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This form is to be used only for limited types of projects. It is strongly recommended that you 
contact your local Environmental Protection Specialist (EPS) before completing this form. See 
instructions page. 
 
 

APPLICABILITY 
 
This Form can be used if the proposed project meets the following criteria: 
 

1) It is not categorically excluded (see paragraphs 303 and 307-312 in FAA Order 1050.1E) or 
 
2) It is normally categorically excluded but, in this instance, involves at least one extraordinary 
circumstance that may significantly impact the human environment (see paragraph 304 and the 
applicable section in Appendix of 1050.1E) or 
 
3) The action is one that normally requires an EA at a minimum (see paragraph 506 in FAA 
Order 5050.4B) and 

 
4) The proposed project must fall under one of the following categories of Federal Airports 
Program actions: 

 
(a) Approval of a project on an Airport Layout Plan (ALP). 

 (b) Approval of federal funding for airport development. 
 (c) Requests for conveyance of government land. 
 (d) Approval of release of airport land. 
 (e) Approval of the use of Passenger Facility Charges (PFC). 

  (f) Approval of development or construction on a federally obligated airport. 
 
 
 

If you have questions as to whether the use of this form is appropriate for your project, 
contact your local EPS BEFORE using this form.  

 
 
 

********** 
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Complete the following information: 
 
Project Location 
Airport Name: Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport Identifier: DCA 
Airport Address: 1 Aviation Circle,  
City: Washington, DC  County: Arlington  State: VA  Zip: 22201 
 
Airport Sponsor Information 
Point of Contact: Frank D. Holly Jr., Vice President of Engineering 
Address: Room 155 West Building, Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport 
City: Washington,    State: DC  Zip: 20001 
Telephone: (703) 417-8140   Fax: (703) 417-8199 
Email: frank.holly@mwaa.com 
 
Evaluation Form Preparer Information 
Point of Contact: J. Charles Baummer 
Address: Room 155 West Building, Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport 
City: Washington    State: DC  Zip: 20001 
Telephone: (703) 417-8168              Fax: (703) 417-8199 
Email: charley.baummer@mwaa.com 
 
 
1. Introduction/Background:  
 
For over 20 years the Office of Public Safety’s Department of River Rescue has been charged with 
responding to emergencies in the Potomac River and surrounding waterways. The River Rescue 
operations have primarily been run out of two boathouses on the North and South end of Ronald 
Reagan Washington National Airport (DCA) referred to as the North and South Boathouse. These 
facilities are used to house their fleet of six boats, rescue equipment, and department offices. While 
the South Boathouse was recently refurbished and in relatively good condition, the integrity of the 
North Boathouse has deteriorated substantially due to decades of weathering, storm surges, and tidal 
action. The facility also has imposed space constraints for the present and future growth of the River 
Rescue operation. The staff, equipment, and mission of the River Rescue have expanded, while the 
facility has remained the same size.  
 
The North Boathouse is in urgent need of replacement due to its state of disrepair and inability to 
house the River Rescue vessels due to height constraints. In order to accommodate the River 
Rescue’s needs, the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (the Authority) proposes to 
demolish the current North Boathouse and construct a replacement between the extended 
centerlines of Runways 4-22 and 15-33.  
 
2. Project Description (List and clearly describe ALL components of project proposal including all 
connected actions). Attach a map or drawing of the area with the location(s) of the proposed 
action(s) identified: 
 
The Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (the Authority) proposes to demolish the current 
River Rescue North Boathouse, and construct a replacement.  Demolition of the existing boathouse 
will include removal of the structure, ramp, and piles above the mudline.  Pile sections below the 



 

 October 2010 3 

mudline will be left in place.  This facility will be demolished during or after the construction of the 
new boathouse. The general location of Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport is shown in 
Figure 1, and the existing and proposed boathouse locations are shown in Figure 2. 
 
The new boathouse will be located between the extended centerlines of Runways 4-22 and 15-33, 
75 feet from the shoreline with the approximate dimensions of 45 feet by 45 feet (2,025 square feet 
(sf)).  Proposed facility layout and elevation drawing are shown in Figures 3 and 4.  The location for 
the boathouse provides no protection from weather conditions or debris flows.  To protect the 
boathouse from debris accumulation and damage the boathouse will be oriented at 45 degrees 
rotation relative to the shoreline, and the design includes a weather and debris protection rail.  To 
provide a parking and staging area for the boathouse, a portion of Levee Road will be converted to 
serve these needs. A 900 square yard (sy) bypass of Levee Road will be constructed to detour 
around the new parking and staging area. With this reconfiguration, users will gain access to the 
boathouse by means of a 5 foot-wide walkway approximately 100 feet long.  This access walkway 
will be constructed above the riprap shoreline, avoiding the need for shoreline disturbance or 
reconstruction. 
 
3. Project Purpose and Need: 
 
The purpose and need for the demolition and replacement of the existing North Boathouse is due to 
the building’s state of disrepair, its failure to meet operational needs, large maintenance costs, 
runway safety concerns, and security deficiencies.  The facility is needed to provide river rescue 
capability by boat in case of runway overshoot events in which aircraft come to rest in the water or 
on the shoreline. 
 
