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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE

ALEXANDRIA, VA 22350-1500

November 30, 2011

MEMORANDUM FOR AUDITOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SUBJECT: Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army’s Transportation Plan for BRAC
Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center, Virginia,
(Report No. DODIG-2012-024)

On July 19, 2011, we initiated an independent engineering assessment of the Army's
Transportation Plan for BRAC Recommendation #133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center,
Virginia. This project was initiated in response to a requirement in Section 2704,
"Transportation Plan for BRAC 133 Project under Fort Belvoir, Virginia, BRAC Initiative," of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383). The
assessment was contracted to the engineering team of Strategy and Management Services
(SAMS), Inc. Attached please find our findings and recommendations (Attachment 1) and the
SAMS report (Attachment 3).

The SAMS assessment concluded that the traffic studies used to develop the Army
Transportation Plan were based on faulty baseline data; therefore, the findings and conclusions
presented in the Transportation Plan are unreliable. In addition, the traffic studies used to
develop the Transportation Plan failed to adequately address the issues related to site
ingress/egress. This finding may result in severe traffic congestion during peak hours. The
resultant congestion could constrain single occupancy vehicle traffic, emergency response
vehicles, and undermine the efficiency of the high frequency bus and shuttle services to and from
the Mark Center. Also, the measures proposed by the Transportation Plan will not maintain the
existing level of service at the six intersections. The required project mitigations, scheduling of
programmed improvements, and their related funding requirements may be invalid.
Furthermore, the goal of the proposed Transportation Management Plan to increase non-single
occupancy vehicle traffic may not be achievable.

On November 7, 2011, the Army responded to our draft report with non-concurrence to
all SAMS findings and recommendations (Attachment 2). We reviewed the Army responses and
found that they did not respond to the concerns addressed in the SAMS assessment report.
Therefore, we request that additional comments be provided by December 30, 2011. DoD
Directive 7650.3, "Follow-up on General Accounting Office (GAO), DoD Inspector General
(DoD IG), and Internal Audit Reports," requires that recommendations be resolved promptly.

Please send a .pdf file containing your comments to james.howell@dodig.mil. Copies of
your comments must have the signature of the authorizing official for your organization. If you
arrange to send classified comments electronically, you must send them over the SECRET
Internet Protocol Router Network (SIPRNET).






We appreciate the courtesies extended to our engineering staff and assessment team. If
you have any questions, please contact Mr. James Howell at (703) 604-9096 (DSN 664-9096) or
e-mail at james.howell@dodig.mil.

Randolph R. Stone, SES
Deputy Inspector General
Policy and Oversight

Attachments:

1. Office of the Inspector General Findings, Recommendations, Summaries of Army
Responses, and Responses to the Department of the Army’s Comments

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

3. SAMS final report “Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army's Transportation Plan
for BRAC Recommendation # 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center, Virginia”
September 30, 2011

CC:
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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 develop 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.

0 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 development 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
(VDOT) 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 methodologies 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 a result 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 professionals using accepted transportation engineering principles,
practices and procedures....” (Attachment 2, Page 22)

DOD IG 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. As noted 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: b
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 professionals 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, all 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 17

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 Alexandria's federally funded Alternatives Analysis of
a High 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
officials, 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 Alexandria and 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 (24VAC30-155-60), 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.*“*"29
0 Additional 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 studies failed 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;**
= appropriately 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 a two-mile radius and all 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
site ingress 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.*'



Impact 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 issues is likely 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
a result, 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 analysis 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 development following a thorough public review process that
included consideration of transportation management issues...” (Attachment 2, Page 24)

DOD IG Response to “Army Response to Finding 2”

The Army failed to provide sufficient additional studies to address DoD IG concerns with
supporting facts. Specifically, the Army did not provide the necessary additional studies to
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 a two-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
deficiencies in the baseline data, as stated in our independent assessment, will result in unreliable
simulation outputs. For instance, SAMS 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 the illusion 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 IG Assessment of July 2010 BRAC 133 Transportation Plan also found
deficiencies in the traffic studies used to develop the TMP and suggested that a new traffic
impact analysis be performed. The report stated, "
...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
e 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) Regional Travel Model (Version 2.2) to forecast background traffic. The impact of
using such a model 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
regional 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 a roundabout located at WHS circle. The
SAMS assessment report, section “4.2.7 On-Site Circulation (Vehicle and Pedestrian)”, stated
their justification for using WSDOT 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.

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 Evaluation 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 services to and from
the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center site with adherence to ITE, VDOT, and the
local City of Alexandria requirements and standards in the updated Transportation Plan. The
Transportation Plan should:

e Evaluate and mitigate the impact of additional congestion on I-395 created by BRAC 133

Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center;*“*>-F

e Evaluate 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;***¢
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.** 22!

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 location intersections for road improvements and the Army has completed
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 believes it has sufficiently addressed the ingress/egress of all personnel and
services.”

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

e Evaluate and mitigate the impact of additional congestion on I-395 created by the BRAC
133 Project, and the traffic impact on the local arterial roadways, and roadways within
the site itself;

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

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

10
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Finding 3 — Proposed Improvements Inadequate 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.%8

e The Transportation Plan fails to evaluate the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir -
Mark Center five years into the future, as suggested by Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) guidelines. Failure to provide this analysis complicates the
determination of actual facility needs for the future planning and programming of the
responsible jurisdiction.***"

e The Transportation Plan does not provide an assessment of cost or programming of funds
for the shuttle-bus program beyond FY2012.*

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 a viable 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. As aresult, 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 IG 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 all 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 FY2012. 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 also fails to address the impact of BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center five
years in 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 programming necessary to maintain
existing LOS in the vicinity of the Mark Center.>**®*" The Transportation Plan should identify
available funding for the shuttle-bus program beyond FY2012 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. B3P

Army Response to Recommendation 3

The Army non-concurs with DoD IG 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
adequate 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
balance continued growth with adequate infrastructure...” (Attachment 2, Page 28)

DoD IG 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. This is 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
goals for future years.
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Finding 4 — Inadequate Implementation 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 deficiencies in its proposed alternative methods of transportation
to reduce Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs).*< 4P+ 4E

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
approval by the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC). However, the TMP and the
Transportation Plan do not comply with several NCPC policies, which is the 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 a timetable
and establish a budget.” (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 due to 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.*> !

