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Office of the Inspector General’ s Findings, Recommendations,
Summary of Army Responses, and Responsesto the Department of
the Army’s Comments

Finding 1 —Transportation Plan Development Process Deficiencies
The process and procedures used to devel op the Transportation Plan are inconsistent with
industry standards, as stated in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) recommended
practices.’™ The deficiencies of the baseline data are of such significance, they render the
findings and conclusions of the Transportation Plan unreliable,™ explained below:

e Traffic Counts/Background Traffic — The existing traffic counts and estimated
background traffic volumes used in the Army’ s transportation studies do not accurately
represent existing baseline traffic conditions at the Mark Center.

o Traffic counts were conducted around national holidays and while schools were
not in session, which could have resulted in peak hour traffic volumes of up to 35
percent less than average peak hour volumes.™® (ITE, 2010: Traffic Volumes,
Table 3-2, Suggested Background Data, pg. 17)

0 None of the studies evaluated the traffic impact of the four million gross square
feet (gsf) of approved background devel opment identified in the Transportation
Plan.’® (ITE, 2010: Background Traffic, pg. 23, Paragraph 2)

e Trip Generation — Application of ITE and the Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOQOT) recommended guidelines suggest, the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark
Center site generated peak hour volumes could be as high as 3000 vehicles per hour, or
approximately double the peak hour volumes shown in the Transportation Plan.’® (ITE,
2010: Procedure for Determining Appropriate Trip Generation Estimates, Table 5-1, pg.
36)

e Trip Distribution/Traffic Assignment — The procedure used to determine site trip
distribution patterns for the Transportation Plan only accounted for the residential
location of federal employees and did not include the residential location of defense
contractors, who account for 31 percent of the 6,809 employees (2,111 employees).
Further, traffic assignment patterns were based on assumed employee travel routings,
instead of considering possible alternative routes based on minimum travel times. This
may have resulted in unrealistic traffic patterns for BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir -
Mark Center site generated traffic.’® (ITE: Procedure for Determining Appropriate Trip
Generation Estimates, pg. 50, Paragraph 8)

Impact 1

The traffic studies used to develop the Transportation Plan were based on faulty baseline data
and application of non-standard methodol ogies to estimate site generated impact; thus, negating
the value of any subsequent analysis of the traffic impact generated by the BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir - Mark Center. The findings and conclusions presented in the Transportation Plan
based on these analyses are unreliable.



Army Response to Finding 1

The Army non-concurs with IG Finding 1. The Army states, “ The process and procedures used
to develop the Army's Transportation Plan and Transportation Management Plan (TMP) were
consistent with industry standards. The Army's transportation Plan and TMP were aresult of
extensive study, public vetting, decision making and execution of transportation demand
management strategies, and transportation network improvements over the past 3 years. The
studies upon which the transportation planning decisions are based were prepared by recognized
transportation engineering professional s using accepted transportation engineering principles,
practices and procedures....” (Attachment 2, Page 22)

DOD |G Response to “Army Response to Finding 1”

The Army’ s response did not adequately address the impact of using faulty traffic data nor did
they provide any new data. The SAMS Assessment Report indicated the traffic studies used to
develop the Transportation Plan were based on faulty baseline data and application of non
standard methodologies to estimate site generated impact, which negates the value of any
subsequent analysis of the traffic impact generated by the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark
Center. Asnoted in our finding, the traffic counts were conducted around national holidays and
while schools were not in session, which could have resulted in peak hour traffic volumes of up
to 35 percent less than average peak hour volumes.'® The findings, conclusions, and planned
actions, presented in the Transportation Plan, based on these analyses, are unreliable.

Recommendation 1
We recommend the Army conduct a new traffic study™ utilizing the most accurate, reliable, and
sufficient data and methodology in accordance with industry standards or the Institute of
Transportation Engineers recommended practices and processes. Specifically, the study should
include the following:*°
e AM and PM peak hour turning movement traffic counts™ which represent an “average
worst case” volume scenario; and
e An accurate representation of background traffic'® growth to include ambient and
pipeline project traffic;
e An accurate representation of trip distribution'® patterns based on all employees
occupying the site;
e An accurate representation of traffic assignment™® patterns reflecting alternative routings,
resulting from system congestion and other factors, which dictate route selection.

The Transportation Plan should be updated based on the results of the new traffic study.'”

Army Response to Recommendation 1

The Army non-concurs with DoD IG Recommendation 1. The Army states, “the studies upon
which the transportation planning decisions have been based were prepared by recognized
transportation engineering professional s using professionally accepted transportation engineering
principle, practices and procedures and in an open, public, coordinated process with VDOT and
the, City of Alexandria. Additionally, post site selection, al transportation studies have been
performed either at the direction of the City of Alexandria, or VDOT...” (Attachment 2, Page
24)



DOD IG Response to “Army Response to Recommendation 1”

The Army did not adequately address the specific issues identified in the SAMS report. The
Army argued that to interpose another study is redundant and an unwise expenditure of funds.
They referred to three additional studies to satisfy our recommendation.

The studies referenced are 1) VDOT's HOV/Bus only ramp study, 2) Virginia Governor's Traffic
Monitoring Task Force and 3) the City of Alexandrias federally funded Alternatives Analysis of
aHigh Capacity Transit Corridor. These studies were not used in developing the Transportation
Plan and, therefore, they are not relevant to the assessment. Furthermore, they are not focused
on identifying and mitigating the traffic impact created by BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir -
Mark Center.

The Army also failed to consult effectively with local jurisdiction planning and transportation
officias, including VDOT and City of Alexandria. SAMS assessment report stated the key
transportation agencies within the NCR reported little or no involvement in the preparation or
review of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, Transportation Plan
and/or its Transportation Management Plan.® The previous DoD IG Assessment of July 2010
BRAC 133 Transportation Plan also stated the inadequate coordination with local jurisdiction
planning and transportation officials."

...the heavy reliance on the City of Alexandriaand the BRAC 133 Advisory Group to
serve as the primary avenue for the Virginia Department of Transportation and county
officials to provide input may not have been the most effective approach for ensuring
close coordination and mutual support of interrelated programs and projects in the
development of the TMP...
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Finding 2 — Inadequate Analysis of Site Ingress/Egress

The traffic studies used to prepare the Transportation Plan do not adhere to Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards, VDOT requirements (24V AC30-155-60), or City of
Alexandria requirements necessary to analyze the impact and determine mitigation measures
required to provide a safe and highly functional ingress/egress roadway network for the BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center employees and the immediate community.

e Congestion — The Transportation Plan fails to adequately address expected congestion on

1-395, local arterial roadways, and roadways within the site.”* 22 %©
o Additiona traffic added to an already congested freeway will have a
disproportionate impact on freeway operations that could result in gridlock.
(Transportation Research Board (TRB) Special Report 302, 2011)
0 Previous studiesfailed to:
= mitigate the impact of queuing on the adjacent arterial street which
constrains site access;
»= mitigate the impact of on-site queuing created by congestion on the local
arterial roadways serving the site;*
= agppropriately analyze and mitigate potential congestion at the parking
garage access created by the substandard roundabout design within the site
itself.? (WSDOT Design Manual, Chapter 1320, Exhibit 1320-8)

e Study Area— The Transportation Plan fails to evaluate the project impact at all signalized
intersections within atwo-mile radius and al un-signalized intersections within a one-
mile radius.?®® (ITE Recommended Practice, Table 2-3, pg. 10)

e Construction Impacts & Mitigation — The Transportation Plan fails to evaluate the traffic
impact associated with the construction of short/mid/long-term improvements and
identify appropriate mitigation measures.”’

e High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Access— Travel options at the Mark Center are severely
limited with rail access 4.31 miles away, and no HOV freeway lanes directly serving the
site. Under these conditions, the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center
Transportation Management Plan strategy for achieving 43 percent non-Single
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) trips may fail.

e Parking Supply — The Transportation Plan fails to provide a sufficient amount of parking
spaces to accommodate the TMP goal of 57 percent SOV, forcing employees to seek
parking offsite, which will increase traffic congestion and impact adjoining
neighborhoods.?

e Safety — None of the traffic studies used in the formulation of the Transportation Plan
evaluated the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center on high crash
locations within the study area. The safety issues at these locations will adversely affect
siteingress and egress.?”

e Emergency Response — The Transportation Plan fails to identify the impact of the
increased volume of calls for emergency services, and the impact on emergency vehicle
response time due to anticipated traffic congestion. The Transportation Plan does not
provide the mitigation strategies necessary to meet the requirement of emergency
services for the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center employees and the
immediate community.”



| mpact 2

The traffic studies used to develop the Transportation Plan failed to adequately address the issues
related to site ingress/egress. Failure to address these issuesislikely to result in extreme traffic
congestion with possible gridlock conditions during peak hours. The resultant congestion will
constrain SOV traffic, emergency response, and undermine the efficiency of the high frequency
express bus and shuttle services, envisioned to move employees quickly to and from the site. As
aresult, more employees will drive their vehicles and seek alternative routes through residential
neighborhoods to avoid arterial congestion; emergency response time will be hindered impacting
life safety; and the Transportation Plan’s goal to achieve 43 percent non-SOV will not be
achieved.

Army Response to Finding 2

The Army non-concurs with IG Finding 2. The Army states, “ The traffic studies used to prepare
the Transportation Plan comply with applicable federal, state and local standards. The results of
the traffic operational analysis displayed in the Transportation Plan are based on an extended
study area anaysis conducted by VDOT. City officials, though well aware of the existing
congestion conditions and the potential future impacts to 1-395 and other primary arterials, had
approved the proposed zoning and devel opment following a thorough public review process that
included consideration of transportation management issues...” (Attachment 2, Page 24)

DOD |G Response to “ Army Response to Finding 2"

The Army failed to provide sufficient additional studies to address DoD 1G concerns with
supporting facts. Specifically, the Army did not provide the necessary additional studiesto
sufficiently address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center on 1-395, local
arterial roadways, and roadways within the site; the project impact at all signalized intersections
within atwo-mile radius and all un-signalized intersections within a one-mile radius; the project
related traffic impact associated with the anticipated roadway construction; the impact on
emergency vehicle response time due to anticipated traffic congestion; and safety mitigation for
the project impact at high crash locations, etc.

Although the Army stated micro simulation modeling was used to analyze the congestion
condition, the output of the simulation is only as good as the validity of the input. The
deficienciesin the baseline data, as stated in our independent assessment, will result in unreliable
simulation outputs. For instance, SAM S assessment report, section “4.1.2 Traffic Counts”,
specifically stated the VDOT" " studies failed to use seasonal adjustment for traffic counts, as
suggested by the ITE practice. Furthermore, the VDOT" study of 2011 used 2008 traffic
volumes — which are outside the one-year time horizon as suggested by ITE Recommended
Practice.

The SAMS assessment report, section “4.1.1 Traffic Studies’, performed a detail analysis of the
traffic studies and their deficiencies that were used to develop the Transportation Plan. The
SAMS assessment report stated that the amount of transportation studies prepared to address the
impact of BRAC 133 project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, creates theillusion that the
transportation issues have been thoroughly addressed and mitigated. The SAMS report further
stated,



All of the studies were based on faulty baseline data, including existing peak hour traffic
volumes. Many of the studies were flawed in their assessment of the issues, which led to
inaccurate conclusions. None of the studies, individually or collectively, provided a
thorough and accurate analysis of the impact of BRAC 133 project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia.

The previous DoD 1G Assessment of July 2010 BRAC 133 Transportation Plan aso found
deficienciesin the traffic studies used to develop the TMP and suggested that a new traffic
impact analysis be performed. The report stated, 'V
...amore technically robust stand-alone traffic impact analysis would be needed to
confirm the accuracy of the BRAC 133 TMP' s findings with respect to:
e Existing and projected peak-hour traffic volumes,
e Appropriate site variables (for purposes of accurate modeling);
e Potential queues caused by the access control facility to the south parking garage;
and
o [Effects of BRAC 133 traffic on additional intersections and interchanges beyond
the narrowly defined BRAC 133 study limits.

In addition, the SAMS report stated the VDOT"" study employed a Transportation Planning
Board (TPB) Regiona Travel Model (Version 2.2) to forecast background traffic. The impact of
using such amodel is explained in the SAMS report as, “typically, these models are used to
identify the needs of the regional highway network, not local arterial streets. The use of the
regiona model output to estimate turning movements may not replicate reasonable forecasts.”

The Army raised a concern regarding the use of Washington State Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) Design Manual to evaluate the design of aroundabout located at WHS circle. The
SAMS assessment report, section “4.2.7 On-Site Circulation (Vehicle and Pedestrian)”, stated
thelir justification for using WSDOT Design Manual,

The WSDOT isanationa leader in the design and installation of roundabouts. WSDOT
has done extensive national and international research in the development of roundabout
design criteria. A cursory review of the Virginia Department of Transportation found no
reference to roundabouts or roundabout design parameters. Thus, the proposed WHS
Circle roundabout was compared against WSDOT design standards.

The SAMS assessment report also showed the deficiencies of the roundabout in the “Table 4-2
Summary of Critical Roundabout Design Features’ and “Figure 4-3: Independent Eval uation of
the Roundabout.” The SAMS assessment report further stated, “according to the WSDOT
Design Manual, small changes in geometry can result in substantial changes in operational
performance.”



Recommendation 2
We recommend the Army address the ingress/egress of all personnel and servicesto and from
the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center site with adherenceto ITE, VDOT, and the
local City of Alexandria requirements and standards in the updated Transportation Plan. The
Transportation Plan should:
e Evauate and mitigate the impact of additional congestion on 1-395 created by BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center;?“?°%

e Evauate and mitigate the traffic impact created by BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir -
Mark Center on the adjacent local arterial roadways within a two-mile radius;?®* and
Evaluate and mitigate the traffic impact on the roadways within the site itself;*5%¢
Document an effective strategy for achieving 43 percent non-SOV:;%*

Provide sufficient parking supply to accommodate anticipated employee demand;? and,
Identify and adequately address appropriate mitigation measures in order to reduce safety
hazards at high crash locations, the impact of congested traffic on the emergency
response services, and the impact and mitigation measures to reduce congestion during
roadway improvement construction activities.”s " 2 2

Army Response to Recommendation 2

The Army non-concurs with DoD IG Recommendation 2 stating, “the Army believes that
sufficient ingress/egress analysis has been conducted and that appropriate improvements are
being proactively pursued with full participation by stakeholders. The Army TP identified three
primary ingress/egress | ocation intersections for road improvements and the Army has compl eted
improvements that facilitate site and parking garage access. Additionally, the road network will
undergo added improvements to include construction of a pedestrian bridge across Seminary
Road. The Army believesit has sufficiently addressed the ingress/egress of all personnel and
services.”

DoD |G Response to “Army Response to Recommendation 2”
The Army fails to provide sufficient additional studiesto address DoD 1G concerns.
Specifically, the Army did not provide the necessary studies to:

e Evauate and mitigate the impact of additional congestion on [-395 created by the BRAC
133 Project, and the traffic impact on the local arterial roadways, and roadways within
the siteitsdlf;

e Document an effective strategy for achieving 43 percent non-SOV;

e Identify the impact of congested traffic on emergency response services to BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center;

e |dentify the impact and mitigation measures to reduce congestion during BRAC 133
related roadway improvement construction activities; and

e |dentify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce safety hazards at high crash locations.

10
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Finding 3 — Proposed | mprovements | nadequate to Maintain Existing
Level of Service

The proposed short-, mid-, and long-term infrastructure improvements fail to maintain the
existing level of service (LOS) at six intersections, as required by the Public Law 111-383, even
though the Transportation Plan identifies an adequate amount of funding, $112 million, to
construct the proposed improvements.®®
e Proposed improvements fail to maintain existing LOS at three out of six intersections, as
addressed in Public Law 111-383.%°
e The Transportation Plan fails to evaluate the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir -
Mark Center five yearsinto the future, as suggested by Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) guidelines. Failureto provide this analysis complicates the
determination of actual facility needs for the future planning and programming of the
responsible jurisdiction.® 3"
e The Transportation Plan does not provide an assessment of cost or programming of funds
for the shuttle-bus program beyond FY 2012.%¢
e The Transportation Plan does not address funding for the critical administrative elements
of the Transportation Management Plan, such as funding for the Employee
Transportation Coordinator, support staff, marketing strategies and programs, and
program monitoring. The Transportation Plan also does not provide aviable strategy for
achieving the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center Transportation Management
Plan goals for future years.>

Impact 3

The measures proposed by the Transportation Plan will not maintain existing LOS at the six
intersections mentioned in the Public Law 111-383. The proposed Transportation Management
Plan strategies to mitigate project impacts are likely to be unsuccessful because of anticipated
traffic congestion on the surrounding arterial network and on-site roadway. Furthermore, the
Transportation Plan fails to identify funding for the Transportation Management Plan beyond
2012. Asaresult, required project mitigations and anticipated program improvements may be
invalid.

Army Response to Finding 3

The Army non-concurs with IG Finding 3. The Army states, “the Army is aware that there may
be intersections incapable of achieving pre-BRAC 133 Levels of Service (LOS) following
completion of the short-, mid- and long-term improvements. It should be noted that the City
issued a Development special Use Permit for the density of development and traffic projections
of the BRAC 133 Project...” (Attachment 2, Page 28)
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DOD |G Response to “Army Response to Finding 3"
The Army fails to offer any supporting documentation to support their non-concurrence
response.

Although the Army acknowledges the Transportation Plan does not maintain existing level of
service at al six intersections, as required by Public Law 11-383, the Army fails to document
why they are unable to accomplish this requirement. The Army did not provide any additional
information to adequately address the assessment of cost or programming of funds for their
shuttle bus program beyond FY 2012. They also did not address funding for the administrative
elements of the Transportation Management Plan or a strategy for achieving the BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center Transportation Management Plan goals for future years. The
Army aso fails to address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center five
yearsin the future, as suggested by Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) guidelines.

Recommendation 3

We recommend the Army revise and update the Transportation Plan to identify the required
infrastructure improvements with associated costs and grogrammi ng necessary to maintain
existing LOS in the vicinity of the Mark Center.3* % 3° The Transportation Plan should identify
available funding for the shuttle-bus program beyond FY 2012 to relieve anticipated congestion
in the future years.>® The updated Transportation Plan should also include the funding source of
the administrative elements of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center Travel Demand
Management program and the proposed funding source for additional funding necessary to
maintain existing LOS,*® 3P

Army Response to Recommendation 3

The Army non-concurs with DoD 1G Recommendation 3. The Army states “as noted, the
development permit issued for the site anticipated a traffic increase and included road
improvements in mitigation thereof. Presumably, the City considered these improvements as
adeguate mitigations for the expected traffic volumes of the new development. The Army
provided $12 million to construct these improvements. Public Law 11-383 imposed an entirely
new set of standards well after the construction of the BRAC 133 project had been initiated,
standards which are atypical of those customarily envisioned by urban jurisdictions attempting to
bal ance continued growth with adequate infrastructure...” (Attachment 2, Page 28)

DoD 1G Response to “ Army Response to Recommendation 3”

The Army does not concur with our recommendation to identify mitigation measures to maintain
level of service (LOS) at the six intersections. Thisis based on the Army’ s assumption there
may be intersections incapable of achieving pre-BRAC 133 level of service (LOS) following the
completion of the short-, mid-, and long-term improvements. Furthermore, they consider their
current mitigation measures, which fail to address significant adverse project impacts, as
adequate without presenting any sufficient supporting facts. They also did not address funding
for the administrative elements of the Transportation Management Plan and strategy for
achieving the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center Transportation Management Plan
goalsfor future years.
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Finding 4 — Inadequate | mplementation of Alternative Methods of

Transportation Necessary to Maintain Existing Level of Service

The goal of maintaining Level of Service (LOS) at six intersections, required by the National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Public Law 111-383, may not be achievable because the
Transportation Plan has several deficienciesin its proposed alternative methods of transportation
to reduce Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOV's).*¢ 4P &

The Army Transportation Plan is based on the July 2010 Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) for other methods of transportation, which was reviewed and granted conditional
approva by the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC). However, the TMP and the
Transportation Plan do not comply with several NCPC policies, which isthe violation of this
Federal standard.** The deficiencies in the Transportation Plan undermine the efficiency of
alternative methods of transportation necessary to maintain the LOS.

e NCPC Policies— The Transportation Plan violates six NCPC policies, which are the
Federal standard for ensuring that Federal projects built in the National Capital Region
comply with traffic management and mitigation objectives.

1. The Transportation Plan fails to provide a timeline updating the Travel Demand
Management (TDM) program every two years. (ISTMP Section 1- pg. 3,
Paragraph 3, and CPNC-TE, Pg. 87, Item #7)

2. The Transportation Plan fails to discuss transportation infrastructure or service
improvements within five miles of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark
Center. (ISTMP Section 1 — pg. 3, Paragraph 2, and CPNC-TE, pg. 87, Item #5)

3. The Transportation Plan fails to “select reasonable goals and objectives, plan
appropriate strategies and tasks for carrying them out, and develop atimetable
and establish abudget.” (ISTMP Section 2—pg. 11 —Bullet 2)

4. The Transportation Plan fails to provide a management framework in sufficient
detail to assess effectiveness or sustainability of the TDM programs. (ISTMP
Section 1 —pg. 7, left column)

5. The Transportation Plan fails to address safe travel routes in unfavorable weather
conditions for walking and bicycling. (ISTMP Section 3 - pg. 28, Paragraph 2,
right column)

6. The Transportation Plan fails to consult with local jurisdiction planning and
transportation officials that would be impacted by the BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir - Mark Center. (ISTMP Section 2 — pg. 9, Paragraph 5, right column)

e Shuttle Bus Strategy — The transit time and frequencies of the public bus and shuttle
services may not be met dueto failing LOS on roadways serving BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir - Mark Center.*®

e Pedestrian Services— A well-connected, continuous sidewalk system for pedestrian
safety and access is not adequately provided at specific locations within the vicinity of
the Mark Center and at specific locations at the site. The lack of a continuous, well-
connected and safe pedestrian system does not comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA).*

e Bicycle Services— The Transportation Plan assumption that 2 percent of the BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center employees will bicycle to work may not be achievable
because there is no safe and direct bicycle route serving the site. In addition, the
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Transportation Plan fails to identify bicycle circulation within, to, and through the
campus.*®

I mpact 4
The deficiencies in the Transportation Plan, as noted below, undermine the efficiency of
alternative methods of transportation necessary to maintain the LOS due to increased traffic
congestion. Failure to achieve the TMP goal of 43% non-SOV will increase the congestion and
invalidate the FONSI.
e The Transportation Plan violates six NCPC policies, as follow:
1. Failsto provide atimeline updating the Travel Demand Management (TDM) program
every two years,
2. Failsto discuss transportation infrastructure or service improvements within five
miles of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center;
3. Failsto “select reasonable goals and objectives, plan appropriate strategies and tasks
for carrying them out, and develop atimetable and establish a budget.”
4. Failsto provide a management framework in sufficient detail to assess effectiveness
or sustainability of the TDM programs;
5. Failsto address safe travel routes in unfavorable weather conditions for walking and
bicycling; and
6. Failsto consult with local jurisdiction planning and transportation officials that would
be impacted by the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center.
e Theinability of the proposed employee bus and shuttle services to achieve sufficient
headways and travel time objectives, and
e Thelack of adequate and safe pedestrian and bicycle facilities at specific locations within
the vicinity and at the Mark Center site.

Army Response to Finding 4

The Army non-concurs with IG Finding 4. The Army states, “the claim that the Transportation
Management Plan and Transportation Plan are non-compliant with National Capital Planning
Commission (NCPC) policiesisinaccurate. The BRAC 133 development was briefed to NCPC
on September 3, 2010 and the Final Transportation Management Plan was approved by NCPC
under Staff Recommendation No. 6903, which specifically notes that the "proposed TMP for the
BRAC 133 development adequately demonstrates how the proposed modal split will be
achieved". Attached isthe approval letter (figure 1). The Army coordinated extensively with the
NCPC staff resulting in a comprehensive TMP that was in accordance with NCPC policies and
guidelines...” (Attachment 2, Page 30)
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DoD |G Response to “Army Response to Finding 4”

The Army failed to address why they are unable to comply with six NCPC policies with
supporting facts. The SAMS report stated the approved TMP and the Transportation Plan fail to
comply with six NCPC policies, which are the Federal standard for ensuring that Federal projects
built in the National Capital Region comply with traffic management and mitigation objectives.

Recommendation 4

We recommend the Army revise and update the Transportation Plan to comply with NCPC
policies and guidelines.** The Transportation Plan should evaluate and address the shuttle bus
strategy,*® mode choice assumption,”® TDM marketing strategy,* and needs of
pedestrian/bicycle routes, facilities and services™ 4 * to achieve the goals stated in the
Transportation Management Plan. Thiswill ensure safe access and compliance with ADA and
ITE recommended practices.*" 44"

Army Response to Recommendation 4

The Army non-concurs with DoD 1G Recommendation 4. The Army states, “the BRAC 133
Transportation Plan incorporates the plans set forth in the NCPC approved BRAC 133 TMP. The
TMP is comprehensive, continuously monitored and implemented and if changes are necessary
they will be coordinated with the City of Alexandria.”

DoD |G Response to “Army Response to Recommendation 4”

The Army did not agree to update their Transportation Plan to comply with NCPC policies. The
Army aso failed to adequately address other concerns identified in the SAMS report to ensure
compliance with ADA and ITE recommended practices. These concerns include the shuttle bus
strategy, mode choice assumption, TDM marketing strategy, and pedestrian/bicycle route
facilities and services. Failure to address these concerns may compromise the Transportation
Management Plan goal of reducing SOV traffic. The previous DoD |G Assessment of July 2010
BRAC 133 Transportation Plan also found weaknesses in the TMP that may compromise the
ability to meet its SOV reduction goal. The report" stated, “...the BRAC 133 TMP hasthe
following weaknesses that may compromise the feasibility of achieving a 40-percent reduction in
single-occupancy-vehicle trips and may consequently impose further adverse impacts on the
roadway network...”
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References: I. SAMs Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army’ s Transportation
Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center,
Virginia, September 30, 2011.

4A.

4B.
4C.
4D.
4E.

4F

4G.
4H.

5.4.1 National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) Compliance
(page 85)

5.4.2 Public Transportation — Shuttle Bus Strategy (page 85)

5.4.3 Transportation Demand Management Goal (page 86)

5.4.4 Mode Choice Assumption (page 86)

5.4.5 TDM Marketing Strategy (page 86)

5.4.6 Pedestrian Service (page 86)

5.4.7 Bicycle Service At or Near Site (page 86)

5.4.8 Bicycle Routings in Proximity to Site (page 87)

I1. Assessment of BRAC 133 Final Environmental Assessment of July 2008
and Transportation Management Plan of July 2010, Attachment 3: Acelsior’'s
Report, Page, 3-70, 3.6 BRAC 133 TMP SUMMARY OF RESULTS

18



Attachment 2

Department of the Army Comment to the Findings and
Recommendations of
DoD Draft Report — Dated October 7, 2011

19



This page intentionally left blank

20




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

QFFICE OF THE ASSISTART SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
INETALL ATHIME, ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT

110 ARNEY PEMTAGON
WASHIRETON, DT 20000118
ROV 4 200
Ir. Randolph R, Stone |
Dieguty Inspector Ceameral |
Policy wnd Ovarsight |

Office of the Inspecior General, Department of Defense |
Arhinglon, VA 20301-3010 ' H

Dear Mr, Stone:

This is the Department of the Army’s response to the Department of Defense Inspr:ﬁ-:r General
(DaDIG) Draft Report an its Independent Enginesring Assessment of the T mnspi:-rt:-:h-:ln Plan for
BRAL 133 Report to Congress (Report No. D201-DTOTAD-0002).

The Department of Defense (Dol)), the Virginda Department of Transportation {"n.l'DD'I'J and the
City of Alexandria are working together to minimize any potential adverse impact on the already
congesied regional fransportation system. The £12 million in traffic improvements called for in the
development permit for the site were completed in Augost. Additionally, a3 you know, the
Depariment transferred 320 million fo the Federal Highway Administration to execute the shont- and-
mid-term impeovements recommeaded by VDOT, Finally, owr Transportation Managemeat Plan
includes wransit subsidies, a robust system of shutbtle buses from area mero stations, and other
enhancements for commuting. Dol will closely monitor the effectivences of that plan and adiuest as
MECESEAry. i

We do pot believe a mew traffic study will provide additional solutions to past or existing irafflc
izgues along the 1-395 corridor and interior aneriss leadimg to tha BRAC 137 site, and therefore do not
concur with the findings and recommendations in the draft report (see enclosed). The collective
activitles and funding commitments of Doll, VDOT, and the City are well underway l;-l:.lad.drc.ua the
loczlized and more regional taffic management l-'ll'.'l::ﬂE of the area, |

The Army continpes bo appreziate the work performed by the DolIG and the nppnnumr}l [V
provide a response to this report.

Sincerely,

Enclognre:
A5 stated
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DoDIG DRAFT REPORT — DATED OCTOBER T, 2011
{Froject Mo. D20(1-DTOTAD-0002)

"Iindependent Engineering Assegement of the Army's Transportation F'EI:J for BERAC
Recommendation # 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia™

DEFARTMENT OF THE ARMY COMMENTS
TO THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Army reviewed the draft assessment and disagraes with both findings EII"H:I
fransportation enginesring analysis, Al BRAC 1332 traffic studies were cmdun:’hegl:l following
local and Virginia requiremants using guidelines and standards germana to the area and
sirmilar devalopments. Additionally, most of the stedies were conducted undar tha Auspicas

of the City of Alexandria or the Virginia Department of Transportation. We ‘nelraue that tha
references o and strong raliance on research studies and general guidas ara map'pmpnale
and result in invalid conclusions and recommendations. Based on this, the A.nn:r non-
camcurs with the recornmendations hedd within the DeDMG Draft report ,

FINDING 1: Transporaton Plan Development Process Deficiencies: The DoDIG finds that
“the process and procedures used to prapare the Transportation Plan are inconsistent with
industry standards as stated in the [nstitute of Transpartation Engineers. (ITE) recommended
practices. The deficlencies of the baseline data explained below are so significant thal they
renderad the findings and conclusion of the Transporiation Plan unreliable. .. ___ " (TAB &
Page 1/Del|S Draft Report).