Jacobs Engineering (2009) performed a structural analysis on the boathouse in May, 2009 and 
found that all of the supporting pilings for the building and gangplank were either in poor or critical 
condition.  Jacobs Engineering recommended that the use of the structure be terminated 
immediately because of the high probability that a major storm could compromise the pilings and 
cause the boathouse to collapse. 
 
The facility has been failing the needs of the River Rescue due to the height of the roof.  The 
vertical clearance of the boathouse during extreme high tides is not sufficient to house their vessels, 
forcing the River Rescue to relocate them during these tidal events. 
 
The current location also receives much silt buildup, requiring the River Rescue to dredge every 
two years.  According to maintenance records, each dredging costs approximately $250,000.  The 
proposed relocation site is in an area of deeper water that is less prone to siltation. 
 
The North boathouse is also in conflict with the Runway 1-19 Object Free Area (ROFA) and is a 
penetration in the Part 77 Primary Surface.  The current structure was “grandfathered” despite the 
conflicts because the structure was built before the latest runway safety criteria were enacted.  The 
planned relocation site of the boathouse is outside of any Air Navigation and NAVAID surfaces. 
 
Security has also been an issue in the current location due to its proximity and visibility to public 
boaters.  A few intrusion incidents have been reported.  The new location would reduce these kinds 
of incidents due to the increased distance from recreational boaters.  New security features will also 
be included in the design to prevent intrusion incidents.  With a location close to existing electrical 
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and communication hook-ups, basic operation features and security monitoring features will be able 
to be installed at the new facility.  The proposed relocation site will also improve incident response 
time because it is closer to Airport Rescue and Firefighting (ARFF) Station 301 from which river 
rescue operations would be mobilized.  
 
4. Describe the affected environment (existing conditions) and land use in the vicinity of 
project: 
 
Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport (DCA) is the closest airport to Washington, D.C. and 
as such is located in a highly urban environment.  The DCA property is approximately 860 acres 
adjacent to the Potomac River in Arlington County, Virginia (Figure 1). 
 
This project includes the removal of the current North Boathouse, located along the northeast 
shoreline of DCA in the Potomac River near the end of Runway 1 (Figure 2).  The current North 
Boathouse is bounded to the North and East by the Potomac River and to the South and West by the 
shoreline of DCA.  There are no human populations within or near the project area.  The nearest 
schools and daycare centers are located outside DCA, approximately 1 mile or more from the 
project area.  Gravelly Point Park is located approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing North 
Boathouse where demolition would occur.  This park includes bike trails, a public boat ramp, and 
open space used for recreation such as walking, sports activities, and observing take-offs and 
landings at DCA. 
 
The current North Boathouse area is located in a shallow area where natural water depths are 1-3 ft 
(Figure 5).  The waters gradually get deeper to the east of the site, with the Potomac reaching a 
depth of 6 ft about 240 feet away from the boathouse.  (Maintaining useable water depth and access 
for the existing North Boathouse has required maintenance dredging.)  The bottom is composed of 
sandy sediment.  Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) beds have been observed surrounding or 
adjacent to the existing North Boathouse site as well as at the proposed site of the relocated 
boathouse.  The Airports Authority consulted with the District of Columbia Department of 
Environment (DCDOE) and obtained reports and maps regarding SAV near DCA.  Since 2005 
(except for 2006), the current boathouse has been within or near an SAV community mapped by the 
DCDOE (2005, 2007, 2008, 2009).  DCDOE has mapped SAV beds based on direct visual 
observations.  In the past five years, the SAV community has experienced decreased river bed 
coverage.  In 2005, the bed encompassed the existing boathouse and extended beyond the southern 
tip of the DCA peninsula with a width ranging from 90 to 500 feet and had 70-95% vegetative 
coverage (Figure 6).  This community disappeared in 2006, but reappeared in 2007.  In 2007, the 
bed encompassed the area of the proposed Boathouse to the southern tip of the DCA peninsula with 
a width ranging between 60 to 180 feet having 10-40% vegetative coverage (Figure 7).  In 2008, the 
bed encompassing the existing boathouse areas had 40-70% vegetative cover.  Further south, in the 
area of the proposed relocated boathouse, the SAV bed spanned the shoreline of the DCA peninsula 
with widths varying from 50 to 500 ft and vegetative coverage of 10-40 % (Figure 8). In 2009, 
mapping shows that the SAV beds at the existing and proposed boathouse sites have maintained the 
same width but the vegetative coverage was then- 10-40% at both project areas. (Figure 9).  The 5-
year trend has been a decline in the SAV beds near the project areas, with both diminished areal 
extent and decreased vegetative coverage observed. 
 
The new North Boathouse would be constructed 75 feet from the DCA shoreline, in the Potomac 
River.  This project area is bounded to the North, East, and South by the Potomac River.  The site is 
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bounded to the west by the DCA shoreline.  This shoreline is composed of sandy soil and has been 
stabilized with rip-rap.  The land cover near the proposed new boathouse area includes pervious 
areas (vegetated open areas maintained by mowing) and impervious surfaces (the DCA perimeter 
road). 
 