Impact 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. Fails to provide a timeline updating the Travel Demand Management (TDM) program
every two years;
2. Fails to discuss transportation infrastructure or service improvements within five
miles of the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center;
3. Fails to “select reasonable goals and objectives, plan appropriate strategies and tasks
for carrying them out, and develop a timetable and establish a budget.”
4. Fails to provide a management framework in sufficient detail to assess effectiveness
or sustainability of the TDM programs;
5. Fails to address safe travel routes in unfavorable weather conditions for walking and
bicycling; and
6. Fails to consult with local jurisdiction planning and transportation officials that would
be impacted by the BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center.
¢ The inability of the proposed employee bus and shuttle services to achieve sufficient
headways and travel time objectives, and
e The lack 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) policies is inaccurate. 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 is the 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 IG 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™ *® *" to achieve the goals stated in the
Transportation Management Plan. This will ensure safe access and compliance with ADA and
ITE recommended practices.*™ *¢ 4%

Army Response to Recommendation 4

The Army non-concurs with DoD IG 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 IG Response to “Army Response to Recommendation 4”

The Army did not agree to update their Transportation Plan to comply with NCPC policies. The
Army also 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 IG 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 has the
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
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Department of the Army Comment to the Findings and
Recommendations of
DoD Draft Report — Dated October 7, 2011
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FoR-CRRCAL-HUSE-OR L |

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY {
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY i
METALLATIONS, ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT i

110 ARRY PENTAGON i

WASHINGTON, DG M310-0110

NOY -4 2

Mr. Randolph E. Stone i
Deputy Inspector Ceneral |
Policy and Cversight
Dffice of the Inspector General, Depantment of Defonse |
Adington, WA Z0301-3010 ' i

Diear Mr. Stone: :

This iz the Deparment of the Army's response to the Department of Defense Inqn,i.nr General
{DaDIC Draft Report on its Independent Engineering Assessment of the T mm-pnrtatmu Plan tor
BRALC 133 Report to Congress (Report Mo, D2011-DTOTALD-(M02),

The Department of Defense (Dol)), the Yirginia Department of Transportation {"-’DDT: and the
City of Alexandria are working together to minimize any potential adverse impact on the already
congested regional ransportation system. The 312 million in traffic improvernents calléd for in the
development permit for the gite were completed in Avgust. Additionally, as you lonow, the
Department transferred 320 million to the Federal Highway Administration to execute the short- and
mid-term improvements recommended by VDOT, Finally, our Transporation Mansgement Plan
includes transit subsidies, a robust system of shuttle buses from area metro stations, and other
enhancements for commuting. Dol will closely monitor the effectiveness of that plan and adjust as
NECESSarY, !

Wi do nol belicve a new traffic stedy will provide sdditional solutions @ past or existing traffic
izsues along the 1-395 corridor and interior arteries leading (o the BEAC 113 site, and therefore do ot
eoncur with the findings and recommendations in the draft report (see encloszd). The collective
aetivities and funding commimments of Dol VIOT, and the City are well undervey tuladdrm the
localized and more regional traffic management necds of the aren.

The Ay continues to appreciate the work performed by the DoDIG and the n[nprlrr.unﬂ;:g.I B1]
provide a response to this report.

Sincerely,

Enclosure: ¢
As stated i
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DoDIG DRAFT REPORT - DATED OCTOBER 7, 2011 |
(Project No. D2011-DTOTAD-0002) |

“Independent Englnaarfng Assessment of the Army's Transportation Plarl for BRAG
Recommendation # 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, ".l"lrglma"

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY COMMENTS
TQ THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Army reviewed the drafl assessment and disagrees with bath findings arll:l
transporation angineering analyals, All BRAC 133 fraffic studies were -r.mductad follawing
local and Virginia reqguiremenis using guidelines and standards germane 1o the aren and
similar developments, Additionally, most of the studies were conducled under the auspices
of the City of Alexandria or the Virginia Department of Transportation. We I:EIEUE that the
refarances to and strong reliance on research studies and general guldes ara Inapprnpnata
and result in invalld conclusions and recommendations. Based on this, the ﬁ.n'rv_u' fion-
concurs with the recommendations held within the DoDIG Draft report ,

FINDING 1: Transporiation Flan Dewvelopment Process Deficiencies: The DoDIG finds that
‘the process and procedures used to prepare the Transportation Plan are inconsistent with
Industry standards as stated in the |pstitute of Transportation Engineers {ITE) recommeandad
praclices. The deficiencies of the baseline data explained below are =0 mgniﬂn::ant that they
renderad the findings and conclusion of the Transportation Plan unreliable......." (TAB A
Page 1/DoDIG Draft Report).

