental impact statement. The decision doc­
ument is the "Record of Decision," which may be signed after a 

• 
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ieturn t<J the mu((\e l~t Up<m 1h• fimshof.o!d-ou\ Jletfomances (eJ1ima1ed at20 minutes lo one 
hour) may serve as a disillc.,ntive t<J the usc of1his lot. People who anive late may be more 
likely to eontinuc to pork in tho oommunitic• adjaoait to Wolf'f mp, .. u.. wolk from \hc,e areas 
may not tllke that much more time than the drive to the ,emote fot and the ride to Wolf Trap via 
the shuttle, and as the pclenilal post-perfonnane<: delay would not be ,is great. Wo ruito, 
however, the encouraging results of the 1994 survey of patron opinions (u noted on page 86, 
mo10 tltanhalfofthe po1mns sutVeyed said they would t,e likely to use• shuttle sys!em if 
.... rov1 ant! te,e rnat m1s survev sr10111r1 not~ ruscounrea. A ont:r mese mes me noes not 

discuss the potenilal {or lack of potential) for the= of the parl<ing lot at The Borns at Wolf 
T,ap. De<• lh1lSe of Tho Barns (forperforrnanc,,s and fouentals) preclude lhe use of oil or par! 
ofits parking lot as a remote $ite for Filene Comer pctforman~? lfnot, could the use of this 
lot, along with impro-.ments to podestrien "'°""" between lhlo lo\ and lbe Fllene Center, be 
ineorponted into a hybrid allcmativc? 
The oonupt of establishing a remote parking lot with shuttle =ice may be wot1hy offurtllo, 
consideration, either as part of a r.e.H station altcmative or as a traffic mitigaeion mc,ll!lure that 
could be pursued under another altemstive. As no1ed earlier, however, approval may be needed 
from the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors for the use of an off-sit• Jot for the pw:poses of 
remo1e parking. While County s1affrecommends that this idea be explored /urther, our 
endmement of such flltlhcr study should not be inte,preled as a com,nitment on !lie part of the 
County !o approve a zoning application should this idea be pursued on either oflhe sites 
di<011•""'1 abovo or on one 01 :mooe altematlve sites. 

• As noted previously, there ls a general JeckofCOJJsidera!ion oftlle post-performance 
traffic oongostion issue within the EIS. Would oxirting pos1-perfo11t1ance tr!lffic 
congestion be ag~vated by eny of the al1enmivos? Would any of the al1ema1ives 
improve traffic llow? It is diffioul1 to ossess lho merits of the various alternatives wiilioul 
such a distll$SiOn. 

• In .cvem! places, the l',lS s\ale,that Fairfax Coun!y extffil., the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for corlion monoxide. This statement is incorrect; the Coun!y i& in 
attainment ofCacbon monoxide~•- Th~ EIS should be corre,;led accordingly. 

• Alternatives I and 4 would continue to rely one,ctons\ve grasspat\(ins oru6. While it is 
=gnizod that •pplicalions of fertilizers and pestleidcs will, ,,n occasion, be necessary to 
ensure the viability of lhese llreas, it is [(:C<)rnme>lded that such applieali<>n, ho 
minimized. The E!S references Ilic applicalion ofintcgraled pest management 
techniques; these techniques should be applied for all grass porlcing =· 

H:\/'D'iKAl'I.AMWPJ:.CCSIWUmP.WPD 

• • 
RESPONSES 

30-day period has expired after the release of the final supplemental 
environmental impact statement. 

12. See response 1 to the Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of 
Transportation, letter. 

13. Due to congestion on Trap Road, long exit times on the shuttle 
bus after performances would discourage shuttle system use. 

14. The parking area at The Barns can accommodate 120 cars. It is 
not available for use because of conflicting activities scheduled at 
The Barns during the summer months. 

15. It is estimated that the post-performance traffic congestion levels 
of the other alternatives on Trap Road would be similar to the 
conditions in alternative 1. This is mainly created by two lanes of 
southbound traffic exiting the Filene Center after performances 
being forced to merge to one lane over Trap Road Bridge. After 
the traffic is over the bridge, it has to turn left to the access ramp 
to the Toll Road, which is also one lane. Traffic turning left on the 
ramp must face oncoming traffic from the south on Trap Road. 
This condition will continue unless there are capacity improve­
ments made to the existing bridge managed by the Virginia 
Department of Transportation, 

The alternative that might reduce this congestion slightly is alter­
native 3. More exits to the public roadway system would be pro­
vided in alternative 3, pedestrians would not be in conflict with 
exiting vehicles, and the time it takes to walk to the site of the 
parking structure would disperse the patrons and their exit times 
slightly better than in the other scenarios. However, the bottle­
neck at the Trap Road bridge would continue to impede the flow 
as it does under current conditions. It may also block exits from 
the parking structure. 

16. Changes have been made to the plan to correct this error. 
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COMMENTS 

ruch:!rdWilt 
Pages 

• 

• 

Tho EIS does nol addtcs• whether there may be existing grass"""" lllat could bo suill!ble 
furol'(Ornow imking (aun Jlltemativo to the cleoring of tbreo acre• ofb'ce• for tho 
preferred alternative). Do any S11ch arus •~ist? Could overflow parking tx, addre,sed 
through the uso of such areas? 