The proposed North Boathouse location has depths of 2-3 ft (Figure 5).  Bottom material is sandy.  
The Potomac reaches depths of 7 feet about 80 feet away from the proposed boathouse location.  
The site and nearby area do support SAV communities.  According to DCDOE surveys, in 2005 the 
vegetative coverage in the area was 70-95%, but in 2006 this SAV community disappeared. It 
reappeared in 2007 with a vegetative coverage of 10-40% and has stayed at this density since. 
 
5.  Alternatives to the Project:  Describe any other reasonable actions that may feasibly 
substitute for the proposed project, and include a description of the “No Action” alternative.  
If there are no feasible or reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, explain why (attach 
alternatives drawings as applicable): 
 
Project planning included evaluation of alternatives that included the rehabilitation of the current 
structure, construction of a new facility in various locations, and the consolidation of the north and 
south River Rescue operations into one boathouse.  Locations of the alternatives are shown in 
Figure 10.  The Jacobs Engineering (2009) study evaluated and ranked the following alternatives:  
 
Alternative #1.  Modify Existing Structure, Modify Existing Structure but not Roof or Construct 
New Structure Adjacent to the Boat Ramp.  A structural analysis of the existing North Boathouse 
was completed by Jacobs Engineering in May 2009.  The building was determined to be unfit for 
normal operations as most of the pilings of the boathouse were in great disrepair and are in need of 
replacement.  Replacing the pilings is possible but it would very difficult and existing pilings would 
also be needed to be removed, further complicating the rehab.  In order to fulfill the housing needs 
of the River Rescue’s boats, the roof of the boathouse will have to be raised.  The existing structure 
lies within the VORTAC NAVAID clearance as well as the Runway Object Free Area (ROFA).  
Further penetration of these NAVAID clearance and surfaces may create unacceptable signal 
distortions.  Keeping the boathouse in this location will not alleviate the maintenance costs from 
dredging, as it will have to continue bi-annually.  Due to the condition of the existing structure and 
continuing need to dredge, modifying the existing structure was ruled out. 
 
Rehabilitating the structure (but not the roof) was also considered. However, this would not solve 
the vertical problem facing the housing of River Rescue vessels and would not alleviate any long-
term maintenance costs, as biennial dredging would still be needed to keep the boathouse in 
operation.  
 
A variation of this alternative would construct a new boathouse adjacent to the boat ramp that is 
located about 150 southeast of the existing boathouse.  While the boathouse would be in direct 
proximity of the boat ramp, this location would not solve the issues associated with the NAVAID 
critical areas/airspace surfaces.  Building a new structure in the area would also not completely 
alleviate dredging costs as minor dredging would still be needed.  The new structure would also be 
within the 500-ft. critical area for the VHF Omnidirectional Range Tactical Aircraft Control 
(VORTAC).  Even though approval could be gained for the facility if the construction materials are 
wooden, a National Airspace System Change Proposal (NCP) would have to be completed, which 
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would take 6 months to 1 year to gain approval.  Consequently, this alternative is not currently 
under active consideration, and it is not investigated further in this EA. 
 
Alternative #2.  New Location at Roaches Run.  This alternative calls for the construction of a new 
boathouse facility to be located on Roaches Run in the cove west of Runway 1-19.  Relocating to 
this area would allow the boathouse to be designed to accommodate the vertical needs of the River 
Rescue vessels.  Having the boathouse in the cove would also provide the structure and boats a 
buffer to weather conditions and debris flow.  However this area may be more susceptible to 
freezing conditions, possibly leaving the boats “iced in.”  The depth of the channel leading into the 
cove is of concern.  According to NOAA depth sounding, the depths would only allow four inches 
of draft clearance for the River Rescue boats.  Due to these draft clearance concerns, this channel 
would have to be dredged and the maintenance dredging costs could outweigh the present dredging 
costs.  This location in Roaches Run also would require emergency vehicles coming to the 
boathouse to cross the departure/approach path to Runway 1-19. This crossing of the extended 
centerline would result in crossing through the RPZ and the runway localizer critical area.  Security 
is also a concern because of the site’s proximity to a public-use boat launch.  The boathouse in this 
location would be significantly more visible and noticeable to boaters or park patrons, and security 
measures will have to be installed to prevent any vandalism or intrusions to the boathouse.  Access 
to the site from the airfield could prove to be a challenge as well, due to the steep existing terrain 
and space constraints. All of these concerns caused this alternative to be eliminated from further 
active consideration in this EA.  
 
Alternative #3.  Consolidation at South Boathouse.  An alternative was discussed that would call for 
the construction of a new boathouse facility located adjacent to the current South Boathouse.  In this 
area there would be little risk of penetrating any protected surfaces or areas, so there would be no 
concerns over roof height and the housing of the vessels.  Locating the new boathouse in this area 
would also increase River Rescue efficiency with the elimination of travel time between boathouses 
during an emergency situation.  The new boat house would also allow for access to utilities and 
amenities that are provided at the South Boathouse.  The problem with this location is that the depth 
of the river is not adequate for the River Rescue’s vessels.  Due to the shallow waters, only airboats 
are currently housed at the South Boathouse.  In order to maintain access points to the boathouse 
extensive dredging would be needed every 6 months to a year.  This would greatly increase a long-
term maintenance cost which has caused this alternative to be eliminated from further active 
consideration in this EA. 
 