ARNMY RESPOMNSE: Mon-comcur, The process and procedures used to develop the Army's
Trangporiation Flan and Transportation Management Plan (TMP) were uunmiént wiith
industry standards. The Army's Transporiation Plan and THMP were a result of exlensive
slucy, public vetling, decision making and execution of ransportation demand management
siratagies, and ransporkabon nabwork mprovements over the past 3 years. Tha studies
upon which the transportation planning decisions are based weare preparad by r-al::ng nized
transporiation engineering professionals wsing accepted transportalion anglneelrlng
principles, practices and procedures,

The Baseline volumes that were used in developing the BRAC 133 Mark Ea:hlar
Transporiation Management Plan {TMP) and the Transportation Plan were informed by
pravious Mark Centar studies and than verified against Virginie Deparimeant of
Transporiation's (VDOT) 2009 trafiic deta publications for annual avesage daily. traffic, vehicle
classification and peak hour faciors. The data was verified for [-395 general purpose and
High Oecupancy Yehicle (HOW) lanes, and Seminary Road and Beauregard Strest cormidors,
and was found to be consizient with the VDO T's published data. The claim that the Amy
“chesry picked” traffic data is both ineccuraie and unsubstantiated. i

The Transportatiaon Plan (TF) prepared for the BRAC 133 sile is a brief Eummar'_..r of
muliple Traffic Impact Anaiysis docurnents that were prepared o estimate anl:l' quaniify the
specihic transportation impacts of the proposed development. The nsfitufe of Transpﬂrmmn
Engineers (iTE) and other stale Department of Transportation recommended glull.‘lellnas slate
that thve need for preparing a Traffic Impact Anatysis (T14) documeant is to evaluste the
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change In performance of the adjacent transporiation network when the proposad
development takes place. Since the only Army proposed developmant within the study area
wias the BRAC 133 developrmant &t Mark Center, the transportation analysis and plan were
developad only for this proposed development. Professionally accepted approaches were
used by the Army, the City and VDOT in the various TIA's, Alhough differant methodologles
may hawve been used in the TA's, they all vzed projected regional growth rates or established
regional modeals, These analvses produced very similar resuits and are within the nomnal
range of varialicn typical of such.

The ITE Trip Generafion Manual is an informational report prepared by the Institute of
Transpartation Enginears as an educational looi, The information contained in it has baen
prepared based an Trip Generation stedies submitted volntanly by public agencies,
devalopers, consulting finme and assoclalions. The manual tself siatas that the guideiines
and data are for informalion purpeses only and does not include ITE recommendalions on
the best course of action or fthe preferred application of the data, which shouwld be based on
gite specific condifions, As per ITE guidelines, a more site spacific trip generation
methodology was adepted in which the data wiilized was obtained from surveys and atudies
conducted by Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) at federal office campuses
managed by WHS in the National Capital Reglon. This pravided a more accurate reflection
of the BRAC 133 site frip generation characlaristics. The owarall methadology adapted in ha
development of the Traffic Impact Analysis and the Transportation Plan is similar to that of
ITEANDOT guidelines and follows standard procedures of trip generation, trip distribution,
modal cholce and trip assignment based on existing traffic characienstics and travel pattems
as ohtained from empleyees' curment ravel patterns. This adogted methodology in
devalgping the BRAC 133 Transporialion Flan is a morg accurate reflection of the specific
land use development than a generic recommended practice, This methodology reflected
consistent results in the peak hour projections among the myriad of independently prepared
BRAC 133 traffic studies and we sirangly disagree with the assertion that the projections
could be off by a factor of maore thap 100%., The specific statement thal peak hour volurmes
could e as much as 3,000 vahicles would equate to nearly all BRAC 133 traffic reporting in
fhe peak haur. This is nof consistent with any planning factors accepied in transportation
planning,

Traffic enginearing and operational analysis techniguas invalve collecton of large
amounts of data. It is not practical or expected that 100% of the populaton will respand,
theraéfore stalistical esfirmation préteduras are adoptid to oblain a samplé size that i
representative of the overall populafion. The zip code analysis ufilized in the BRAC 123 TMF
is represeniative of B0 percant of the relocating population {4,422 employees (including
coniractors) oul of 5,409 employees), and iz considered a large sample representative of the
overall refocating population. This is greater than a 85% confidénce level with a 1% margin
of errar. The tabie below shows sample sizes calcuialed with acceptable mangin of errors
and confidence bounds thal adequately represent the lotal population.
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Sample Size for Etamﬂt:al Euﬂmahm'l for Accurate H-Epmuentaﬂun ufﬂvqmll
Fopuiation

[

-‘-ﬁ-ﬁﬂjﬂﬂﬂrﬁuﬂfﬂiﬂ ﬂ_-ﬂ,ﬁ:wp_ﬂ:_hnng. | 95% confidence, " 98 d-lu-m
of Error. - Tevel = oo awed -0 N faved T T
1% Emror 3,301 | 3,544 ___4,523 | ]
(2% Error 1348 1,747 2,518 | l
B Errar 251 | 362 GO

] BTl 1: The DolG recommends that “the Ammy conduct a I'IB'I:!.' traffic study
utilizing the meost accurate, reliable and sufficent data and methodolegy in Em::u-rdan::e with
industry standards or the Institute of Transparation Engineers recommended p!actn:ea and
processas....... ([A8 A Page 2/000010G Draft Keport) N

ARMY RESPONSE: MNon-concur, The studes upon which the ransportation planning
decisions have been based were prepared by recognized transportation engineering
profassionals using professionally accepied transportation enginesring pnnclﬂes praclioes
and procedures and in an opan, publis, coordinaled process with VDOT and the: Clty of
Alexandria, Additionally, post site selaction, all transportation studies have been performed
gither at the diraction of the City of Alexandria, or YDOT.

The Army strong ly believes that sufficient analysis has been conducted in a highly
collaboralive approach with a mullitude of stakeholders in this matter and that appropriale
mitigations are being proactively pursued with full participation by the Army and) the
Cepartmant of Defense (DoD). To mterpose anolher study in addition to 1) VDOT s
HOW/Bus only ramp study, 2) Virginia Governor's Traffic Maonitoring Task Force, and 2) the
City of Alexandria's federally funded Altematives Analysis of & High Capacity Transit
Corridor, 1s redundant and an unwise expenditure of funds.

FINDING 2: Inadeguale Anakysis of Sile ingress/Egrass: The DoDIG finds that “the traffic
studies used fo prepare the Transporiation Plan do not adhare fo Institete of
Transportetion Engineera (ITE) standards, WVDOT requirements i24'u’.ﬂ.l330-155-:50]. or City of
Alexandria requirements necessary to analyze the impact and determine mitigalion measures
reguired to provide g sefe and highly functionsl ingress/egress roadway network for fhe
BRAC 123 Project Fort Behvoir - Mark Center emplayess and the immediats

cormmumity.,, ... The Transportation Plan fajks to identify impact of the increased volume of
calls for emengency services, and the impacl on emergency vehlcle response., | ....." (Page
2MDaDiG Memarandum an the Draft Repdort)

ARMY RESPONSE: MNon-concur. The traffic studles used to prepare the Transportation
Plan comply with applicable federal, state and local standards, The resulls of the Irafiic
operaticnal anabisks displayed in the Tramsportation Plan are based on an extended study
area analysis conducted by WDOT. Cily officials, though well aware of the gxisting
congestion conditions and the potential future impacis to 1-395 and other primary arterials,
had approved the proposed zoning and devaelopment following a thorough public review
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procass that included consideration of ransportation managemeant issues. The araa
analyzed as part of the VDOT's Mark Canter (BRAC 133) Accass Study extends from Litile
Rivar Turnpika / Duke Street to King Sirest interchanges along 1-395 and includes signalized
intersactions along Litte Rivar Turnpike [ Duke Sireel, Seminary Boad and King |Street. The
analysis conducted by VDOT utilized micro simulation modeling, an industry standard, that
accounbed for existing congestion conditions, additional delay in freeway cperations caused
by congestion axtending from downsiream bolilenecks and residual gueves al intersactions,
The posl-BRAC condition level of service results identified in the Transportation |Plan Indicate
improvements in traffic operations along all the major intersectans in the '-.'ll:h'l.ll':.l' of the
project site that wers highlighted in the Section 2704, National Defense Aum-nmamn Al
2011, His imporant to nota that the Mark Canler site had already besn zoned h‘y‘ the Cily of
Alesandria to albow office davelopmant of a density excesding thal of tha EHAE:."I:H priojech

Thea Armry strongly beliaves that there has been ample analysis of gite | m-gree.-E. and egress,
Tha Trangportation Plan identifies theee Intersections as the primany site Ingmsﬂagmss
locations,

= Haawredard Siresel and Mark Cenler Drive
= Beauregard Street and Seminary Road
»  Seminary Road and Mark Center Drve

The improved roadway seclions thal are part of the BRAC 133 construction projact
provide exclesive left and rght tum laneas to allow smooth ingress and agress into the Mark
Center project site from these access mtarsections, Significent upgradas to Mark Center
Drive facilitate access and circulation within the site and improve site and parking garage
ingressfegress, Traffic contrgd imorovements along the internal Mark Center Drive access
raad, including intersecton signallzation and a roundabout dasign, also Ia::mm.tu &t
ingressfegress. All prior Mark Canter studies which anelyze the sile access am;]
ingressfegress conditions provide similar results. Access 1o the Morth Farking Ga.rage, which
has the macdmum pumber of parking spaces, ellows smocth entry inta the sile withouwt
causing any residual gueues o extend back into the major aceess intersections. |0 additfon.
the: Morth Parking garage has two access points, one via the WHS Circle and one via the
internal lcop road, The access point along WHS Circle offers one inbound lane and one
outbound lane. Tha access point alang the intamal locop roed has two inbound lanas and one
outbound lane. The visitor parking area is located within the North Parking Garage but has a
saparaie entrance from the general parking area fo avold undus delays to commuter raffic
caused by visitor registration andior credential verification. The secured main access conlral
point o the sile & located af the South Campus away from the surrounding major city strast
nefwaork o prevent the possibility of any spifiback from frafiic quaues waiting aithe acoese
confrol gates. This will prevent any intemal traffic gu=ewes from affecting the adjacent major
roachway network operations.

A nawly constructed teo-lane roundabeat at the intersechion of WHS Cirde/|DA Dive and
the Morth Parking Garage will slow down intermal traffic and circulate them efﬁclantry without
slopping the through movements. Results of the traffic operational analysis mndunt&d earlier
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by Wells and Agsociates utilizing indusiry recognized softiware applications (o study the
internal roadway traffic cparations and gite ingressiegress conditions indicale acceplabie
aperational conditions, adeguats site ingresslegress facllties, improved garage acooss and
redyced traffic delay owing ta the proposed roundabout design, All the above constructed
and propesed readway and raflle contre! improvemen ks at the project localion ang faocused to
improwve traffic operations and safety of all the drivers accessing and deparing the site along
with the performance along tha adlacant straal natwork.

Vi'e believe that the independent assessment's analysis, findings, and subsequent
recommendatons concerming the design adequacy of the reundabout are flawed and shoukd
be omitted from the report as they misuse inapphcable codes. The |ndependant Enginesring
Assessment evaleated the roundabout based upon the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) Design Manual, which is not applicable to this project., The
evaluator then compared the WHS mini roundabout to 8 multi-lans siate route type
roundakout o draw conciesions. This = analogous (o comparning 8 residential stresl o a
state highway and to then deem the rezidential street a5 madequate. The discussion section
an tive roundakoul omids the fact that traffic 1o IDA Drive bypasses the circle en routa b D6
driva. Tha WHS dircle is best described as a mulli-kane mini roundabout with semi-
mountable center island, for which the WSDOT design manual has no spacific design
requirements. The W3DOT Design Manual describes the data incorporated ino Table 4-2 of
tha Independent Engineearng Assessment as "general guldalines to follow to begin the design
process; final design values will vary,” but the valses are treatlsd as rigid and inviolable in the
Independent Engineering Assessment and do not account for factors such as design spead,
design vehicle, degign inlent, and available land area.

Tabla 2-4 of tha BRAC 133 TMFP lists the total number of parking spaces available for the
empinyess accessing the Mark Center site. The north and scuth parking garages logether
allow a iofal of 3,747 parking spaces. As stated in the TMP, these parking spaces will ba
distributed to lenant organizations based on the number of emplogees. Tenant
arganizations ame responsible for determining which employees receive parking parmits. The
Wizehington Headquartars Servicas [WHS) Transportation Planning team will be invalved in
enrclling all employaes electronically in the transportation management program and
comparing those with a8 parking parmit to adequataly determine overfliow parking pobeniial
Farking will be managed and enforced by the Pentagon Foree Protection Agency using the
same standards and procedures in foree & the Pentagon. Employvees will have a difficull
time finding suitable overflow parking options and will theréfore sesk othear than Single
Crocupancy Vehicle (S0V) modes of fransit o the site. Paring rates in adjacent Mark Center
facilities have been set at 50 per entry to discourage parking within the business park
Additionally, the City has established a special residential parmit program for the
naighborhoods swirounding the Mark Center fo prevent the incursion of averflow parking.
These Echniques have bean sucocessfully implamented and managed in other federal office
campuses in the Natonal Capital Region.

Employes survey results obtained from WHS surveys indicated that many of the surveyed
employess relecating o Mark Centar wene considering varous fdeshare modés, Thesa
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employees were aware of the lack of an existing direct HOV access at Seminary Boad. The
2010 cammuter sursey report published by the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments indicates thal comimuters in the National Capital Region primariby utilize the
ndeshare modes of irave! for mulllpl-a reasons that include - cost savings on commute
sxpanses (save money on fuel, insuance and car maintenance), avoid stress, productive
use of lime, help environment, redece aulo wear and tear, companionship, etc, A small
percentage of the surveyed commuters (5%) islad the use of a HOWV lane as the primany
reggon for using an alternate rideshare mode of fravel. Direct access (o HOY [anes serves
only &5 an additional incentive to commuiers who are alresdy adapied o rH:Ie:shaTa modes of
traval. The BRAC 133 site alss offers priodty designated parking spaces for m:la:s-ha.f-a
wehickes including carposls and vanpooks. Ridematching assistance provided by the WHS
Transportation Planning teamn at the Mark Center site will also enable coworkers to team with
friends and atlain cost savings. Nota also that VDOT has allocated 380 million in funding and
I= in the preliminary planning siages toward the construction of an HOWbus Cl‘l|:|' rarmp fram |-
385 to Seminary Road |

Itis nationally recognized and acknowladged by transpartation entities thal llfm
combination of work zones =nd already axisting heavy volurmes has a graaler affect on
readway systams than heavy volumes alons. This problem is faced by all fransporiation
agencies naliohwide endeavoning to improve capacity and operations and ia typically
addressed as part of the project design process. The $20 milllon which the Army has
provided for the construction of shor and mid-term improverments includes a significant
armount for maintenance of traffic as well as rangportation management measures that vl
be implemented as a part of the project. VOOT will similarly include I'I"IE'EEIJI‘EE. to mitigate
trafbc impacts dwring construchon of the long-term mprovements. |

]

At the time of the BRAC 133 TMP development, the Chty of Alexandria, Army and DeD
officials were siill working on an emergency responsa plan that would minimize the impacls
ta emergency response tme and imprave fire, emergency medical, and related 'public salety
needs at BRAC 133, Since then, the City of Alexandria has perfommed ErnErgE:nl::y incident
ktanagemeant Flanning and developed Emergency Management Plans for large scale
incidents that would affact the surrounding public. In addition, as stated in the TP, the
Peniagon Force Protection Agency personngl located on gite are frained to handie
emergancies at the BRAC 133 site until other Emargency Personnal arrive at the scene.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Tha DoDIG recommends that "the &mmy addrass the |
ingressfegress of all personne! and gervices to and from the BRAC 133 Project Fori Balvoir -
Mark Center site with adherenca to ITE, VDOT, and the lacal City of Alexandra requirements
and standards in the updated Transportation Plan. ... .. ' (TAB A Page 3/DoDIG Draft
Reaport) !

ARMY RESPONSE: Mon-concur. The Army belisves that sufficient ingressfegrass analysis
has been conducted and thal appropriate improvernents are being proactively putsued with
full participation by stakeholders. The Army TP identified three primary ingresa/egress
location interseclions for road mprovements and the Army has completed improvemeants that
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facilltate site and parking garage access. Additionally, the road network will undergo added
improvements to Include construction of 8 pedestrian bridge across Seminary Road,

The Army befeves it has sufficlently addressed the ingress/egness of all personnel and
services.

FINDING 3: Propoged Improvemanis Inadequate to Maintain Existing Level of :Eanrha: Tha
DoDIG finds that “the propesed short-, mid-, and long-term infrastructure improvements fail to
maintain the sxsting Level af Sarvice u:L[IIE:l al six intersections, as reguired by Iha Pulalic
Law 111-383, sven though the Transportation Plan Ilﬂ-!'l'l[lﬁEE an adeguate amount of funding,
%112 million, tcu construct the proposed improvemeants. " (TAB & Pagsa 5."[]-|:|DIIG Ciraft

|

Report) |

ARMY RESPOMNSE: MNon-concur. The Army s aware that there may be Intersections
incapabde of acheving pre-BRAC 133 Levels of Servica {LOS) following complstion of the
short-, mid- and long-term improvements. |1t showkd ba noted that the City Issual:l |
Development Spacisl Lise Permit for the deneity of devalocpment and fraffic pm]edmna of the
BRAC 133 project. The City'a parrmit for the Mark Center developmant mandated local
intersecton improvements which were construcied as part of the project. The Ay and
VWHS hawve warked closely with the Clty and VIDOT in an efort 1o betler assess the effects of
the BRAC 133 projact on traffic operations in the area and to mitigate the impacts. These
efforts have resulied in a comprehensive and aggressive Transportation Mansgement Plan
which is being implement=d. The Armmy and Dol are active parficipants in Governos
McDonnell's Mark Center Task Force which s pursuing additional reglonal solutions to
regional traffic concerns, This includes monitoring the traffic conditions In the ares as
oceupancy of the BRAC 133 facility continues ga that iransporation demand managumcn!
measures can be adjusted as necsesary.

Tha Department’s TMP includes fransit subsidies, a robust system nfahul;ti-a buass from
four area metro stations, and other enhancements h:ur comimuting. We are mase:l:,r mionitaring
the effectirensss of this plan and will adjust it a5 necessary. |

|
RECOMMENDATION 3: The DoD|G recommends that “the Army revise and uhdale the
Transporation Plan to identify the required infrastruciure improvements with sssociated costz
and programming necessary to maintain existing LOS in the vicinity of the Bark Center. The
Trangporiation Plan should ideniify aveilable funding for the shuttle-bus prﬂgrﬂ'n beyond
FYE012 to relieve anticipated congestion in the future years. The updated Transponation
Plan should aleo inclede the funding source of the administrative elaments of the BRAC 1353
Project Fort Belwoir-Mark Canfer Travael Demand Management program and 1h¢ propossd
funding source for additional funding necassary to maintain existing LOS.._...." (TAB A,
Fage 5TDoDIE Draft Report) |

ARMY RESPOMNSE: MNon-concur. As noted, the development permit issued !l:ur the sie
anticipaled a lraffic increase and (ncluded read Improvements in mitigation I:hara:nr
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Presumably. the City considaned these mprovements as adaquate mitigations for tha
expectad trafiic volumes of the new development. The Army provided 512 million to
cansiruct these improvements. Public Law 11-383 impesed an entirely new set of standards
well after the construction of the BRAC 133 preject had been initiated, standards which ara
atypical of those customarily envisianed by urban jurisdiciions atlempting fo balance
continued growth with adequate infrastruciure. VDOT's post BRAC 133 traffic analysis
resulted in a recommendation to construct a serles of short and mid-term Improvemeants in
the wicinity of the Mark Center. The study concluded that the implementation of these
megsuras would significantly improwve the parfiormance of tha amps, approaches and
interzeciions which wera projected (o be mos! heavily imgactad by the BRAC 133 project.
Although the sivdy doss not indicate that all intersections will maintain pre-BRAC 133 LOS
following the addiional improvements, it does indicate that non-falfing LOS will be reslored to
ail but one of the intersections. It further indicates that the oparations of all intarsections will
be significantly improved in terms of dalay tme, throughpul and queus angth.

The Ciy of Alexandria endorsed thess mprovements as necessary lo mitigate the
incremental raffic effects of the BRAC 132 praject. The Army and Dol evaluated these
measures, certified them as meeling the oriteria of the Defense Accoss Roads Pragram and
reprogrammed 520 million dollars to VDOT b construct these improvaments as quickly as
poesibla. VDIOTS study also inciuded a prelimimary assessmant of the banafiiz' of
constructing a dedicated HOV/bus only ramp from 1-395 to the Seminary Road interchange.
This assegement preliminanly indicated that an HOV/Bus caly ramp, by affording more
convenient actess to HOWY and ransit venloles, would further imprces taffic operafions in the
Kark Canter area and would also imiprove the LOS &t the Seminary Road and Mark Center
Drve infersection by eliminating mainline ramp backups and irafiic delays. In recognition of
the longstanding need and bensfit of this improvement, the Commenwealth of Virginia has
committed 350 miBlon dollars and has niliated environmenial compliance and preliminany
enginaering to complete the project as quickly as possible.  The shartimid and |long-term
improvements currently being puseed as described above provide additional effective and
gppropriate measyres to further mitigale traffic conditions in this urban setfing.

A5 a final point, we have noted that by letter of October 24, 2011, the City provided
recommeandations to the Commonweakh Transportation Board on its FY 2013 = FY 2018 Six-
Yaar Program. Cne of the City's regammendations was that VDOT vndertake and complala
o a prionty basis a study lo address adding a lane on southbound 1-335 in the Duke Sircet
arga ba éliminat® one of the mos! Sarious and longstanding choke points on 1-385 south. The
Army's Trangportation Plan similarly highlighted the need for this regional improvement which
wiould assist the southbound fliows from all ramps onto and on the mainfine from painis north
of Duke Sireet, Likewise, it is expacted that the proposed HOW/Bus ramp would not only
improve e LOS at the Saminary Road and Mark Center Drive intersecton but wiould help to
eliminate some Wesl End {Aluxandnu] generated downstream mainline backups and traffic
idakays.
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FINDING 4: Inadequate Implementation of Alternative Methods of Transportation Necessary
fo Maintain Exizting Level of Service: The DolNG finds that “the goal of maintaining Level of
Service (LOS) at six intersections required by the National Defense Authorization Act [NDAKY
Fubdic Law 111-383 may not be achisvabla becawse the Transporiation Flan has several
deficiencies in iis 'Fll'GFI;IEEd alternati+a meaihods of fransportation to reduce Emgla Oecupanay
Wehicles (30Vs)......." {TAB A, Page T/DoDIG Draft Repaort)

ARMY RESPOMSE: Mon-concur. The claim that the Transportation Hanagmtént Flan and
Transportation Plan are non-compliznt with National Capial Planning Cl::mlﬂlE.Emn (NCPC)
palicias & naccurate. Tha BRAC 133 devalapment was briefad to MCPC an Sep1|=_-ml;|e1'3
2010 and the Final Transportation Management Flan was approved by NCPC under Staff
FRecommendation MNa, 803, which apecifically notes that the "proposed TMP far the BRAC
133 deveiopment adequately demonsirates how the proposed modal split will be achieved”.
Aftached is the approval letter (Mgwre 1), The Army coordinaled esdensively with the NCPC
sfaff resulting in & comprahensive TMP that was in accordance with NCPC policies and
guidelines, Conlinued coordination between the WHS Transportation Flanning team and the
City of Alexandria will alzo ansure the achisvement of the proposed mode splitslby
implernenting improvemenis to the Travel Demand Managemsent (TDM) programs based on
emploves surveys, tenant agency feedbacks and cilizen concerns. Tha Independent
Engineerning Assassmeant asserts that ille coordination ococurmed with local transportation
agancies. Mo mention is made of tha coordination noted in Section 3.3.2, Meed for
Modifications of Transit Routes, of the Army’s TMP. This section of the TMFP|discusses
tive coordination that cocumed with regional fransit providers, incduding a BRAC 133 Transi
Round Table decussion that was hosted by the Army for the express purposa of stimulating
discussion about potential service modifications that could more effeclively serve the BRAC
1332 population. Additionally, the azsesement ignores the flexible, enhanced transit approach
that has been negotiated and successfully iImplemented among DoD, the City and
Washingion Melropollan Area Transit Authoeily

The assessment’'s characlenzation of NCPC's approval of the TMP as mn-:llrtlunal is
misleading. The only condition placed on the approval of the THP was a requirement to
rasubmit the TRF If an amendment to the 2011 Nafional Defense Authorization Ack (NDAA)
that included a parking space limitation of 1,000 spaces was incorporated, The 2041 MDA
has been enacted withaut such limitations, and any further referances to a *conditional
approval” are inappropriate. The previous DoDIG Assessmen! of July 2070 BRAC 133
Trarsporiafion Managameni Pian made speciiic menfion of the coordination with NCPC and
conformity o HNCPC policies, procedures, and staff level recommendations.,

The TMP is a warking document that will be periodically updated based on continuous
coordination batwesn the WHE Transporation Planning Team and the City of Alexandria. As
stated in the TMP, WHS will maintain a Transpartation Planning Team at the EHF-.D 133
facllity with a Transporiation Coordinator]s) who will be responeibde for liaision wi'th tie City of
dlexandria, local jurisdiciions, fransit agencies, alternative mode share groups and other
neighborheod communities o address improvements to the TMP propesed TOM programs.
Timeline and schedula of feture commuler surveys, review and updatas o tha TMP, goals

10

30




and strategies to cbtain degired driver characteristics and modal splits, implamentation of the
proposed programs, and estimated cost will be coordingted batween the City of Ala;uanl:lrla
and WHE BRAC 133 Transportation Planning teams. The Cily of Alexandria uffmals
understand and agres with this arrangement. I
I

The results oblained from the 2008 commuter survey indicate mom than 54 percent of the
relacating emploveas resgonding favorably towards transit use if a frequent DoD shuitle
sendice to Mark Center was provided, with over 80 percent of the employ=es indicating they
would usa the shuttle service for commuling, The 2010 commuter survay report published by
tha Matropoblan Washington Council of Gavernmenls indicales that n::nmmutars|whu wlhilize:
alternative transit modes of travel use it o minimize SOV travel through heavy traffic, reduce
pollution, reduce greenhouse gases, reduts stress and avoid road rage, vsse ime
productively and atfain cost and engrgy savings, The Army and WHS have |mplarnenlud E:
robust shuttle plan that prevides @ shuttle sarvice at 10-20 minute headways to four mejor
transit hubs during peak hours and 15-30 headways for by major ransit hubs during rnid-
day service. Initial 30 minute peak hours headways for the wo lowast use transit hubs wil
be improved to 18 minuie headways over time a5 the building is occupiad.  In addilion, the
WHE Transporation Coordinator {g) and staff are monitering the perfomnance of the 5huﬂ|e
busz system, schedules and routes and making modifications a3 necessary based on
amployes concems and lanant feedback. Adjustments vwill be made to the service
frequencies, cperating hours, wehicle sizes and roule capacily (o reflect actual r‘l-l:le:l‘ahlp and
demand during both peak hour and mid-day senvicas. Since this eifort will be EEI‘.'I!I:-IEII‘!.I'
imporiant during the first six months as employeas adjust to their new l:l::anutEl WWHES walll
conduct & defailed analysis of ridearship frends at the 2-month and E-month mElrIsc to determine
if adjestments are needed al that bme, and annually thereafler. On-beard passenger
counters an each vehicle will faciltate ease and accuracy of dala collection. The Information
on shuitle oparations and monitoring will be shared with the City of Alexandria El:rr réwiew and
comiments that will faciftate mprovements to the shulile system

1

The assessment of pedestrian and bleycle services draws incorrect conclusions, perhaps
due to the fizld site review na'n.lin-g besn conducted prim bz final striping of the BRAC 133
internal roadways, There are ne “rissing crosswalks” as referanced in the mpu:-ﬂ Tha
assessment leam was provided with full site plans of the BRAC 1323 facility -..-ﬂn::h clearly
depicted the crosswalks, The BRAC 133 campus is connectad to each and ev-er:.r ather Mark
Center buikding via continuous sidewalks and crosswaks. Thera is full pedastrian circulation
anund the campus and direct pedeafrian circulation from the trRnsportation caniar fo building
enfrancz, The findinge of "crewilows pedesirian routa from transit center to huddmg entry”
and “undefined pedestrian circulation” are incormect.

The findings that the pedestrian facilfies in and armoend the BRAG 133 facility are unsafe
and ADA-deficient are incorrect. Due 1o the waeight that a finding of “ADA-deficient” carries,
the Army requests that this inaccurate characterization be deleted from the final report. Each
itern i Figure 4-8, found on page 72 of the Indepandent Engineering Assssement and titled
“Locations of Obserded Pedestrian Service Deficiencies” is addressad here:

11 i
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1- Item listed on figure 4-8 but not discwessed in commuentany

2- Please note the pedestrian control devices notad m the photograph {fig. 2)

3- Please nole the B profective curbing in the photograph {fig. 3)

A- This ramp 5 on private property

§- Crosswalks are locabad al this interseclion. No pedestrian fraffic control devices ars
installed as this s not a signalized interseciian I:‘I'Ig. 4

B- There are several pedestrian traffic control devices at this intarsection, as shown in
the phata (fig. 5) .