For grass parking areas that arc or could be particularly susceptible to erosion or other 
maintenance problems, could tho provision of"&ress-<:tetc" or other ,tal>iliud .wfaces 
so,ve to "'duce such problems whlle rotainlng tho pervlou.;, vegclllt,:,;I character of these 
arer,? 

Thank you for providing "" witlt • eqpy of !he .EIS and for your consideration of our commonts. 
If you have any questions ab<:,ut our comments, ft<:l free to conll!ct Noel Kaplllll at 324-12!0. 

Sincerely, 

L\~ - , 
T\17CJt-'tfD~ 

Anthony H. Griffin 
Acting County llxocutive 

AHG:NHK 

AtCil:chrn,,nts: A• S!a!cd 

cc (wilhont a11aclmtcnts): 

Katherine K. Hanley, Chairman, Fairflll< County Bow of Supervisors 
Stuart Mondolsohn, Supervisor, Dranesvmo Dlstricl 
Robert B. Dix, Jr., Supervisor, Hunter Mill District 
James P. Zook, Director, Office ofComprehonslve Pl4lllling 
Shiva K. Pant, Director, Office of Transportation 
James A. Heberlein, Di=tor, FiurfOJ< Coun1y PMk Authority 

N:IJ'DJJUPLAH'IJt1DoC~Wt.n1UI', W/ID 

• 

RESPONSES 

17. The National Park Service has strict guidelines on the use of 
chemical pesticides that would apply to Wolf Trap. Additionally, 
language directing the park to emphasize nonchemical turf man­
agement techniques has been added to the plan. 

18. Vehicles are currently allowed to park on the grass in all areas of 
the park where natural resources will tolerate the use. The only 
grass area not being used for parking is the meadow. Parking in 
the meadow cannot be permitted because a large portion of it lies 
in the floodplain, patrons use it for pre-performance picnicking, 
and it is an important element to the country character of Wolf 
Trap. 

19. The National Park Service concurs. A variety of turf stabilizing 
methods are being considered by the park. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

lb Fq,,imil• <z01-2i1:tm1· Coor 6r MalJ 

Mr. Richard A. Hilt 
lliroctor, National Park Ser,ic• 

r-i.rch 17, 1997 

H9lf Tr .. p Farm Park tor the Pu!orming Arte 

~i!~n!~"eA. Ro:~m 

P.I 

Retli,edDSGfM 
MM 2~ t997 

~~['"3t'8 
2 osc-_ 
i. DSC·-

~ ---·------
OIIIGIN,U S&ft TO"°' JZ: 
AFtt1I 110\JTING, $&10 
,TTACHMtNIS fO M __ 

Re, Onft Gftnenl MaMg ..... nt Plan/Davulopm,,nt Concept Plan/ 
Bnyironmnt&l JCSQICt ettte:mtM fey WAl( T'l'DP Ptm fltk 

llaar Mr. Wilt, 

Tllis letter to to c.,,....nt on bobalf of tlle Shau.a Villa!je 
CC1'MIUl1itY AIIBoClation (•SVCA•) OJI tha Januuy, 1997 Draft Gen•ral 
Management Plan/ Development Concept Plan/ t:r,vironmental In,paat 
st .. telll(lnt for liolf 'l'rap Farm Park (•Dratt Pian•) . 

First or ~ll, l want to thonk you tor toking the time to 
hdet MJ> """' •ne otha" ana raol.d•hts wh<> AttGMe~ the r,ulllio 
meeting on tlla Dr .. ft Plan in Pal>ruary, lfe apPNciate the e ff ore• 
of tM N&tiona1 Park 6,.rvice ('Se,cvlce•) and th& l!olf Trap 
Founaation to Address the concerns or their neighllor& in Shouse 
Village and oth,..- local Cl>lli<IUl'litiea. 

Thg Draft Plan sutes that bet"••n 1994 and 1~116, Wolf Tnp 
·wae sold out bet!feen 14 ano 26 Um-■ per yea,:-, and that there a,:;e 
an average of 10 additional sllows par year "!liclt n~ult in •near 
aellout• cro,<<!S. [P. 13) , The l?arl<, -'CC01'<l:t.ng to th" Plan, can 
accOll'l'.IIOdo.ta all but soo of the vc,hiclee tllat ar• typieal'ly driv~n 
t9 sold out l)erformancaa. (p, 131. Much ot elle ov•rtlow parking 

::11te~r~~e:uJif!"?•~.,!:~=i~1 :~::~ -~i ;~~o~~~ence to its 

l!ith reopect to the ieeue of over!l"" parldng, however, ehl!> 
SVCA does not currently euppore all a1p•ct1 oi the l\l ee.,,,aei ve 
114, which the Ber,ice 11 .. e propoosd to ia;>lffl~ttt, Spedtically we, 
are oppoied to two aapectB of altemstivt1 114: C1J tllQ 
elimination of thra• acna ot treae and the gnding of Gil's Hill 
in order to expand puking •pace at the P&rl<; &Jld [~1 the 
proposal ~II Ait~mativs H to wliminate parking that curr.,ntly 
e><ieta ttt cert,.in lQC&tionl. This approach 1G eont.,adicto,:y and 
>tould seemingly cause greater ttdvei:se h,pact on the environment 
tban nece-eaary, 