Alternative #4.  Consolidation at Roaches Run.  This alternative calls for the consolidation of both 
boathouse facilities at the cove on Roaches Run west of Runway 1-19.  This scenario would include 
a boathouse used for docking vessels in the water, a boathouse used for storing vessels on land, 
living and office spaces and the necessary parking.  Similar to Alternative 3, the consolidation 
would help reduce response times and increase operational and utility efficiency.  Relocating the 
boathouse to Roaches Run would allow the facility to be designed to accommodate vertical needs of 
the River Rescue vessels.  This area also provides weather and debris protection for the boathouse 
and the boats housed there.  However, this area may be more susceptible to freezing; therefore there 
is a possibility that the boats could become “iced-in.” The depth of the channel leading into the cove 
is of concern because NOAA depth soundings show the River Rescue Vessels would only have 4 
inches of clearance when accessing the boathouse.  Due to the problems with accessibility to the 
cove, this channel would have to be dredged and the costs could outweigh the present dredging 
costs.  This location in Roaches Run would also require crossing the departure/approach path to 
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Runway 1-19.  This crossing of the extended centerline results in crossing through the RPZ and the 
runway localizer critical area.  Security would also be an issue for the boathouse in this location 
because of the proximity to a public-use boat launch.  The boathouse will be significantly more 
visible and noticeable to boaters or park patrons and security measures will have to be installed to 
prevent any vandalism or intrusions to the boathouse.  The access from the airfield to the new 
facility would also be a concern because of the steep slope leading to the water.  This slope would 
probably require excavation during the construction process in order to build the onshore boathouse.  
Though consolidation of the boathouses would help efficiency, the replacement of both facilities 
would incur very large capital costs.  All of these concerns caused this alternative to be eliminated 
from further active consideration in this EA. 
 
Alternative #5.  Consolidation Between the Extended Centerlines of Runways 4-22 and 15-33.  This 
alternative calls for the consolidation of the two River Rescue Boathouse facilities to the location 
between the extended centerlines of Runways 4-22 and 15-33.  This location is outside of any air 
navigation and NAVAID surfaces, and will allow the boathouse design to accommodate the vertical 
needs of the River Rescue vessels.  The water depths in this area are also sufficient for the River 
Rescue vessels and would need only minimal dredging at most.  This site also provides better 
response times than the current location because it is closer to the ARFF and South Boathouse 
staging areas.  As with Alternative 4, the new facility would include a boathouse used for the 
docking of vessels in the water, a boathouse used for storing vessels on land, living and office 
spaces, and the necessary parking.  Due to the site location, the facility would have no protection 
from debris flow or weather events, therefore a debris rail or other form of protection would need to 
be incorporated into the facility design.  In order to construct the onshore boathouse, excavation of 
the shoreline would need to occur in order.  This excavation and reengineering of the shoreline is an 
activity that requires the acquisition of permits which could slow down the planning and 
construction process.  The costs of rebuilding the two facilities would be considerable, out weighing 
the benefits of increased operation efficiency; therefore this alternative has been eliminated from 
further active consideration in this EA. 
 
No Action Alternative.    The existing North Boathouse cannot support daily operations due to its 
structural condition.  Without an operational boathouse, the River Rescue would have to keep their 
boats out of the water, and emergency response would be slowed.  The No Action Alternative 
would significantly reduce the effectiveness of the Office of Public Safety’s River Rescue Section.   
 
The preferred alternative (described in Section 2) consisting of demolition of the current North 
Boathouse and construction of a replacement facility between the extended centerlines of Runways 
4-22 and 15-33 was deemed the most effective alternative.  This alternative has lower long-term 
maintenance costs due to a decrease in dredging and a lack of impacts on airfield operations.  With 
the current structure unfit for use, River Rescue operations at the current North Boathouse have 
been suspended and their boats are being stored out of the water.  As a result, response times are 
significantly degraded, creating the need for a quick solution.  The preferred alternative fulfills this 
need, because its lack of airspace impacts provides the shortest regulatory and FAA approval time.  
Demolition of the existing facility and construction of a new boathouse at the proposed relocation 
site was deemed to be the most cost-effective alternative.  The proposed new location provides an 
area that will incur lower maintenance costs from dredging due to the greater water depths in the 
area.  The location also provides better security for the facility because of its distance from 
recreational boaters.  The location closer to the ARFF also will reduce response time.  The new 
boathouse also poses no impact to any air navigation and NAVAID surfaces, and will not be 
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affected by the possible extension of Runway 15-33 being proposed as part of the improvements to 
the runway safety area. 
 
6. Environmental Consequences – Special Impact Categories (refer to the Instructions page 
and corresponding sections in Appendix A of 1050.1E and the Airports Desk Reference for 
more information and direction. The analysis under each section must comply with the 
requirements and significance thresholds as described in the Desk Reference). 
 
(A) AIR QUALITY (Please note this analysis must meet requirements for both NEPA review and 
Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements). 
 
 Clean Air Act 
(a) Is the proposed project located in a nonattainment or maintenance area for the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established under the Clean Air Act and does it result in direct 
emissions (including construction emissions)?(If Yes, go to (b), No, go to the NEPA section below. 
 