T- Maole the seamless transition and clear path of travel at this location (fig. G)

8- Sldewalk widthe in 2nd surraunding Mark Center are 4°-0° wide, 127 wider than
required per ADA, Al sidewalks are well graded and in good repair.

% Same es ibem & abowe

10- This traffic devics s well ouiside the BRAC 133 scope

11- This treffic device is evan further ouiside the BRAC 133 scope than iem 10

12- Crosswalks are located at this intersection. No pedestrian traffic control devices ara
insialled as this is nol a signalized intersection (fig. T) :

13- This is outside the projact ama

14- Plegsa gee tha attached photo, which clearly shows the well defined pedestrian
rowhes:

15- The route is straight thro the Morth Parking Struciure (NPS), an a well defined, well
signed and well livprodecied path. The path thru the Visitor Control Center is also a
streight path directly from the NPS o the tumsties of the secure perimeter,

18- Ses attached phato which shows a standard Metro bus stop (fig. §)

17- Mo bus siop is located al the identied location

18- Thers iz wall defineéd pedesinan circuletion in this ares, This is the ransit center
itsalf

19- This Iz oulside the project srea

20- Tha pedesirian bridge s idantified as a proposaed improvemsant in the Transportation
Plan. It is wnclear why the lack of a proposed elament is listed as a daficiency,

The TMF progaction of a 2% mode split for bicycles was based on the resulls of the 2009
WHS commutsr survey. The BRAC 132 project has been designed to make commuling by
this mode of transil &2 convenient as poseible under urban conditions, Per the Cily of
Alexandria's Local Motion Bilkewsays map, thare are multiple bikeways located in the vicinity
of BRAC 133, and bicycles are authorized for use on ALL roads within the City. The DoDIG
asgassment asserts that the mode splitz in the TMF are overly oplimistic, citing that they are
rare aggrassive than nalicnal averages, Commuter charactenslics in the Natonal Capital
Region are very different from thase nationwide. The proposed mode spits were developed
basad on commuler sunseys conducted among the relocaling employeas ihe amployeas Zip
cide data, actual conditions Fkaly to affect BRAC 133 employes commuting habits, and
axisting commuiar characiernistics in the Mational Capital Region. According to MCPC's
impiemandting & Suceassaiul TMF Handbook, "the best way 1o ensure trip reduciion through
parking management ar any ather TDM strategy iz 1o mit the amount of parking availabla to
amployees.” The BRAC 133 campus has an absolute limit an the number of available
parking spaces, Additionally, parking rates in adjacent Mark Center facilities ara 350 par
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entry, regardleas of time spent in the garage, and the nearsst street parking is over 0,75
rnilas fraom the facility and restricted to permil-holding residents. The nearest medivm sized
redtail facility wivere illegal parking could cccur is over 075 miles from the BRAC 133 facility,
nol cloes eanough to prowvide an alltractve alternabtve o the Shuttle program.

RECOMMEMNDATION 4: The DolDHE recommends that The Amny revise and updats the
Transportation Flan to comply with NCPC policies and guidefines. The Transporalion Plan
shoukd evaliuate and addrezs the needs of pedesirian’bicycle rouies and services (o achiewe
the goals stated in the Trangportation Management Flan, The Transpartation Plan shouwbd
aleo address pedestrian and bleyele services at and near the site to provide safa access and
o ensure compliance wilh ADA and ITE recommendsad practices....... " [TAB A, Page
8DolIE Draft Repart)

ARNY RESPOMNSE: Mon-concur. The BRAC 133 Transportation Flan incorporaies the
plans sel forth in the NGPC approved BRAC 133 TP, The TMP s comprahensive,
continuously manitorad and implemented and f changes are necessary they wall be
coardinated with the City of Alaxandria.
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1.0 Executive Summary

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC), known as BRAC 2005,
became law in Nov. 9, 2005. It required relocating various Department of Defense (DoD) and
related agencies from leased spaces throughout the National Capital Region (NCR) to Fort
Belvoir, Virginia. It was scheduled to be completed by Sept. 15, 2011.

Due to the large number of BRAC movements to Fort Belvoir Engineering Proving Ground
(EPG) and the lack of sufficient infrastructure to support the movement, the Army and
Commonwealth of Virginia agreed to limit the number of units that would move to the EPG.

This resulted in BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, requiring the relocation
of 6,409 employees to the Mark Center.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) completed an environmental assessment
(EA), studying locations outside of Fort Belvoir for the BRAC 133 operations in July 2008. This
EA resulted in a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI), and the Mark Center, located
adjacent to Interstate 395 (I-395) and bounded by Seminary Road and North Beauregard Street,
was selected as the site. The BRAC 133 FONSI required a transportation management plan
which was developed in July 2010, by USACE in association with the Washington Headquarters
Services (WHS). The National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) reviewed and granted a
conditional approval of the Transportation Management Plan Sept. 2, 2010.

The U.S. Department of the Army submitted its report, “Transportation Plan for BRAC
Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark Center, Virginia, pursuant to the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383)” to the Congress

May 9, 2011. The purpose of the Transportation Plan was to address ingress and egress of all
personnel to and from the BRAC 133 project site, the costs and programming of short-,
medium-, and long-term projects, and the use of other methods of transportation, that are
necessary to maintain existing level of service, and the proposed funding source to obtain such
levels of service, at six intersections.

On Jan. 7, 2011, the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year
2011 was signed and became Public Law 111-383. The law directed the Department of Defense
Office of Inspector General (DoD OIG) to review and provide comments on the Transportation
Plan for BRAC 133 Project. On July 12, 2011, the DoD OIG contracted Strategy and
Management Services (SAMS), Inc., to provide an independent engineering assessment of the
aforementioned BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. This report is a result
and product of that requirement and, based on our work, we developed the following
conclusions.

A review of the data, analysis, and information contained in the Transportation Plan is suspect
and debatable. The volume of transportation studies prepared to address the BRAC 133 impact
at Mark Center creates an illusion that the transportation issues have been thoroughly addressed
and mitigated. However, any sound analysis must begin with sound data. Data for traffic
counts, background traffic, trip generation, trip distribution/traffic assignment was not developed

1
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using industry standards or recommended engineering practice. Clouding the Transportation
Plan’s message was a lack of industry standard format and composition leaving the reader
confused and questioning. The end result is the information and the processes used to prepare
the Transportation Plan were not reliable in formulating a plan to address the impacts of
BRAC 133.

The efficient ingress and egress of all personnel to and from BRAC 133 is dependent upon the
provision of a safe and highly functional roadway network. The Transportation Plan failed to
adequately address expected congestion on adjacent arterial roadways serving the Mark Center
and on the roadways within the site itself. Projected queuing on the adjacent arterials will back
up on to the site’s internal roadways and create severe congestion resulting in near gridlock
conditions in peak periods. This will hamper the high frequency express bus and shuttle services
envisioned to move employees quickly to and from the site in the morning and evening.

The Transportation Plan failed to analyze the complete impact of BRAC 133 by limiting its
analysis to the six adjoining intersections as if they existed in isolation. In order for any traffic
analysis to be realistic and complete, standard engineering practice dictates the transportation
plan should include an evaluation of traffic impacts at both signalized and unsignalized
intersections within a radius of two miles from the Mark Center. An additional issue is parking.
The insufficient supply of BRAC 133 parking will likely have a deleterious impact on adjoining
neighborhood traffic and parking conditions as Mark Center employees seek parking on their
own. Other safety concerns related to ingress/egress, but not addressed in the Transportation
Plan, are the historically high crash locations on roadways within the vicinity of the Mark
Center.

Each of these issues will exacerbate congestion on the local road network, have a significant
impact on emergency response, and create an unsafe environment for BRAC employees and the
immediate community. The Transportation Plan failed to adequately address the ingress and
egress needs of all BRAC 133 personnel as directed in the law.

The Transportation Plan generally assessed the costs and programming of short-, medium-, and
long-term projects according to industry standards. However, horizon year studies did not
adhere to industry standards, and because of this may alter current findings on the true costs for
project mitigation. According to the Transportation Plan, the $112 million identified for short-,
medium-, and long-term infrastructure improvements of the BRAC 133 project is not adequate to
maintain the existing level of service (LoS) at the six intersections analyzed. Additional funding
will be necessary to relieve anticipated congestion and maintain existing levels of service. The
Transportation Plan failed to identify necessary improvements to maintain existing levels of
service at the six intersections analyzed.

The use of alternative modes of transportation to support the goal to significantly reduce single
occupancy vehicles generated by BRAC 133 was not well defined. Moreover, it is questionable
whether the goal can be achieved, given the Transportation Plan offers contradictory non-single
occupancy vehicle (SOV) goal statements. Further, the Transportation Plan fails to comply with
several federal standards for developing transportation management plans programs. There are
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also deficiencies and/or an absence of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and services at and near
BRAC 133. This will hinder the employee walk and bicycle goals established in the
Transportation Plan. Each of these factors, in combination with the inability of the proposed
employee bus and shuttle services to achieve proposed headways due to expected roadway
congestion, suggests the aggressive non-SOV goals established in the Transportation Plan may
not be achieved or sustained. The Transportation Plan failed to identify use of other methods of
transportation necessary to maintain existing levels of service at the six intersections analyzed.
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2.0 Introduction

2.1 History and Overview

The recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC)
became law Nov. 9, 2005, as provided for in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-510, as amended). One of the recommendations, known as BRAC
Commission Recommendation Number 133 (BRAC 133), required relocating various
Department of Defense (DoD) and related agencies from leased spaces throughout the National
Capital Region (NCR) to Fort Belvoir, Va. It was scheduled to be completed by Sept. 15, 2011.

Due to the large number of BRAC movements to Fort Belvoir Engineering Proving Ground
(EPQG) and the lack of sufficient infrastructure to support the movement, the Army and
Commonwealth of Virginia agreed to limit the number of units that would move to the EPG.
This resulted in BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, requiring the relocation
of 6,409 employees to the Mark Center.

An environmental assessment (EA) of locations outside of Fort Belvoir for the BRAC 133
operations was completed by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in July 2008.
The EA resulted in a Finding of No Significant Impacts (FONSI), signed Sept. 25, 2008, for
three alternative BRAC 133 sites in Virginia. The sites were the Mark Center and the Victory
Center in Alexandria, Va., and the General Services Administration site in Fairfax County. The
BRAC 133 FONSI resulted in the decision to select the Mark Center as the site for BRAC 133
operations. The site is located adjacent to Interstate 395 (I-395) and is bounded by Seminary
Road to the east and North Beauregard Street to the north. The BRAC 133 FONSI also required
a transportation management plan be prepared for the Mark Center.

In association with the Washington Headquarters Services (WHS), USACE developed the
required transportation management plan for BRAC 133. The transportation management plan
outlined a specific set of programs and strategies to be implemented by the WHS to meet the
goal of at least 40 percent of BRAC 133 employees commuting to the Mark Center by means
other than single occupancy vehicles (SOV). The transportation management plan was
documented in a report entitled Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center,
Benham Companies, July 2010. The National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) reviewed
the completed July 2010 Transportation Management Plan and granted a conditional approval of
the document on Sept. 2, 2010.

On Jan. 7, 2011, the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2011,
Section 2704 “Transportation Plan for BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir, Virginia, BRAC
Initiative” was signed and became Public Law 111-383. The law directed the DoD OIG to
“Submit to the congressional defense committees a report evaluating the sufficiency and
coordination conducted in completing the requisite environmental studies associated with the site
selection of the BRAC 133 Project.” The DoD OIG contracted professional services on

Oct. 13, 2010, to conduct an independent engineering assessment of the sufficiency of two
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documents related to the BRAC 133 site selection and implementation process. These
documents were (1) the Final Environmental Assessment: Implementation of 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure Recommendation 133 dated July 2008, and (2) the Transportation
Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center dated July 2010. This assessment was
completed and the final report was published on April 20, 2011.

In addition, the Jan. 7, 2011 NDAA, Section 2704, “Transportation Plan for BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, BRAC Initiative” directed the Secretary of the Army to submit to the
congressional defense committees a transportation plan for the BRAC 133 project, not later than
90 days after the date of the enactment of this Act. The U.S. Department of the Army submitted
the report, “Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, pursuant to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011
(Public Law 111-383)” to the Congress on May 9, 2011. The specific provisions of Section 2704
of the Act required:

The transportation plan for the BRAC 133 project must address ingress and egress
of all personnel to and from the BRAC 133 project site. The transportation plan
shall also assess the costs and programming of short-, medium-, and long-term
projects, and the use of other methods of transportation, that are necessary to
maintain existing level of service, and the proposed funding source to obtain such
levels of service, at the following six intersections:

(1) The intersection of Beauregard Street and Mark Center Drive

(2) The intersection of Beauregard Street and Seminary Road

(3) The intersection of Seminary Road and Mark Center Drive

(4) The intersection of Seminary Road and the northbound entrance-ramp to 1-395
(5) The intersection of Seminary Road and the northbound exit-ramp from I-395
(6) The intersection of Seminary Road and the southbound exit-ramp from I-395

The 2011 NDAA law also directed the DoD OIG “shall give specific attention to the
transportation determinations associated with the BRAC 133 project and review and provide
comment on the transportation plan for the BRAC 133 project...” On July 12, 2011, the
DoD OIG contracted Strategy and Management Services (SAMS), Inc., to provide an
independent engineering assessment of the aforementioned BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia. This report is a result and product of the requirement to conduct an
independent engineering assessment.

2.2 Scope of Report

The scope of this independent engineering assessment is the review and analysis of data and
information included in the U.S. Department of the Army’s May 9, 2011 Transportation Plan for
BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center and any referenced
documentation associated with it.
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Specific attention is given to the Transportation Plan’s compliance with Subsection (b) of
Section 2704, "Transportation Plan for BRAC 133 Project under Fort Belvoir, Virginia, BRAC
Initiative," (Public Law 111-383). Subsection (b) required the BRAC 133 Transportation Plan to
address ingress and egress of all personnel to and from the BRAC 133 project site, to assess the
costs and programming of short-, medium-, and long-term projects, and the use of other methods
of transportation that are necessary to maintain existing level of service, and the proposed
funding source to obtain such levels of service, at the aforementioned six intersections.
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3.0 Method of Assessment

The following steps were undertaken in preparing the Independent Assessment of the BRAC 133
Transportation Plan (herein referred to as the Transportation Plan):

The Transportation Plan was collected and reviewed, as were all related
policy and technical documents. This included all traffic engineering
studies, transportation planning reports, technical memoranda, and
previous interviews with key stakeholders, and reference materials related
in any way to the issues and topics identified in the Transportation Plan.
This assessment addressed the specific categories of review required by
Section 2704 of the 2011 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA).
The transportation, traffic and alternative mode policy provisions,
Analysis engineering standards, planning standards, technical calculations, data and
findings were evaluated and assessed to determine consistency with the
provisions of the Act. Industry standards were applied to determine if the
goals and issues stated in the Transportation Plan complied with the Act.
Issues resulting from the analysis as described above were identified,
listed, categorized, developed and refined.

Written questions were forwarded to officials of public and private
agencies that were involved in some way with the preparation, evaluation
or review of transportation issues, findings and activities related to the
Transportation Plan. This included agencies that responded to interviews
from the earlier engineering assessment of the BRAC 133 Environmental
Interviews Assessment and Transportation Management Plan conducted by the
Department of Defense Office of the Inspector General (DoD OIG) in
2010. Oral interviews were conducted with agencies that either requested
interviews or with those whom interviews were deemed desirable for the
purpose of clarification or update on current events related to the BRAC
133 relocation.

All of the data collected, evaluated and discussed in the preceding steps
were synthesized into Issues Summaries by category. These summaries

Data Collection
and Review

I ssues

Synthes's were formatted and developed by Topic, Overview, Issue, Analysis and
Finding.

Draft Report A draft report was prepared highlighting the issues identified during the
course of this assessment.

M anagement

Review of Draft  Draft report was submitted to management for review and comment.

Report

Final Report A final report was prepared incorporating comments received from the

draft report review.
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4.0 Issues, Analyses and Findings
4.1 Process
® Overview

The scope of work was to assess the Transportation Plan against the requirements of public law.
Professional standards guide the development of transportation plans and are the basis for this
assessment. The process and procedures used to prepare the Transportation Plan were
inconsistent with professional standards. The following section provides a summary of the
deficient process and procedural elements used in the development of the Transportation Plan.
These deficiencies are so significant that it rendered the findings and conclusions of the
Transportation Plan unreliable.

4.1.1 Traffic Studies

B |ssue

According to the United States Army Corps of Engineer (USACE)' and the Washington
Headquarters Service (WHS), the Transportation Plan was based on data obtained from all the
studies prepared for the Mark Center (Table 4-1). However, different stakeholders, with
different perspectives, using different data and assumptions, developed over disparate time
periods, and, in general, reaching different conclusions, prepared the studies. Combining or
cherry-picking the various studies and elements make it difficult for anybody, including the
general public to assimilate the information and reach consistent conclusions.

| m Analysis

There have been nine major studies focused on identifying BRAC impacts at Mark Center and
several other minor studies, which addressed specific traffic-related issues at the site. According
to the United States Army Corps of Engineer (USACE)' and the Washington Headquarters
Service (WHS), the Transportation Plan was based on data obtained from all the studies prepared
for the Mark Center.

A review of the various transportation studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan
identified the following issues:

e Studies used different study areas ranging from 7 to 15 intersections and multiple [-395
interchanges

e Studies assumed different site generated peak hour volumes ranging from 1,274 to 2,034
AM peak hour trips and from 1,343 to 2,112 PM peak hour trips

e Studies used different estimates of employees ranging from 1,359 to 6,559 employees in
determining traffic impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia

e Studies assumed different mode split values

e Studies assumed different parking space provisions ranging from 3,747 to 4,839

8
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e Studies assumed different horizon years ranging from 2011 to 2015 with future year
analyses up to year 2035

e Studies estimated different levels of service based on estimated BRAC impacts and
alternative mitigation measures

e None of the studies identified mitigation measures that would maintain an existing level
of service (LoS) at all intersections analyzed as directed by Public Law 111-383 (pg. 47
of this report - Table 4-3)

A table summarizing the key aspects of each study is presented in Table 4-1 (pgs. 10-11).

B Finding

The volume of transportation studies prepared to address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, creates an illusion that the transportation issues have been
thoroughly addressed and mitigated. This is not correct. It appears the Transportation Plan
cherry-picked the various traffic studies listed in Table 4-1 to formulate the findings expressed.
All of the studies were based on faulty baseline data, including existing peak hour traffic
volumes. Many of the studies were flawed in their assessment of the issues, which led to
inaccurate conclusions. None of the studies, individually or collectively, provided a thorough
and accurate analysis of the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

B References

1. Oral Interview with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Washington Headquarters
Service, Aug. 19, 2011

2. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010, Table 2-2, page 13
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Employees present on a

Intersections typical day shift Visitors per Opening Year Single Occupant Vehicle Rideshare Peak Hour Total Number
Report/Study ] Total P Employee Trip (SOV) Trips (Employee + = (Carpool/Vanpool/Slug)  Shuttle Bus & of Parking
Studied Percent da
EIrf,en Number of ay Modal Split Visitor) Trips Truck Trips Spaces
/0
Employees
WHS:
. 4,839 spaces
0, E)
Mark Center Traffic 10% . AM Peak 2034 '[I‘IP s (Inclusive of
Impact Study (TIS) — /a /a /a Transportation PM Peak — 2112 trips Included as government
. 7 Management Plan | (W/O 10 % TMP reduction Not Considered part of SOV -
Wells & Associates, (Note 1) (Note 1) (Note 1) . . . . vehicle and
March 2003 Trip Reduction IDA: trips visitor parking
assumed AM Peak — 481 trips spaces)
PM Peak — 449 trips P
Final Environmental SOV — 58% WHS/BRAC
Asemer e i | WISORACI s | 10
o 7 90% 5,768 500 Walk/Bike/Other — ’ P AM Peak — 395 trips . Not Addressed
Belvoir — 1% PM Peak — 1,810 trips PM Peak — 395 trins trips
USACE/Tetra Tech, A (See Note 2) p PM Peak — 31
July 2008 Metrorail — 20% trips
BRAC 133 239 SOV - 60% WHS: 3,904 spaces
Transportation (5% of Rideshare —12% AM Peak — 1,240 trips AM Peak — 34 (Inclusive of
Improvement & o employees Bus Transit — 5% PM Peak — 1,309 trips . trips government
Management Plan 7 3% 4,807 present Walk/Bike/Other — IDA: Not Considered PM Peak — 34 vehicle and
(TIMP) — Wells & during day 3% AM Peak — 470 trips trips visitor parking
Associates, July 2008 shift) Metrorail — 20% PM Peak — 433 trips spaces)
WHS:
_ 0,
239 Ri?i?s\h/arf?l/;‘y AM Peak — 1,240 + 332 3,846 spaces
VDOT Mark Center (5% of Bus Transit — 5 0; trips AM Peak — 34 (Inclusive of
(BRAC) o 4,806 employees . 07 PM Peak — 1,309 + 332 . trips government
Transportation Study 7 5% (Note 3) present Walk/Bl3k(;/Other trips Not Considered PM Peak — 34 vehicle and
PB, April 2009 during day i~ IDA: trips visitor parking
h Metrorail — 15% .
shift) . AM Peak — 470 trips spaces)
Re-adjusted — 20% PM Peak — 433 trips
239 SOV - 60% WHS: 3,904 spaces
R \;il}\fvsa InIEIeertnal K On-site (5% of Rideshare —12% AM Peak — 1,240 trips AM Peak — 34 (Inclusive of
Torafﬁc };“nal V&s,(i)s intersections 75% 4,807 employees Bus Transit - 5% PM Peak — 1,309 trips Not Considered trips government
Wells & AssoZiatés onl ’ ’ present Walk/Bike/Other — IDA: PM Peak — 34 vehicle and
Ausust 2009 ? Y during day 3% AM Peak — 470 trips trips visitor parking
el shift) Metrorail — 20% PM Peak — 433 trips spaces)
3,898 spaces
0,
Mark Center (BRAC 239 SOV —60% WHS: océzsa/;c
; 85% 5,448 (5% of Rideshare —12% AM Peak — 1,384 trips AM Peak — 34 cupancy
133) Transportation . . . considered full;
Study — City of 15 employees Bus Transit — 5% PM Peak — 1,453 trips Not Considered trips inclusive of
Yy (See (See Note present Walk/Bike/Other — IDA: PM Peak — 34
Alexandria/VHB, . o . . government
November 2009 Note 4) 4) during day 3% AM Peak — 470 trips trips vehicle and
shift) Metrorail — 20% PM Peak — 433 trips .. .
visitor parking
spaces)
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Employees present on a

Intersections typical day shift Visitors per Opening Year Single Occupant Vehicle Rideshare Peak Hour Total Number
Report/Study . Total P Employee Trip (SOV) Trips (Employee + = (Carpool/Vanpool/Slug)  Shuttle Bus & of Parking
Studied Percent day . .. . .
W Number of Modal Split Visitor) Trips Truck Trips Spaces
0 Employees
239 SOV - 60% WHS: 3,904 spaces
M i‘;‘;‘:srs(thﬁﬁyc (S%of | Rideshare—12% | AM Peak - 1,254 trips AM Peak 34 | (Inclusive of
. %o B . .
Operational Analysis 14 759 4807 employees Bus Trqnsﬁ 5% PM Peak 1,}323 trips Not Considered trips gov;mment
Report / UR — VDOT. pr.esent Walk/Bike/Other — IDA: ) PM ank -34 yghlcle aqd
February 2010 ’ during day 3% AM Peak — 470 trips trips visitor parking
Y shift) Metrorail — 20% PM Peak — 433 trips spaces)
SOV —37% 3,747 spaces
USACE Carpool — 5% WHS: WHS (I,nclusilz/e o
Transportation Vanpool - 3% AM Peak — 1,345 trips .
o . WHS/BRAC 133: AM Peak — 68 150
Management Plan o Slug - 3% PM Peak — 1,277 trips . .
(TMP) — 9 90% 5,768 500 Bus Transit — 5% IDA- AM Peak — 81 tr_1ps trips gov§mment
Benham/SAIC, July Walk — 2% AM Peak — 470 trips PM Peak 77 trips PM ]:fia];’ 68 lvsiho‘rdz*r‘l'(‘l‘fl
2010 Bike — 2% PM Peak — 433 trips P M . alc’es) &
Metrorail —23% P
SOV -57%
Mark Center (BRAC Carpool — 5% WHS: WHS 3,747 spaces
Py 20 : . b
1 ShoridTem Varl (e | meko e | wissrac | awr s | (e
provements, 7 90% 5,768 500 ug > ’ p AM Peak — 81 trips trips gove
Alternative Technical Bus Transit — 5% IDA: PM Peak — 77 trips PM Peak — 68 vehicle and
Memorandum, - Walk — 2% AM Peak — 470 trips P trins visitor parking
VDOT February 2011 Bike — 2% PM Peak — 433 trips P spaces)
Metrorail —23%
_ 0,
Transportation Plan Sov 57/: . 3,747 spaces
for BRAC Carpool 5% WHS: WHS (Inclusive of
Recommendation 133 Vanpool - 3% AM Peak — 1,343 trips WHS/BRAC 133: AM Peak — 68 150
. . Slug - 3% PM Peak — 1,277 trips o o
- 0 > _
Project Fort Bel_vo;r_ 6 90% 5,768 500 Bus Transit — 5% IDA- AM Peak — 81 tr}ps trips gov§mment
Mark Center, Virginia . PM Peak — 77 trips PM Peak — 68 vehicle and
— A report to Walk —2% AM Peak — 470 trips trips visitor parkin
Conaness [l’\/Ia Dol Bike — 2% PM Peak — 433 trips P . alc’es) g
gress, May Metrorail —23% P

Table 4-1: Summary of Traffic Sudies Performed”

NOTE 1. Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation rates to generate peak hour trips.
NOTE 2. Peak hour volumes obtained from Figure 3-20 (EA)

NOTE 3. Employee numbers obtained from Page 4 of the Technical Memorandum, PB.

NOTE 4. See Table 3, page 15.
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4.1.2 Traffic Counts
'm Issue

AM and PM peak period turning movement counts were used to identify existing traffic
circulation patterns in the vicinity of the proposed development. These counts provide the base
data upon which background and site generated traffic volumes are added to provide a picture of
traffic flow conditions at the time the development is occupied. It is expected these counts are
collected during time periods that represent average traffic flow conditions. If not, the counts
should be adjusted to represent these conditions.

Traffic counts used in the development of the Transportation Plan were conducted during periods
impacted by holiday weekends or during the summer months when school was not in session.
Traffic counts at these times will typically represent traffic volume scenarios which are lower
than would be expected under an average peak condition.

B Analysis

With the exception of the final environmental assessment (EA)', all traffic studies prepared to
address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, relied on the AM
and PM peak hour traffic counts collected by Wells & Associates in the development of the
Transportation Improvement and Management Program” (TIMP). In addition to the TIMP, the
following studies also used the Wells data to represent existing counts:

e Mark Center (BRAC) Transportation Study, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB), 2009

e Mark Center (BRAC 133) Transportation Study, Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB),
2009

e Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Benham Companies,
2010

e Mark Center (BRAC 133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives Technical
Memorandum, VDOT, 2011

The issue with these traffic counts is they were collected May 29, 2008 and July 1, 2008 — dates
within the influence of national holidays when traffic volume conditions are typically less than
the average. A recent study’ of the traffic related impacts of statutory holidays suggests that
holiday related traffic can be up to 35 percent less than typical PM peak hour volumes on
commuter routes.

Additionally, VDOT* used counts collected taken during June, and VHB® used counts taken
during July to provide the existing AM and PM peak traffic counts for the additional
intersections not included in the TIMP.

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)’ provides guidance on the collection and use of
traffic count data in the preparation of transportation impact analyses for site development. ITE

12
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recommends traffic impact analyses should include traffic count data that meets the following
criteria:

Current and historical daily and hourly volume counts in the study area
Less than one year old

Adjusted to account for seasonal variations

Reflect average and design volume conditions

Based on the ITE guidance and industry practice, the TIMP counts should have been taken
outside the influence of the Memorial Day (May 26, 2008) and July 4™ national holidays.

In addition to the Wells & Associates counts used in all analyses, the Transportation
Management Plan® used July 2009 counts without seasonal adjustments, and VDOT** used June
counts without seasonal adjustment. The ITE practice suggests seasonal adjustments be applied
to this data to ensure that it is representative of average peak hour traffic volume conditions.

Finally, the ITE Recommended Practice’ suggests data should not be older than one year. The
VDOT study’ of 2011 used the 2008 traffic volumes — which are outside the one-year time
horizon.

The VDOT’s studies™ indicate permanent count stations exist in the I-395 corridor in the
vicinity of the Seminary Road interchange. Data from these stations should have been used to
develop appropriate adjustment factors which could be applied to these counts to obtain average
traffic volume conditions.