All 1<e dl.ecu•• mora fully lMlow, >18 urge the Sar,ice to 

• 
RESPONSES 
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Mr. 11.iclul~ A, Wilt 
March 17, nn 
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COMMENTS 

retdn tile exiGting pnking 1oc&t1ons, imple..,,nt certain featuree 
of Alternative H4 cnat would expand parlcing [lfitn tne excei;,tion 
of th<? proposed ieliin1na,:ion o&: tho t:hree aere6 ot tre-ceJ, l!lnd 
conliide::t" othel:" arrangeim&ntfi co 11ddrei!ls the overtJ.ow pe.rking 
oituati<>n, such as the uoe of ahuttl e buaeo for Wolf Trap 
employees U1d vo111ateera for thoee •old out or nearly eold 011t 
pe;i;f0rfflb:netu1. 

i =•t confeao th&t our 4ecision to oppose the re<luction of 
th<'I three acroa of ereea comae as eomowhat of a suq>i:l.ae to !M/ 
a• Y"'1 lcnotr, at the Fabx-uuy l\\eGting, I had expreB~Gd tny 
preliminary approvd for rtl!IOVing the trees. subaequently, 
howev11r, the SVCA toolc en infot111t1l Bu:tVey of reei<:cntu at the 

~~;ai~~:~ft:~~~~r~f m~;~~:•;:~ ~r11~:'~;:0;c~~:,,~r~~ ... ~~~k!~g' 
To1f1ston Rollll fnumbeu 2431 to 1451). A va•t ..,.jority of th" 
reeiOent• 11urvey11d were ot t~e opinion that, altncrugh the 
overnov p~rking h 1nconvenlent land oeea111onally highly 
disrupt,ivel, it dou not justify the extreme meall\lr,, or cuttin11 
do"" thne acres or treaR and grading the hill, particulatly at a location that lf0U1<1 be vioibla tram uap 1'on<1, 

Based upon the atatietiCll •et forth in th,. Dita ft flan, 
cutting Mwn the tht:ee acrea ct treee Ooe11 not appeu to be 
neceeeary to reduce •ub•tantially the SOD exeeea oarc that: the 
Pai-k cannot our~ttntly aecom\!iOdate .at. sold out. and. nt1a,:l.y sold out 
perfonno.nces. rn■tud, the Service could do tha tallowing, 

(11 ae proposa<1 in Alternative #4, fill in the ouat 
llalfl and Dln,plll (all identified in the Draft nanl . which 
would add an ad<1l.tionAl 211 parlcin11 opa<:ai. [Draft Plan P. 
S6l. 

(21 Retain th■ tollD1'ing, currently ••xi•ting parking 
locations wnicll would be del•tltd under Alternative ~4.: 

~~;., ~:~kf~~king :~ :::~:: 
A•1'ociates lawn parking 4. ~ spae•• l l'-_______ Pa_r_1<_l_n_11_l_o_t_#3 ______________ J_O---'•p'-a_c_~-~-------' 

2 

• 

Total ll G apaaea 

Cll consider limited u.e ot ahuttla lru•-■ tor l!c,lf Trap 
employees and volunttar~ on tllose 24 to 35 perCo:rmancea of 
the year that are eold out or nearly sold out to addraoa tha 
remaining 150 ca~• 10, the son ears that l!olt Trap cannot 
acco..,..o<late at overflOlf perlorni.-noeu) • 

111th napecc co the use· of gluactle bllaas, the Draft Plan 
11O .. u that the lla,:ional llil<llite Foo.eracion on 11.0UtQ ? "oul<l ~ 
Yillin11 to allolf !folf :rrap parlcing in its 1>arldng lQt, which 
could acconnodate 350 Cat'G. (P.32). ThQ Plan and your corm.ant• 

•· 

RESPONSES 

1. Parking lot #3 would not be removed, but would be merged with 
other parking and the capacity for the same area increased. 

2. The number of employees and volunteers varies according to the 
types of performance. Their arrival and departure times vary wide­
ly; however, the majority of workers leave at the same time as 
patrons. This makes the scheduling and staffing of shuttle service 
very difficult. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

:,Ir. llklla.-d A. Hilt 
tl<\rcll 17, 1997 
rage l 

<It tho Fel)ruary rnoe<ing iortiMto tll&t the Service rej octed the 
uee of shuttle buAeS tor patron• in cha b~lier that the l:luae• 
would exacerbate cratfio probh!M blloause <hey would most likely 
1:te. uee<I <1urin9 th& congestion that ao~ur• immodiatal y before and 
11tt11r Wol r Tx-ap events. Th11r11 11a• also apparently a conee,;n that 
tl\Q \l&trona tha.t ardvQd la"t ><011ld ~ di.-Qctw to th• remot.. 
parking e~te, '<hich would oauee them to mies tile beginning of 
~howe. 