Arlington County, where the airport is located, is currently in attainment for all criteria pollutants 
except ozone.  The Washington Metropolitan area is classified as moderate nonattainment for the 8-
hr ozone standard (0.08 ppm).  The Washington Metropolitan area had been previously listed as in 
nonattainment for particulate matter, 2.5 micrometers (PM 2.5) under 1997 EPA standards.  In 
2009, final designations for the 2006 EPA standards were announced and the Washington 
Metropolitan area is now listed as being in attainment for PM 2.5 (EPA 2010).  
 
This project will result in direct emissions from construction activities. 
 
Under National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 CFR Part 61, the 
Contractor will be required to provide a 10 day notification to the EPA for the demolition of the 
Boathouse.  NESHAP is part of the Clean Air Act. 
 
(b) Is the proposed project an “exempted action,” under the General Conformity Rule or Presumed 
to Conform (See FRN, vol.72 no. 145, pg 41565)? (If Yes, cite exemption and go to NEPA section 
below; No, go to (c)). 
 
No. 
 
(c) Would the proposed project result in a net total of direct and indirect emissions that exceed the 
threshold levels of the regulated air pollutants for which the project area is in non-attainment or 
maintenance? (Attach emissions inventory). (If Yes, consult with ADO). 
 
The proposed project would not exceed non-attainment threshold limits for ozone. The de minimis 
levels for NOx and VOC are 100 tons/yr and 50 tons/yr respectively. Project emissions fall well 
below de minimis standards. The construction emissions inventory is located in attachment D.   
 
 NEPA 
(a) Is the airport’s activity levels below the FAA thresholds for requiring a NAAQS analysis? (If 
Yes, document activity levels and go to Item 2, No, go to (b)). 
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DCA activity exceeds the 2.6 million annual passenger threshold; however, all project work consists 
of non-runway paving or Airport Safety facilities that can be considered to fall within the FAA 
Presumed to Conform list. Furthermore, no emissions exceed de minimis levels for general 
conformity. The construction emissions inventory is located in Attachment D. 
 
(b) Do pollutant concentrations exceed NAAQS thresholds? (Attach emissions inventory). 
 
No. Emissions do not exceed the de minimis thresholds for general conformity. 
 
(c) Is an air quality analysis needed with regard to state indirect source review? 
 
No. Virginia does not require indirect source review. 
 
 
(B) BIOTIC RESOURCES 
Describe the potential of the proposed project to directly or indirectly impact plant communities 
and/or the displacement of wildlife. (This answer should also reference Section 19, Water Quality, 
if jurisdictional water bodies are present). 
 
This project is anticipated to have minor impacts or no impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV).  This is due to the lack of SAV communities in close proximity to the sites and the measures 
to control sedimentation that will be employed during construction.  Construction contractors will 
use best management practices in accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers permit in both 
project locations in order to reduce export of suspended sediments from construction sites and limit 
negative impacts to any SAV communities. 
 
As noted in the Description of the Existing Environment, the immediate area of the current North 
Boathouse supports SAV communities.  Over the past 5 years, the SAV beds have been in the 
project areas but they have declined in riverbed coverage (see Figures 6-9).  
 
The demolition of the current North Boathouse will remove shading of water column in an area of 
approximately 2,000 square feet.  Removal of the old boathouse and cessation of maintenance 
dredging could reduce disturbance of sediments and improve SAV growth in the area.  However, 
SAV communities have been variable in this area and no reliable prediction can be made. 
 
The construction of the proposed boathouse and associated access walkway will create shading of 
the water column in an area of approximately 2,500 square feet.  This construction is proposed in an 
area that has recently supported SAV communities limited to 10-40% vegetative cover, so little 
impact from this activity is anticipated.  In general, any negative impacts of construction or 
operation of the replacement North Boathouse would be offset by the beneficial impacts of 
removing the old Boathouse.  The overall net impacts may be neutral, negative, or beneficial, but 
the scale of impacts would not be significant because of the short duration of construction, the 
planned sediment control measures, and the small size of the facilities.  To reduce the impacts of 
possible increase in suspended sediment and subsequent effect on SAV or fish, BMPs such as a 
turbidity curtain will be implemented in accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers permit. 
 
The Potomac River is a documented migratory corridor and spawning/nursery ground for several 
anadromous fish.  These include alewife and blueback herring, hickory shad, American shad, white 
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perch and yellow perch.  The Potomac is also known as a migratory corridor and nursery for the 
catadromous American eel.  In a survey completed by the District Department of the Environment 
(DCDOE 2009), species observed near DCA have included (in decreasing abundance) blueback 
herring, gizzard shad, golden redhorse, yellow perch, largemouth bass, and white perch. 
 