'@ Finding

The traffic counts used in the transportation studies prepared to address the traffic impacts of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, did not comply with requirements of
ITE recommended standards for collecting such data. The traffic counts were taken during time
periods when traffic volumes are impacted by national holidays and summer vacations. The
resultant peak hour turning movement volumes did not reflect an average peak hour traffic
conditions for the study area. As a result, there was an understatement of existing AM and PM
peak hour traffic volumes which was perpetuated through all other volume scenarios used to
evaluate the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

' ® References

1. Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) BRAC 133, Fort Belvoir — USACE/Tetra
Tech, July 2008

2. BRAC 133 Transportation Improvement & Management Plan (TIMP) — Wells &
Associates, July 2008

3. Statistical Investigation of Statutory Holiday Effects on Traffic Volumes, Figure 5
(c), Transportation Research Record 1945, 2006
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4. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Access Study-Operational Analysis Report / IJR — VDOT,
February 2010

5. Mark Center (BRAC-133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives Technical
Memorandum, VDOT, February 2011

6. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Transportation Study — City of Alexandria/VHB,
November 2009

7. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, 2010: Traffic Volumes (Table 3-2 Suggested Background Data, pg. 17)

8. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

4.1.3 Background Traffic

B |ssue

Background traffic volumes represent the estimated growth in traffic expected to occur between
the period represented by the existing traffic volumes and the period when the proposed
development is expected to be occupied. The ITE Recommended Practice' defines the
components of background traffic as:

e Through traffic consisting of all movements through the study area, without an origin or a
destination in the study area — sometimes referred to as “background (or ambient)
growth,” and

e Traffic generated by all other developments in the study area, with an origin and/or a
destination in the study area — sometimes referred to as “background development” or
“pipeline development.”

A review of the transportation impact studies used in the preparation of the Transportation Plan
did not include a comprehensive representation of background growth and development in the
formulation of AM and PM peak hour background traffic volumes for the 2011 horizon year.

B Analysis
Background Growth

Background traffic growth was determined in two different ways by the traffic studies used to
prepare the Transportation Plan.

The TIMP? compared the existing volumes on Seminary Road in June 1994 to the volumes
existing in May 2002 and determined that traffic volumes had actually decreased. Therefore, no
background traffic growth was included in the traffic impact study used for the development of
the TIMP. The TIMP study offered no explanation as to the validity of comparing these two
volume scenarios. The comparison did not identify the possible impact of variations in daily and
monthly traffic flow conditions between the two dates or other potential influences that would
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impact traffic flow, such as construction activity. Such issues could alter the conclusion that no
traffic growth occurred during this time frame. A different approach was used for the remaining
studies.

The remaining, non-VDOT studies applied projected regional growth rates developed from the
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCoG) models to develop an estimate of
background growth. Under this methodology, a regional annual growth rate of 0.51 percent per
year was obtained by comparing the 2010 and 2020 traffic forecasts identified in the MWCoG
traffic-forecasting model. This rate was then applied to the existing traffic count data to
determine the background growth element of the 2011 AM and PM peak hour BRAC horizon
year traffic volume. This approach is consistent with standard practice as long as it is expected
that recent development trends will continue at the same rate or at a rate that is predictable. (ITE
Recommended Practice pg. 2, 42)

The VDOT studies identified in the Transportation Plan were not intended to offer an evaluation
of the site impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. The studies
performed by VDOT focused on the overall impact of future growth on the transportation
facilities serving the Mark Center. For the future horizon year analysis, (2015 and 2035) VDOT’
employed the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) Regional Travel Model (Version 2.2) to
forecast background traffic.

The use of regional modeling to represent future year intersection turning movement counts for a
site development traffic analysis by VDOT is problematic. Typically, these models are used to
identify the needs of the regional highway network, not local arterial streets. The use of the
regional model output to estimate turning movements may not replicate reasonable forecasts.
This is supported by ITE Recommended Practice: Use of Regional Traffic Forecasting Models,

(pg. 28, 96):

“Even when an extremely detailed network is used and some sort of multiple-path
assignment technique is employed, specific turning volumes produced by the area
transportation plan forecast assignment process will rarely be directly usable for detailed
analyses. Turning movement accuracy will not be high, particularly in long-range
forecasts.”

Background Development (Pipeline Projects)

In general, the transportation studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan did not
recognize the traffic impact of pipeline development in the analysis process. As stressed in the
ITE Recommended Practice (ITE, pg. 23, 943), identification of the traffic impacts of background
development “...is particularly important, since conditions associated with nearby developments
may be affected by traffic generated by the new site, or may generate traffic that affects the site
being studied.”

The transportation studies prepared for BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
included a very limited analysis of pipeline projects. The majority of the studies included only
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development within the Mark Center, such as the expansion of the Institute for Defense Analysis,
Inc. (IDA) Building 5, or releasing of space at 1801 and 2001 Beauregard Street. An exception
to this approach was the VHB study” that included a proposed medical office building
development at 4661 Kenmore Avenue. The results of the VHB future baseline volumes were
also used in the development of the Transportation Management Plan’.

The Transportation Plan stated “the City of Alexandria has already issued permits and approvals
for the development of over [sic] 4 million gross square feet of additional space in the city’s west
end.” (Transportation Plan pg. 16, 92)

Based on this information, it appears there is significant development planned for the Mark
Center area of the city. The traffic impact of these developments should have been included in
the background traffic used in the evaluation of traffic related impacts of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

| m Finding

Site development transportation impact analyses require the inclusion of background traffic
growth to provide an understanding of overall traffic impact in the development’s horizon year:
defined as the time the proposed development is occupied. The transportation studies used to
develop the Transportation Plan did not adhere to the ITE Recommended Practice in the
development of background traffic volumes for the assessment of project impact. Not all studies
used in the development of the Transportation Plan included ambient growth, and none of the
studies evaluated the impact of the four million gross square feet (gsf) of pipeline development
identified in the Transportation Plan.

The 2011 horizon year peak hour traffic volumes used in the development of the Transportation
Plan are significantly less than the anticipated peak hour volumes. Consequently, the level of
service will be significantly lower than those used in the development of the Transportation Plan.
Therefore this creates an inaccurate representation of project impact in the horizon year.

| m References

1. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, 2010: Background Traffic (pg. 23, 92)

2. BRAC 133 Transportation Improvement & Management Plan (TIMP) — Wells &
Associates, July 2008

3.  Mark Center (BRAC-133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives Technical
Memorandum, VDOT, February 2011(pg. 17, q1)

4. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Transportation Study — City of Alexandria/VHB,
November 2009

5. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Benham
Companies. Prepared for Washington Headquarters Services, in association with
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July
2010
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4.1.4 Trip Generation
'm Issue

According to the Transportation Plan, the site of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, is projected to generate 1,500 AM and PM peak hour trips (Transportation Plan, pg. 9,
q1). ITE Recommended Practice' states, “One of the most critical elements of site impact
studies is estimating the amount of traffic to be generated by a proposed development.” (ITE,

pg. 35,91)

There was a significant variance in the peak hour traffic volumes between the various studies.
The Environmental Assessment” (EA) suggested 310 peak hour trips, and the 2003 Wells study’
stated 2,034 AM and 2,112 PM peak hour trips. The EA peak hour volume estimate was low
because the analysis assumed the Mark Center had already been approved for 5,050 employees,
and the additional impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, was
simply an additional 1,359 (6,409 — 5050 = 1,359) employees resulting in 310 peak hour trips.

The Wells Study used ITE trip generation rates; whereas the other studies used a non-standard
process of deriving an estimate of site trip generation based on assumptions applied to expected
daily employment numbers. The assumptions included: the amount of SOV and non-SOV
traffic volumes, available parking supply, percentage of employees assigned to the day shift,
average attendance, and estimated visitors. This approach is not consistent with VDOT traffic
impact study guidelines (24VAC30-155-60) that require the use of ITE trip generation rates, nor
is it consistent with ITE Recommended Practice which delineates a process for estimating site
generated traffic volumes.

The ITE Recommended Practice identifies a procedure for determining appropriate trip
generation estimates, whereas VDOT traffic impact study guidelines (24VAC30-155-60) require
the use of ITE trip generation rates in estimating site generated peak hour traffic volumes.

| m Analysis

A review of the traffic studies used in the preparation of the Transportation Plan indicates there
are three issues related to the development of trip generation data used in the Transportation
Plan.

First, the relevant transportation studies did not adhere to recommended practice in determining
estimates of site generated peak hour traffic. ITE Recommended Practice® provides guidance in
the selection of an appropriate process as the following:

e Check national sources for an applicable range of trip generation estimates based on trip
rates and equations

e Check for availability of local trip generation rates for comparable sites
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e Conduct trip generation studies at sites with characteristics similar to those of the
proposed development if local data for similar developments are not available, and if time
and funding permit

e Determine the design level of traffic (e.g., peak season, average peak hours) to be utilized
for the analysis and select appropriate equations and/or rates

e Determine any adjustments that need to be applied to trip equations and/or rates to
account for the specific characteristics of the development in question

e Select the most appropriate and defensible trip generation rates and/or equations and
document the basis for selection

e Document the reasons for any variation from normally recognized generation rates or
equations and for assumption unique to the development

The estimates of site trip generation used for the Transportation Plan were not developed in
accordance with the guidelines identified above. There was no attempt to use the ITE trip
generation data, to identify local trip generation rates, or to conduct a trip generation study using
relevant sites. However, the TIMP" did include an AM and PM peak period traffic count at
Liberty Crossing, a secure government facility, to determine directional orientation of peak hour
trips.

The ITE Recommended Practice goes on to state, “National data sources should be used as
starting point in estimating the amount of traffic that may be generated by a specific building or
land use.” (ITE pg. 36, q3) ITE provides a significant database of national trip generation
studies®. A review of the ITE Trip Generation report indicates that Land Use (LU) Code 715
Sngle Tenant Office Building would be the appropriate code for an assessment of BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. (ITE Trip Generation, pg. 1221)

A review of Trip Generation Handbook’ suggests that application of the existing ITE rates or
equations to the Mark Center may not be appropriate because the size of the Mark Center
building (1,779,000 gsf) is significantly larger than the largest site included in the Land Use
(LU) Code 715 database. One approach to this dilemma would be the application of the
regression equations identified in LU Code 715. Use of the regression equation would provide
the “best fit” for the line that passes through all available data points and in essence represent an
extrapolation of the data to a building of the square footage of the Mark Center. The result of the
calculation using the regression equation suggests an AM peak hour volume of 2,976 (1.66 x
1,779 + 22.94 = 2,976) vehicles and a PM peak hour volume of 2,792 (1.55 x 1,779 + 34.88 =
2,792) vehicles, which is significantly higher than the peak hour volumes presented in the
Transportation Plan.

An alternative approach, recommended by the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, would be a
special trip generation study performed in accordance with ITE standards to determine
appropriate trip generation rates. (Trip Generation Handbook, pg. 10, Step 2). The ITE Trip
Generation Handbook recommends a procedure and parameters for developing a legitimate
estimate of trip generation for the proposed development (Trip Generation Handbook,
Chapter 4).
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The use of ITE rates, as required by VDOT®, applied to the proposed 1,779,000 gsf, would yield
an estimated 3,202 AM and 3,078 PM peak hour trips which is twice the volume identified in the
Transportation Plan.

Secondly, it is believed that the traffic volumes assumed for IDA Building 5, used in the
development of the Transportation Management Plan’ and the associated traffic impact study,
are significantly less than what ITE data would suggest. The Transportation Management Plan
estimated IDA Building 5 would generate 470 AM and 433 PM peak hour trips. (Transportation
Management Plan, Table 4-4, pg. 67) This data was obtained from application of the ITE rates
for an office park development (LU Code 750) rather than the rates for a single tenant office
building (LU Code 715).

Application of the regression equations, for LU Code 715, indicates IDA Building 5, with
368,400 gsf, would generate 634 (1.66 x 368.400 + 22.94 = 634) AM and 595 (1.52 x 368.400 +
34.88 = 595) PM peak hour trips. This results in an additional 164 (634 — 470 = 164) AM and
162 (595 — 433 = 162) PM peak hour trips that should have been included in various volume
scenarios used in the development the traffic impact study included in the Transportation
Management Plan. It should be noted that the Transportation Plan acknowledged IDA Building
5 would generate approximately 650 peak hour trips even though that volume was not used in the
Transportation Management Plan analysis.

Third and finally, the employee population used to develop the estimates of AM and PM peak
hour volumes was significantly understated. In general, the transportation studies used in
developing the Transportation Plan employed the official BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, employee estimate of 6,409 employees. The Transportation Management
Plan also added the 150 support personnel that will be on site. However, it was stated by
USACE and WHS officials during an August 2011 oral interview'® that the actual number of
support personnel is closer to 400. These additional employees would result in an increase of 57
AM and 55 PM peak hour trips.

The result of these three factors suggests that the peak hour site trip generation is significantly
higher than the 1,500 peak hour trips identified in the Transportation Plan.

| m Finding

The ITE Recommended Practice defines how trip generation shall be determined for site
development transportation impact analyses. The Mark Center trip generation used in the
development of the Transportation Plan was not determined in accordance with this practice.
ITE recommends the use of national trip generation data where possible, and if not, the
development of a local trip generation study in accordance with ITE standard practice.

The studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan did not follow these guidelines,
but simply estimated peak hour trip generation from total site employment. As a result, the peak
hour volumes stated in the Transportation Plan appear to be significantly less than what would be
estimated if the ITE procedures and VDOT-recommended guidelines had been used.
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Application of ITE rates suggest peak hour volumes of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, could be as high as 3,000 vehicles per hour or approximately double the peak
hour volumes represented in the Transportation Plan.

B References

1. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2010

2. Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) BRAC 133, Fort Belvoir — USACE/Tetra

Tech, July 2008

Mark Center Traffic Impact Study (TIS) — Wells & Associates, March 2003

4. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2010: Procedure for Determining Appropriate
Trip Generation Estimates (Table 5-1, pg. 36.)

5. BRAC 133 Transportation Improvement & Management Plan (TIMP) — Wells &

Associates, July 2008

Trip Generation: An Informational Report, 8th Edition, ITE, 2008

7. Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition: An ITE Recommended Practice, ITE,
2004, pg. 10, Step 2

8. Virginia Department of Transportation Traffic Impact Statement Guidelines
(24VAC30-155-60)

9. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

10. Oral Interview: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Washington Headquarters
Service, Aug. 19, 2011

[98)

o

4.1.5 Trip Distribution/Traffic Assignment
W [ssue

The Transportation Plan assumes trip distribution percentages for BRAC employees based on a
survey of the residential zip codes of current federal employees relocating to the Mark Center.
Traffic assignment was determined through the use of the trip distribution percentages and an
assumption of an assumed route from the various residential locations to the Mark Center'.
Application of this approach is neither consistent with engineering best practices nor likely to
provide a reasonable estimate of project impact on the transportation network.

The project influence area must be determined before distributing project trips. The influence
area for the Mark Center was based on the residential zip code of the federal employees of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. The zip code data was used to
distribute all trips for the 6,559 (6,409 BRAC employees + 150 support personnel = 6,559)
employees that will occupy the Mark Center. The 150 support personnel include maintenance,
information technology and other support persons. It should be noted that based on recent
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communication” with WHS staff, the actual support personnel staff is closer to 400 than the 150
used in development of the Transportation Management Plan’.

Although use of residential zip code data is beneficial in the identification of trip distribution
patterns for BRAC employees, the zip code data only included the federal employees and not the
defense contractors”. Failure to include a sample of the residential zip codes of the defense
contractor population compromises the applicability of the data to the entire employment
population.

Regarding traffic assignment, site generated traffic was assigned to the regional roadway
network based on assumed routes employees and contractors would take from their residences to
the Mark Center and vice versa.'

B Analysis

Residential zip codes were obtained by WHS from personnel records for the federal employees
who constitute 69 percent of the total employee population of the Mark Center. Similar records
were not available for the defense contractors who comprise 31 percent of the population.
Therefore, a considerable difference in the orientation of residential zip codes of defense
contractors compared to federal employees has the potential to significantly change the trip
distribution patterns used in the analysis of the traffic impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia. Assuming there are 6,809 (6,409 BRAC 133 employees + 400 support
personnel = 6,809) total employees, of which zip code data was obtained from pay roll records
for 4,698 (0.69 x 6809 = 4,698) employees; yet, no data was obtained for 2,111 (0.31 x 6809 =
2,111) employees.

The potential for the defense contractors to have different residential locations than the federal
employees is possible due to dissimilar income levels and the short-term nature of the job. To
illustrate this point, the following hypothetical argument is offered:

Currently, the Transportation Management Plan assumes 48 percent of the peak hour trips will
use [-395, and 52 percent will use the local street network (Transportation Management Plan,
pg. 67, 92). If a survey of the 2,111 defense contractors indicates that half of the contractors, or
15 percent of the of the total employee population, live in residential locations where use of the
surface street network would be more appropriate than the use of 1-395, the resultant distribution
would dramatically alter the impact to [-395 and the arterial street network.

For example, using Transportation Management Plan data, the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, is estimated to generate 1,500 AM and PM peak hour trips, and 52
percent of site generated peak hour traffic or 780 (1500 % 0.52 = 780) vehicles are expected to
use the arterial street network while 48 percent, or 720 (1500 x 0.48 = 720) vehicles will use I-
395. Assuming half of the defense contractors would use the arterial streets, and half would use
[-395; rather than the 52/48 split suggested by the Transportation Management Plan. This would
result in 67 percent of BRAC employees using local arterials, and 33 percent using I-395; i.e.,
half of the defense contractors — or 15 percent of the total population assumed to have residential
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locations different from the federal employee — would use the local arterial street network rather
than I-395. The result would be 1,005 (1,500 x 0.67 = 1,005) trips on the local arterial network
and 495 (1,500 x 0.33 = 495) trips on [-395. Difference is 225 (720 — 495 = 225) fewer peak
hour trips on [-395 and 225 (1,005 — 780 = 225) more peak hour trips on the local arterial
network.

The conclusion of this analysis is that the actual residential zip codes of the defense contractors
could significantly change the subsequent trip distribution and traffic assignment of the Mark
Center peak hour traffic resulting in a significantly different assessment of project impact. Some
may argue that the residential location of defense contractors is similar to federal employees but
in fact there is no documentation to support that assumption. Standard practice in sampling
studies requires a representative sample from the population to draw a conclusion about the
population. Failure to proportionately sample the defense contractor population makes any
assumption about the population unreliable.

Regarding traffic assignment, the USACE stated that traffic assignment was determined by
assigning all traffic from a specific zip code to a specific route rather than assignment of trips to
multiple routes based on capacity and other system constraints'. The ITE Recommended
Practice® (pg. 50, 118) states, “Traffic assignment should be made considering logical routings,
available roadway capacities, left turns at critical intersections and projected relative travel
times.”

Application of the traffic assignment process used in the development of the Transportation Plan
may be acceptable for analyzing a small development in a constrained, uncongested roadway
network, but it is not acceptable in a complex, congested network such as the one that serves the
Mark Center. The Mark Center is located in an area with extreme traffic congestion that will
cause motorists to seek out alternative paths based on a perceived minimum travel time. In order
to accurately represent this case, a multiple path assignment technique would be required to
evaluate alternative routings to the site with assignments made to each route based on capacity
and expected delays. Without such an approach, the resultant traffic assignment process cannot
effectively estimate realistic routings for estimated site generated traffic.

B Finding

The process used to determine trip distribution/traffic assignment for the Mark Center did not
adhere to sound engineering practice in the use of survey data and determination of traffic
assignment patterns. The traffic distribution patterns of the entire employee population of
federal employees and defense contractors were based on the residential location of the federal
employees and did not include a sample of the residential location of the defense contractors.
Secondly, traffic assignment patterns for the entire employee population were based on an
assumed route from the residential location to the Mark Center without recognition of the
possible alternative routes. The result of this approach to trip distribution and traffic assignment
will result in unrealistic traffic patterns assumed for project-generated traffic.
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B References

1. E-mail: James Turkel, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Aug. 24, 2011
Oral Interview with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Washington Headquarters
Service, Aug. 19, 2011

3. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

4. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2010

4.1.6 Transportation Plan
W Issue

As stated in the Department of the Army’s cover letter to its Transportation Plan, dated

May 9, 2011, the purpose of the 17-page document is to address the requirements of

Public Law 111-383 which seeks to determine if “ingress and egress of personnel to and from the
BRAC 133 project site” is sufficient and whether the costs and programming of short, medium,
and long-term projects are sufficient to “to maintain existing levels of service” on the road
network serving the site. With this, there is an expectation that the Transportation Plan will
provide a rational and reasoned discussion on the goals it seeks to achieve and the methodology
and analysis used to meet these goals.

| m Analysis

For transportation plans, especially with the high complexity issues of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, industry practice dictates a format that is logical, rational and
sequenced. Professional transportation plans usually begin with a statement of the goal to be
achieved. The body of the plan — which is usually divided into chapters — identifies and
quantifies the substance and complexity of each transportation issue and identifies one or several
possible alternatives for resolving it. After a review of all alternatives, a preferred alternative is
selected with a reasoned discussion on how and why it was selected over other possible options.
The analysis and findings are typically summarized in a recommendations or conclusions
chapter, which explains how the preferred alternative or alternatives will satisfy the goal and
objectives to be achieved.

According to A Transportation Modeling Primer, 2006, transportation planning is “a process
that develops information to help make decisions on the future development and management of
transportation, especially in an urban area.” To achieve this, a professional transportation plan
typically follows a format that facilitates decision-making based on a rational presentation of
facts and analysis, as follows:
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Vision and Goals The purpose of the plan and what it intends to achieve

Objectives The steps and actions necessary to achieve the goal
Problem An explanation and description of the key issues and problems to be
I dentification resolved

Data collection, sound research, and development of alternatives for
Alternatives resolving each issue and problem identified. According to Primer, “A
Analysis good planning effort will identify the trade-offs among alternatives in a

clear, concise way to help facilitate decisions.”

Recommendation of the best or preferred alternative with stated
Recommendation criteria on how and why the preferred alternative will best meet the
plan goal and objective
A strategy for implementing the preferred alternative, including a
management strategy which identifies a specific period of time for
I mplementation implementing the alternative, who or what will be responsible for
Plan implementation, the specific steps required for implementation, how
much implementation will cost (usually by line item) and the expected
outcome in relation to the goal to be achieved.
A method for reviewing the performance of the preferred alternative,
with stated criteria for assessing its performance and productivity

Monitoring Plan

B Finding

The Transportation Plan does not comply with standard industry practice for the development of
transportation plan documents. The Transportation Plan appears to be a rambling collection of
thoughts generally related to the issues surrounding BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia. The Transportation Plan offers insufficient discussion and justification on how
it arrived at recommendations and strategies for accommodating transportation needs of BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. The Transportation Plan’s use of source
documents and its methodology for traffic counts, background traffic, trip generation, trip
distribution and trip assignments is questionable and not clearly or fully explained. Without
sound application of quantitative methodology, thoughtful consideration of possible alternatives
and justification on why certain program strategies were selected over others, the conclusions of
the Transportation Plan are weakened and do not meet the requirements of Section 2704 of
Public Law 111-383.

B References

1. A Transportation Modeling Primer, Center for Urban Transportation Studies,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Edward A. Beimborn, June 2006

2. USDOT Federal Highway Administration, Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Process: http://www.planning.dot.gov/Documents/MetroPlanning/metroTrans.htm
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4.2 Ingress/Egress
' m Overview

In accordance with Public Law 111-343, the Transportation Plan is required to address the
ingress and egress needs of all personnel to and from the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, project site. To ensure the Transportation Plan responds to this directive, the
analysis process must adhere to the standards formulated to prepare and evaluate such analyses.
The BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, is located within 500 feet of
Interstate 395 (1-395) in the City of Alexandria, Va. Naturally, it is expected any traffic studies
should address the City requirements. In addition, VDOT requires any site development within
3,000 feet of a state highway adhere to the VDOT traffic impact study requirements. (Virginia
Code 24VAC30-155-60)

In addition to the City of Alexandria and VDOT requirements, there are national standards for
such analyses prepared by ITE entitled, “Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development:
An ITE Recommended Practice, ITE 2010.” The ITE Recommended Practice, used for the
purposes of this independent assessment of the studies used to formulate the Transportation Plan,
includes guidance on the development and analysis of the following issues:

On-site Circulation

Site Generated Traffic

Trip Distribution/Traffic Assignment
Analysis

High Occupancy Vehicle Access
Study Area

Existing Conditions

Background Conditions

4.2.1 High Occupancy Vehicle Access
B [ssue

The Transportation Plan' states, “From the day of substantial tenant occupation. ..traffic impacts
will be mitigated by...an extensive shuttle program that provides service to the BRAC 133
campus from mass transit facilities...One primary shuttle service will operate between the
BRAC 133 campus and the Pentagon Reservation every 15 minutes to assist many employees
currently using rail transit to continue their existing commute patterns thus eliminating any
negative impacts that would have resulted from increased traffic between the two locations. We
anticipate many commuters will avail themselves of this option.” (Transportation Plan, pg. 9)

B Analysis

The Transportation Plan assumes 39 percent or 2,500 (0.39 x 6409 =2,500) employees of BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will use high occupancy vehicles to access the
Mark Center. This assumption was based on current mode split choices by federal employees at
the Pentagon Reservation. However, at the Pentagon Reservation, employees of BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, have close and convenient access to alternative
modes of travel. These same alternatives are not easily accessible or available at the Mark
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Center. For example, there are no Metrorail facilities in the immediate vicinity of the Mark
Center. The nearest one is the King Street Metro Station, located 4.31 miles away. The
employee wishing to use Metrorail or Virginia Railway Express (VRE) services first will have to
take a shuttle bus through traffic to the rail station. Another example of the access differences is
the absence of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane access. At the Mark Center, the [-395 HOV
lanes do not have northbound/southbound off-ramps to the site for the AM commute or
northbound/southbound on-ramps for the PM commute. During the AM peak, this will require a
northbound HOV employee of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, to travel
to the Pentagon in the HOV lane and then return south to the Seminary Road interchange in the
[-395 general-purpose lanes. Southbound HOVs using the HOV lane will be required to travel to
the Duke Street interchange to exit the Mark Center.

In sharp contrast to the access profile for the Mark Center, the Pentagon Reservation represents a
major confluence of rail, bus and commuter services. It is a commuter station and stop for the
regional Metrorail Yellow and Blue lines. There is also direct and immediate [-395 freeway
HOV lane access at the Pentagon for carpools, vanpools, and commuters who accept free rides
from strangers, colloquially known as “slugs.”

B Finding

The Transportation Plan assumes at least 39 percent of the workforce (2,500 employees) of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will use shuttle, commuter rail, and
HOV access for travel to work. This assumption is based on existing mode split choices of
federal employees at the Pentagon Reservation. This assumption may be unrealistic. The
Transportation Plan incorrectly states the wide range of alternative travel options at the Pentagon
Reservation will be the same or similar for employees at the Mark Center. The actual finding is
that travel options at the Mark Center are severely limited — rail access is 4.31 miles away, and
no HOV freeway lanes directly serve the site. With this existing condition, the BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM strategy for achieving 39 percent non-SOV
trips may fail.

B References
1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark

Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011

4.2.2 Study Area
| m Issue
Only six intersections in the vicinity of the Mark Center were analyzed to assess the traffic

impact of the 6,409 employees according to the Transportation Plan, (pg. 7, §3). These
intersections include:
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¢ North Beauregard Street/Mark Center Drive e Seminary Road/I-395 Northbound Entrance Ramp
¢ North Beauregard Street/Seminary Road ¢ Seminary Road/I-395 Northbound Exit Ramp
¢ Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue ¢ Seminary Road/I-395 Southbound Exit Ramp

A seventh intersection, Seminary Road/I-395 Southbound Entrance Ramp was omitted, but it
should have been included. This intersection has a significant adverse impact on ingress and
egress to the Mark Center.

' m Analysis

The six intersections analyzed are located in close proximity to the Mark Center and do not
represent the full impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. In limiting
the extent of the study area to those six intersections, the Transportation Plan fails to comply
with the requirements of the ITE Recommended Practice' as follows:

ITE Recommended Practice — Study Area Limits for Transportation Impact Analyses:
“Office or industrial park with more than 500 employees: The study area should include
all signalized intersections and freeway ramps within two miles of a property line and all
major unsignalized access within one mile of a property line of the site."” (ITE
Recommended Practice, Table 2-3, pg. 10)

Figure 4-1: Mark Center Ingress/Egress Intersections’
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According to the Transportation Plan, BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
will relocate 6,409 employees to the Mark Center. Under ITE Recommended Practice, the study
would include, at a minimum, all signalized intersections within a two-mile radius of the site and
all unsignalized intersections within one mile of the site. The study area in the Transportation
Plan, as defined by the six intersections analyzed, is limited to a distance of approximately 750
feet or 0.14 miles (750 + 5280 = 0.14) from the easterly Mark Center property line to the [-395
northbound entrance ramp which is the intersection furthest from the property line. Two of the
six intersections included in the analysis are simply site access intersections with the adjacent
local arterials, i.e., Seminary Road and Beauregard Street. The remaining intersections include
three located at the [-395/ Seminary Road interchange, and one at the North Beauregard
Street/Seminary Road intersection. (Figure 4-1 above.)

If the ITE standards had been used to formulate the study area, at least 63 additional signalized
intersections should have been evaluated. These include the following:

e  Kenmore Avenue e North Quaker Lane

e Library Lane e  Echols Avenue

e North Pickett Street e  Dawes Avenue

e  North Jordan Street e South George Mason Drive

e  North Howard Street e  Carlin Springs Road

e  St. Stephens Road e [-395 Southbound Entrance Ramp

Beauregard Street

. antrell Avenue
e  North Beauregard Street Qu ven

e  Lincolnia Road/Gloucester Road
e  Rayburn Avenue

e  North Chambliss

e Reading Avenue
J e  Little River Turnpike

e  Sanger Avenue
e  North Morgan Street
e North Armistead Street

e  Filmore Avenue
e  West Braddock Street
e  King Street

e  Van Dorn Street e Wheeler Avenue

e North Ripley Street e North Quaker Lane

e  South Reynolds Street e Van Dorn Street

e  North Paxton Street e  West Braddock Street
e South Pickett Street e  Seminary Road

e North Pickett Street/Cameron Station e  Kenmore Avenue

e  South Jordan Street e  Sanger Avenue

e  South Ingram Street e  Taney Avenue

e North Gordon Street e  Holmes Run Parkway
e  South Gordon Street e  Mall Entrance East

e  North Early Street e  Mall Entrance West

e  South Early Street e  Stevenson Avenue

Little River Turnpike

e  Oasis Drive e [-395 southbound off ramp
e [-395 southbound on ramp
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West Braddock Road

e  North Hampton Avenue e  Marlee Way
e  North Howard Street e  North Quaker Lane

King Street/L eesburg

e  Skyline Drive e Dawes Avenue
e  Carlin Springs e  Sunset Center
e South Jefferson

e  South George Mason Drive

South George Mason Drive

e  Skyline Plaza

e  Beauregard Street

A map illustrating the location of these intersections and the two-mile radius is shown in
Figure 4-2.