In our opinion, neither of the•11 objeacion• would apply to 
th• un ot Blll.ltcle t>uses ror emplayees and volunteers tor ehe 
l-1mite4 miooer ol eoltl. out or nearly ,old out p,,rto.,..ncee, It 
~• ou.- undoretanC.ing tllat et1ployou and volunt11eu aro &xpocted 
t:0 report. to H'olf" 'J":tap at leai,t; an hour Mr:o~fl a Bhov begiil"ltt. An 
it 1<0Uld l)Q l<nown at tho ti- thvy arrivua tllat a uhow hal2 •old 
out for was clooe t<' being 001d ouM, th•y could be diueted te 
J:>B,rk At (1 I the brr>B Cn8\ffllil1l! there v•u no conflicting event 
schadulad flt tna Barne) , I~ l other p~p11rc1es that tile S&rvioe 
owtlB near tho 11arna I or Cll tile l'Meration parking lot. TM 
J>u~ea 1:>r1119ing thl!III into thi pan: would not compete with tile 
irrmediate pre- ohav parking crunch, will.ch gen~rally doe a not oct"Ur 
until half an !\our )>afore th• ohow (Draft Plan P. BDJ. lt ie 
!ilBO our undar■tanding tlllt volunteora mo.y lao.vo &.t iru:o:r:mia■icn, 
!inti that ,;,oet en,ployeea leave at leant an hOur attar the 
aonclUsiM ot th~ sl\o>'. Again, shuttle bus11s 11t either time 
"oulC. not i-ct tile poet-show trattic cong■ation. TM• oclution 
,night not address sU 1$0 earl!, but it could largely reduc♦ thia 
tiumher. 

/ In ad<11tion, the se,:vlc11 could conside:,, any or all ot tho 
tollowing 8\lgge!ltiona to reduce tho remaining parking ovort1ow, 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provida a finanaial incentive to patrons arriviniJ aar1y 
!or a shoW to park at ene !'ooeration a.- Barna pa.-king 
lot. !'or '""""Pl•, patnns 10rriYing &arly Who ag.-H to 
park oU-zita cou1d receive a coupon for $5 of! at tha 
concl!!lssion ltBild or d1sc=ountl!II on future >rolt Trap 
evener, {11apecial1y thDBII ohow• that do not •ell out) . 

Simil1u· incentives could be given tor Metro riden Who 
ahw thbt tllOY t<x>lt the Matro to arrl ve at llolf '!'rap. 

To ofhet the typical vehicle 0<:cupanct ot 1 ~o i 
persons (Draft l'hn, P. 801, additional inc:cntives 
could l:le given to encourage car pools. In addition to 
th" fint-ncial iocentiva1 diecusoed above, vehiclos "1th 
4 or !!IOU riders cauld Ile given pratereo,tial parking 
oloaer to tile Pilen• C•n~er. 

or .. ater u•A coulll t,e made ot th• fields bel11nd the 
P'ilene Ccnt,er tor parking. P'oi:saibly an acc:1:11s road 
could be !luilt 00 the North Sida of th• Filene c•nt.,r 
to auow greater acc•H to thiB location (presurcably 

• • 
RESPONSES 

3. The use of financial incentives to encourage patrons to use remote 
parking facilities and shuttle bus or metrobus was considered. It 
was estimated that most patrons would not be willing to exchange 
the convenience of parking onsite for a reduction in the price of a 
ticket or for free food or drink coupons. The lengthy departure 
time required would be especially difficult to overcome in per­
suading people to use such a system. 

4. See response 4 to the National Capital Planning Commission let­
ter. 

5. See response 18 to the Fairfax County letter. 
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Mr. IUC/1.Jrd A, 111lt 
Mas:ch 11, l997 
Pa:9e 4 

COMMENTS 

P.• 

tnat would not 1nterrere witta Dinner Tant dininSJI . 

rn •h<>rt, th~N awosr ~a be • nu~r ot al ternati """ tl>.ot 
tile Service c0u14 eonoidar withaut taKi119 the rohtively <1noti c 
step of clearing 1':hree acres ot tr(les to incrH•e on• site 
parkiug, Tllo SVCA requeats ~be Set:Vic:a to eonsid~r the al)ov& 
r6Cot'l!mfondation1 aa ~ altet'N.tive to it~ C11rrent propo■al. A• 
tne Gtll'olard ror all Nat1cnal Parks, aJl<1 wtd•.- th~ National 
Bnvironmantal Policy Act, "" boliave the service hao the "1<1r1Ll 
~ etatutory Obliglltion to co111idAr any rueonablo alt.omat1ve 
that in,,poH• a hH ao.vai:■e 1u;,act upon tl!A envira.,,.,.,nt, 
HOraover, UH or anuttlt.i touu• aJld •otee or the other prol"'onl■ 
dUcuaaed. aboVe could occur tll1' year and have an ift1111e11iate 
po1itiw i111>act on tile puking prOl>hfll rather th.an waiting toe 
••vual years tor "'°r11l th-t ,rc,uld &pparently b• Moeseary to 
r<1eol ve ine l>udget•ry and con•truetion beuee tor the more long• 
term proposal• eet forth 1n ~ne nratt Plan. 