The airport peninsula area is adjacent to a known large spawning flat for many species including 
American shad, white perch, blueback herring, alewife, and striped bass.  Any impacts on migratory 
fish as a result of the new boathouse are anticipated to be minimal due to the limited SAV 
communities in the proposed area.  According to the District of Columbia’s Aquatic Vegetation 
Monitoring Study (DCDOE 2009), this area shows a strong relationship between SAV abundance 
and fish populations.  With the decrease in SAVs over the last few years in the area of the airport, it 
is assumed that fish populations have followed a similar trend and are reduced compared to the 
recent past.  It is anticipated that overall impacts to fish populations will be minor and not 
significant because of the absence of high-quality spawning/nursery habitat at the project site and 
the fact that impacts to any SAV communities that may be nearby the project sites will be minor.  
Furthermore the proposed facility is a replacement for an existing facility which will be demolished 
as part of the project.   
 
Construction activities, such as pile driving, would cause noise and other disturbance within the 
water column that would likely cause mobile species, such as fish, to avoid the area during 
construction.  The boathouse construction project will consist of the installation of about 54 pilings 
over a period of 2-3 weeks, causing a temporary impact on any fish populations.  In addition to 
noise, pile driving has the potential to cause pressure waves through the water column.  It is 
believed that driving piles with a diameter greater than 48-inches causes pressure waves that are 
lethal to fish species (Supplemental Shortnose Sturgeon Biological Assessment, Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge Project, Potomac Crossing Consultants, 2003). The pressure waves cause the swim bladder 
of fish to rupture, resulting in mortality.  The pilings that will be used in the construction of the 
boathouse are expected to be considerably smaller (12- to 14-inch diameter); therefore only minimal 
effects to fish populations are anticipated.  
 
The proposed construction project to relocate the North River Rescue boathouse does not require 
dredging.  It is anticipated that little if any maintenance dredging would be required during 
operation of the proposed boathouse due to the water depths at the proposed location. 
 
 
(C) COASTAL RESOURCES 
(a) Would the proposed project occur in a coastal zone, or affect the use of a coastal resource, as 
defined by your state's Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP)? Explain.  
 
The Potomac River at the project site lies within the District of Columbia which has no coastal zone 
management program.  The paving of the Levee Road bypass falls under the jurisdiction of 
Virginia’s Coastal Resources Management Program (CRMP) and is subject to consistency review 
by the Virginia DEQ.   Also, the project area is located in Arlington County, a jurisdiction subject to 
the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations.  The proposed 
project will be done in accordance with performance standards of the Arlington Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Ordinance because it falls in a Resource Protection Area (RPA), which includes the 
entire Potomac shoreline and a 100-ft buffer surrounding the Potomac shoreline. 
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(b) If Yes, is the project consistent with the State's CZMP? (If applicable, attach the sponsor's 
consistency certification and the state's concurrence of that certification). 
 
The proposed action is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies 
of Virginia’s CRMP.  This determination is based on an analysis of the enforceable regulatory 
programs comprising Virginia’s CRMP and the project’s potential impacts and expected mitigation 
measures, as indicated in the table below that addresses the enforceable policies of Virginia’s 
Coastal Resources Management Program. 
  

Policy Impact Mitigation Consistency 
Wetlands 
Management 

None.  No wetlands are located 
within the project’s area of potential 
influence. 

None needed. Yes 

Fisheries 
Management 

None.  None needed. Yes 

Subaqueous 
Lands 
Management 

None.  None needed. Yes 

Dunes 
Management 

None.  No dunes are located within 
the project’s area of potential 
influence. 

None needed Yes 

Air Pollution Emissions are less than the de 
minimis levels. 

None needed Yes 

Point Source 
Water Pollution 

None.  No point source inputs. None needed. Yes 

Non-point 
Source Water 
Pollution 
Control 

Potential temporary sediment input to 
the Potomac River resulting from 
bypass road construction activities 
and use of staging areas. 

Use of best 
management 
practices (BMPs) 
for erosion control 
would minimize 
non-point source 
inputs. 

Yes 

Shoreline 
Sanitation 

None.  Septic tanks are not associated 
with this project. 

None needed. Yes 

Coastal Lands 
Management/ 
Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation 
Area 
Regulations 

The project is the replacement of an 
existing water dependent facility.  
The proposed boathouse site lies 
within the District of Columbia and 
is not subject to a coastal zone 
management plan.  The 
reconfiguration of Levee Road falls 
within the Chesapeake Bay Resource 
Protection Area (RPA); MWAA 
would comply with all enforceable 
requirements (e.g., VA Erosion and 
Sediment Control Law and 
applicable stormwater requirements). 

MWAA would 
prepare an Erosion 
and Sediment 
Control Plan.  
Project staging and 
storage areas 
would be laid out 
to minimize 
disturbance as 
much as possible. 

Yes 
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A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SPPP) will be prepared to manage stormwater events from 
the staging and constructions areas.  The proposed project would be consistent with Arlington 
County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance.  
 
The Coastal Zone Consistency Certification for the project is provided in Attachment C. The 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality concurs that the proposed action is consistent with 
the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Plan (Attachment B). 
 
 
(c) Is the location of the proposed project within the Coastal Barrier Resources System? (If Yes, and 
the project would receive federal funding, coordinate with the FWS and attach record of 
consultation). 
 
No, the project location is not within the Coastal Barrier Resources System. 
 
 
(D) COMPATIBLE LAND USE 
(a) Would the proposed project result in other (besides noise) impacts that have land use 
ramifications, such as disruption of communities, relocation of residences or businesses, or impact 
natural resource areas?  Explain. 
 