Figure 4-2: Locations of Recommended Analysis Intersections

In addition to ITE standards, VDOT requirements” should also be met. According to the Traffic
Impact Statement guidelines presented in the Virginia Code (24VAC30-155-60), the study area
should be based on the anticipated net increase in peak hour vehicle trips. Under VDOT
requirements for site impact analyses, the following limits would apply:
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e For developments generating 500 to 999 peak hour trips, an evaluation is required of all
facilities within 2,000 feet of the site and any roadway on which 10 percent or more of
the new vehicle trips are generated by the proposal, not to exceed two miles.

e For developments with more than 1,000 site generated peak hour trips, VDOT staff, in
consultation with the local jurisdiction, e.g., City of Alexandria, determines the study
area. Note: As stated in the FEA®, it is assumed that the limits of the study area for a site
generating more than 1,000 peak hour trips would be broader than the study area for a
site generating less than 1,000 peak hour trips. (FEA, pg. 3-7, 6)

Since the Transportation Plan states BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
will generate 1,500 peak hour trips (Transportation Plan, pg. 9, q1), the required study area
would be based on a determination made by VDOT staff. Although it is unknown what
requirements VDOT would have made for an analysis of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, application of the VDOT guidelines for a development generating less than
1,000 peak hour trips would significantly increase the size of the study area.

A study area of this magnitude is warranted because of the existing congestion on I-395 and the
surrounding arterial network. Congestion on 1-395 will result in traffic selecting alternate routes
to the site, and the impact of rerouting needs to be addressed. Furthermore, recent studies in the
area suggest significant congestion at major intersections. For example, the Mark Center (BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia) Transportation Study”, cited significant
adverse impacts to the level of service would be created by BRAC at the following locations in
2013:

e Seminary Road/South George Mason Drive (LoS F)
e Seminary Road/Echols Avenue (LoS E) (Mark Center (BRAC 133) Transportation
Study, Table 6, pg. 22)

Also, the Beauregard Corridor Traffic Study” identified the potential for extreme congestion at
the Beauregard Street/Sanger Avenue intersection in the future AM and PM peak hours.
(Beauregard Corridor Traffic Study, Table 6, pg. 32). Such conditions suggest an evaluation of
the impacts of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, at additional
intersections is warranted.

| m Finding

The ITE Recommended Practice suggests a development of the magnitude of BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, include the evaluation of the traffic impacts at all
signalized intersections within a study area defined by a two-mile radius around the site. The
Transportation Plan limited the analysis to six intersections within 0.14 miles of the site. The
Transportation Plan should have considered a much larger study area than six intersections.
Application of the ITE Recommended Practice would have resulted in a larger study area that
would have included at a minimum an additional 63 intersections. The outcome would have
identified significant impacts resulting from BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, on the area intersections.
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B References

1. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, ITE, 2010.

2. Virginia Department of Transportation Traffic Impact Statement Guidelines
(24VAC30-155-60)

3. Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) BRAC 133, Fort Belvoir — USACE/Tetra
Tech, July 2008

4. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Transportation Study — City of Alexandria/VHB,
November 2009

5. Beauregard Corridor Traffic Study Final Report, Wilbur Smith Associates, January
2007

4.2.3 Capacity of 1-395
B |[ssue

The Transportation Plan states, “The area of highest public concern in the region is the BRAC
133 traffic impact on 1-395. The four separate traffic analyses conducted over the past several
years do not show that there will be significant impacts on [-395.” (Transportation Plan, pg. 4,
913) Conversely, the Transportation Plan identifies capacity of the I-395 southbound mainline
and southbound onramp merge as the primary cause of failing operations at the Seminary
Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection. (Transportation Plan, pg. 12, 93)

The DoD OIG’s independent engineering review of the traffic studies that evaluate impacts to
1-395 indicates significant congestion exists on I-395 southbound general-purpose lanes and on
the Seminary Road/I-395 southbound entrance ramp. The addition of traffic from BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will result in queuing that backs up traffic to the
Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection impacting egress from Mark Center.

The Transportation Plan also states, “Ongoing analysis and decision making by VDOT indicate
the proposed direct HOV/bus transit access ramp connection will restore the levels of service at
the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue and Seminary Road/Beauregard Street intersection [sic]
to acceptable levels.” (Transportation Plan, pg. 14, 1)

The Transportation Plan is not consistent in its representation of impacts on I-395 by BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, in its representation of the results of previous
traffic studies that evaluated BRAC 133 impact on I-395, or its expectation that VDOT long-
range improvement plans will address any LoS deficiencies.

B Analysis

The Transportation Plan presents conflicting conclusions regarding traffic flow conditions on
[-395. The Transportation Plan states the failing LoS at the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue
intersection results from the inadequate capacity on the 1-395 southbound freeway mainline and
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the Seminary Road ramp merge area that causes traffic to backup through the Mark Center
Avenue intersection. (Transportation Plan, pg. 12, 43) The Transportation Plan assumes this
congestion will be resolved through the construction of an I-395/HOV access ramp. However, a
review of the facts indicates that construction of the ramp will likely not have a significant
impact on the backup to Mark Center.

The 1-395 southbound freeway mainline congestion results from a reduction in the number of
general-purpose through lanes between the Seminary Road interchange and the Duke Street
interchange. In this section, the number of general-purpose through lanes is reduced from four to
three in each direction. Using a capacity of 1,900 vehicles per hour per lane, the directional
capacity of the I-395 mainline decreases from 7,600 (1,900 x 4 =7,600) vehicles per hour at
Seminary Road to 5,700 (1,900 x 3 =5,700) vehicles per hour at Duke Street. The current AM
peak demand is 6,300 vehicles per hour in the northbound direction. (Transportation Plan, pg. 9,
1) The current PM peak is 6,700 vehicles per hour in the southbound direction. There is
sufficient capacity to handle the current demand through the Seminary Road section of I-395
mainline; however, the current traffic demand through the Duke Street interchange exceeds the
available capacity. The Transportation Plan suggests the proposed I-395 HOV access ramp will
resolve this issue.

A review of the traffic forecast for the 2015 horizon year suggests the proposed I-395/Seminary
Road HOV access ramp will not mitigate the significant I-395 congestion created from the
reduction in mainline capacity at the Duke Street interchange. In the 2015 horizon year, [-395 is
estimated to have 6,930 vehicles per hour in the northbound general-purpose lanes during the
AM peak and 7,385 vehicles per hour in the southbound general-purpose lanes. (Figure 4-4,
Mark Center (BRAC 133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Technical Memorandum, VDOT,
February 2011). To eliminate the potential for congestion at the Duke Street interchange, these
volumes would need to be consistent with the available 1-395 general-purpose capacity at Duke
Street, or 5,700 vehicles per hour. To achieve 5,700 vehicles per hour in the southbound
direction, 1,685 (7,385 — 5,700 = 1,685) PM peak hour vehicles would need to shift from the
1-395/Seminary Road southbound entrance ramp to the proposed HOV access ramp. The PM
peak hour volume of 1,945 vehicles is forecasted for 2015 for the 1-395/southbound entrance
ramp. Therefore, the majority of the traffic, or 1,685 vehicles of the 1,945 forecasted, would
need to use the proposed HOV access ramp.

To put this in context, the total site generated PM peak hour volume (1,500) generated by BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, using I-395 southbound is 435 (1,500 x 0.29 =
435) vehicles. (Transportation Plan, pg. 9, §1) Even if the total population of BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, used the proposed 1-395 HOV access ramp, the reduction
would not be sufficient to eliminate the [-395 southbound mainline congestion creating the
failing LoS at the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection.

'@ Finding

Responsible transportation planning dictates a proposed development should mitigate significant
adverse impacts to the roadway network. The Transportation Plan documents the fact that
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BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will create a significant adverse impact
on [-395 that will not be mitigated by the proposed HOV access ramp. The Transportation Plan
fails to recognize that congestion on the I-395 mainline creates queuing onto Seminary Road
impacting the intersection at Mark Center Avenue. Any volume diverted to the proposed HOV
ramp will not be significant enough to resolve the mainline congestion on 1-395 southbound.

B References

No references available.

4.2.4 1-395 Congestion
'® |ssue

The Transportation Plan indicates the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, on [-395 is “relatively minor.” (Transportation Plan, pg. 9, 1) Conversely, the
Transportation Plan also states, . . . reduction in peak traffic volumes, albeit small, can result in
a proportionally larger reduction in delay. For example, a 5 percent reduction in traffic volumes
on a congested highway (e.g., from 2,000 to 1,900 vehicles per hour) may cause a 10 to 30
percent increase in average vehicle speeds and provide relatively large reductions in traffic
delay.” (Transportation Plan, pg. 16, 93)

If a small reduction in traffic volume on a congested highway can provide relatively large
reductions in traffic delay, the converse is also true; a small increase in traffic volume may also
cause a significant decrease in average vehicle speeds and can provide relatively large increases
in traffic delay.

B Analysis

The Transportation Plan states the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, on [-395 is “relatively minor” because the interstate currently experiences severe
congestion and delays during AM and PM peak hour in the vicinity of the Mark Center.
(Transportation Plan, pg. 9, 1) According to the Transportation Plan, BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will add 190 new trips, or three percent, to 1-395 northbound
during the AM peak hour and similar amounts to the southbound direction in PM peak hour.
(Transportation Plan, pg. 9, 1)

The impact of additional traffic on congested freeways is not linear. There is an exponential
relationship between speed and traffic volumes. As the volume increases the speed decreases up
to the point where capacity is reached. After capacity is reached, both speed and volume
decrease at an exponential rate until gridlock occurs.

According to a recent Transportation Research Board (TRB) report, “Travel speeds fall off
dramatically at high volumes when new traffic is added. With these congestion levels in place a
traffic increase of only five percent or 10 percent could cause a highway facility to transition
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from relatively free flow conditions to stop-and-go conditions limiting the maximum number of
users.”! Based on this principle, adding a significant volume of additional traffic to a highway,
such as [-395, that is currently operating under low speed conditions could result in near gridlock
conditions.

B Finding

Transportation planning research indicates that small increases in traffic volume may result in
significant impacts on traffic speeds and congestion. The Transportation Plan’s assumption that
because 1-395 is already congested, a relatively modest increase in traffic will have “a relatively
minor impact” on traffic operations is not accurate. Additional traffic added to a congested
freeway will have a disproportionate impact on freeway operations that could result in gridlock.

B References

1. Federal Funding of Transportation Improvements in BRAC Cases, Transportation
Research Board (TRB) Special Report 302, 2011

2. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011

4.2.5 Mitigation
W |ssue

The Transportation Plan' states that, “With the implementation of the VDOT recommended
short-and mid-term improvements, long-term I-395 HOV access ramp improvement, and the
enhanced Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and transit options provided by the
Army, City of Alexandria and other agencies, VDOT transportation officials have acknowledged
that the potential traffic problems generated by BRAC 133 will be adequately mitigated.”
(Transportation Plan, pg. 15, 3)

Currently, the Transportation Plan indicates a failing LoS will exist at the Seminary Road/Mark
Center Avenue intersection with implementation of VDOT’s short and mid-term improvements.
Even though the study has not been completed and the results are unknown, the Transportation
Plan assumes acceptable levels of service will be achieved with the implementation of the [-395
HOV access ramp. (Transportation Plan, pg. 4, 41)

B Analysis

There is no documentation to support the contention that the proposed 1-395 HOV access ramp
will mitigate the projected LoS deficiency at the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue
intersection. Furthermore, VDOT staff stated they would not know what benefits will be
achieved, if any, with the implementation of the proposed 1-395 HOV access ramp until the
study is complete at the end of 2011.?
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Although $80 million has been allocated to the 1-395 HOV access ramp project, according to
VDOT?, the project is in the study and Environmental Assessment (EA) stage as of the writing of
this report. The actual benefits of the proposed ramp are unknown. Furthermore, public
acceptance of the concept is yet to be determined.

B Finding

The Transportation Plan incorrectly asserts that Virginia Department of Transportation indicates
that with the short/mid-term and long-term improvements, the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will be adequately mitigated. With the proposed short/mid-
term improvements, the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection is estimated to operate
at LoS F. According to VDOT, the impact of the proposed 1-395 HOV access ramp is currently
unknown.

| m References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011

2. Oral Interview: Tom Fahrney, Virginia Department of Transportation BRAC
Coordinator, Aug. 5, 2011

4.2.6 Parking Supply

W [ssue

A key element of the Transportation Management Plan' is the limited number of parking stalls
provided for BRAC employees at Mark Center. The Transportation Plan states that a key feature
of the Transportation Management Plan is “a self-imposed, significant restriction on employee
parking at the facility wherein the total number of parking spaces is more than 1,000 below the
number of spaces permitted by the City of Alexandria prior to purchase of the property by the
Army.”

A reduction of 1,000 parking spaces below the City of Alexandria’s zoning ordinance
requirement will create a significant problem. If the SOV goals are not achieved, the parking
problem will shift throughout the area resulting in frustrated employees, businesses and
residents.

Traditionally, when there is insufficient parking supply, motorists look for alternatives within the
area to park their cars. This may be in residential neighborhoods or in under-used parking
facilities at shopping malls, churches or other office complexes. In general when there is
inadequate parking at the project site, the parking problem is simply spread to other locations.
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B Analysis

According to the 2008 Transportation Improvement and Management Plan® (TIMP), prior to the
BRAC 2005 decision, the Mark Center project was approved for 4,839 parking spaces. The
proposed BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, parking spaces represented in
the TIMP number 3,904, and 3,747 in the Transportation Management Plan or 1,092 (4,839 —
3,747 = 1,092) fewer parking spaces than what was initially approved by the City of Alexandria.

According to the City of Alexandria’s Zoning Ordinance’, Mark Center, located in Parking Zone
5, requires one parking space for every 475 gross square feet (gsf) of building space. According
to the Zoning Ordinance, 3,745 parking spaces would be required or two fewer spaces than
proposed. Calculations for these number follow: BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, includes 1,779,000 gsf of office space and provides 3,747 parking spaces (per
Transportation Management Plan), whereas Alexandria’s Zoning Ordinance for Parking Zone 5
requires one space per 475 gsf for a total of 3,745 (1,779,000 + 475 = 3,745) parking spaces or
two (3,747 — 3,745 = 2) parking spaces fewer than what is proposed.

The Transportation Plan has established a goal of 57 percent of the employees and visitors
arriving by SOV and 43 percent arriving by non-SOV. (Transportation Plan, pg. 7, 43) The
automobile-oriented non-SOV portion is estimated to include five percent carpools, three percent
vanpools and three percent “slugs.”

According to Washington Headquarters Service (WHS)?, there will be a total of 6,409 employees
of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, and another 400 support personnel
allocated to the Mark Center. This results in a total of 6,809 people assigned to the Mark Center.

The Transportation Management Plan assumptions, with the WHS employee count adjustments,
made in determining the required number of parking spaces follows:

e 90 percent of the total employees (6,809) will be on site daily for a total of 6,128 (6,809 x
0.90 = 6,128 employees)

e Five percent of the daily population will be visitors (6,128 x 0.05 =3006)

e The total number of people traveling daily to the Mark Center is 6,434 (6,128 + 306 =
6,434), and they will utilize the same mode split

Based on these calculations, the number of parking spaces required for each mode follows:

e 57 percent SOV = 3,667 (6,434 x 0.57 = 3,667) employees and visitors

e Five percent carpools with a minimum of three employees = 322 (6,434 x 0.05 = 322)
resulting in a need for 107 (322 + 3 = 107) parking spaces

e Three percent vanpools with a minimum of seven employees = 193 (6,434 x 0.03 = 193)
resulting in a need for 28 (193 + 7 = 28) parking spaces

e Three percent “slugs” need for HOV-3 on [-395 = 193 (6,434 x 0.03 = 193) employees
resulting in the need for 64 (193 + 3 = 64) parking spaces
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Therefore, if a 57 percent SOV goal is desired, a total of 3,866 (3,667 + 107 + 28 + 64 = 3,866)
parking spaces are required to meet employee needs. In addition, the Transportation
Management Plan estimates that 150 parking spaces will be set aside for government vehicles
resulting in a total parking demand of 4,016 (3,866 + 150 = 4,016) parking spaces. This results
in a shortfall of 269 (4,016 — 3,747 = 269) parking spaces beyond what was estimated by the
Transportation Management Plan.

Based on conversations with WHS?, it is expected that the available parking spaces will be
assigned to employees. If parking spaces are assigned, a 10 percent reduction in parking spaces
to reflect a 90 percent daily employee attendance is not applicable. If the spaces are assigned,
the parking spaces would be reserved whether the employee is on site or not and reducing
estimated parking space requirements by 10 percent is not appropriate. Assigning parking spaces
will increase the parking space demand by a minimum of 10 percent of the anticipated SOV
demand or 367 (3,667 x 0.10 = 367) spaces.

Therefore, the parking demand exceeds supply by 636 (269 + 367 = 636) parking spaces.
B Finding

The Transportation Plan states that sufficient parking supply will be provided to accommodate
all vehicles with an assumed 57 percent SOV mode split. In fact, the Mark Center will have 636
fewer parking spaces than is needed to accommodate the workforce under the proposed SOV
goal. The proposed parking supply of 3,747 parking spaces is approximately 636 spaces fewer
than what is required to meet the projected demand even with the “self imposed stringent
requirement” of 57 percent SOVs. The result of this requirement will be employees seeking
parking off site and placing pressure on adjacent residential neighborhoods, shopping malls,
churches, and other commercial complexes.

B References

1. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

2. BRAC 133 Transportation Improvement & Management Plan (TIMP) — Wells &

Associates, July 2008

City of Alexandria’s Zoning Ordinance

4. Oral Interview: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Washington Headquarters
Service, Aug. 19, 2011

[98)

4.2.7 On-Site Circulation (Vehicle and Pedestrian)
| m Issue

A critical component of ingress and egress for employees of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, is the ability for SOV and non-SOV traffic, including buses and shuttles,
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to move efficiently and without delay around the Mark Center — particularly as it relates to
access to available parking facilities and bus/shuttle stop locations.

Two specific studies related to on-site circulation were prepared as part of the BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, analyses to address the sufficiency of on-site circulation.
The studies included:

e WHS Internal Roadway Network Traffic Evaluation, Wells & Associates, August 2009;
and

e Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Section 4.4.7, Benham
Companies, July 2010.

Both analyses concluded that with minor improvements on-site circulation would accommodate
anticipated traffic volumes. In review of these studies, significant errors and oversights in the
analysis process were identified which would invalidate their conclusions.

B Analysis

In general, each of the studies failed to include the impact of potential queuing on the
surrounding arterial network, which has the potential to back-up onto the site and exacerbate on-
site intersection operations. The potential for queuing was identified in the VDOT February
2011 Study' for the intersections of Mark Center Drive/Beauregard Street and Mark Center
Avenue/Seminary Road where projected PM peak hour queues will impact on-site circulation.

Below are other problems with the individual studies.
WHS Internal Roadway Network Traffic Evaluation?

The fundamental issues with the WHS study’s level of service analysis for the Mark Center
Drive/WHS Circle intersection include:

e The impact of pedestrian volume on traffic signal operations and resultant capacity does
not appear to be addressed. Increased pedestrian activity will impact traffic operations.
The impact of buses on intersection LoS, does not appear to be addressed. The
Transportation Management Plan® anticipates a significant volume of bus traffic, which
should be represented in the capacity analysis

e Model default peak hour factor values of 0.95 were used when actual traffic counts® on
adjacent streets indicate the peak hour factor may be as low as 0.91 during the AM peak
and as high as 0.97 during the PM peak. The difference in these values will significantly
alter the volumes used in the LoS calculations. The application of model default values
suggests the analyst was not sufficiently rigorous in their analysis to reflect actual traffic
volume conditions.

e Anticipated queues from the Seminary Road/Mark Center Drive intersection are expected
to extend beyond and block the intersection at 4900 Drive. The analysis failed to identify
a solution to these issues other than to install “Do Not Block Intersection” signs.
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For additional discussion on pedestrian and public bus services, refer to Section 4.4 Use of Other
Methods of Transportation that are Necessary to Maintain Existing LoS, page 69 - 4.4.6, and
page 59 4.4.2, respectively.

Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133, Section 4.4.7*

The Transportation Management Plan provides a CORSIM evaluation, which is a microscopic
traffic simulation of the site roadway network. The evaluation of the on-site intersections
generally concluded “projected traffic conditions show the proposed internal roadways operating
at acceptable conditions with free flowing traffic throughout the internal roadways.”
(Transportation Management Plan pg. 91, 1) However, there are several factors that challenge
that conclusion:

e The corridor simulation (CORSIM) model used to analyze on-site circulation does not
“explicitly” model roundabout operations. (Transportation Management Plan, pg. 72, 47)
Therefore the model needs to be revised to accommodate the proposed modeling of the
roundabout at Mark Center Drive/WHS Circle and the entrances to the North and South
Parking Garages.

e The capacity constraint resulting from the South Garage security gate and the LoS
evaluation of the roundabout do not appear to be included in the analysis.

e The impact of increased transit and shuttle dwell times and operational impacts in the
overall site circulation do not appear to be represented in the model.

e The operation of the roundabout was coded into the model as a one-way, counter-
clockwise link (Transportation Management Plan pg. 91, q1); this is not consistent with
actual operation.

e The City of Alexandria’ stated that the results of the traffic impact analysis are not
reliable because the micro-simulation model (CORSIM) was not adequately calibrated.

Independent Evaluation of the Roundabout Design

As shown in Figure 4-3 below, the roundabout was not designed consistent with standard design
practice for roundabouts. The dimensions of the roundabout are not sufficient to provide
efficient traffic flow through the roundabout and into the North and South Parking Garages as
well as IDA Drive. These design deficiencies will result in inefficient circulation and
unnecessary congestion.

The following is not intended as a rigorous design review of the proposed roundabout, but rather
an overview of the critical design elements. The analysis is based on the Washington State
Department of Transportation Design Manual®. The WSDOT is a national leader in the design
and installation of roundabouts. WSDOT has done extensive national and international research
in the development of roundabout design criteria. A cursory review of the Virginia Department
of Transportation found no reference to roundabouts or roundabout design parameters. Thus, the
proposed WHS Circle roundabout was compared against WSDOT design standards.
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The WHS Circle roundabout is a two-lane four-leg roundabout serving WHS Circle, IDA Drive
and access to the North Parking Garage. Immediately to the east of the roundabout is the

security gate to the South Parking Garage. A summary of the critical roundabout design features
is presented in Table 4-2 below.

Recommended® Actual®

A Circulating Roadway Width 29 feet 27 feet

B Central Island 90 feet 32 feet

C Entry Width 25 feet 20 feet
A+B+A  Inscribed Circle Diameter 150 feet 86 feet

Table 4-2: Summary of Critical Roundabout Design Features
1) Source: Washington State Department of Transportation Design Manual, Chapter 1320, Exhibit 1320-8
2) Source: USACE, BRAC 133 Mark Center Design Plans.

As shown in Figure 4-3, the proposed WHS Circle roundabout is deficient in all the pertinent
design parameters. According to the WSDOT Design Manual’, small changes in geometry can
result in substantial changes in operational performance.

Figur e 4-3: Independent Evaluation of the Roundabout
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It is recommended that the designer revisit the design of the roundabout and make necessary
changes to improve operational performance which will maximize gate processing operations
and overall traffic circulation on WHS Circle.

B Finding

Several studies have been conducted to assess on-site circulation at the Mark Center. All of the
studies concluded that with BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, there
should be no adverse circulation issues. However, these analyses have failed to 1) consider the
impact of queuing created by congestion on the surrounding arterial street network; 2) use
appropriate assumptions and analysis tools; 3) recognize design deficiencies in the on site
roadway network; and 4) mitigate the resultant adverse impacts. As a result, the full impact of
the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, traffic on the on-site street system
is unknown. Extensive on-site delay is expected based on anticipated on-site queuing resulting
from the site access intersections and the substandard roundabout design.

B References

1. Mark Center (BRAC-133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives Technical
Memorandum, VDOT, February 2011

2. Washington Headquarters Service Internal Roadway Network Traffic Evaluation,
Wells & Associates, August 2009

3. BRAC 133 Transportation Improvement & Management Plan (TIMP) — Wells &
Associates, July 2008; Technical Appendix - Traffic Counts, Seminary Road/Mark
Center Dr.

4. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Benham
Companies, Prepared for Washington Headquarters Services, in association with
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July
2010

5. City of Alexandria Staff Comments in Response to Transportation Management Plan,
Aug. 19, 2010, pg. 21, Item 1

6. Washington State Department of Transportation Design Manual, August 2011,
Chapter 1320, Roundabouts.

7. Washington State Department of Transportation Design Manual, August 2011,
Chapter 1320, Roundabouts, page 1320-11, Section 1320.06.

4.2.8 Safety

W [ssue

The Transportation Plan and the studies used to develop the Plan do not include an assessment of
safety of the transportation facilities serving the site. According to the ITE Recommended

Practice' (pg. 76, 93) a review should be made of the study area to “identify locations where
transportation safety should be given extra consideration.” This analysis was not provided.
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B Analysis

A recent traffic study2 prepared for the City of Alexandria indicated that the Seminary
Road/Beauregard Street intersection has a significant crash history with 86 crashes at the
Seminary Road/Beauregard Street intersection during the two-year analysis period from January
2003 to December 2004. That represents 43 percent of the total crashes in both corridors over
this time period. These crashes occur as motorists attempt to merge from the designated
eastbound and northbound right turn lanes. These movements will be significantly impacted by
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, traffic, which will add approximately
1,900 vehicles® to this intersection in the AM peak and 500 in the PM peak.

Although the data is seven years old, it indicates that safety issues do exist in the vicinity of the
site which warrant consideration. According to ITE Recommended Practice, the studies
prepared for BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, should have reviewed the
existing crash history within the study area to determine if there were safety issues that needed to
be addressed.

B Finding

The ITE Recommended Practice suggests that the traffic impact studies should identify locations
within the study area where extra attention should be given to safety issues. None of the traffic
studies used in the formulation of the Transportation Plan gave any consideration to safety at the
analysis intersections. Within the vicinity of the Mark Center, there are high crash locations that
will be significantly impacted by additional traffic generated by BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia. The safety issues at these locations will adversely affect ingress and
egress to the site. The high crash locations should be identified, and appropriate mitigation
measures applied to reduce, if not eliminate, these safety hazards.

B References

1. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, ITE 2010.

2. Seminary Road/Beauregard Street Corridor Traffic Study, Wilbur Smith, 2007

3. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Benham
Companies, Prepared for Washington Headquarters Services, in association with
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July
2010, Figure 4-6.

4.2.9 Impact on Emergency Response

B [ssue

The impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, on emergency response
services was not identified in the transportation studies used to develop the Transportation Plan.
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B Analysis

The proposed impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, on emergency
service is comprised of two elements. First, the addition of an office building development that
will include 6,809' employees must be assumed to have a significant impact on the volume of
calls for emergency response to the site.

Secondly, with the additional traffic congestion generated by BRAC 133, the response time for
emergency services could be significantly impacted. Intersection delays and extensive queuing
could significantly impact the ability of emergency response services to access the Mark Center.

| m Finding

A development of the magnitude of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
will have a significant impact on emergency services including fire, aid and serving the site. It is
expected the volume of emergency response calls will increase proportionately with the
increased employee population. With the estimated traffic congestion and its resulting impact on
ingress and egress, a significant impact on emergency vehicle response times to the site can be
anticipated. These impacts should be identified and mitigated as part of the Transportation Plan.

B References

1. Oral Interview: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Washington Headquarters
Service, Aug. 19, 2011

4.2.10 Construction Impacts

B |ssue

The Transportation Plan failed to identify the impact of construction activities on the
surrounding roadway network during the interim period from 2011 when BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, is occupied, and 2013" when the VDOT short- and mid-term
improvements are completed, and in 2016 when the 1-395 HOV access ramp is completed.
Note: If the project receives public approval.

B Analysis

The transportation studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan indicated that until
the VDOT short- and mid-term improvements are completed, the study area intersections, in
general, would operate at unacceptable levels of service. While the proposed improvements are
constructed, it is assumed that lane closures, construction activity, and potential detours will have
a significant impact on traffic circulation in the vicinity of Mark Center. The impact of the
construction activity and necessary mitigation measures to address construction impacts has not
been identified.
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B Finding

The ITE Recommended Practice’ identifies the need to provide acceptable levels of service at the
time of site occupancy. The Transportation Plan indicates unacceptable and failing levels of
service will exist at study area intersections until the VDOT Short/Mid-Term Improvements and
long-range improvements are completed. The Transportation Plan states that the Short/Mid-
Term improvements are to be complete by late 2013 and VDOT suggests the long-range
improvements, if approved, could be complete by 2016. The Transportation Plan, however, fails
to address the impact of construction activity between 2011, when BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, is occupied, and 2016, when all improvements are complete.
Construction activity will affect ingress and egress to the site. The impact of construction
activity on the study area and site access intersections should be determined and appropriate
mitigation measures identified and included in the Transportation Plan.

B References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, page 5,
bullet 1.