•n e•'l'l\i.l"mnke y~uy
0
tour

11
;~! opportunity to COffl!l&nt. Pteu11 roel free 

~~ ~ i. ~·• any queatiot1e or comnento. 

Sin;:./!~~ 
~ ». H•r~l• 
President, sr..ouse Village 

COn,:nunl.ty lleaoolati,m 

RESPONSES 

• • 
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COMMENTS 

Director 
Wolf Trap Farm Palk for the Preforming Arts 
1551 Trap Ro3d 
VJenna, VA 11182 

March 20, 1 
~Fnv 

05Co­. osc._ 
l,OSC,_ 

•l!MAll•&-----
O~'GIN,l l\!"1 !O HI'S J2:.. 
•HtA ~()l/tl>i.l. $fND 

; ~TT~~f~:. TO~~ __ 

In an etlempt to otter cons!rucll\le input ralher lhan rant and ra~e O~e\' lree e1.1lllllg 
which is a non-acceptable optlan to the environmental community, there are two 
scenarios not explored. Scenario on& examines the lllce<ltive structure for mass transit 
versus Individual transportation assuming the individual h!IS a choice between the two. 

MHstnnslt 
Costs: 

parldng at metro 
Metro ticket to shuttle bus 
Shuttle bus ticket 
Fairly high hassle with three transp0rt changes and waiting 

Benefits: 
no parl<ing hassle 

/ndlv/dual Tran:sp,,rt 
Costs: 

Par1<!ng hassle 

B<lnefils: 
no direct cost 
no changes 

It appears that the financial incentilles are reverse olwhat they need to be to plOmote 
ass transtt. To chan e the sttuation there are two o ttons 

1. Subsidize mass transit 
equires m ncmg 

requires personnel 
has admin oost 

Fairfax Rel.caf, Inc. 120SS Government Center Paikway, Fairfax, VA 22035 (703)324-1409 

• 
1. 

• 
RESPONSES 

The Wolf Trap Foundation currently subsidizes the cost of provid­
ing a metrobus option to patrons who come to Wolf Trap. The 
current subsidy is $40,000 annually. Additionally, performance 
publicity and programming publications promote the use of 
metrobus to the park. 
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COMMENTS 

2 1...l __ ---=2'-. Ccch-"'a'-'rg<..;e,..c,roc.;r""p,c.a~rl<c.:.,in,..9 __ ~ ___________________ .------, 
potentral revenue producer 

• 

requires personnel 
has admln cost 

My recommendation would be to contract the parl<lng and charge equivalent to the cash 
cost for the average mass transij rider. This would wipe oul the personal transport 
financial advantage and balance 1he social advantage as both metlloas have some 
patron ha$sle. Personnel requirements would be minimal. Admin would be more than 
present system but this would be your cost for sotv1ng the problem. 

The other e<:onom!c point , assuming the firnt scenario Is not acceptable is to balance 
supply and demand. Your capacity Is determined by the available parltlng not the 
number of seats In Filene Center. If you were private sector you would be in trouble for 
trying to sell more than you can produce. Y()ur resource base is fixed you can't produce 
any more parnlng. The only option is to tear out seats or limit tickets to your parning 
capacity rather than exceeding your carrying capacity as ls the prese11t poHcy, 

I reali~e that this it a very s!mplistlc back of the envelope analysis but I hope it might 
offer other options to the loss of more mature natural forest in Fairfax County. 

If Fairfax ReLeal or myself can be of any assistance please can on us. 

~~ 
EdKarl.,,t/t6/ 

Natural Resource Economist 
Exe<:utive Director Fairfax ReLeaf 

RESPONSES 

2. It has been estimated that charges for parking would not provide a 
disincentive for parking onsite. It would produce revenues. 
However, the collection methods would have to be attachments to 
ticket sales. Collection at the entrance would slow the parking lot 
Joading process prohibitively. The increase in ticket prices has 
heen resisted in order to retain competitive ticket prices. 

• 
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Marcil 18, 1997 

Director 

COMMENTS 

DRANESVILLE EW!BQNMENTAL GBQ!£ 
6624 Deer SJ)tlng Court 

Fa/!$ Churdl, Vl,glnla 22043 
(703) 533-3837 

'Advoeet" tot RMpansiblt O,owlh" 