No.  The proposed project involves construction located within the airport and immediately adjacent 
waters.  The project will not result in the relocation of residences and businesses or disrupt 
established communities or planned development.  The proposed project is consistent with the 
following plans: 
 

Arlington County Comprehensive Plan. 2003. 
 
Arlington County Department of Community Planning, Housing, and Development. 2004. 

Arlington County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Arlington County Department of Environmental Services. 2001. Watershed Management Plan. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance, Arlington Co., VA. 
 
District of Columbia. Comprehensive Plan. Revised 2006. 
 
National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC). 2004. Comprehensive Plan for the National 

Capital: Federal Element. 2004. 
 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Metropolitan Washington Airports. Master Plan 

Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport. April 1990. 
 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (MWAA). 2003. Consolidated Spill Contingency 

Plan. Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport. March. 
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Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (MWAA). 1987. Programmatic Memorandum of 
Agreement Among the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Virginia State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the Federal Aviation Administration Metropolitan 
Washington Airports. 

 
According to the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), there are no State 
Natural Area Preserves under DCR jurisdiction in the project vicinity (see letter in Attachment B).  
 
(b) Would the proposed project be located near or create a wildlife hazard as defined in FAA 
Advisory Circular 150/5200-33, "Wildlife Hazards On and Near Airports"?  Explain. 
   
No.  Roof trusses will be equipped with netting to deter bird perching. 
 
 
(E) CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
Would construction of the proposed project increase ambient noise levels due to equipment 
operation; degrade local air quality due to dust, equipment exhausts and burning debris; deteriorate 
water quality when erosion and pollutant runoff occur; and/or disrupt off-site and local traffic 
patterns?  Explain. 
 
1)  Noise impacts are expected, but noise impacts are generally localized at the vicinity of the 
construction site and temporary contractor staging areas used to store and assemble construction 
equipment and materials.  Construction equipment and vehicles will create localized increases in 
noise levels, but these temporary noise impacts will not disrupt normal airport operations. 
Noise levels generally dissipate as distance from their origin increases.  Distance from the 
construction site must be considered when evaluating potential noise impacts to land uses adjacent 
to or nearby the construction areas.  All proposed construction activities will take place inside the 
airport boundary.  Overall, the construction phase of this project is expected to create minor and 
temporary impacts at the project site and in the surrounding area.  These impacts will be short-term 
in nature, lasting for the duration of construction activities. 
 
2)  Air quality degradation is not expected.  Emissions related to construction activities will be 
below de minimis levels, temporary and limited to the duration of the proposed project.  The State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) includes an allowance for construction emissions region-wide.  Dust 
control is important for airport construction activities since light reflecting off of dust particles at 
night may jeopardize aircraft safety.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be used to keep this 
to a minimum. 
 
3)  If uncontrolled, construction activities have the potential to cause erosion and sedimentation that 
can impact water quality.  Erosion control measures required by the Authority Design Manual 
(2006) will be implemented to minimize offsite transport of soils from the construction areas.  The 
Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) published the Virginia Erosion and Sediment 
Control Handbook (Third Edition, 1992) to provide guidance for all state erosion and sediment 
control programs.  It covers basic concepts, design measures, installation, maintenance, plan review 
procedures, and administrative guidelines to support compliance with the Virginia Erosion and 
Sediment Control Law and regulations.  The project will be built with the appropriate erosion and 
sediment control plans consistent with State Erosion and Sediment Control Law.  Contractors will 
be required to provide an erosion and sediment control plan that complies with the Virginia Erosion 
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and Sediment Control Law (Title 10.1, Chapter 5, Article 4 of the Code of Virginia) and 
regulations, including the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook.  
 
4)  No changes in the level of service of area roads would result.  According to MWAA Design 
Manual Section 2.14 AIRPORT OPERATIONS DURING CONSTRUCTION, paragraph 2.14.1, 
the authority must safely conduct airport operations during the construction phase of the project.  
The project will not affect passenger check-in, security screening, passenger departures, and 
passenger arrivals.  The design will consider the continued operational needs of Airport Operations, 
airlines tenants, and concessionaires.  Additionally it will ensure the continuity of services, 
maintenance of vehicular access, maintenance of pedestrian access, and security and safety 
requirements.  During the construction period, construction-related vehicles will be traversing the 
airport access roads and internal roadways to deliver materials and equipment and to transport 
construction workers to their job sites.  Large or bulky construction equipment that is slow moving 
could temporarily congest roadway traffic.  This congestion is likely to be intermittent and 
infrequent.   Roadway use will be managed to avoid impact to normal airport operations.  The 
access roads and internal roadways may experience a slight increase in traffic volume; the increase 
should be easily accommodated on the existing roadways.  The Authority will incorporate the 
provisions of Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370-10A, standards for Specifying Construction of 
Airports, into the project specifications.  This AC provides information to reduce airport-related 
construction impacts.   
 
5) Impacts to any aquatic life will be minimal.  See section 6(B). 
  
 
(F) SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
Does the proposed project have an impact on any publicly owned land from a public park, 
recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or an historic 
site of national, state, or local significance? (If Yes, contact FAA, contact appropriate agency and 
attach record of consultation). 
 