2. Oral Interview: Tom Fahrney, Virginia Department of Transportation BRAC
Coordinator, Aug. 5, 2011

3. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, ITE 2010.

4.3 Assessment of Costs
B Overview

Public Law 111-383 required the Transportation Plan provide an assessment of the “costs and
programming of short-, medium-, and long-term projects” necessary to maintain existing level of
service at the six intersections analyzed. For the purposes of this discussion, the assessment of
costs includes:

An evaluation of the horizon years used in the evaluation of BRAC 133
Assessment of the level of service with proposed improvements

Cost estimates identified to fund the improvements

Documentation of the source of the proposed funds and determination if they are
programmed
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4.3.1 Horizon Year
'm Issue

The transportation studies used to develop the Transportation Plan had horizon years ranging
from 2003 to 2035 and various years in between. Identification of appropriate time horizons is
important in assessing the true impact of the proposed development and in identifying necessary
transportation improvements to be included in the planning horizon of the impacted jurisdictions.

The studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan do not appear to have a well-
reasoned understanding of the need for or the benefit of an adopted horizon year.

' ® Analysis

Horizon years should be established to meet policies, needs and issues. The identification of
horizon years should consider compatibility with funding programs, available planning data, and
community needs. For the purposes of the traffic analysis of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, the ITE Recommended Practice'provides guidance.

For large single-phased development (>1,000 peak hour trips) such as BRAC 133, ITE
Recommended Practice suggests the selection of a horizon based on the following criteria (ITE
Recommended Practice, Table 3-1. pg. 15):

e Anticipated opening year, assuming full build-out and occupancy

e Five years after full build-out and occupancy

e Adopted transportation plan horizon year, if the development is significantly larger than
that included in the adopted plan or travel forecasts for the area

None of the previous individual studies prepared for the analysis of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, included the suggested horizon years identified by the ITE
Recommended Practice. Each study provided an evaluation of a horizon year or multiple horizon
years, but the horizon years suggested in the ITE Recommended Practice were not included in
any one document. While the VDOT studies’ did not include an evaluation of the opening year
of the BRAC site, they did include an evaluation of the regional system for the 2015 and 2035
planning horizons. Therefore, a case can be made that the impact on regional planning and
funding of necessary regional scale transportation facility improvements has been addressed. The
long-range impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, on the local
arterial network was not addressed. The Transportation Management Plan’ used in the
development of the Transportation Plan provided a traffic impact study of the opening year, but
not of future years.

With this approach to horizon years, the reviewer is not provided with a clear picture of the
traffic related impacts of the subject development, and the impacted jurisdictions are unclear as
to when necessary improvements are required and should be programmed.
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B Finding

The ITE Recommended Practice recommends that transportation impact analyses include an
analysis at the opening of the site and at a minimum five years in the future. The traffic studies
used in the development of the Transportation Plan failed to provide an impact analysis at both
the opening and five years in the future. Thus, these studies did not provide a comprehensive
understanding of the actual traffic related impact of the proposed BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia, development. The result of this approach complicates the determination
of required project mitigation, scheduling of programmed improvements, and related funding
requirements.

B References

1. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE Recommended
Practice, ITE, 2010.

2. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Access Study-Operational Analysis Report / IJR — VDOT,
February 2010. Mark Center (BRAC 133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements
Alternatives Technical Memorandum, VDOT, February 2011.

3. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

4.3.2 Maintaining Existing Level of Service (LoS)

| m Issue

Public Law 111-383' required the Transportation Plan to identify necessary improvements to
maintain the existing LoS at the following six intersections:

The intersection of Beauregard Street and Mark Center Drive

The intersection of Beauregard Street and Seminary Road

The intersection of Seminary Road and Mark Center Avenue

The intersection of Seminary Road and the northbound entrance ramp to I-395
The intersection of Seminary Road and the northbound exit ramp from 1-395
The intersection of Seminary Road and the southbound exit ramp from [-395

A review of the Transportation Plan indicates existing LoS has not been maintained.
B Analysis

As shown in the Transportation Plan®, the VDOT proposed short/mid-term improvements will
not maintain the existing LoS at all six analysis intersections. Even with the proposed
improvements, the existing LoS will be degraded at three intersections during the AM peak hour
and two intersections in the PM peak hour.
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The existing AM peak hour LoS decreased at the following intersections:

e Beauregard Street/Mark Center Drive dropped from LoS A to LoS D
e Beauregard Street/Seminary Road dropped from LoS D to LoS E
e Seminary Road/I-395 northbound entrance ramp dropped from LoS A to LoS C

The existing PM peak hour LOS decreased at the following intersections:

e Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue dropped from LoS D to LoS F
e Seminary Road/I-395 northbound entrance ramp dropped from LoS B to LoS C
e Seminary Road/I-395 southbound exit ramp dropped from LoS C to LoS D

Control
Delay/Vehicle Qualitative Description
A <10 Good progression, few stops, and short cycle lengths
B ~10-20 Good progression and/or short cycle lengths; more vehicle
stops
Fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths; some cycle
C >20 - 35 . S . .
failures; significant portion of vehicles must stop
Congestion becomes noticeable; high volume-to-capacity ratio;
D >35-55 . .
longer delays; noticeable cycle failures
At or beyond limit of acceptable delay; poor progression; long
E >55-80 .
cycles; high volumes; long queues
F > 80 Unacceptable to drivers; arrival volume greater than discharge
capacity; long cycle lengths; unstable — unpredictable flows

Table 4-3; Level of Service Definitions’

Therefore, the proposed short/mid-term improvements have not accomplished the public law’s
requirement of maintaining existing LoS at the analysis intersections. In addition, VDOT is
currently studying a proposal to improve access from Seminary Road to the 1-395 HOV lanes. As
of the writing of this report, this project is in the analysis stage, and the impact on intersection
LoS is unknown.

B Finding

According to Public Law 111-383, the Transportation Plan was mandated to assess the cost of
funding short-, medium-, and long-term projects necessary to maintain the existing level of
service at the six analysis intersections. The Transportation Plan failed to accomplish this
requirement. Although the Transportation Plan identified $112 million for short-, medium- and
long-term infrastructure improvements to address the traffic related impacts of BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, this funding is not adequate to provide necessary
improvements to maintain the existing LoS at the six analysis intersections. Additional funding
will be necessary to relieve anticipated congestion and to maintain existing levels of service.
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B Reference

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 2, 9b

2. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 12

3. Transportation Research Board, 2000

4.3.3 Cost Estimates

B [ssue

Public Law 111-383' requires an assessment of the costs necessary to maintain the existing LoS
at the six intersections analyzed. The Transportation Plan identified costs for short, mid-, long-
range improvements plus program costs for the proposed Transportation Management Plan as
follows:

City of Alexandria Required Short-Range - $12 million
VDOT Short/Mid-Range - $20 million

VDOT Long-Range - $80 million

Transportation Management Program - $4 million

The purpose of assessing the costs of short-, medium-, and long-term projects is to determine if
the funds identified are adequate to construct the identified improvements.

B Analysis
Cost Estimates for Short Range Improvements

The short-range improvements, based on the original permit requirements of the City of
Alexandria, are complete. The estimated $12 million improvements included:

e Construction of a third westbound left-turn lane from Seminary Road to North
Beauregard Street

e Construction of a second southbound left-turn lane at the North Beauregard Street/Mark
Center Drive intersection

e Construction of a physical barrier to restrict I-395 north and south ramp traffic from the
rotary traveling westbound on Seminary Road from the Seminary Road and Mark center
Drive intersection

e Construction of a well-connected, continuous sidewalk system to access the Mark Center
from the adjacent roadway network
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VDOT identified a list of short- and mid-range improvements” to address the impacts of BRAC
133. These improvements are referred to as Alternative E and include:

e Widening the northbound I-395 off ramp at Seminary Road from two lanes to three lanes
and improving rotary capacity to allow dual left turn lanes throughout the rotary

e Widening Seminary Road/North Beauregard Street intersection to provide a deceleration
lane and widening northbound North Beauregard Street to provide an acceleration lane
for the westbound to northbound right turn traffic

e Widening Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection to allow three through-lanes
and the northbound Mark Center Avenue to provide four approach lanes to include three
right turn lanes

e Widening northbound Beauregard Street between Mark Center Drive and Seminary Road
to provide a dedicated right turn lane onto Seminary Road for eastbound Seminary Road
flyover traffic

e Widening eastbound Seminary Road and the southbound 1-395 on ramp from Mark
Center Drive to the ramp meter signal to provide a continuous two lane ramp from
Seminary Road to the ramp meter

e Providing a pedestrian bridge across Seminary Road just west of the Mark Center Drive
intersection

These improvements, according to the Transportation Plan’, are estimated to cost $20 million
and are being funded by the Defense Access Roads (DAR) program and constructed as a design-
build project under the management of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). A
breakdown of the cost of these improvements is shown in Table 4-4.

Construction $8.50 million
Right of Way $1.61 million
Utilities $3.50 million
Design $1.02 million
Quality Assurance/Quality Control $0.85 million
Design-Build indirect (Bonds, Risk, Warranty, Field Office) $1.28 million
Administration (Procurement, Preliminary Design, NEPA oversight)  $1.00 million
Total Cost $17,755,000

Table 4-4: Alternative E Costs’

An assessment of the cost estimate suggests these estimated costs may be higher than what is
likely to be realized. First, the total cost estimate is $2,245,000 ($20,000,000 — $17,755,000 =
$2,245,000) less than the $20 million stated in the Transportation Plan.

Secondly, a footnote on the cost estimate states the estimate is based on the total utility
relocation cost estimated at $3,500,000. However, it is estimated that the majority of the utility
relocations can be avoided or allocated by the utility owner. If so, the cost of utility adjustments
can be significantly reduced.
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Finally, a review of the detailed cost estimate indicates the designated westbound right turn lane
on Seminary Road at the Southern Towers entrance was included in the cost estimate ($682,691),
even though it had been removed from the proposed improvement program.

Subtracting these costs from the proposed cost estimate for the VDOT Short/Mid-Term
Improvements results in an adjusted cost estimate of $13,572,309 ($17,755,000 — $3,500,000 —
$682,691 = $13,572,309). It should be noted that the construction cost estimate included a 50
percent contingency on the direct construction costs.

In conclusion, it appears the proposed cost estimate for the construction of the VDOT Short/Mid-
Term Improvements should be more than adequate, although the proposed improvements are not
adequate to maintain existing level of service at the six analysis intersections.

Shuttle-Bus Program Cost Estimates for BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia

The Transportation Plan indicates its transportation demand management program and strategies
will cost $4 million (Transportation Plan, pg. 9, §3). However, according to USACE, most of
this cost is allocated for local bus and shuttle services. These costs only cover services through
fiscal year (FY) 2012. A breakdown of the cost by route is presented in the Table 4-5 below:

Route/Provider FY 2011 Cost FY 2012 Cost

Franconia-Springfield Route and West Falls Church $552,499.98 $1,350,000

Route (W&T Transportation) (8/1/11-11/1/11) (117211 = 11/1/12)
$129,393 $623,729

Pentagon Route (WMATA Metrobus) (8/1/11—9/30/11 (10/1/11 — 6/30/12)

King Street Metro Station Route (Alexandria — $137,250 $549,000

DASH) (8/8/11 —-9/30/11) (10/1/11 — 8/7/12)

TOTAL $819,142.98 $2,522,729.00

Table 4-5: Bus and Shuttle Program Cost Estimates for the
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia®

The proposed shuttle program has contracts and funding from August 2011 to November 2012,
or one and a half years. The total estimated shuttle cost is $3,341,871.98. There were no
administrative costs included in the information submitted by USACE. Given the Transportation
Management Plan program requires considerable and sustained administrative support, the
absence or lack of accountability of these administrative costs creates uncertainty on whether the
program is funded adequately and will be administered effectively.
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Cost Estimates of Long Term Improvements for BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia

According to the Transportation Plan® VDOT is currently studying long-term improvements that
include a direct HOV access ramp from [-395 to Seminary Road. The impact of this project on
existing LoS at the six intersections analyzed will not be known until the study is completed,
which is scheduled for the end of this year (2011). If the project receives public approval, which
is undetermined as of the writing of this report, construction is expected to begin in 2013 with
completion by late 2014. At this time, $80 million has been identified in the VDOT Six Year
Transportation Program’. Upon completion of the study, the design process will begin and the
preliminary cost estimate of the proposed action will be prepared.

' ® Finding

The Transportation Plan was mandated by Public Law 111-383 to assess the cost of the
improvements necessary to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.
The costs were divided into:

Short Range Improvements — City of Alexandria mandated improvements
Short/Mid-Term Improvements — VDOT identified arterial improvements
Long-Range Improvements — VDOT identified HOV ramp improvements
Transportation Management Plan costs — TDM measures intended to reduce SOV’s

The Short Range Improvements estimated to cost $12 million have been completed.

The cost estimates of the VDOT short/mid-term improvements appear to be more than adequate
to fund the identified improvements. The cost estimates were prepared according to industry
standards, but the proposed short/mid-term improvements will not maintain existing levels of
service at the six analysis intersections.

The funding and programming for the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
shuttle-bus program appear adequate, but it is only programmed for fiscal years 2011 and 2012.
There is no cost accountability or programming for future years. Additionally, funding for the
administrative elements of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM
program are not known and were not provided. This would include the costs for staffing,
program marketing, and program oversight and monitoring. Without this cost information, it is
not known if this critical element of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
relocation effort is adequately or appropriately funded and programmed.

The cost estimate for the long-range improvement is only a planning-level estimate. The actual
improvement and cost will not be known until the design studies and environmental assessment
are complete at the end of 2011. Furthermore, the benefits, if any, of the proposed HOV ramp
will not be known until that time as well.
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In conclusion, the Transportation Plan did not meet the Public Law mandate to assess the cost of
necessary improvements to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.

W References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 2, 9b

2. Mark Center (BRAC-133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives Technical
Memorandum, Virginia Department of Transportation, February 2011, pg. 6, §1

3. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 11, 92

4. Table 2-1, Mark Center (BRAC-133) Short/Mid-Term Improvements Alternatives
Technical Memorandum, Virginia Department of Transportation, February 2011.

5. James S. Turkel, United States Army Corps of Engineers, E-Mail Correspondence:
Transportation Program Questions / Answers, Aug. 18, 2011.

6. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 13, 92

7. Virginia Department of Transportation Six-Year Transportation Program

4.3.4 Programming of Project Funding

B [ssue

Public Law 111-383' requires an assessment of the programming of the short-, mid, - and long-
term projects. Determination must be made whether the proposed improvements have been
appropriately programmed in the transportation improvement plan to allow expenditure of
spending public funds.

' ® Analysis

e Programming of the City of Alexandria required short-term improvements is complete

e Programming of the $20 million for the VDOT Short/Mid-Term Improvements has been
included in the Defense Access Roads Needs Report and is currently under design by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)

e Programming of the $80 million for the VDOT 1-395 HOV access ramp is included in the
VDOT STIP or Six-Year Transportation Improvement Plan. The actual cost of this
improvement is unknown as of the writing of this report, as it is currently in the
preliminary design phase. Construction is expected for 2013 pending normal approvals

e Though requested, no information has been provided on the programming and source of
funds to cover the administrative elements of the TDM program. This includes funding
for the Employee Transportation Coordinator, support staff, marketing and program
monitoring.
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e Cooperative agreements with WMATA and the Alexandria Transit Company and private
operator contracts have been executed for the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, bus-shuttle program, however these operating funds are programmed
only through to 2012.2

B Finding

Public Law 111-383 mandated the Transportation Plan provide an assessment of the
programming of improvements necessary to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis
intersections. The short-, mid- and long-term improvements have been programmed according
to industry standards. Additionally, the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
shuttle-bus cooperative agreements and service contracts with providers have been executed. It
is not known if the administrative and management elements of the Transportation Management
Plan program have been adequately funded or programmed. This information was requested, but
it was not provided. However, the identified improvements are not adequate to maintain the
existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.

| m References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011, pg. 2, 9b

2. James S. Turkel, United States Army Corps of Engineers, E-Mail Correspondence:
Transportation Program Questions/Answers, Aug. 18, 2011.

4.4 Use of Other Methods of Transportation that are Necessary to
Maintain Existing LoS

' B Overview
According to the Transportation Plan', the goal of the $4 million BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir

— Mark Center, Virginia, TDM program is to reduce employee SOV commuting trips by 40
percent (pgs. 7, 9). To achieve this, the TDM program features:

e Shuttle service e Express and local bus service
e Connections to commuter rail service e Flexible work hours and telecommuting
e Carpool, vanpool, “slug,” bicycle and programs, where applicable

pedestrian services
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The Transportation Plan states (pg. 9) the ) % of Al
TDM program will be administered by an Alternative Mode Employess # of Employees
Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC). Shuttle-Rail 23.0 1,474
As envisioned in the Transpoﬁation Plan, eight Transit Bus 50 320
percent of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Car Pool 50 320
Mark Center, Y1rg1nla, Workforce, or5 12 Van Pool 3.0 192
employees, will be permitted to park onsite at
. Slug 3.0 192
the Mark Center via vanpools and carpools. A
Walk 2.0 128
greater number, 35 percent or 2,243 (0.35 x Biovel 20 128
6,409 = 2,243) employees, will not have eyee .
. .. TOTAL 43.0 2,754
parking privileges and are expected to walk,

Table 4-6: Employee Mode Splits of BRAC 133 Project

bike, bus and/or “slug” to work. These Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia

assumptions are summarized in Table 4-6.
B References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mar
Center, Virginia, Office of the Secretary of the Army, May 9, 2011, page 7
2. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, http://www.wmata.com/references

4.4.1 National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) Compliance

B [ssue

As stated in the Transportation Plan (pgs. 4, 2, pg. 7, 1), the TDM program was approved by
the NCPC in September 2010'. The NCPC is the only public agency noted in the Transportation
Plan to have approved the program. The commission is authorized by law to review federal
development projects within the NCR. Additionally, projects that increase work site populations
to 500 or more must submit a transportation management plan to the NCPC for approval. The
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, project fits within this category.
Elements of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, Transportation
Management Plan do not comply with NCPC policy.

B Analysis

To assist federal agencies develop effective transportation management plans, and to facilitate
review of the same, the NCPC published “Implementing a Successful TMP (ISTMP)” in 2008
that draws from the federal policies of the “Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital —
Transportation Element.””. The Transportation Plan and its July 2010 Transportation
Management Plan comply with some, but not all, of the NCPC policies. The documents are
compliant in providing:

e Stated goals for SOV trip reduction (pg. 7, 3)
e Evaluation of projected transportation impacts and description of proposed mitigation
measures (pg. 8, 3)
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e Scenarios that incorporate data on employee home zip codes, nearby bus routes,
Metrorail and Virginia Railway Express (VRE) lines and their respective schedules, and
identifying existing and planned HOV or high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes (pg. 9, 1)

The Transportation Plan and its Transportation Management Plan are not compliant with NCPC
policy in the following areas

NCPC Palicy: “Update TMPs at least every two years to reflect the most current employee
information.”

The Transportation Plan and Transportation Management Plan provide no timeline for updating
the TDM program. There are procedures in the Transportation Management Plan for adjusting
the program if necessary (pgs. 130-131), but there are no provisions in either document to update
the program every two years per NCPC policy.

NCPC Policy:  “Reflect, within TMPs, planned regional transportation infrastructure or
service improvements within five miles of the federal facilities.” *

The Transportation Plan does not discuss transportation or service improvements within the five-
mile radius recommended in NCPC policy. There is general discussion (Transportation Plan -
pgs. 15, 16) on possible VDOT freeway improvements and requirements near and at the site, but
there is no discussion on needs within a five-mile radius.

NCPC Policy:  “Select reasonable goals and objectives, plan appropriate strategies and tasks
for carrying them out, and develop a timetable and establish a budget.”’

A scenario for achieving mode split objectives is presented in the Transportation Plan (pg. 7, §3)
and the 2010 Transportation Management Plan® (Chapter 5.0). However, there is no timetable
for achieving these objectives.

The annual cost of the TDM program “is estimated at $4 million” (Transportation Plan, pg. 9,
93), but no information is presented in the Transportation Plan on the administrative costs of the
program. Moreover, there is no explanation on how these funds will be allocated or
programmed. In a subsequent inquiry resulting from this engineering assessment, after
publication of the Transportation Plan, USACE’ reported the cost to contract the TDM shuttle
services as $3,341,871.90, covering a period from August 2011 to November 2012. There is no
discussion on TDM administrative costs.

To comply fully with the NCPC policy, all TDM program costs should be identified and
explained. For example, throughout the Transportation Plan and its Transportation Management
Plan there are references to the Employee Transportation Coordinator’s (ETC) responsibilities
and programs. (Transportation Plan - pgs. 7, Bullet 4; 9, 93; 10, § 1 and 92; and Transportation
Management Plan - pgs. ES-1, § 2 and §3; ES-2, q1; Chapter 5.0). The ETC’s role is so
extensive it is difficult to envision how the program will be effectively managed or executed
with one coordinator. The number of staff assigned to assist the ETC is unclear. These concerns
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are expressed in an assessment of the 2010 Transportation Management Plan conducted by the
DoD OIG in 2011, as follows:

“The responsibilities described for the Transportation Coordinator position are varied,
time intensive and go beyond the two main objectives...the monitoring and evaluation
plan...adds further responsibilities. The three persons assumed to fill this role and the
many anticipated responsibilities may be insufficient, particularly given the tight time
frame between the hiring of the Transportation Coordinators and BRAC relocation." ®

The following management features of the TDM program are missing in the Transportation Plan
and should be supplied in accordance with NCPC policy:

e Discussion on how the TDM program will be successfully

administered;
M anagement o Identification of the critical tasks to be undertaken;
Plan e Prioritization of each task by function; and

e Identification of criteria for measuring program effectiveness and
performance over time.

Program Establishment of a time frame for implementing the program with
Timetable milestones and an explanation of what must be achieved and why.
Budget Plan Identiﬁcatiqn of the financial resources needed for the TDM program and
how they will be allocated by task and function.
Identification of the human resources needed to execute the program and
Staffing Plan identification of the functions and work the program staff will be expected
to perform.
Program Recognition that the program may not proceed exactly as envisioned and
Contingencies provision of strategies for mid-course corrections.

NCPC Policy requires these features to ensure TDM programs are realistic and attainable. The
absence of a management framework and plan makes it difficult to determine how, and if, the
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM program will succeed.

NCPC Palicy: “To facilitate the implementation of selected tasks, [a] work plan for each
service/product should be prepared with the following elements...Marketing
Plan, Performance Measures and Monitoring Procedures, Budget, Timetable,
Responsibilities and Staff Time Allocations, and Priorities.”’

As noted above, the Transportation Plan fails to provide a management framework in sufficient
detail to assess effectiveness or sustainability.

NCPC Palicy: “In many areas weather conditions, the unavailability of safe travel
routes...make conditions difficult for walking and bicycling...An ETC
should use good judgment when promoting these options...and...realize that
walking and bicycling might only provide seasonal alternatives to driving
alone and might not be year round options.” '°
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The Transportation Plan assumes four percent of employees (256 total) of BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will walk or bicycle to work every day. It states bicycle
amenities such as showers will be provided on-site within the Mark Center (Transportation Plan,
pg. 10). However, it does not address the adequacy or safety of pedestrian and bicycle services
and facilities at or near the work site. While the 2010 Transportation Management Plan offers
more discussion (pgs. 29 — 31, Appendix G), it too fails to address the adequacy of the adjoining
road system to accommodate these modes. Moreover, the Transportation Plan and its 2010
Transportation Management Plan do not address the seasonality of pedestrian and bicycle travel.
There is no contingency for inclement weather and how this eventuality will affect mode split
assumptions. This failure to adhere to NCPC policy (walk-bicycle safety and seasonality) is
noteworthy. It is discussed in more detail in the pedestrian and bicycle in 4.4.6 and 4.4.7 of this

report.

NCPC Palicy:

It is noteworthy that key transportation agencies within the NCR reported little or no

“Consult with local jurisdiction planning and transportation officials that

would be impacted by the development to identify current plans and

programs, available congestion mitigation/travel management techniques,

and any required TMP-related implementation commitments.” !

involvement in the preparation or review of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, Transportation Plan and/or its Transportation Management Plan. Agency statements
are presented below in Table 4-7:

Agency Statement Reference ‘

“Fairfax County was not consulted in the development of the TMP. Interview,
Fairfax County Fairfax County BRAC Coordinator was not asked to provide information 11-19-10.

or get involved. There should have been regional scoping meeting, so they  (Ref #1-A

know regionally what is going on.” below).

“The Draft TMP was provided to Fairfax County by the City of Alexandria =~ Written

and the Final Transportation Plan was provided by Congressman Moran’s ~ response,
Fairfax County office, not by DoD. The county received reports via third party in both 8-5-11. (Ref

cases and does not seem to have been perceived as a primary stakeholder #2-A below)

by DoD in either case.”

Written
MWCoG “Neither the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) nor any of its responses,
Transportation subcommittees reviewed the TMP or any sub-component thereof. No 11-12-10.
Planning Board consultation meetings occurred.” (Ref. #1-B
below)

VDOT / Virginia VDOT did ~not have ppportunity to rev.iew the scope of work or the TMP Interview
Department of Rail or the TIA included in the Transporta'glon Managemept Plan. DRPT summary,
and Public should have been consulfed early to discuss the multl—modal scope because 11-17-10.
Transportation a successful Transpoﬁahon Management Plan hinges upon transit. Most (Ref. #1-C
(DRPT) local and state agencies have a TDM agency. VDOT and DRPT do not below)

think that the TDM agencies were consulted.
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Agency Statement Reference ‘
= “WMATA is not aware of having any role in determining, reviewing or ~ Written
approving transit elements as part of the BRAC TMP process.” response,
= “If any informal consultation occurred between WMATA and 12-16-10.
Washington WHS/USACE on the TMP, there is no staff recollection of participating ~ (Ref. #1-D
Metropolitan Area or being invited to participate.” below)
Transit Authority * “WHS organized or requested roundtable discussion on May 18, June 8,
(WMATA) June 16 and November 3 to discuss alternative for providing shuttle

services to the Mark Center. However there is no staff recollection of
these meetings being designated or identified as part of the TMP

process.”
= “VRE’s role in the TMP development and review process was Written
minimal.” response,
Virginia Railway = “From the limited direct contact with the BRAC 133 team preparing the ~ 11-18-10.
Express (VRE) TMP and discussions with colleagues at other transit agencies, it appears (Ref# 1-E

there was not much of an attempt made to engage the transit community ~ below)
in the development of the TMP, which is disappointing.”

Reference #1: Professional Engineering Assessment of the Final Environmental Assessment, dated July 2008, and
the Final Transportation Management Plan, dated July 2010, for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Acelsior, Inc., Office of
the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Defense, Feb. 14, 2011.

= ]-A: Mark Canale, BRAC Coordinator, Fairfax County

= 1-B: Andrew Austin, Transportation Planner IV, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

= 1-C: Lisa DuMetz, Mobility Program Administrator, Chris Arabia, Mobility Program Manager — Virginia
Department of Rail and Public Transit; Thomas Fahrney, BRAC Coordinator, Valerie Pardo, Multimodal
Coordinator — Virginia Department of Transportation

= 1-D: Nat Bottigheimer, Assistant General Manager, Planning and Joint Development, Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Authority

= [-E: Christine Hoeffner, Virginia Railway Express, Planning Manager, Virginia Railway Express

Reference #2: Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army’s Transportation Plan for BRAC
Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark Center, Va., Strategy and Management Services, Inc., Office of
the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Defense, 2011.

= 2-A: Mark Canale, Chief, Special Projects Division (BRAC and Dulles Rail), Fairfax County Department of
Transportation

Table 4-7: Agency-Reported Involvement in the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, Transportation Plan and/or Transportation Management Plan

B Finding

NCPC policies are the federal standard for ensuring federal development projects built in the
National Capital Region comply with traffic management and mitigation objectives. The
Transportation Plan does not comply with six NCPC policies and is in violation of this federal
standard. NCPC was the only agency that approved the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, Transportation Management Plan.
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B References

—

Minutes of the National Capital Planning Commission, Sept. 2, 2010, pgs. 1 -151

Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital — Transportation Element, 2004

(CPNC-TE)

ISTMP Section 1- pg. 3, 3, and CPNC-TE, Pg. 87, Item #7

ISTMP Section 1 —pg. 3, 92, and CPNC-TE, pg. 87, Item #5

ISTMP Section 2 — pg. 11 — Bullet 2

Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Benham

Companies, Prepared for Washington Headquarters Services, in association with

Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July

2010

7. James S. Turkel, United States Army Corps of Engineers, E-Mail Correspondence:
Transportation Program Questions / Answers, Aug. 18, 2011

8. Professional Engineering Assessment of the Final Environmental Assessment dated
July 2008 and the Final Transportation Management Plan dated July 20 for BRAC
133 at Mark Center, Acelsior, Inc., April 20, 2011, pg. 3-65 — Item #1.

9. ISTMP Section 1 — pg. 7, left column

10. ISTMP Section 3 - pg. 28, 92, right column

11. ISTMP Section 2 — pg. 9, 95, right column

12. National Planning Act - 40 U.S.C. §§8701 et seq.

o

ANl

4.4.2 Public Transportation - Shuttle and Bus Strategy
B [ssue
Public Transportation and Shuttle Services

One critical element of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM
strategy is the availability of frequent, reliable and convenient public transportation and shuttle
service at the Mark Center Transit Station, which links to intermodal rail and bus connections.
With these services, the TDM strategy will fail with a greater number of employees traveling to
work in single occupant vehicles.

B Analysis

This analysis addresses the planned public transportation services first, followed by planned
shuttle services.