Wolf Trap Farm Park for the Performing Arts 
1551 Trap Road 
Vienna, VA 22182 

Subjoot: New Parking Lots 

Dear Sir, 

Received DSC.PM 
Mlll 241m 

~~U% 
tosc­
i. OSC-­
l DSl,-

ltE/ol.UKS, -----

~~~N'ltOPtf'I £ 
U'\'~-q, ~:'J1Jtl],._'{J._ "IH.f'D 
1,T1 ~_,:1-,.uc.J'rS ,c Pl~ __ 

I am wrttlng to expr$$S my concem that Wolf Trap may construct an additional three 
acrea of parking tots willl accompanying cutting of forest land. This is absolutely Iha 
wrong thing lo do In light of available altemetives, 

For example, Wolf Trap could encourage patrons to use public transportation through 
an a<lvertlslng campaign. With the money saved by not conalrucling additional parking, 
Wolf Trap could even afford to subgldlze bus tickets to the Park, 

J have per60naKy takerr the bu& from the West Faus Church Metro to tile Pane and 
found it a delightful and expooilious ei<pertence. 

Certainly, the environmental community would consider a boycott and picketing of Wolf 
Trap If this parking lot"ls construele,:J. 

Sincerely yours, 

~!flf~ 
Kenneth A. Bawer, President 
Oranesvlll~ Environmental Group 

lw-olftrpl.lwp) 

• • 
RESPONSES 

1. See response 1 to the Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of 
Transportation, letter; response 3 to the Shouse Village 
Community Association letter; and response 1 to the Fairfax 
ReLeaf letter. 
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COMMENTS 

March l, 1997 

01 rec tor 
wolf Trap farm Park for the Performing Arts 
1551 Hap ~oao 
Vienna, VA 22182 

Dear Sir: 

This 1s In reference to your Draft oevelopment concept Plan 
(no date) fot the consldete.llle e,ponsiol\ af par~log M<l "lawn-seat" 
capacity at the park (Alternate 4). 

lo begin with, the public meetings were very poorly ad~ert!sed 
and wne held on February D, 1997, instead of February 15, 1n1, 
es advertised in the Ga,ctte. The correction was in the rebruary 11 
edition and reached everybody after it was all over, I was not 
notified, nor the Wolf Trap Woods Homes Assoclation,tnc., your 
direct neighbor, !n spite of ~11 the letters I had written. 
On Page 126 of your plan you claim to have sent copias thereof to 
the abov~ association which is incorrect; even t~e oame you 11st. 
l obtain~(! my cooY rrom the P6tk Ran~et on Fobruary 1;, whe(l i 
attempted to attend the meeting_. 

My main concern in your plan ls NOISE emanating from the parK and 
that ls not the effect of noise on opossums and muskrats, but the 
errect or no1 se,rnade by performers ,.!th their ,.ego-sound systems, 
on real people, llke the residents of ~of Den which is also the 
subject of my letters l had ~ritten eserybody i~cluolng the 
Secretary of the Interior. In his letter of December JO, 199}, 
your Olrect~r Joseph M. Lawler wrote to rne: "Your co•rnents will 
~• considered by the National Park service- In Its preparation of 
the Gtnetal Management Plan for ~olf 1rep", but on ?age l5 of 
your plan it says e•actly the opposite, i,e. that nothing was 
studied and " is beyond the scape or this plan". Also, the technlcJl. 
explanations on Pages 68 and 6~ ara invalid and utterly misleading 
as the measurements were taken at the lowest elevations possible, 
i,ere the sound levels are the lowest. The fact remains that on many 
nights the "music'' and shouting at wolf Trap can be heard until_ 
l1 PM (earl(er until 11,45P~}: 

(1) on Route 7 Leesburg Pike, in spite of the traffic noise there; 
and 

(2) inside my Uvingand bedroom with the air-cond!tione< running 
and the teJevislon on; 

and that is totally. grotesque 1absurd end totally "incompatible"; 
the term you use on Page 69 of your plan. Furthermore, your vague 
intentions to "str-ive to meet e.ppllcable noise regulaticins"(P,,ge .\5) 
with •penalt1es"(7) against those performers who violate them 
doesn't do anything fer the constltutlonal.rights of your nelgnbors, 
especially not :post.facto • 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. Noise generated by performers is regulated by contracts that the 
performers sign with the Wolf Trap Foundation. Every effort is 
being made to ensure adherence to the agreements. Noise gener­
ated by audiences is less easy to modify. The park will examine 
ways to help mitigate noise in designing the new plaza area, espe­
cially where noise reflection can be reduced through structure 
modifications. 

• 
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lf one can hear the sounds at these locations then people sitting ~n 
the fir.st 30 ro•s inside the _theater must h~ve_ their eardrums. blown 
clear out of the park I The Surgeon General has determined long ago 
that sucl, souno levels are detrimental to the pubHc health and, 