ARMY RESPONSE: MNon-concur. Tha process and procedures used to develop the Army's
Transportation Plan and Transporiation Management Plan {TMP) were mnsisteint with
industry standards. The Army's Transporiation Plan and TMP were a result of extensive
study, public vetting, decislon making and executicn of fransportation demand management
strategles, and transportation natwork Improvemenis over the past 3 years. ThE studies
upcn which the transportation planning decisions are based were prepared by racu-gnt:ad
transportation engineering professionals using acceptaed transportation Engme&nng
principles, practices and procedures. .

The Baseline volumes that wera used in developing the BRAC 133 Mark Center
Transportation Managament Plan (TMMP) and the Transporigtion Plan ware informed by
previcus Mark Center studies and then verified against Virginia Department of |
Transportation's (VDOT) 2008 traffic data publications for annual average u:lal-_.r traffic, vehicle
classification and peak hour factors. The data was verified for [-335 genaral purp-usa and
High Occupancy Vehicla (HOV) lanes, and Seminary Road and Beauregard Enat comdors,
and was found to be consistent with the WYDOT's published data. The claim 1hat the Army

‘cherry plcked” traffic data is bath inaccurate and unsubstantiated. ;

The Transportation Plan {TF) prepared for the BRAC 133 site is a brief Summaﬁ of
multiple Traffic Impact Analysis documents that wera prepared fo estimate and' ‘quantify the
epecific trangportation impacts of the proposed development. The insifule af Transpﬂrfarmn
Engineers (ITE) and other stale Department of Transportation recommended El.l|l:|E|II'IE"E slate
that the ne=d for praparing a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) document is lo evaluate the
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change in performance of the adjacent transportation network when the proposed
development takes piacs. Since the only Army proposed development within the study area
was the BRAC 133 developmant al Mark Center, the transporiation analysis and plan were
developed only for this proposad development Professionally accepted approaches were
used by the Army, the City and VDOT in the various TIA's. Although different methadologies
may have been usad in the TIA's, they all used projacted regional growth rates or established
regional models, These analyses produced very similar resuits and are within the normal
range of varation typical of such.

The ITE Trip Genaration Manuai is an informational report prepared by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers as an educational tool. The information contained in it has been
prepared based on Trip Generation studies submitted voluntarily by public agenaciss,
developers, consulting firms and associations. The manual iteelf states that the guidelines
and data are for information purposas only and does not include ITE recommandations on
the best course of action or the preferred application of the data, which should e based on
slte speclfic conditions. e per ITE guidelines, a mors site specific trip generation
methodology was adopted in which the data utilized was obtained from surveys and studies
conducted by Washington Headguarters Services (WHS) at federal office campuses
managed by WHS in the National Capital Region. This provided a more accurata reflection
af the BRAC 133 site trip generalion characterstics, The overall methodology adopted in the
development of fhe Traffic impact Analysis and the Transportation Plan is similar ta that of
ITEANDOT guidelines and follows standard procedures of trip generation, Irip distribution,
modal choice and trip assignment based on existing traffic characteristics and traval paiterns
as cblained from employees’ current travel pattemns. This adopted methodelogy in
developing the BRAC 133 Transportation Plan is a more accurate reflection of the specific
land use development than a generic recommendead practice. This methodalagy reflacted
conskstent results in the peak hour projections among the myriad of independantly prepared
BRAC 133 traffic studies and we strongly disagree with the assertion that the projections
could be off by a factor of mare than 100%, The specific statement that peak hour volumes
could be as much as 3,000 vehicles would aquate to nearly all BRAC 133 waffic reporting in
the peak hour, This is not consistent with any planning factors accepted in transportation
planming.

Traffic engineering and operational analysis technigques Involve collection of large
amounts of data. Itis not practical or expected that 100% of the population will reapond,
therafore statistical estimation procedures are adopted to obiain a sampke size that is
reprasentative of the overall population. The zip code analysis ulilized in the BRAC 133 TMP
is representative of 69 percent of the relocating population (4,422 emploeyees (including
confractors) oul of 6,409 employaes), and s considerad a large sample reprasantative of the
overall relocaling population. This is greater than a 35% confidence level with a 1% margin
of errar, The table below shows sample sizes calculated with acceptable marg-n of errors
and confidence bounds that adequately represant the (otal population.

| e
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Sample Size for Statistical Estimation for Accurate Representation of Chferall'

anuhhun ’ i
7gin: | 905 confidence . '

3,301 4623 |

1,345 2518 |

261 gl i

RECONMMENDATION 1: The DoDIG recommends that "the Amny conduct & n&w traffic study
ufilizing the most accurata, reliable and sufficent data and mathodalagy in ac-mr:lanc:e with
industry 5tanda.rds or the Institute of Transpertation Enginesrs recommended FII-EH:IIEEE- and
ProCEesssEs. . .. "(TAB A Fage 2/DaD|G Draft Report) ;

ARMY RESPONSE: Non-concur, The studies upon which the ranspontation plannlng
decisions have bean based were prapared by recognized transpartation anglnemng
professionals using professionally accepted transporiation enginearing prnmplas practicas
and procaduras and in an apan, public, coordinated process with VDOT and the City of
Alexandria. Additionally, post sile selection, all transportalion studiss hawe I:n:all_l parformad
gither at tha direction of the City of Alexandria, or VDOT.

The Army strongly believes that sufficient analysis has besn conducted in a highly
collaborative approach with a multitude of stakehaolders in this matter and that appropriate
mitigaticns are being proactively purswed with full participaiion by the Army and|fhe
Department of Defense (DoD). To interpose another study in addition to 1) VDOT's
HOW/'Bus only ramp study, 2} Virginia Govamers Traffic Monitoring Task Fnr::e, and 3) the
Clty of Alexandria’s federally funded Alternaiives Analysis of a High Capacity Transit
Corridor, is redundant and an unwise expenditure of funds.