Public Transportation Services

The Transportation Plan assumes five percent of the workforce (320 employees) of BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will use these services. (Pg. 7) To facilitate
connectivity, DoD has subsidized two express bus routes through cooperative agreements with
the Alexandria Transit Company. One route is Alexandria DASH AT2X-Express. At a cost of
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$686,250, the route is intended to provide peak AM and PM express service at 15-minute
intervals between the Mark Center Transit and King Street Metrorail stations. The other DoD-
subsidized service is WMATA Metrobus 7M with an annual operating cost of $753,122. Itis
intended to run express service between the Pentagon Metrorail and Mark Center Transit
Stations in 10-minute intervals in the AM and PM peaks and in 15-minute intervals mid-day.

As envisioned by the Transportation Plan and the Transportation Management Plan', a total of
10 bus routes will provide service to the Mark Center. Five will pick-up and drop-off directly at
the Mark Center Transit Station. The remaining five will pick-up and drop-off at the Southern
Towers apartment complex immediately north of the Mark Center and within walking distance.
All of the routes connect to one or more Metrorail stations (Van Dorn, Eisenhower, King Street
and/or Pentagon)” and enable continued
travel on the Metrorail Blue, Yellow and
Orange lines. BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
employees and contractors presenting a
DoD Common Access Card (CAC) e  Metrobus 7A-E-F-Y e  Metrobus 28A, 28F-G

e Metrobus 7B e  Metrobus 25B

Servicedirectly to/from Mark Center Transit Station

e DASH ATI1 e DASHAT2
e DASH AT2X e  Metrobus 7M and 7W/X

1dentification will travel free on the
Alexandria DASH and the Metrobus 7M
buses.

One additional component of the TDM strategy is the availability of Virginia Railway Express
(VRE) service at Metrorail stations in Alexandria. The VRE rail lines connect to the
communities of Fredericksburg and Manassas.

A summary of the intended BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, public
transportation services, routes, frequencies, and intermodal connections is presented in the
Appendix III - Table B-2: BRAC 133 Commuter Bus and Rail Services and Connections. The
table was constructed to facilitate understanding of the complex system of intermodal
connections envisioned in the Transportation Plan.

Shuttle and Bus Services

According to the Transportation Plan (pg. 4, 42 and pg. 7, 1st Bullet), DoD intends to use private
operators for shuttles to complement the public transit services described above. The shuttle
system is expected to carry 23 percent of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, workforce (1,474 employees) on a daily basis. It was initially envisioned in the
Transportation Management Plan (pg. 42, Table 3-3) as comprising five routes, but this changed
to four express routes to and from the Pentagon, King Street, Franconia and West Falls Church
Metrorail stations in the AM and PM peaks.3 The shuttle system is illustrated below in

Figure 4-4.

Since the issuance of the Transportation Plan, a new development occurred that involved
negotiations between the City of Alexandria and BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
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Virginia, management on the use of public buses in lieu of contracted private shuttles. This is
described in a City of Alexandria memorandum dated Jan. 5, 2011:

“City and DASH staff have been in a number of meetings with DoD/WHS staff regarding
the merits of subsidizing the expansion of transit service to their site...instead of
DoD/WHS operating a fleet of private shuttle buses, exclusive to their employees....DoD
has agreed, in principle, that the public transit operation would be more beneficial to its
employees and contractors as well as the community itself.*’

Figure 4-4: BRAC 133 Mark Center Shuttle Routes

With this DoD agreement to curtail private operations, the DASH AT2X and Metrobus 7M
routes described above (Public Transportation Services) also represent the Blue and Red shuttle
routes respectively. These developments are not represented in the Transportation Plan nor the
Transportation Management Plan, but confirmed in the Transportation Management Program
Reference Guide for BRAC 133 Employees, Working Draft, Washington Headquarter Services,
(Feb. 23,2011, pg. 12, 1%, 2™, 3 and 4™ Bullets) and by correspondence from James S. Turkel.’
While each reference differs slightly, the USACE e-mail correspondence was used to describe
shuttle services from/to the Mark Center Transit Station, shown in Table 4-8 below:
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Route Destination Services

15-minute peak and no off-peak service

55-passenger bus

Service to/from Franconia-Springfield Metrorail Station
Operated by private vendor - W&T Transportation

Franconia-
Route #1: Springfield

15-minute peak and no off-peak service.
55-passenger bus.

Transportation.

Service to/from West Falls Church Metrorail Station
Operated by private vendor - W&T

West Falls

Route #2: Church

15-minute peak and 30-minute off-peak service

35-passenger bus

Operated as DASH AT2X by the Alexandria Transit Company.
Service to/from King Street Metrorail Station

Route #3: King Street

10-minute peak and 15-minute off-peak service.
45-passenger bus.

Operated as Route 7M by WMATA

Service to/from the Pentagon Metrorail Station.

[ ]
Route #4: Pentagon :
[ ]

Table 4-8: Shuttle Services From and To the Mark Center Transit Station

Five bus bays are arranged in saw tooth configuration at the west passenger loading area of the
Mark Center Transit Station. Four of the five bays are assigned to a specific bus route. There is
no explanation in the Transportation Plan on the status of the unassigned bus bay. For purpose
of analysis, it is assumed the bay will accommodate the two contracted shuttles originating from
the West Falls Church and Franconia-Springfield Metrorail Stations. Given this, the expected
AM peak hour arrivals at the bays are summarized in Table 4-9.

Bay Service Expected AM Peak Frequency
1 DASH AT2X/AT2 15 min
2 DASH ATI 20-30 min
3 Metrobus 7TW/7X 10 min
4 Metrobus 7M 10 min
5 DoD Private Shuttles (2) 15 min each

Table 4-9: Mark Center Transit Sation - Bus Bay Assignments
and Expected AM Peak Hour Frequencies

Bus service frequency is defined as the number of arriving vehicles per hour and is a common
criterion for measuring LoS as perceived by passengers. The Level of Service values are shown
in Table 4-10.
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LoS Headway VErieles Indicators
(min) Per Hour
A <10 >6 Schedules not needed by passengers
B 10-14 5-6 Frequent service, passengers consult schedules
C 15-20 34 Maximum desirable timeto wait if bus missed
D 21-30 2 Service unattractive to choice passengers
E 31- 60 1 Service available during hour
F > 60 <1 Service unattractive to all passengers

Table 4-10: Service Frequency LoS— Urban Scheduled Transit Service®

If the expectations and goals stated in the Transportation Plan are realized, two of the bus routes
will have 10-minute headways, three will have 15-minute headways, and one will have roughly
25-minute headways. This represents an average 15-minute headway for all routes combined
arriving in the AM peak hour [(20 + 45 + 25) = 6 = 15]. This represents LoS C.

If the expectations and goals stated in the Transportation Plan are realized, two of the routes will
generate six bus arrivals each in the AM peak hour; three will generate four bus arrivals, and one
will generate two bus arrivals. Thus, the average number of vehicles arriving at the Mark Center
station bus bays in the AM peak hour is 4.33 vehicles [(12 + 12 + 2) + 6 =4.33]. This represents
LoS C. The frequencies — 15-minute average headway and 4.33 average vehicles per hour — if
realized, suggest an acceptable LoS will be perceived by passengers at the Mark Center Transit
Station in the AM peak hour.

In continuing this assessment, it appears the expected supply (bus service) satisfies the expected
demand (mode split or number of passengers) at the Mark Center Transit Station in the AM peak
hour, as follows in Figure 4-5:

Assume:

Number of passengers per bus: Metrobus — 45; DASH — 35; Private Shuttles = 55

Vehicle Arrivals during AM peak hours: Metrobus — 12; Shuttle — 8; DASH — 4; DASH — 2
Percent of Total Passengers during AM peak hours: 50% or 897

Cp=R(Vpx Va)

Cp = Metrobus + Shuttle + DASH + DASH
Cp=[2(@45%x6)]+[2(55x4)]+[1(B5x4)]+[1(35x%2)]
Cp =540 +440+ 140+ 70

Cp=1,190
L egend:
Cp = System Capacity (passenger)
Vp = Vehicle Capacity (passenger)
Va = Number of Vehicles (arrivals)
R = Number of Routes

Figure 4-5; Estimation of Bus and Shuttle Carrying Capacity — AM Peak Hour
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia
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This capacity calculation indicates the shuttles and buses assigned to the Mark Center Transit
Station will have more than adequate capacity to accommodate the 50 percent BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees (897) expected to use the service in the AM
peak hour. Thus supply (shuttle - bus services) exceeds demand (passengers) with the system
having capacity to serve as many as 290 additional passengers in the AM peak hour.

It is noted that some of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, workers
will use bus service arriving at Southern Towers and walk to work, slightly reducing the AM
peak hour demand estimate at the Mark Center Station. It is also noted that non BRAC 133
employees within the Mark Center complex may elect to use the service, thus slightly increasing
demand. Overall, capacity calculations show the system as designed, should accommodate
demand of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

With this finding, however, it is noted that the Transportation Plan does not account for delay
and congestion on the roadways on which the shuttles and public buses must travel. If roadway
LoS falls to unacceptable levels, the 10-minute and 15-minute frequencies intended for the
express bus and shuttle routes will not be realized. An administrator of an agency currently
located at Mark Center, as follows, expresses this concern:

“...With existing traffic today there are times when the Seminary Road traffic trying to
enter 1-395 South is backed up beyond Mark Center Avenue. Now add an additional
1,000 or so cars also trying to get out the same way. Another simple example of this
shortfall is the plan to have a shuttle bus at King Street Metro every 10 minutes using
four DASH buses. During rush hour, it generally takes 25 to 30 minutes each way to
transit between Mark Center and the King Street Metro. That type of transit time does
not support a 10-minute schedule.””’

B Finding

The public bus and shuttle services designed for the Mark Center Transit Station have adequate
frequencies and capacity to accommodate the number of employees designated to use them. It is
noted that the 10- and 15-minute frequencies for these services — which are designed to quickly
move employees to and from the site — will be severely compromised should LoS on roadways
serving BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, fail. There are no HOV lanes
directly serving the site. The bus and shuttle services will be required to use the freeway
general-purpose lanes. If freeway and local roadways operate at failing service levels, this will
undermine the efficiency of the bus and shuttle system. The 1,794 BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees expected to use these services may not do so, as the
service will be perceived as inefficient and unreliable. There is no contingency plan to address
this eventuality.
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4.4.3 Transportation Demand Management Goal
'm Issue

There are conflicts in how the Transportation Plan defines the single occupancy vehicle (SOV)
goal for its TDM strategy. The Transportation Plan refers to the goal as a 40 percent reduction in
SOV trips (pg. 4, q1). Later in the Transportation Plan, the goal is referred to as a “40 percent
non-SOV mode choice.” (Pg. 7, 91).!

B Analysis

Variations in mode split goals, which is the relative share of each mode of transportation, will
produce significant variations in the peak hour traffic generated by BRAC 133. For example, a
goal of 60 percent SOV traffic would result in 3,845 employees driving to the site by themselves
on a daily basis (6,409 x 0.6 = 3,845). Conversely, if the goal were to reduce existing SOV trips
by 40 percent, the following would result if the 2010 WHS survey of employee commuting
patterns were used for the calculation:

e 70 percent of the employees, or 4,486 (6,409 x 0.70 = 4,486) employees are currently in
SOVs

e A reduction of 40 percent would yield 2,692 (4,486 x 0.4 =2,692) SOVs

e Which equates to a difference of 1,794 (4,486 — 2,692 = 1,794) SOVs

The difference between the two goals is 1,794 SOVs.

B Finding

The TDM goals for employee SOV trips are contradictory and ill defined. BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, may generate 1,794 more SOV trips than intended,
depending on which goal is realized. The SOV goal should be corrected and clarified in the
Transportation Plan.

| m References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark

Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011

4.4.4 Mode Choice Assumptions
B [ssue
The Transportation Plan states (pg. 7, 43) 43 percent of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —

Mark Center, Virginia, workforce (2,754 employees) will be required to use alternative
transportation modes to access the work site. The Transportation Plan reports most of the
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employees (34 percent) will use HOVs in the form of shuttles, vanpools, carpools and the “slug”
system. It is not certain that these alternative transportation goals will be achieved.

' m Analysis

The Transportation Plan states the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
mode split assumptions were based on an employee commuter survey, a review of employee
origin zip codes, and commuter travel pattern statistics for the Washington, D.C., metropolitan
area (pg. 7, 93). The Transportation Plan then establishes that 34 percent of all BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, workers will use the shuttle, rail, van pool, car pool
and “slug” modes. This estimate is much higher than the U.S. Census commute-to-work data for
the region. According to the U.S. Census, 11 percent of workers in Fairfax County, 8.3 percent
of workers in the City of Alexandria and eight percent of workers in Arlington County commute
via HOV. These percentages are much lower than the 34 percent HOV goal cited in the
Transportation Plan.

The five percent of workers assumed in the Transportation Plan to use public transportation as
their principal mode is much lower than U.S. Census data showing 26.6 percent of workers in
Arlington County, 21.7 percent in the City of Alexandria and 8.9 percent in Fairfax County use
public transportation. The assumption in the Transportation Plan on the percent of workers using
“other” modes such as bicycle is higher than U.S. Census percentages. These comparisons are
shown in Table 4-11.

Transportation Plan U.S. Census
City of Fairfax Arlington
:
HOV Modes 34.0% 8.8% 11.0% 8.0%
Public Transportation 5.0% 21.7% 8.9% 26.6%
Walk 2.0% 2.9% 1.8% 5.3%
Other 2.0% 1.8% 1.1% 1.9%

Table 4-11: Comparative Commute-to-Work Mode Percentages for
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, and Study Area Jurisdictions'

B Finding

When compared with U.S. Census information, BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, mode split assumptions appear overly optimistic in HOV use and noticeably lower in
public transportation use. This finding is significant as any error or miscalculation in estimating
mode split may have a negative impact on the regional and local road network serving the site.

| m References
1. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, Selected Economic

Characteristics, 2005-2009 for Alexandria City, Arlington County and Fairfax
County, Va.
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4.4.5 TDM Marketing Strategy
'm Issue

The Transportation Plan offers no compelling reason for why 43 percent or 2,756 (0.43 x 6,409
= 2,756) employees will alter or modify their travel behavior in accordance with the mode split
assumptions listed on pg. 7. The Transportation Plan assumes the absence of on-site parking for
35 percent of the employees coupled with an increase in shuttle, carpool, vanpool, and public
transportation services will induce behavior change. Yet as noted in the previous report section,
the Transportation Plan mode split goals deviate significantly from U.S. Census mode split data
for the region.

B Analysis

To assist employee adaption to new or different travel behaviors, BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia, program managers published the Transportation Management Program
Reference Guide for BRAC 133 Employees, Working Draft', which outlines the availability,
cost and schedules of various transportation services. This document will be disseminated to
BRAC 133 employees as they move to the site. The Transportation Plan also identifies an
Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC) to assist the employees in their transitions to new
or other modes. While the ETC has a wide range of responsibilities, the effort appears
fragmented and unfocused. For example, Transportation Management Plan Section 5.9.3
describes the TDM marketing effort as acquiring and preparing bicycle maps, developing
relationships with bicycle advocacy groups to organize health fairs and training seminars on
bicycle and walking safety, organizing an annual Bike-to-Work day “pit-stop” at the Mark
Center, and overseeing a walk-buddy program.

According to the research report, Individualized Marketing Demonstration Project (IMDP),” in
order to meaningfully modify commute travel behavior — at the level and magnitude proposed in
the Transportation Plan — a scientific marketing approach is the best method to meet the specific
needs of each targeted employee. According to the referenced report, “...utilizing a dialog-based
technique for promoting the use of public transport, the program provides targeted, personalized,
customized marketing tailored for individuals that are most likely to change their travel
behavior.”

Effective, individualized marketing focuses on the individual employee who is determined to be
most susceptible to change and concentrates program resources on that individual through
controlled interventions. In contrast, the Transportation Plan TDM approach casts a wide net
over all of the 2,756 employees.

Individualized Marketing — when correctly applied — has proven successful in Europe, Australia
and in U.S. test cities such as Portland, Ore., and Cleveland, Ohio. In Cleveland, the change in
mode choice, in terms of trips per person per year, included a four percent reduction in car (as
driver) use and a five percent increase in car (as passenger) mode. Walking increased by 13
percent, bicycling by 33 percent and public transportation by 26 percent.
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The first U.S. Individualized Marketing pilot project — SmartTrips Downtown’ — was conducted
in Portland, Ore., and resulted in a reduction in car travel of eight percent and an increase in
travel by environmentally friendly modes by 27 percent. Seventy-five percent of the program’s
survey respondents reported motivation to drive alone less or continue not to drive to work.
SmartTrips Downtown used market segmentation with targeted messaging and continuous modal
promotions, informed by focus groups. This doubled transit and carpool usage among the
targeted participants.

'@ Finding

Given the large number of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees
(2,756) assumed to voluntarily convert to non-SOV modes for their daily commute to BRAC
133, a fine-tuned Individualized Marketing approach is required. The approach described in the
Transportation Plan cast a wide net over all of the employees with ill-defined or possibly
ineffective strategies, such as mass marketed employee directories and modal promotions. A
more scientific, structured and tested approach is recommended, such as customized and targeted
individualized marketing.

B References

1. Transportation Management Program Reference Guide for BRAC 133 Employees,
Working Draft, Washington Headquarter Services, Feb. 23, 2011

2. Individualized Marketing Demonstration Project (IMDP), Final Report, U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, 2006

3. SmartTrips Downtown — Final Report, City of Portland, Oregon November 2006 —
June 2009

4. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Washington
Headquarters Services, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

4.4.6 Pedestrian Service
'® |ssue

According to the Transportation Plan, an estimated two percent of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees (128 workers) will walk to work on a daily basis
(pg. 7, 93). Due to unsafe walk conditions leading to and from the site, it is not certain the walk
goal will be achieved.

B Analysis

The Transportation Plan states “construction of a well-connected, continuous sidewalk system to
access the site from the adjacent roadway network” will be completed “before tenants begin
occupying the BRAC 133 facility” (pg. 8, 4t bullet). These improvements are part of a $20
million appropriation authorized by the U.S. Department of the Army, as stated in a Base
Realignment and Closure 2005 - Construction Reprogramming Request dated April 2011.
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According to the request, the road network serving the Mark Center is certified, under Defense
Access Road (DAR) program criteria, as “important to national defense.” The anticipated DoD
improvements related to pedestrian facilities include:

e Intersection improvements at Seminary Road and Mark Center Drive, including
pedestrian access

e Intersection improvements at Seminary Road and North Beauregard Street, including
pedestrian access

e Intersection improvements at North Beauregard Street and Mark Center Drive

According to the City of Alexandria, these improvements will not be completed until 2013, two
years after the scheduled Sept. 15, 2011, relocation of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia. Specifically: “The local improvements to roads in the vicinity of the Mark
Center that were part of the developer-proffered improvements have been completed. Still
pending are the $20 million short- and mid-term road improvements to local intersections being
funded through the DAR program, which are anticipated to be completed in December 2013."”

According to the 2001 USDOT Federal Highway Administration publication Designing
Sidewalks and Trails for Access Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide, “integrating
pedestrians, including pedestrians with disabilities, into the project planning process is critical to
the success of a transportation network.” (Pg. 3-1). This tenet is forged in federal law such as the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), national transportation legislation such as the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act — Local Use (ISTEA-LU) and the Virginia
Department of Transportation Design Specifications, Section 200.

Federal standards in pedestrian system design generally require:

e Wide pathways e Tight corner radii
e No obstacles and protruding objects e Firm, stable and uniform slip resistant surfaces
e Moderate grades and cross slopes e Good lighting and adequate sight lines

Within a pedestrian corridor, a minimum sidewalk width of five feet is recommended. In
locations with pedestrian concentrations and for the handicapped, wider widths of six to nine feet
are warranted. Federal guidelines also advise the environment for pedestrians should be well
signed and include elements such as:

e Pedestrian traffic control devices e Street trees, landscaping, traffic side
e Crosswalks, curb ramps buffer strips
e Refuge islands e Benches and public art

Field Observations of Pedestrian Facilities and Services

Field observations were performed Aug. 4 and 7, 2011, after the developer-proffered
improvements noted above were completed. The purpose of the field visit was to document
walking conditions on roadways, crosswalks and sidewalks within 0.15 miles of the site. Field
review involved observations of six roadways: Mark Center Drive-east and west; Mark Center
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Avenue; Seminary Road; North Beauregard Street-north; North Beauregard Street — east; and
Rayburn Avenue. The following services and facilities were observed:

e Crosswalk ramps, slopes and conditions e Traffic turn movements and lanes

e Sidewalk widths, slopes and conditions e Pedestrian, traffic and way-finding

e Sidewalk curb radii signage

e Pedestrian traffic and signal control e Building 133 garage access locations
devices e Building 133 Transit Center bus bays,

e Transit bus stop locations and passenger load and wait areas
conditions ¢ General roadway conditions

e Handicapped access provisions

It should be noted that the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, facility was
under construction during the field visits on Aug. 4 and 7, 2011. Full occupancy conditions
could not be observed or experienced.

The deficient locations observed on the road network at and near the site are identified in Figure
4-6 below. Written descriptions of these locations is presented in the Appendix B: Table B-1:
Pedestrian Service Field Observations At and Near the site of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia.

B Finding

The Transportation Plan’s assertion that “a well-connected continuous sidewalk system” will be
available “before tenants begin occupying the BRAC 133 facility” (pg. 8, 4" bullet) is not
correct. An August 2011 review inventory of pedestrian facilities at and near the site found a
series of ADA-deficient and unsafe conditions including hazardous pedestrian crossing locations,
substandard sidewalk widths, substandard bus stop locations, substandard crosswalk ramp
facilities, substandard (or non-existent) pedestrian traffic control devices, and absence of
pedestrian way finding. Additionally, the proposed Seminary Road pedestrian overpass has not
been built, requiring BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, workers to cross
the heavily traveled, multi-lane traffic arterial at-grade. This will make it difficult to safely
accommodate the 128 employees expected to walk to the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, work site on a daily basis.

B References

1. Interview: Mark Jinks, Deputy City Manager, City of Alexandria, Va., Aug. 5, 2011.

2. BRAC 133 Field Observations, Valerie J. Southern — Transportation Consultant,
LLC, Alexandria, Va., Aug. 4 and 7, 2011

3. Special Report: Accessible Public Rights-of-Way Planning and Design for
Alterations, Public Rights-of-Way Access Advisory Committee (PROWAAC),
Subcommittee on Technical
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4. Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Part [ of II: Review of Existing
Guidelines and Practices, 1999:
http://www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewalks/index.htm

5. Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide,
2001, http://www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewalk2/

6. Special Report: Accessible Public Rights-of-Way Planning and Design for
Alterations, Chapter 5, http://www.access-board.gov/prowac/alterations/guide.htm#5

7. Virginia Department of Transportation, Design Specifications, Section 200, Curbs,
Medians and Entrance Gutters:
http://www.extranet.vdot.state.va.us/LocDes/Electronic%20Pubs/2008Standards/CSe
ction200.pdf

8. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, July 2010

Figure 4-6: Locations of Observed Pedestrian Service Deficiencies’
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4.4.7 Bicycle Service At or Near Site
'm Issue

According to the Transportation Plan', an estimated two percent of total employees (128) of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will bicycle to work on a daily basis
(pg. 7). The Transportation Plan states, “Many bicycle paths and routes are located within one
mile of the BRAC 133 site.” The 2010 Transportation Management Plan” supports this assertion
(pgs. 124-125), however there is no bicycle circulation and access plan in the Transportation
Plan or the Transportation Management Plan. Please see Section 4.4, page 53 of this report, for
additional discussion on pedestrian and bicycle services.

B Analysis

Field observations were performed within 0.15 miles of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, on Aug. 4 and 7, 2011. The purpose of the field visit was to document bicycle
services and conditions on roadways near and at the site. This involved observations on six
roadways:

e Mark Center Drive-east and west e North Beauregard Street - north
e Mark Center Avenue e North Beauregard Street - east
e Seminary Road e Rayburn Avenue

While several of the roadways were recently modernized and upgraded by the developer of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, no bicycle facilities or amenities were
found on the roadways serving the site. Additionally, there were no way-finding signs on the
roadways or at garage entrances.

B Finding

One hundred and twenty-eight employees are expected to bicycle to BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, on a daily basis. Field observations found no bicycle service on
the roadways serving the site. Moreover, the Transportation Plan does not provide a bicycle
circulation and access plan for preferred or recommended movements within, to and through the
campus.

B References

1. Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir-Mark
Center, Virginia, A Report to Congress Pursuant to the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 — Public Law 111-383, May 2011

2. Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at Mark Center, Prepared for
Washington Headquarters Services, in association with Department of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, July 2010
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4.4.8 Bicycle Routings in Proximity to Site
'm Issue

The Transportation Plan' states, “Many bicycle paths and routes are located within one mile of
the BRAC 133 site...” (pg. 10, 6™ bullet) and the 2010 Transportation Management Plan’
(Appendix G) illustrates the suggested bicycle routes employees may use for accessing the site.
These suggested routes are repeated in Transportation Management Program Reference Guide
for BRAC 133 Employees, Working Draft,’ (pgs. 51 - 55). They are:

Southbound Route from Columbia Pike/Bailey’s Crossroads via Lacy Boulevard
Eastbound Route from Glen Hills Park via Holmes Run Stream Valley Trail
Westbound Route from Arlington County via Four Mile Run

Northbound Route from Seminary Hill via Seminary Road

These bicycle routes do not offer safe or convenient travel to the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia, work site.

| m Analysis

Though some sections of the suggested bicycle routes are on city-designated bikeways (such as
the Holmes Run Trail), the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, users must
eventually divert to traffic arterials that lack the width to safely accommodate vehicles and
bicycles. A commenter on the Transportation Management Plan bicycle policies — characterized,
as a Mark Center employee who bicycles to work, shared his/her thoughts as follows:

“The flaw in the transportation plan with respect to bicycling is not the number of racks
or the availability of showers, but the lack of bicycle access to the site. Only those who
are comfortable riding in heavy traffic can get there now, and the situation is likely to get
worse. From no direction is bicycling easy, and I don’t consider riding on sidewalks an
option. That is safe for neither bicycles nor pedestrians, and none of the sidewalks in the
area is wide enough or recognized for mixed use...From the north west, Seminary has
four narrow lanes that make it difficult for cars to pass bicyclists safely. Beauregard
Street to the northeast is ridable, but only for those skilled in traffic. ...If the Plan were
serious regarding bicycling as a mode of transportation, there would be more...regarding
road improvements to ensure bicycle access....” (Transportation Management Plan -

pg. A-25, Item 134)

The official BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, management response to
these comments was:

“Adjustments have been made to the Transportation Management Plan to remove any
instances of the word “safe” and to remove language referring to the use of sidewalks by
bicycles....DoD is not funding offsite bicycle access improvements. Onsite safety
improvement will be coordinated between the City Biking and Pedestrian Coordinator
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and the WHS Transportation Coordinator(s). WHS will closely monitor the use of
bicycles as one of its transportation demand management strategies....” (Transportation
Management Plan - pg. A-26, Bullets 1, 2 and 3)

In lieu of the bicycle routes suggested in the Transportation Management Plan, an assessment
was performed on the viability of using city-designated bikeways within and near the site. It was
determined that examining the designated bikeways as a starting point, would offer insight on the
quality of bicycle service available to employees. A portion of the City of Alexandria Bicycle
Map, closest to BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,, is presented in Figure
4-7 below.

A description of the city-designated on-roadway and off-roadway bikeways near BRAC 133 is
provided here.

Designated Off-Roadway Bikeways

e HolmesRun Trail: At its closest point, this designated north-south bikeway and trail is
roughly one mile south of BRAC 133. From the south, the trail crosses 1-395. In
inclement weather, the crossing is flooded and closed. From this crossing, the trail runs
west. To access the Mark Center, users would divert to North Beauregard Street then
north to Mark Center Drive-west, then east to the work site. The final two links are on
unprotected traffic streets necessitating travel in traffic lanes or on sidewalks. As noted
in the pedestrian section of this report, the south section of North Beauregard Street has
narrow sidewalk widths at three and a half to four feet on either side. The route length as
described is roughly one mile.

e Washington and Old Dominion (W& OD) Trail: At its closet point, this designated
off-road bikeway is roughly two miles north west of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia. Travel to the site would require connection to South Walter Reed
Drive at King Street. At this location there is a warning to “use extra caution.” From this
point, there are two travel options:

0 Shorter Route: Exit the designated bikeway and travel on two traffic roadways
(southeast on North Beauregard Street then east on Mark Center Drive-west).
This route as described is roughly two miles in length.

0 Longer Route: This option enables more travel on designated bikeways, but the
last two links are on unprotected traffic streets. Users would first travel on two
designated on-road bikeways (west on West Braddock Road and south on Dawes
Avenue), then on two traffic streets (east on Seminary Road and south on North
Mark Center Drive). The route as described is roughly three miles in length.

e Four MileRun: At its closest point, this designated off-road bikeway is roughly two
miles north west of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. The route
options and lengths discussed for the Washington and Old Dominion Trail would apply
here.
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e
Designated On-Road Bikeway
e Sanger Avenue: At its closest point, this designated east-west bikeway is roughly 0.75
miles south of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. From the
southeast, it crosses 1-395 where there is a “use extra caution” warning. It then runs west

where users would divert to two traffic streets (north on North Beauregard Street and east
on West Mark Center Drive) to the Mark Center. This option is roughly one and a half

miles in length from the 1-395 crossing.
Route

Braddock Rd
Route

Sanger Ave Route

Figure 4-7: City of Alexandria Bike Map (Excerpt) Designated Trails and Routes
in proximity to BRAC 133 Mark Center*

'®m Finding

The Transportation Plan statement that “Many bicycle paths and routes are located within one
mile of the BRAC 133 site” is misleading. There are paths and routes in the vicinity of the site
but none offer safe or direct connections to the Mark Center. A reassessment of the bicycle
element of the Transportation Plan is warranted given the absence of bicycle service near and at
the Mark Center. This creates an unsafe condition for the 128 employees of BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, expected to bicycle to work on a daily basis.
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5.0 Findings and Conclusions

5.1 Conclusion: Process

Much of the data, analysis, and information contained in the Transportation Plan are unreliable
and questionable. The volume of transportation studies prepared to address the impact of BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, create an illusion that the transportation issues
have been thoroughly addressed and mitigated. However, any sound analysis must begin with
sound data. Data for traffic counts, background traffic, trip generation, trip distribution and
traffic assignments was not developed using industry standards or recommended engineering
practice. Further hindering the Transportation Plan’s message is the absence of a logical,
reasoned and sequential discussion on the goal, the alternatives that were considered based on
rigorous analysis, the recommendation on which alternative would, most effectively achieve the
transportation goal and objectives required by federal law.