tnererore, should not be allowed on rederal pr~petty. 

In short, you propose to ask Congress ror $13,406,300 to increase 
seatlny and parking capacity without giving one lot• or consideration 
towards the noise effects on your nelQhbors. There Is eho the problM 
of what co11stitutl!s fJ "lawn soat 11 e.n6 how lflUth spac-e ts allocated to eac-h 
seat. the fact is that lfolf 11:ap has oversold the llroited csp~clty 
for years because there Js no deflnitlon fo:r a "lawn seat" and Jts 
space allo•ance .. Under Alternate 4 of the plan, or any other alternate, 
Wol t Trap would stlll oseroell and none. of tbe probleos would ~e solved. 
~" should also remeinbe-r that, when the the•ter was built in tM late 60'5 
modern ~eqa-eound systems of today•s rock-"concerts• did not exis~;and 
all tntougn the seventys and eigt,tys - we n~ver had any noh• protllei,s. 
After tne devastatlng fire of 1982 (due to poor house-keeping) the theater 
was rebuUt ~ith much greater sound capacity and Jau</er speaker systems. 
Added to that are huge sound-systems performers instull themselves for 
a p~rtlcular ••cancert 11

• 

The u.s. Taspeyer had to pay Millions of Dollars for huge concrete walls 
lo protect the the&ter against traffic noise of the Oul)es Toll Road 
Qn two separate occasions and rebuilt the entire theoter, but not one 
single pe~ny wo~ spent to protect the resldentisJ neighborhoods such 
es wof Den and Wolf Trap woods, lnspite of the fact lhat ~• 9eve 
Wolf Trap form Pork the right-of-way to uuild o water-ma!» right through 
our park land which cost us many beautiful trees, 

In c:o..,~lns.lor., I she.ll ask Cor>oress to declare your ru:oposal es 
11D.O.A", (Deed on Arrlval)as it gives more consideration to cucKoos 31>1' 
vultures, than your hu11an neighbors (Page US). 1-n short, the MHe ca~ 
IJe elilRinateo wlll1out spending 1111Uions or dollars by simply 
TURKINO OOWH TIIE: VOi.UH£ . lf that ls nat possible, the lJ .Hillions 
snould oe spent to totally enclose the theater ~!th concrete ~•lls, 
or close tne theater tor good. Once tr,e building Js surrounded by 4 
~•lls you can moke all the nol~e yo~ ~ant - IKSIOE the building. 

Copies to >1e1110ers of congtess 

• 
RESPONSES 
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1li<h>14 w,11, Director 
WolFTtap f"'111 Park 
IS5J Trop Rold 
Vi....,,., VAlllil 

COMMENTS 

C....illc!l.l\lm 

Fit,,i, lot me tlw>k yoU for ptol'idbi/: tho opporiunl1r f.,,.noi&l',bor> oflho P'<l:.to be gi,on 
infom,ation r,garding }'Oil! pl.,,.. In th• l\ituto, COfT<llWlity pMlidfl"lion m;ght be imp~vtd 
bymoropubllottrrop,diilgwro...,<n1. lri-it.le, I would"""""""1 -io<Ungtho 
f..itflo• County Ollie< of Publi• Affairs (703 324-3187) loatk !hot an item beinolod<,f in 
thrir"W .. l:.ly Ag,nda" !"'blicoti.,,_ 

I would ,J,o like to r,quosl that copies ofthi, p1"1 Md Ill fuluro •lal,oralion', of oucb pl<n1 
boprovide<llotltoNOlll,om VA Soil & Waler Con<ffl>lion Ollkeo/o 8"" K,mnb 12055 
Gov"""1en1 Ceo!erP<lkl'lly,Suit, 9Q5 Faitfu. VA. llQ}~ llldlolboFobf,xCo. 
OcpostmontofEnl-ironm,ntol Management Erosion & SodimeotationContiol "'"'1d, clo 
W•ller Hunil\OI> llOSS Oov<IM!ett\ C,,,lcr P411<11->.y, Foiifax VA 22-03~. This should no1 
be int..pr<!od a, • liwk of c,:,nfidento in ilie -k or <bilify of lb< NaliOMI Pul< Smico 
sio.ll; t,om,,,or al tho ri,k ¢F,.,.,nding parochial, F•ufax C-ounly .i.o <mp!O)'> !IOltwl highly 
q.talif,ed pmonnol, \WtO 11e koow1odg,.blo .W this p,,,11rular aroa, includiog «her 
nearby de\'tloprn<n1 plani Ample pr..,.&,,1..,hA~boonO<tby'.ho Fod<nl go-<trnltlenl in 
ooordinating dcY<IOj,lll<tll proj- Al fl. ll<lvoir ,.;u, our Counly. J ~l,obeliol'O that br,,adcr ..,...,.....i,= <onooly improvolh<p1an. 

Clearly, Ill< P411< nuds !o ,llevillo tho p,.ri<l/18 problem,, IJld rtliove overllow p,riing in 
ne,.ri,yni:igllbomoods. TI,;n, ... W,OW:l)'IIO oo this:""" i>b;, in<Teolin~th• number of 
p,,klng,p,,:,o,od tho -..:I io by limilins tickol ,.t,~ 

ik.n!v""""' '"""<l<:ci>imlo i:lor ll>r•••...,ofuolllJldl.,~ in Oio .rco km,oo o, 

Oil', ltil~ north oflhe Fil...,C<n!or. Although lllod IQ r ..... th• mo,linga bit wly, it..., .. 
nol<lwtomothttthtfi""1 impt<t,of,.lling700to 1000 fow<r1ioket,;1o oach 
p<nOf/llOllC• to <lim!l'.l!e p&rldng prob!oms h•d boo,, n&quttoly c,q,lmd. !n..,...lng the 
cool of tho remaming6000tickm by approximat<ly l ~%«>Uldmakoup lhe~in 
rovenuo. Tho cxpl,n11ion for r,jeding this a~cm,livo, llllt "the fi«31 in!ogrity of tho 
opmtioo of ... Wolf'tfll) ... i<deper.:!¢111:1,oU<l«t .. lt>at !lmt ... l", 1, simply not 
oo"""lling. 

Aflemativ;ly, fiutherooroido,>.tlorh'nigllt.be giV<I\I~ thotoN\IU<lio,, oh tw<>,tory patl<ing 
'41>l'1llt0 with a footprint"" lorg,,rth4n die txi!ling wc,tpadi,;g lot. Tho oonce!)C plan noted 