FINDING Z: Inadeguate Anakysis of Site Ingress/Egress: The DoD|G finds lhai “the traffic
studies used to prepare the Transpartation Flan do not adhere fo |nstitute of f
Transportation Engineers {ITE) standards, VDOT requiremants {HHACEDJEB—IED} or City of
Alexandria requirements necessary to analyze the impact and determine mitigation measures
required to provide a safs and highly functionsl ingress/egress roadway network for the
BRAC 133 Project Fort Belvoir - Mark Center employees and the immediate |
community...... The Transportation Plan fails to identify impact of the increased volume of
calls for @mergency services, and the impact on emargency vahicle msp-unm-._l ..... " {Fage
2/DoDIG Memorandum on the Dratt Report) .

ARMY RESPOMNSE: Non-concur. The traffic studies used 1o prepare the Transpﬂﬂa'lbn
Plan comply wilth applicable federal, statle and local standards. The results nithe fraffic
pperational analysis dispiayed in tha Transportation Flan are based on an axlen-:lad study
areg analysls conducted by WDOT. City officials, though weil aware of the existing
congestion conditions and the potential future impacis to 1-395 and other primary arterials,
had approved the proposed zoning and developmeant following a thorough puhl:in rewiessy
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process that included consideration of transportation management lssues, The an&a
analyzed as part of the VDOT's Mark Center (BRAC 133) Access Study Extends' from Litfle
River Tumpike / Duke Sireet to King Street intarchanges along 1-39% and mnlu-:lﬁ: signalized
intarsections along Little River Turnpike / Duks Sireet, Seminary Road and King|Streat. The
analysis conducted by VDOT utilized micro simulation modeling, an industry standard, that
accourtad for existing congestion conditions, additional delay in freeway upﬂratrnns uaua-eu:l
by congestion sxtending from downstream bottlenecks and residual queues at intersections,
The post-BRAC condition level of senvice results identified in the Trﬂnﬂpﬂﬂ'ﬂtlﬂn|F‘laﬂ indicats
improvements in treffic operations along all the major intersections in the wvicinity of the
project site that were highhghted in the Section 2704, National Defense Aulhnnzatlnn Ak
2011. I is impaortart lo note that the Mark Center site had already been zoned by the Gity of
Alexandria to allow office development of a density exceading that of the BRAI:h 33 project.

The Army strongly balieweas that there has been ample anaryam of site i mgress and egress,
The Transportation Plan identifies three intersecions as the primary site mgrasaﬁagrass
locations, .

+ Beauregard Street and Mark Center Drive i
» Beauregard Street and Seminary Road
»  Seminary Road and Mark Center Dirive

The Improved roadway sections that are parl of the BRAC 133 construction project
provice exclusive laft and right tum lanes fo allow smooth ingress and egress into the Mark
Center project site from thess accass intersections. Significant upgrades to Mark Center
Drive facilitate access and circulation within the site and improve site and parking garage
ingressiegress. Traffic contrel improvements along the internal Mark Center Drive access
road, including intersection signalization and a roundabout design, also facilitate site
ingressfegrass. All prior Mark Center studies which analyze the site access andﬁ
ingressiegress conditions provide similar results. Access to the North Parking Garage, which
has the maximum number of parking spaces, allows smooth enltry Into the site without
causing any residual queues o extend back into the major access mlamal::tlnns In addition,
the Morth Parking garage has bwo acoess points, one via the WHS Circle and nna via the
internal loop road. The access polnt along WHS Circle offers one inbound lane. and one
outbound lane. The access point along the internal loop road has two inbound lanes and one
cutbound lane. The visiior parking area is locafed within the Narth Parking Garagua but has a
separate enfrance from the general parking area to avoid undue delays to mmrnuter traffic
caused by visitor registration and/or credential verification. The securad main a::.uaﬁ control
point to the site is located at the South Campus away from the surrounding major city street
network to prevent the pessibility of any spillback from traffie queues waiting at the access
control gates, This will préevent any intermal raflic guawes from affecting the adjacent major
roadway network operations. i

A newly constructed hvo-tane roundabout at the intersection of WHS E.‘-in:laleA Dirfwe @
the Morth Parking Garage will 2low down internal traffic and circulate them eﬂimanthl without
gtopping the through movements. Results of the fraffic operational analysis mnducted earlier

5 |
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by Wells and Associates ulilizing Industry recognized software applications to study the
intarnal madway traffic operations and site ingress/egress conditions indicate acceptable
operational conditions, adequate site ingressdegrass faclities, improved garage access and
reduced traffic delay owing to the proposed roundabout design. All the above constructed
and proposad roadway and trafic conirol improvements at the project location ane facused to
improwve traffic operations and safety of all the drivers accessing and departing the site along
with the performance along the adjacent street network,

We baliave that the independent azsesament’s anaiysie, findings, and subsequent
recommendations concaming the dasign adeguacy of the roundabout are flawed and should
be omitted from the report as they misuse inapplficable codes. The |ndependent Engineering
Assessment evaluated the roundabout based upen the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) Design Manual, which is not applicable to this praject.. The
evaluator then compared the WHS mini roundabout to a mulli-lane state routs type
roundabout to draw conchusions. This is analegous to comparing @ residential street o a
state highway and fo then deam the residential street as inadequate. The discussion section
on the roundabout omits the fact that traffic to IDA Drive bypasses the circle en route to IDA
drive. The WHS circle is best described as a multi-lane mini roundabout with semi-
mountabie center iskand, for which the WSDOT design manual has no specific design
raquirements. The WSDOT Design Manual describes the data incarporated into Table 4-2 of
the [ndependent Engineering Assessment as "general guidelines to follow to begin the design
process; final design valuas will vary,” but the values are treated as rigid and inviolable in the
Indepandent Engineermy Assessment and do not account for factors such as design speed,
design vehicle, design intent, and available land area.