5.1.1 Finding: Traffic Studies

The volume of transportation studies prepared to address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, creates an illusion that the transportation issues have been
thoroughly addressed and mitigated. This is not correct. It appears the Transportation Plan
cherry-picked the various traffic studies listed in Table 4-1 to formulate the findings expressed.
All of the studies were based on faulty baseline data, including existing peak hour traffic
volumes. Many of the studies were flawed in their assessment of the issues, which led to
inaccurate conclusions. None of the studies, individually or collectively, provided a thorough
and accurate analysis of the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

5.1.2 Finding: Traffic Counts

The traffic counts used in the transportation studies prepared to address the traffic impacts of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, did not comply with requirements of
ITE recommended standards for collecting such data. The traffic counts were taken during time
periods when traffic volumes are impacted by national holidays and summer vacations. The
resultant peak hour turning movement volumes did not reflect an average peak hour traffic
conditions for the study area. As a result, there was an understatement of existing AM and PM
peak hour traffic volumes which was perpetuated through all other volume scenarios used to
evaluate the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia.

5.1.3 Finding: Background Traffic

Site development transportation impact analyses require the inclusion of background traffic
growth to provide an understanding of overall traffic impact in the development’s horizon year:
defined as the time the proposed development is occupied. The transportation studies used to
develop the Transportation Plan did not adhere to the ITE Recommended Practice in the
development of background traffic volumes for the assessment of project impact. Not all studies
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used in the development of the Transportation Plan included ambient growth, and none of the
studies evaluated the impact of the four million gross square feet (gsf) of pipeline development
identified in the Transportation Plan.

The 2011 horizon year peak hour traffic volumes used in the development of the Transportation
Plan are significantly less than the anticipated peak hour volumes. Consequently, the level of
service will be significantly lower than those used in the development of the Transportation Plan.
Therefore this creates an inaccurate representation of project impact in the horizon year.

5.1.4 Finding: Trip Generation

The ITE Recommended Practice defines how trip generation shall be determined for site
development transportation impact analyses. The Mark Center trip generation used in the
development of the Transportation Plan was not determined in accordance with this practice.
ITE recommends the use of national trip generation data where possible, and if not, the
development of a local trip generation study in accordance with ITE standard practice.

The studies used in the development of the Transportation Plan did not follow these guidelines,
but simply estimated peak hour trip generation from total site employment. As a result, the peak
hour volumes stated in the Transportation Plan appear to be significantly less than what would be
estimated if the ITE procedures and VDOT-recommended guidelines had been used.

Application of ITE rates suggest peak hour volumes of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, could be as high as 3,000 vehicles per hour or approximately double the peak
hour volumes represented in the Transportation Plan.

5.1.5 Finding: Trip Distribution/Traffic Assignment

The process used to determine trip distribution/traffic assignment for the Mark Center did not
adhere to sound engineering practice in the use of survey data and determination of traffic
assignment patterns. The traffic distribution patterns of the entire employee population of
federal employees and defense contractors were based on the residential location of the federal
employees and did not include a sample of the residential location of the defense contractors.
Secondly, traffic assignment patterns for the entire employee population were based on an
assumed route from the residential location to the Mark Center without recognition of the
possible alternative routes. The result of this approach to trip distribution and traffic assignment
will result in unrealistic traffic patterns assumed for project-generated traffic.

5.1.6 Finding: Transportation Plan

The Transportation Plan does not comply with standard industry practice for the development of
transportation plan documents. The Transportation Plan appears to be a rambling collection of
thoughts generally related to the issues surrounding BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia. The Transportation Plan offers insufficient discussion and justification on how
it arrived at recommendations and strategies for accommodating transportation needs of BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia. The Transportation Plan’s use of source
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documents and its methodology for traffic counts, background traffic, trip generation, trip
distribution and trip assignments is questionable and not clearly or fully explained. Without
sound application of quantitative methodology, thoughtful consideration of possible alternatives
and justification on why certain program strategies were selected over others, the conclusions of
the Transportation Plan are weakened and do not meet the requirements of Section 2704 of
Public Law 111-383.

5.2 Conclusion: Ingress/Egress

The efficient ingress and egress of all personnel to and from BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, is dependent upon the provision of a safe and highly functional roadway
network.. The Transportation Plan fails to adequately address expected congestion on adjacent
arterial roadways serving the site and on the roadways within the site itself. Projected queuing
on the adjacent arterials will back up on to the site internal roadways and create severe
congestion; resulting in near gridlock conditions in peak periods. This will hamper the high
frequency express bus and shuttle services envisioned to move employees quickly to and from
the site in the AM and PM.

The Transportation Plan fails to analyze the complete impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia, by limiting its analysis to the six adjoining intersections as if they
existed in isolation. In order for any traffic analysis to be realistic and complete, standard
engineering practice dictates the Transportation Plan should have included an evaluation of
traffic impacts at both signalized and unsignalized intersections within a radius of 2 miles from
the Mark Center. An additional issue is parking. The insufficient supply of parking at BRAC
133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will likely have a deleterious impact on
adjoining neighborhood traffic and parking conditions as Mark Center employees seek parking
on their own. Other safety concerns related to ingress/egress, but not addressed in the
Transportation Plan, are the historically high crash locations on roadways within the vicinity of
Mark Center.

Each of these issues will exacerbate congestion on the local road network, have a significant
impact on emergency response, and create an unsafe environment for BRAC employees and the
immediate community.

5.2.1 Finding: High Occupancy Vehicle Access

The Transportation Plan assumes at least 39 percent of the workforce (2,500 employees) of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will use shuttle, commuter rail, and
HOV access for travel to work. This assumption is based on existing mode split choices of
federal employees at the Pentagon Reservation. This assumption may be unrealistic. The
Transportation Plan incorrectly states the wide range of alternative travel options at the Pentagon
Reservation will be the same or similar for employees at the Mark Center. The actual finding is
that travel options at the Mark Center are severely limited — rail access is 4.31 miles away, and
no HOV freeway lanes directly serve the site. With this existing condition, the BRAC 133
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Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM strategy for achieving 39 percent non-SOV
trips may fail.

5.2.2 Finding: Study Area

The ITE Recommended Practice suggests a development of the magnitude of BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, include the evaluation of the traffic impacts at all
signalized intersections within a study area defined by a two-mile radius around the site. The
Transportation Plan limited the analysis to six intersections within 0.14 miles of the site. The
Transportation Plan should have considered a much larger study area than six intersections.
Application of the ITE Recommended Practice would have resulted in a larger study area that
would have included at a minimum an additional 63 intersections. The outcome would have
identified significant impacts resulting from BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, on the area intersections.

5.2.3 Finding: Capacity of 1-395

Responsible transportation planning dictates a proposed development should mitigate significant
adverse impacts to the roadway network. The Transportation Plan documents the fact that
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will create a significant adverse impact
on [-395 that will not be mitigated by the proposed HOV access ramp. The Transportation Plan
fails to recognize that congestion on the I-395 mainline creates queuing onto Seminary Road
impacting the intersection at Mark Center Avenue. Any volume diverted to the proposed HOV
ramp will not be significant enough to resolve the mainline congestion on 1-395 southbound.

5.2.4 Finding: 1-395 Congestion

Transportation planning research indicates that small increases in traffic volume may result in
significant impacts on traffic speeds and congestion. The Transportation Plan’s assumption that
because 1-395 is already congested, a relatively modest increase in traffic will have “a relatively
minor impact” on traffic operations is not accurate. Additional traffic added to a congested
freeway will have a disproportionate impact on freeway operations that could result in gridlock.

5.2.5 Finding: Mitigation

The Transportation Plan incorrectly asserts that Virginia Department of Transportation indicates
that with the short/mid-term and long-term improvements, the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, will be adequately mitigated. With the proposed short/mid-
term improvements, the Seminary Road/Mark Center Avenue intersection is estimated to operate
at LoS F. According to VDOT, the impact of the proposed 1-395 HOV access ramp is currently
unknown.
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5.2.6 Finding: Parking Supply

The Transportation Plan states that sufficient parking supply will be provided to accommodate
all vehicles with an assumed 57 percent SOV mode split. In fact, the Mark Center will have 636
fewer parking spaces than is needed to accommodate the workforce under the proposed SOV
goal. The proposed parking supply of 3,747 parking spaces is approximately 636 spaces fewer
than what is required to meet the projected demand even with the “self imposed stringent
requirement” of 57 percent SOVs. The result of this requirement will be employees seeking
parking off site and placing pressure on adjacent residential neighborhoods, shopping malls,
churches, and other commercial complexes.

5.2.7 Finding: On-Site Circulation (Vehicle and Pedestrian)

Several studies have been conducted to assess on-site circulation at the Mark Center. All of the
studies concluded that with BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, there
should be no adverse circulation issues. However, these analyses have failed to 1) consider the
impact of queuing created by congestion on the surrounding arterial street network; 2) use
appropriate assumptions and analysis tools; 3) recognize design deficiencies in the on site
roadway network; and 4) mitigate the resultant adverse impacts. As a result, the full impact of
the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, traffic on the on-site street system
is unknown. Extensive on-site delay is expected based on anticipated on-site queuing resulting
from the site access intersections and the substandard roundabout design.

5.2.8 Finding: Safety

The ITE Recommended Practice suggests that the traffic impact studies should identify locations
within the study area where extra attention should be given to safety issues. None of the traffic
studies used in the formulation of the Transportation Plan gave any consideration to safety at the
analysis intersections. Within the vicinity of the Mark Center, there are high crash locations that
will be significantly impacted by additional traffic generated by BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia. The safety issues at these locations will adversely affect ingress and
egress to the site. The high crash locations should be identified, and appropriate mitigation
measures applied to reduce, if not eliminate, these safety hazards.

5.2.9 Finding: Impact on Emergency Response

A development of the magnitude of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
will have a significant impact on emergency services including fire, aid and serving the site. It is
expected the volume of emergency response calls will increase proportionately with the
increased employee population. With the estimated traffic congestion and its resulting impact on
ingress and egress, a significant impact on emergency vehicle response times to the site can be
anticipated. These impacts should be identified and mitigated as part of the Transportation Plan.

5.2.10 Finding: Construction Impacts
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The ITE Recommended Practice identifies the need to provide acceptable levels of service at the
time of site occupancy. The Transportation Plan indicates unacceptable and failing levels of
service will exist at study area intersections until the VDOT Short/Mid-Term Improvements and
long-range improvements are completed. The Transportation Plan states that the Short/Mid-
Term improvements are to be complete by late 2013 and VDOT suggests the long-range
improvements, if approved, could be complete by 2016. The Transportation Plan, however, fails
to address the impact of construction activity between 2011, when BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, is occupied, and 2016, when all improvements are complete.
Construction activity will affect ingress and egress to the site. The impact of construction
activity on the study area and site access intersections should be determined and appropriate
mitigation measures identified and included in the Transportation Plan.

5.3 Conclusion: Assessment of Costs

The Transportation Plan assessed the costs and programming of short-, medium-, and long-term
projects according to industry standards generally, however horizon year studies did not adhere
to industry standards that call into question the determination of required project mitigation,
scheduling of programmed improvements and related funding requirements. According to the
Transportation Plan, the $112 million identified for short-, mid- and long-term infrastructure
improvements of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, project is not
adequate to maintain the existing LoS at the six analysis intersections. Additional funding will be
necessary to relieve anticipated congestion and maintain existing levels of service.

5.3.1 Finding: Horizon Year

The ITE Recommended Practice recommends that transportation impact analyses include an
analysis at the opening of the site and at a minimum five years in the future. The traffic studies
used in the development of the Transportation Plan failed to provide an impact analysis at both
the opening and five years in the future. Thus, these studies did not provide a comprehensive
understanding of the actual traffic related impact of the proposed BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir
— Mark Center, Virginia, development. The result of this approach complicates the determination
of required project mitigation, scheduling of programmed improvements, and related funding
requirements.

5.3.2 Finding: Maintaining Existing Level of Service (LoS)

According to Public Law 111-383, the Transportation Plan was mandated to assess the cost of
funding short-, medium-, and long-term projects necessary to maintain the existing level of
service at the six analysis intersections. The Transportation Plan failed to accomplish this
requirement. Although the Transportation Plan identified $112 million for short-, medium- and
long-term infrastructure improvements to address the traffic related impacts of BRAC 133
Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, this funding is not adequate to provide necessary
improvements to maintain the existing LoS at the six analysis intersections. Additional funding
will be necessary to relieve anticipated congestion and to maintain existing levels of service.
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5.3.3 Finding: Cost Estimates

The Transportation Plan was mandated by Public Law 111-383 to assess the cost of the
improvements necessary to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.
The costs were divided into:

Short Range Improvements — City of Alexandria mandated improvements
Short/Mid-Term Improvements — VDOT identified arterial improvements
Long-Range Improvements — VDOT identified HOV ramp improvements
Transportation Management Plan costs — TDM measures intended to reduce SOV’s

The Short Range Improvements estimated to cost $12 million have been completed.

The cost estimates of the VDOT short/mid-term improvements appear to be more than adequate
to fund the identified improvements. The cost estimates were prepared according to industry
standards, but the proposed short/mid-term improvements will not maintain existing levels of
service at the six analysis intersections.

The funding and programming for the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
shuttle-bus program appear adequate, but it is only programmed for fiscal years 2011 and 2012.
There is no cost accountability or programming for future years. Additionally, funding for the
administrative elements of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, TDM
program are not known and were not provided. This would include the costs for staffing,
program marketing, and program oversight and monitoring. Without this cost information, it is
not known if this critical element of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
relocation effort is adequately or appropriately funded and programmed.

The cost estimate for the long-range improvement is only a planning-level estimate. The actual
improvement and cost will not be known until the design studies and environmental assessment
are complete at the end of 2011. Furthermore, the benefits, if any, of the proposed HOV ramp
will not be known until that time as well.

In conclusion, the Transportation Plan did not meet the Public Law mandate to assess the cost of
necessary improvements to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.

5.3.4 Finding: Programming of Project Funding

Public Law 111-383 mandated the Transportation Plan provide an assessment of the
programming of improvements necessary to maintain existing levels of service at the six analysis
intersections. The short-, mid- and long-term improvements have been programmed according
to industry standards. Additionally, the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia,
shuttle-bus cooperative agreements and service contracts with providers have been executed. It
is not known if the administrative and management elements of the Transportation Management
Plan program have been adequately funded or programmed. This information was requested, but
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it was not provided. However, the identified improvements are not adequate to maintain the
existing levels of service at the six analysis intersections.

5.4 Conclusion: Use of Other Methods of Transportation Necessary
to Maintain Existing LoS

The use of alternative modes of transportation to support the goal to significantly reduce single
occupancy vehicles generated by BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, has
not been well defined. Moreover it is questionable whether the goal can be achieved, given that
the Transportation Plan offers contradictory non-SOV goal statements. Further, the
Transportation Plan fails to comply with several federal standards for developing Transportation
Management Plan programs. There are also deficiencies and/or an absence of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities and services at and near BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia. This will hinder the employee walk and bicycle goals established in the Transportation
Plan. Each of these factors in combination with the inability of the proposed employee bus and
shuttle services to achieve proposed headways due to expected roadway congestion suggests the
aggressive non-SOV goals established in the Transportation Plan may not be achieved or
sustained.

5.4.1 Finding: National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) Compliance

NCPC policies are the federal standard for ensuring federal development projects built in the
National Capital Region comply with traffic management and mitigation objectives. The
Transportation Plan does not comply with six NCPC policies and is in violation of this federal
standard. NCPC was the only agency that approved the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, Transportation Management Plan.

5.4.2 Finding: Public Transportation - Shuttle and Bus Strategy

The public bus and shuttle services designed for the Mark Center Transit Station have adequate
frequencies and capacity to accommodate the number of employees designated to use them. It is
noted that the 10- and 15-minute frequencies for these services — which are designed to quickly
move employees to and from the site — will be severely compromised should LoS on roadways
serving BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, fail. There are no HOV lanes
directly serving the site. The bus and shuttle services will be required to use the freeway
general-purpose lanes. If freeway and local roadways operate at failing service levels, this will
undermine the efficiency of the bus and shuttle system. The 1,794 BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees expected to use these services may not do so, as the
service will be perceived as inefficient and unreliable. There is no contingency plan to address
this eventuality.

85



Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army’s Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133
Project Fort Belvoir-Mark Center, Virginia (Project No. D2011-DTOTAD-0002)

5.4.3 Finding: Transportation Demand Management Goal

The TDM goals for employee SOV trips are contradictory and ill defined. BRAC 133 Project
Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, may generate 1,794 more SOV trips than intended,
depending on which goal is realized. The SOV goal should be corrected and clarified in the
Transportation Plan.

5.4.4 Finding: Mode Choice Assumptions

When compared with U.S. Census information, BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center,
Virginia, mode split assumptions appear overly optimistic in HOV use and noticeably lower in
public transportation use. This finding is significant as any error or miscalculation in estimating
mode split may have a negative impact on the regional and local road network serving the site.

5.4.5 Finding: TDM Marketing Strategy

Given the large number of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, employees
(2,756) assumed to voluntarily convert to non-SOV modes for their daily commute to BRAC
133, a fine-tuned Individualized Marketing approach is required. The approach described in the
Transportation Plan cast a wide net over all of the employees with ill-defined or possibly
ineffective strategies, such as mass marketed employee directories and modal promotions. A
more scientific, structured and tested approach is recommended, such as customized and targeted
individualized marketing.

5.4.6 Finding: Pedestrian Service

The Transportation Plan’s assertion that “a well-connected continuous sidewalk system” will be
available “before tenants begin occupying the BRAC 133 facility” (pg. 8, 4 bullet) is not
correct. An August 2011 review inventory of pedestrian facilities at and near the site found a
series of ADA-deficient and unsafe conditions including hazardous pedestrian crossing locations,
substandard sidewalk widths, substandard bus stop locations, substandard crosswalk ramp
facilities, substandard (or non-existent) pedestrian traffic control devices, and absence of
pedestrian way finding. Additionally, the proposed Seminary Road pedestrian overpass has not
been built, requiring BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, workers to cross
the heavily traveled, multi-lane traffic arterial at-grade. This will make it difficult to safely
accommodate the 128 employees expected to walk to the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark
Center, Virginia, work site on a daily basis.

5.4.7 Finding: Bicycle Service At or Near Site

One hundred and twenty-eight employees are expected to bicycle to BRAC 133 Project Fort
Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia, on a daily basis. Field observations found no bicycle service on
the roadways serving the site. Moreover, the Transportation Plan does not provide a bicycle
circulation and access plan for preferred or recommended movements within, to and through the
campus.
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5.4.8 Finding: Bicycle Routings in Proximity to Site

The Transportation Plan statement that “Many bicycle paths and routes are located within one
mile of the BRAC 133 site” is misleading. There are paths and routes in the vicinity of the site
but none offer safe or direct connections to the Mark Center. A reassessment of the bicycle
element of the Transportation Plan is warranted given the absence of bicycle service near and at
the Mark Center. This creates an unsafe condition for the 128 BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir —
Mark Center, Virginia, employees expected to bicycle to work on a daily basis.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Acronyms

ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act
AM: Morning

BRAC: Base Realignment and Closure
CNA: Center for Naval Analysis
COA: City of Alexandria

CORSIM:  Corridor Simulation
CPNC-TE: Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital Transportation Element
DAR: Defense Access Road

DASH: Alexandria, Virginia Transit Company bus service.
DoD: United States Department of Defense

DoD OIG:  Department of Defense Office of the Inspector General
EA: Environmental Assessment

ETC: Employee Transportation Coordinator

FEA: Final Environmental Assessment

FHWA: Federal Highway Administration

FONSI: Finding of No Significant Impact

FTA: Federal Transit Administration

GP: general-purpose

gsf: gross square feet

HOT: High Occupancy Toll Lane

HOV: high occupancy vehicle

IDA: Institute for Defense Analysis, Inc.

IJR: Interchange Justification Report

IM: Individualized Marketing

ISTMP: Implementing a Successful Transportation Management Plan
ITE: Institute of Transportation Engineers

LoS: Level of Service

LU: Land Use

MWCoG: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
NCPC: National Capital Planning Commission

NCR: National Capital Region

NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act

PB: Parsons Brinckerhoff

PM: Afternoon/Evening

SAMS: Strategy and Management Services, Inc.

SOV: Single Occupancy Vehicle
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TDM: Transportation Demand Management

TIA: Traffic Impact Analysis

TIMP: Transportation Improvement and Management Plan
TIS: Traffic Impact Study

TMP: Transportation Management Plan

TP: Transportation Plan for BRAC 133

TPB: Transportation Planning Board

TRB: Transportation Research Board

USACE: United States Army Corps of Engineers
USDOT: United States Department of Transportation
VAC: Virginia Administrative Code

VDOT: Virginia Department of Transportation

VHB: Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

VRE: Virginia Railway Express

WHS: Washington Headquarters Service

WMATA: Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
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Appendix B: Tables

Table B-1: Pedestrian Service Field Observations At and Near the site of
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Virginia

L ocation Observation

Hazar dous Crossings
North Beauregard Street- Complicated configuration on the west leg of intersection with four traffic
#1  north/North Beauregard Street -  lanes and islands creating conflicts. Pedestrian ramps at all corners of
east intersection, west side intersection are not ADA compliant.
North Beauregard Crosswalk across right-turn traffic lane with no traffic or pedestrian signal
#2  Street/Seminary Road control device. Driver sight partially obscured at crosswalk on roadway
intersection - south east corner curve.
North Beauregard

Crosswalk traverses heavy use right-turn traffic lane making users

#3  Street/Seminary Road waiting on island vulnerable.

intersection - north east corner

Seminary Street at Southern Substandard crosswalk ramp radii with turning Metro buses and

f#4 Towers entrance - north side automobiles intruding into pedestrian wait space.

No crosswalk across Mark Center Drive-north at this location. Crosswalk
provided for crossing 4900 Seminary Road, but no traffic or pedestrian
control devices. Location is a high volume service road for shuttles and
vehicles accessing garages.

Mark Center Avenue/4900
#5  Seminary Road intersection -
south east corner

Seminary Road/Mark Center Crosswalk to island traverses right turn traffic lane. No traffic or

#6 pedestrian control devices at this location. Crosswalk ramp is not ADA
Avenue - south west corner . . S . .
compliant. Roadway curve on west side of crosswalk limits driver sight.
47 4900 Seminary Road - south Conflict points on sidewalk at active garage entrance and exit ramps. No
side audible warning device for drivers or pedestrians.

Sidewalk Widths
North Beauregard Street from Sidewalk widths variable from substandard three and half to four feet

#8  Rayburn Avenue to Seminary (most of length) to five to six feet at Mark Center Drive-west intersection
Road and at bus transit stops.

49 Seminary Road - east of North side substandard four feet sidewalk with narrow, ineffective one-
Southern Towers entrance foot buffer on traffic side.

Non ADA Compliant Pedestrian - Traffic Control Devices and Facilities

North Beauregard Street-
#10 north/North Beauregard Street -
east intersection

Walk signal devices on east side of intersection mounted high in trees,
partially or completely obscured.

North Beauregard Walk signal device out of handicapped user’s reach. Crosswalk ramps at
#11  Street/Rayburn Avenue all intersection corners are not ADA compliant. No pedestrian traffic
intersection control device on east leg of intersection.
No pedestrian or traffic control devices at intersection. This location is a
Mark Center Avenue/4900 high volume service road for shuttles and vehicles accessing multiple
#12 ) . . . . .
Seminary Road intersection garages. Crosswalk ramps on west side of intersection are not ADA
compliant.
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L ocation Observation

Obstructions

Seminary Road east of

Clark/Shirley Construction sign protruding into narrow four feet walk

#13  Southern Towers entrance - space
north side sidewalk pace.
Pedestrian path to building frontage unclear and possibly obstructed with
south side sidewalk terminating abruptly and traffic rotary and security
checkpoint traffic lanes located at building entrance.
Mark Center Drive-cast: This uncertainty on access is partially ex.plained in the 2QIO Transportation
. Management Plan (pg. 30): “No pedestrian movement will be allowed at
#14  pedestrian ground level access .
o the ground level area between the North and South Parking Garages to
to building entrance . . . . . .
prevent any potential conflict with vehicular traffic...A pedestrian bridge
will connect the North Campus to the South Campus. Visitors entering the
side from the North Parking garage will be able to access the Visitor
Control Center located in the main building using the pedestrian bridge.”
Signage
Noticeable absence of way-finding signage directing and orienting
#14  General pedestrians to services, facilities and building entry points near and in the

Mark Center campus.

Circuitous Routing

#15

Mark Center Transit Station

For access to building checkpoint from Transit Center, pedestrian-
handicapped route is via escalator and elevator (at south end of Transit
Center loading area) up to garage level P5, across garage, across pedestrian
bridge, then down escalator to building entry point. Note: This is the
pattern described in the 2010 Transportation Management Plan referenced
above.

Transit Service

On roadway west side, across from Transit Center, Metro bus stop with no

(identified as short-term
improvement.)

#16  Mark Center Avenue weather protection or seating, concrete slab.
Mark Center Avenue/4900
417 Seminary Road intersection - Isolated, unprotected bench on slope at roadway edge at Metro bus stop.
north of northeast intersection ~ Bus stop located in middle of active right turn traffic lane.
corner
Mark Center Avenue at Mark Pedestrian northjscl)uth access and circulation on east side .s1.dewa1k may be
. . hampered by arriving/departing buses and other mode activity. Another
#18 Center Transit Station - east . . T
. field assessment warranted at this location when building is fully
side of roadway .
operational.
Other
North Beauregard Street-north ..
#19 / Rayburn Avenue intersection Faded crosswalk striping.
Elevated pedestrian bridge Not constructed at time of field visit. Proposed bridge has been
from north side of Seminary recommended as a safety feature for BRAC 133 employees currently
#20 Road to Mark Center Avenue  required to cross multi-lane traffic arterial at grade. As noted above in City

of Alexandria reference, completion of this DoD funded improvement is
anticipated in 2013.
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Table B-2: BRAC 133 Commuter Bus and Rail Services and Connections

COMMUTER BUS SERVICE

Route # Description Frequency Rail Station

Alexandria Transit Company - DASH

Seminary Plaza — Van
1 ATI Dorn/Eisenhower 20-30 Min Van Dorn/Eisenhower
Weekday, Sat, Sun

Mark Center — King Street

Metro
AT2X 15 Min - Peak King Street
Express Weekday: 6-9 a.m. and 3-6

p-m.

Braddock-Lincolnia
3 AT2 30 Min Braddock/King Street
Weekday, Sat, Sun

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority - METROBUS

Mark Center — Pentagon 10 Min - Peak
1 ™ rd 15 Min - Pentagon
Weckday Midday

Lincolnia - North Fairlington Pentagon/

2 TAEFRY 30 Min i i
Weekdays, Sat, Sun Federal Triangle/ Arlington

Cemetery
Lincolnia Park — Pentagon )
3 TW, X 30 Min Pentagon
Weekday
Lincolnia Park — Pentagon )
4 7B 35 Min Pentagon

Weekday

King Street - Tysons Corner ] )
5 28A 30 Min King Street
Weekday, Sat, Sun

Skyline - Pentagon 20-25 Min
6 28F, G Pentagon
Weekday Peak Only

Van Dorn — Ballston
7 25B 35 Min- Peak Van Dorn/ Ballston
Weekday, Sat

= These bus routes stop at the Mark Center and/or Southern Towers stations.

= DASH: BRAC 133 employees/contractors ride free if boarding at Mark Center Station or King Street
Metro after presenting DoD CAC identification weekdays between 6-9 a.m. and 3-6 p.m.

= Metrobus: BRAC 133 employees/contractors ride free on Metrobus 7 lines at Pentagon, Mark Center
and/or Southern Towers stations after presenting DoD CAC identification.
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COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE

Bus Connection to

Station Description Frequency Mark Center
WMATA - METRORAIL
30 Min
. ATI1
Van Dorn Blue Line 30 Min — Peak 5B
1 Hr — Off Peak
Eisenhower Yellow Line 2 0-30 Min AT1
. . 10 Min — Peak AT2 and AT2-X
King Street Blue and Yellow Lines .
30 Min 28A
10 Min — Peak
) ) ™
15 Min — Midday
10 Min — Peak
) ) 7AE, F, Y
Pentagon Blue and Yellow Lines 30 Min — Off Peak
20 -30 Min
7B,W, X
20-25 Min — Peak
28F, G
Only
35 Min — Peak
Ballston Orange Line 25B
1 Hr — Off Peak
VRE OUTBOUND INBOUND
Fredericks Red Li 11 Trains 11 Trains
redericksbur, ed Line . )
g 1:15 p.m. to 7:15 p.m. 6:07a.m. to 1:00
p-m.
M Blue Li 9 Trains 9 Trains
anassas ue Line . )
6:42 a.m. to 7:08 p.m. :52am. o 3:
52p.m.
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