tbr.twroln>ruOI> of af°"'otory>bilclule v.ilh a lug..- foo!P'int""' roj«ted, howiv,r a 
luwor,wt(urowith a,m1U« t'ootJ"in! in..,...i,!nat1o<1 ,.i\h,,.,.;m.ining oll tXisfuigpo,king 

• 

RESPONSES 

1. The possibility of seHing fewer tickets to Wolf Trap performances 
was considered but rejected as a viable option for reducing traffic 
and parking problems. The Wolf nap Foundation indicated that 
the number of tickets sold must remain at 7,000 in order to attract 
the popular musical groups and performers. The foundation also 
has indicated that the ticket prices must remain competitive with 
the other performing arts venues in the area. An increase in the 
ticket price would result in a drop in performance attendance and 
therefore a drop in revenue. Without adequate revenue high qual­
ity performances could not be maintained at Wolf Trap. 

2. The four-level parking structure considered in alternative 3 was 
sized so that parking on the grass would no longer be necessary. A 
two-story parking structure on the site of the west parking lot was 
considered for a possible solution to the parking needs. A two­
story structure could hold about 1,400 vehicles, which is 500 
spaces more than the 900 that currently park in the west lot. The 
structure would not eliminate the need to park on the grass areas 
within the park and would not eliminate the traffic congestion 
problems associated with parking on the grass. The two-story 
structure was rejected in favor of the larger structure because it 
was felt that the larger structure more adequately addressed all of 
the transportation needs of the park. 

• 
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COMMENTS 

mishl~the Pulc'•n«dsu...,IJ. Asmtl!R.-. rooldallow l!)l.oes for an 
additional 500 10 600 can in tho uea •f1he west lo! (that is 1500 ra1h<r 1han lh< 9001lat 
1U0<1umlll rked1here ,1,«»1 .. lowo Sl3tol3 mmion. 

ll•~•stotha = of gr.,. pavm for puking uooson Oil'•hill andti>rnhU< in the 
Pm-.! b<Ji•vothat it lmbotn1hoJ>O'ition of Fairlli<C-Oun\y Deputme,,tofEn~l 
1,1,nag,ntent that 111"' J"'-V<n clog ov.r time and require too moch nuitttmance fo I>¢ 
suitable for intmse uso likoft,qumt ptr1cing, Jtnowerkdmology olma1<1 thisdra..+>.ci, 
p1- .,..,. thl, infonnation wr.h th< !>max County staff. 

lfpa>inglhepa,l<ing Jot w..sofTrap Rd. i, ~. pl,... """idorthc.,.of"""" 
p,)IOOS paY<mOOI for I/tat are,. COimprol~ p,m,t,tbil~y. 

II WQ ,urprisinglh.,t !he -of•foor a1..y parking ~cturr Is more tlwldoobk !lie eo.,1 

of a Mm SU.lion at WolfTrop. &l<d on lho inforrnatloo given, ulc:ulotiom 111gg,:,t tl"t 
-~~psmngis "4imatodtoooot approxin,,tdySll.330 pcrwhiclo. ThiJ is slightly 
higf,erU.,,,ortim,1,,,w1 Jhsw-, quoled clKWherc. Thepari<ing""'clu" iscatai\ly 
1he rno,t et1viroruncntslly &iendly oolutioo. l wi11 ¢0lllod my Cmgr<w,w, to we. aboul 
nppropri&ti""' for structure plJlcing. altlioul!h I reall,.o that tho dune• of,....,... i, not 
good. 

Thank yoo Oji.In\ for «n informative pmontition. 

Very IIll!y yoon, 

ComiUoKlcin 

• • 
RESPONSES 

3. The comments about the potential maintenance problems associ­
ated with grass pavers are noted. A full range of turf stabilizers 
and pavers will be considered during the design and construction 
phase of this process to make sure that the optimum technology is 
selected for use. 

4. Porous parking surfaces typically include turf, stabilized turf, and 
gravel surfaces. When these surfaces are upgraded to paved sur­
faces, there is a structural need to eliminate or minimize the flow 
of water through the pavement surface into the surged material. 
Water contamination of the pavement subgrade is a major contrib­
utor to reduced pavement life and pavement failure. The advan­
tages of paved parking surfaces must be weighed against the dis­
advantages of increased stormwater runoff created by the hard­
ened surface. It is not likely that the paved parking areas can be 
designed to increase permeability. 
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most 
of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land 
and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental 
and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life 
through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to 
ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and 
citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian 
reservation communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration. 

Publication services were provided by the graphics staff, Resource Planning Group, Denver Service 
Center-. NPS D-18A / May 1997 
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