Table 2-4 of the BRAC 133 TMP lists the total number of parking spaces available for the
employees accassing the Mark Cenfer site. The north and south parking garages together
allow a total of 3.747 parking spaces. As stated in the TMP, these parking spaces will be
distributed to tenant organizations based on the number of employees. Tenant
organizations are responsible for determining which amployees receive parking pamits. The
Washington Headquarters Services (WHS) Transportation Planning team will be involved in
enrolling all employess electronically in the transportation management program and
comparing those with a parking permit to adequately determine avarflow parking potential.
Farking will be managed and enforced by the Fentagon Force Protection Agency using the
same standards and procedures in force at the Pantagon. Employees will have a difficull
time finding suitable overflow parking options and will tharefore seek other than Single
Oegupancy Vehicle (SOV) modes of transit to the site. Parking rates in adjacent Mark Center
facilittes have been set at 550 per entry to discourage parking within the business park.
Additionally, the City has esisblished a special residential permit program for the
neighborhoods surrounding the Mark Center to prevent the incursion of overflow parking.
These technigues have been successfully implemented and managed in other federal office
campuses in the Mational Capital Region.

Employee survey resulls obtained from WHS surveys indicated that many of the surveyed
employeas relacating to Mark Center were considerdng various fdeshare modes. Thesa
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employees were aware of the lack of an existing direct HOV access al Seminary Road. The
2010 commuter survey report published by the Metropalitan Washington Coungil of
Govaernmenis indicates that commuters in the Mational Capital Hagmn |::|r||r|s|rl.l;-|I utilize the
rideshare modes of ravel for muliiple reasons that inciude - cost savings an u:mmuia
expenges (save money on fuel, insurance and car maimenance), avoid stress, productive
use of ime, help environment, reduce auto wear and tear, companionship, etc. ﬁ srmall

percentage of the survayed commuters (5%) listed the use of a HOV lane as the primary
reason for using an alternate rideshare mode of travel, Direct access to HOW lanes serves
only as an additional incentive to commutars who are already adapted o rldeshar& modes of
travel. The BRAC 133 site also offers priorty dasignated parking spaces for ru:leahare.
vehictes including carpools and vanpoois. Ridematching assistanca provided h;r the WHS
Transportation Planning team at the Mark Center site wili also enable coworkers to team with
lrlands and attain cost savings. Note also that VDOT has alecalad F80 million in funding and
Is in the prefiminary planning stages toward the construction of an HOV/bus urll:f ramp from -
3856 to Seminary Road. :

It iz nationally recognized and acknowledged by irensportation entities ihat tﬁ&

combination of wark zones and already existing heavy volumas has a greater effect on
rua.dwa':,l systems than heavy volumes alone. This problem is faced by all transportation
agencies nationwide endeavoring to improve capacity and operafions and is typically
addressed as part of the project design process. The $20 million which the Arm*,r has
provided for the construction of short and mid-lerm improvements includes a significant
amount for maintenance of fraffic as well as transporfation managemeant measures that will
be implementad as a part of the project. VDOT will similarly include measures to rmtlgate
fraffic impacls during construction of the long-term improvements.

Al the tima of the BRAC 133 TMF developmant, the City of Alexandria, m-mir and DoD
officials were siill working on an emergency respense plan that would minimize \the impacis
o emergency response time and improve fire, emergency medical, and related ‘public safely
needs at BRAC 133. Since then, the City of Alexandria has performed Emergency Incidant
Managemeant Planning and developed Emergency Managemeant Plans for l.argaf scala
incidents that would affect the surrounding public, In addifion, as stated in the TMP, the
Fentagon Force Protection Agency personnel located on site are trained 1o handle
emergencies at the BRAGC 133 site until other Emergency Personnel arrive at the scene.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The DoDIG recommends that "the Ammy address ther:
ingreselegress of all parsonnal and services to and from the BRAC 133 F'rcqect Farl Betvair -
Mark Center site with adherence to ITE, VOOT, and the local City of Alexandria requirements

and standards in the updated Transportation Plan......." (TAB A, Page 3/DoDIG Draft
Report) !
ARMY RESPONSE: MNon-concur. The Army believes that sufficient ing mmi&ﬁras& analkysis

has been canducted and that appropriate improvements are being proactively pursued with
fuli participation by stakeholders. The Afmy TP identified three primany ingressiegress
lpcation imtersections for road improvements and the Army has completed Impr;u-.raments that
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facilitate site and parking garage access. Additionally, the road network will undargn added
improvements to include construction of a pedestrian bridge across Seminary Ftuad

The Army believes it has sufficiently addressed the ingress/egress of all pafs?nnel and
SEMVICES.,

FINDING 3: Proposed Improvemants Inadequate lo Maintain Existing Lavel of Sarvice: The
DoDIG finds thal "the proposed short=, mid-, and long-term infrastructure improvements fail o
maintain the existing Level of Service {LOS) at six interseclions, as reguired by the Public .
Lew 111-383, even though the Transportation Plan identifies an adequate amount of funding,
%112 million, to construct the proposed improvemneants..." (TAB A, Page EJDnDIIG Draft
Report) |

ARMY RESPOMNSE: MNon-concur. The Army is awars that there may be intersections
incapable of achiaving pre-BRALC 133 Lavels of Service (LOS) following cnmple!linn of the
ghort-, mid- and long=term improvements. [t should be noted that the Gity rssual:l a
Dmrelapment Specig! Use Perm it for the density of development and traffic pmjec.tmns of the
BRAC 133 project. The City's permit for the Mark Center developmeant mandated local
intersechtion improvements which wers construcied as part of the project. The Army and
WHS hawe worked closely with the City and VDOT in an effort to belter assess the effects of
the BRAC 133 project on traffic operations in the area and to mitigate the impacts. These
efforts have resulfed in 2 comprehensive and aggressive Transporiation Management Plan
which |s being implamentad. The Army and DoD are active participants in Governar
McDonnell's Mark Center Task Force which is pursuing additional regional seluticns to
reginnal traffic concemns. This includes monitaring the traffic conditions in the area as
ocoupancy of the BRALD 133 facility continues 5o that transporation demand management
measuras can be adjusted as necessary. !

The Department's TMF Includes transit subsidies, a robust system of Ehuttla buses from
four area metro stations, and other enhancements for commuting. We are clns:aly monitoring
the effectivenass of this plan and will adjust it as necessary. I

N ON 3: The DoDIG recommends that “the Army revise and update the
Transportation Plan to identify the required infrastructure improvemeants with asscciated costs
and programming necessary to maintain existing LOS in the vicinity of the Mark Center. The
Transporation Plan should identify avaitable funding for the shuttle-bus program beyond
FY¥2012 to relieve anticipated congestion in the futura years. The vpdated Tranapnnatl.nn
Plan should also iInclude the funding source of the adminisirative elements of the BRAC 133
Froject Fort Belvoir-Mark Center Travel Demand Management program and the proposed
funding source for additional funding necessary to maintain existing LOS.. ... "I (TAB A,

FPage 5/00DIG Draft Report) i
ARMY RESPONSE: Mon-concur, As nobted, the development permit issued ful tha site
anficipatad a traffic increase and included road improvements in mitigation therenl'
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Presumably, the City considared these improvements as adequate mitigations for the
expected Iraffic 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 attemipting to balance
continued growth with adequate infrastructlure. VDOT's post BRAC 133 traffic analysis
resulted in a recommendation to construct a series of short and mid-term improvements in
the vicinity of the Mark Center. The study concluded that the mplementation of these
measures would significantly improve the performance of the ramps, apomoaches and
intersactions which ware projected to be most heavily impacted by the BRAC 133 project
Although the study does not indicate that all intersactions will maintan pre-BRAC 133 LOS
following the additional improvernents, it does indicate that non-failing LOS will be restored to
all but one of the intersections. It further indicates that the operalions of all intersections will
be significantly Improved in temms of delay time, throughput and queue length,

The City of Alexandria endorsed lhese improvemenls as necessary 10 mitigate the
incremental traffic effects of the BRAC 133 project. The Amy and DoD eveluated these
measures, certified them as meeting the criteria of the Defense Access Roads Program and
reprogrammed 520 million dollars ta VOOT to constru el these improvemeants as quickly as
possible. VDOT's study alsa included a praliminary assessment of the benefils of
constructing a dedicated HOV/bus only ramp from 1-395 to the Seminary Road interchange.
This assessment preliminarily Indicated that an HOVIbws only ramp, by affording more
convenient access to HOV and transit vehicles, would further improve iraffic operations in the
Mark Center area and would also improve the LOS at the Seminary Road and Mark Center
Drrive intersection by eliminating mainline ramp backups and traffic delays. |n recognition of
the langstanding need and benafil of this improvement, the Commonweaalth of Virginia has
caommitied $30 milllion dollars and has nitiated environmental compliance and preliminany
engineering o complete the project as quickly as possible.  The short/mid and long-term
improvements currently being pursued as described above provide additional effective and
appropriate measures to further mitigate traffic conditions in this urban setiing.

As a final point, we have noted that by letter of Cctober 24, 2011, the City provided
recommendations to the Commonwealth Transportation Board on its FY 2013 = FY 2018 Sic-
Year Program. One of the City's recommendations was that VDOT undertake and complets
on a priorty basis a study to address adding a lane on southbound [-395 in the Duke Sireet
gr2a to eliminate one of the most serious and longstanding choke points on -385 south. The
Army's Transportation Plan similatly highlighted the need for this regional improvement which
would assist the southbound flows from all ramps onte and on the mainfine from points north
of Duke Streat. Likewise, it is expected that the proposed HOVBus ramp would not only
improve the LOS at the Saminary Road and Mark Center Drive intersection but would help to
eliminata some West End (Alexandria) genarated downsiream mainline backups and traffic
delays. :
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FINDING 4: Inadequate Implementation of Allernative Methods of Transportation Necassary
to Maintain Existing Level of Service: The DoDIG finds that "the goal of maintaining Level of
Service (LOS) at s intersections required by the National Dafense Authnnmhnn At (MDAK)
Fublic Law 111-383 may not ba achievable because the Transportation Plan has several
deficiencies in its prupus-&d alternative mathods of transpartation to reduce Emgh Occupancy
Wehiclas (S0OVs)....... (TAB &, Fage 7/DoDIG Draft Report) i

ARMY RESPOMSE: Mon-concur. The claim that the Transportation Managemenl Flan and
Transportation Plan are nan-compliant with Mational Capital Planning t‘.‘-nmrnmsmn (MNCPC)
policies s inacourate. The BRAC 133 development was briefed to MCPC on Eapternher 3,
2010 and the Final Transportation Management Plan was approved by NCPC under Staff
Recommendation No. 6803, which specifically notes that the “proposed TMP fot the BRAC
133 devalopment adequately demonstrates how the proposed modal split will be achieved”.
Aftached is the approval letter {figura 1). The Army coordinated extensively I|.|».|'|Ih the MCPC
staf resulting in a2 comprehensivg TMIP that was in accordancs with NCPC pnllqllEE and
guidelines, Conlinued coordination batween the WHS Transportation Planning team and the
City of Alexandria will also ensure the achievement of the proposed mode splits/by
implementing improvemenis to the Travel Damand Management (TOM) programs based on
employes surveys, tenant agency feedbacks and citizen concarmns. The Indepandent
Enginsering Assassment asseris that littte coordination occurmed wilh local Iransportation
agencigs. Mo mention is made of the coordination noted in Section 3.3.2, Need for
Modifications of Transit Routes, of the Armmy's TMP. This section of the TMPdiscusses
the coordination that occurred with regional transit providers, including a BRAC 133 Transit
Round Table dizcussion that was hosted by the Army for the express punpose of stimulating
discussion aboul potential service madifications that could more effectively serve the BRAC
133 population. Additionally, the assezsment ignares the flexible, enhanced transut approach
thal has been pegotiated and successfully implemented amaong I:uul:'l the City am:l
Washington Melropolitan Area Transit Acthonty

Tha assessment's characterization of NMCPC™s approval of the TMF as ' ::undlrtbunal" =
migleading. The only condition placed on the approval of the TRP was a mqmrement to
resubmit the TMP If an amendmeant o the 2011 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)
that included a parking space limitation of 1,000 spaces was incorporated, 'Fhe 2011 MDA,
has been enacted without such limitations, and any further references o a cmdllmnal
approval’ are inappropriate. The previous DoDIG Assessment of July 2010 BRAC 133
Fransportation Management Flan made specific mention of the cocrdination with NCPC and
conformity to NCPC policles, procedurss, and slaff level recommendations. |

1

The TMP is a working document that wili be periodically updated based on continuous
coordination between the WHS Transportation Planning Team and the City of Alexandria. As
stated in the TMP, WHS will maintain a Transportation Planning Team &t the ERAC 123
facility with & Transportation Coordinaton(s) who will be responsible for liaision 'u'.rrli! the City of
Alexandria, local jurisdictions, transit agencies, alermative mode share groups and other
neighborhood communities (o address improvements to the TMP proposed TDM programs.
Timeline and schedule of fufure commuter surveys, review and updates o the TMFP, goals

10

30




and strategies to obtain desired driver characteristics and modal splits, im;:lemenlauun of the
propesed programs, and estimated cost will be coordinated between the City of Alexandria
and WHS BRAC 133 Transportation Flanning teams. The City of Alexandria officials
understand and agree with this arrangement. :
|

The results oblained from the 2008 commuter survey indicate more than 54 percent of the
refocating employees responding favorably lowards ransit use i a frequent DoD shutthe
service to Mark Center was provided, with over B0 percent of the employees indicating they
would use the shuttle service for commuting. The 2010 commuter survey report published by
the Metropolitan \Washington Council of Governments indicates that cmmutarsmhn utilize
alternative transit modes of travel use it lo minimize 20V travel through heavy trafiic, reduce
pollution. reduce greenhouse gases, reduce stress and avoid road rage, use time
praductively and attain cost and enargy sau"mgs. The Army and WHS have Imp_lernantad a
robust shuttle plan that provides a shutfle sarvice at 10-30 minute headways 1o four major
transit hubs during peak hours and 15-30 headways for two major transit hubs during mid-
day service. Initial 30 minute peak hours headways for the two lowest use transit hubs will
be improved to 15 minuia headways over time as the building & occupied. In addition, he
WHE Transportation Coordinator (=) and staff are manitoring the performance of the shuttie
bus system, schedules and routes and making modifications as necessary based on
employes concerns and tenant feedback. Adjustments will be made to the service
frequencies, oparating hours, wehicle sizes and route capacity o reflect actual ndenshlp and
demand during bath peak hour and mid-day serices. Since this effort will be EEFEGIEIH}I'
important during the first six months as employees adjust to their new commute, WHS will
conduct @ detailed analysis of ridership trends at the 2-month and 8-month mark te detenmine
If adjustrnents are needed at that fime, and annually thereafier. On-board passenger
counters on each vehicle will facilitate Ease and accuracy of data collection. The infermaticn
on shuitle operations and monitoring will be shared with the City of Alexandria fnu' reyiew and
comments that will facilitate improvemeants to the shuttle system.

|

The assessment of pedesirian and bicycle services draws incorrect conclusions, perhaps
due to the field site review having been conducted prior ko final siriping of the BRAC 133
internal roadways. Thare are no "missing crosswalks™ as refearenced in the rep-:-n The
assessment eam was provided witih full site plans of the BRAC 133 facility whu;:h clearly
depicted the crosswalks. The BRAC 133 campus is connected to each and every other Mark
Center building vis confinuous sidewalks and crosswaliks, Thara s full padaa.tnan circulation
arcund the campus and direct pedestrian circulation from the transportation -r:entﬂr to building
enfranca, The findings of "circuitous pedastrian route from transit center 1o l:-uuldmg entry"
and "undefinad pedestrian circulation™ are incormect. f

The findings that the pedestrian facilities in and eround the BRAC 133 l‘ﬂnil‘ily are unsafe
and ADA-deficient are incorrecl. Due to the weaight that a finding of "ADA-deficient” camries,
the Army requests that this inaccurate characterization be deleted from the final report. Each
itern in Figure 4-6, found on page 72 of ihe Independent Engineering Assessment and titlied
“Locations of Observed Pedestrian Service Deficiencies” is addressed hera: i
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1- Itemn listed on figure 4-6 bul not discussed in commentary

Z- Please note the pedestrian control devices noted in the photograph (fig. 2)

3- Flease note the 6 protective curbing in the photograph (fig. 3)

4- This ramp s on private property

5. Crosswalks are located al this intersection. No pedesirian traffic control devices ars
installed as this is not a signalized intarsection (fia, 4)

8- Thers are several padestrian traffic contral devices at this intersection, as shown in
the phote (fig. 5)

7- Mole the seamless transition and clzar path of travel at this location (fig. )

8- Sidewalk widths in and surrounding Mark Canter are 4'-0" wide, 127 wider than
regquired per ADA All sidewalks are well graded and in good repar.

9- Same as item 8 above

10- This maffic device iz well ouiside the BRAL 133 scope

11- This traffic device is even further cutside the BRAC 133 =copa than ilem 10

12- Crosswalks are located at this intersection. Mo pedesirian traffic mnmnl devices are
installed as this is not a signalized intersection (fig. T)

13- This s outside the project area

14- Please see the attached photo, which clearly shows the well defined padastrian
noutes

18- The roube is straight thru the MNorth Parking Structure (NP3, on a well defined, wall
signed and well IiVprotected path. The path thrue the Visitor Controd Center is also a
siraight path direcily fram the NPS o the umnstiles of the sacure parimeter.

16~ See attached photo which shows a standard Meatro bus stop (fig. 8)

17- Ma bus stop is located at the identified location

18- There is well defined pedestrian circulation in this ares. This is the transit center
itsalf.

18- This Is oulside the project area

20- The padestrian bridge s identilied as a proposed improvement in the Transportation
Plan. It is uncléar why the lack of @ proposad element is listed as a deficiency.

The TMP projection of a 2% mode split for bicycles was based on the results of the 2008
WHS commuter survey. The BRAC 133 project has been dasigned to make commuting by
this mode of transit as convenient as possible under urban conditions.  Per the City of
Alexandra's Local Melion Bikewsays map, there are multiple bikeways locabed |.n the vicinity
of BRAC 133, and bicycles are authorized for use on ALL roads within the City.! The DoDIGE
assessment asserts that the mode splits in the TMP are overly optimistic, citing that they are
more aggressive than netional averages. Commuter characteristics in the National Capital
Region are very different from those natiomwide. The proposed mode splits were developad
based on commuter surveys conducted among the relocating employees the employes Zip
code data, actual conditions Fkely to affect BRAGC 133 employes commuting habits, and
existing commutar characteristics in the Mational Capital Region. According to NCPC's
Implamenting & Suceessiuf TMFP Handbook, "the best way to ensure rip reduction through
parking management or any other TOM strategy is to imit the amount of parking available to
employeas,” The BRAC 133 campus has an absolute imit an the number of availzble
parking spaces. Addilionally, parking rates in adjacent Mark Center facilities are 350 per
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entry, regardless of time spent in the garege, and the nearest street parking is over 0.75
miles from the facility and restricted to permit-holding residents. The nearest medium sized
retall facility where illegal parking could cccur is over 0.75 miles from the BRAC 133 facility,
not close enough to provide an atiractive allernative to the shuttle pragram.

RECOMMENDATION 4: The DolIG recommends that “the Ay revise and update the
Transportation Plan to comphy with NCPC policles and guidelines. The Transporiation Plan
should evaluate and address the needs of pedestianicycle routes and semvices to achiava
the goals stated in the Transportation Management Plan. The Transportation Plan showld
aleo address padestrian and bicycle servicas at and near the site to provide safe access and
to ensure compliance with ADA and ITE recommended practices......." (TAB A, Page
8DaDIG Draft Report)

ARMY RESPONSE: Mon-concur. The BRAC 133 Transportation Plan incorporates the
plans set forth in the NCPGC approved BRAC 133 TMP. The TMP is comprehensiva,
continuously monitored and implemented and if changes are necassary they will be
coordinated with the City of Alexandria.

13

33




DoDiG DRAAFT REFORT — DATED OCTOBER T, 20111
(Project No. D20N-DTOTAD-0002)

“Independent Engineering Assessment of the Army's Transportation Plan for BRAC
Recommendation # 133 Project Fort Belvoir — Mark Center, Yirginia™

DEFARTMENT OF THE ARMY COMMENTS
T THE FINDIMNGS AMD RECOMMEMDATIONS
COMNTIMUED

FIGURES 1 -8
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

F National
! Capital CHan
“ @9, Plannin ) )
B Commission NCPC File No. §903
FORT BELVOIR

BRAC 133 FROJECT, MARE CENTER DEVELOPMENT
(WASHINGTON HEADQUARTEES SERVICES)

Mark Center Dirrve at Seminary Eoad
Alexandna, VA
Submitted by the Department of the Army

August 26, 2010

Ahbstract

The Depariment of the Amoy has submutted 2 final transportahon manapement plan for the
BRAC 133 project currently under construction at the Mark Center in Alexandna, VA, Once
completed, this mstallation will consist of approsamately 6,409 personnel from the Washmgton
Headguarters Services (WHS) and other Depariment of Defense agencies. The Mark Center zite
was chosen by the Department of Defense m 2008, Although the project incloded a parking rane
of 1 space per 1.7] employees i accordance with the Comprebensrre Plan, the Commission
recommended that the Army submit a2 fransportation management plan demonstrating how the
project will meet the approved modal split. This recommendation was inchided because the site
1= not Metrorail accessible, with the nearest Metrorail station bemng more than fwo miles away.
In addition, the Army needed to 1dentify how