No, the project is on-airport land and in the waters within the airport boundary.  The project will not 
utilize areas within parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges or historical sites subject 
to Section 303/4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act.  Any indirect impacts to 4(f) resources 
will be minor and will not be great enough to constitute “constructive use”.  This project will not 
cause adverse viewshed impacts at nearby National Parks or local recreation areas, including the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, Gravelly Point, and Daingerfield Island.  
 
 
(G) ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
(a)Would the proposed project impact any federally or state-listed or proposed, endangered, or 
threatened species (ESA) of flora and fauna, or impact critical habitat? (Attach record of 
consultation with federal and state agencies as appropriate). 
 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has determined that the endangered shortnose 
sturgeon is present in the Potomac River mainstem in the Reagan Airport area.  Surveys within the 
past 15 years have found very few shortnose sturgeon in the Potomac.  Three individual female 
shortnose sturgeon were tagged and tracked in the Potomac from 2004 to 2007 between Pope Creek 
and Chain Bridge (USFWS 2009). There is no concrete evidence that shortnose sturgeon spawning 
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was successful in the Potomac River. Activities for the proposed boathouse project are not expected 
to significantly affect this endangered species because of the limited area disturbed by the project.  
Any impact due to construction would be minimal and temporary. Consultation between FAA and 
NMFS resulted in NMFS concurrence that the proposed project “is not likely to adversely affect any 
listed species under NMFS jurisdiction” (Attachment B). 
 
(b)Would the proposed project affect species protected under the Migratory Bird Act? (If Yes, 
contact FAA). 
 
The proposed project will not affect any species protected under the Migratory Bird Act. 
 
 
(H) ENERGY SUPPLIES, NATURAL RESOURCES AND SUSTAINABLE DESIGN 
What effect would the proposed project have on energy or other natural resource consumption? 
(Attach record of consultations with local public utilities or suppliers if appropriate)  
 
No, the existing facility will be demolished and replaced with a comparable structure.  
 
 
(I) ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Would the proposed project have a disproportionate impact on minority and/or low-income 
communities?  Consider human health, social, economic, and environmental issues in your 
evaluation.  Explain.   
 
No.  Because the project is isolated on the airport and removed from any minority and/or low-
income populations, it will not have a disproportionate impact on such populations. 

 
 
(J) FARMLANDS 
Does the project involve acquisition of farmland, or use of farmland, that would be converted to 
non-agricultural use and is protected by the Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)? (If 
Yes, attach record of coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 
including form AD-1006.)  
 
No, the project does not involve acquisition of farmland, or use of farmland, that would be 
converted to non-agricultural use and is protected by the FPPA. 
 
 
(K) FLOODPLAINS 
(a) Would the proposed project be located in, or would it encroach upon, any 100-year floodplains, 
as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)? 
 
The project location falls within the 100 year floodplain.  According to FEMA, the airport is located 
in Zone D, areas of undetermined, but possible flood hazards (FEMA 1992) and the 100-year base 
flood elevation for the airport and surround water bodies is 11.4 feet above Mean Sea Level (MSL) 
(FEMA 1985). The project location elevations fall below 11.4 MSL. Figure 11 shows areas below 
the 100-year floodplain elevation at DCA. 
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(b) If Yes, attach the corresponding FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and describe the 
measures to be taken to comply with Executive Order 11988.  
 
Part of the project’s footprint will be in-water, and part at the water’s edge, and there is no 
practicable alternative to siting the boathouse facility in the floodplain.  Impacts to floodplain 
resources and values are minimized because the proposed boathouse will replace an existing facility 
that will be demolished as part of the project.  Little or no impact will occur as a result of the 
proposed project because of the small site size that will be affected and the existing conditions of 
the floodplain.  The project will not obstruct a floodway, and will have minimal effect on flood 
levels or the lateral extent of flooding.  The project would not adversely affect property or increase 
risk to human life, nor would it significantly affect the floodplain’s natural and beneficial values, 
such as agricultural activities, aquacultural activities, aquatic or terrestrial organisms, flood control, 
groundwater recharge, or water quality.  As a replacement facility, the new boathouse would not 
indirectly support floodplain development. 
 
 
(L) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the proposed project involve the use of land that may contain hazardous materials or cause 
potential contamination from hazardous materials? (If Yes, attach record of consultation with 
appropriate agencies). Explain. 
 
The proposed project does not involve any Solid Waste Management Units or areas of concern that 
are the subject of RCRA Corrective Action.  Any hazardous material encountered throughout 
project activities will be disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.   
 
 
(M) HISTORIC, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR CULTURAL PROPERTY 
(a) Describe any impact the proposed project might have on any properties in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  (Include a record of your consultation and 
response with the State or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (S/THPO)). 
 
No properties in or that are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP will be impacted by the proposed 
demolition or new construction.  The existing boathouse was included in the original 1989 historic 
architecture survey of the airport, and was determined not eligible for the NRHP.  
 
Concurrence for the project was given by the DC SHPO on February 23, 2010.  The Virginia SHPO 
concurred with the Airports Authority’s determination of No Adverse Effect on July 16, 2010 
(Attachment B).  

 
(b) Describe any impacts to archaeological resources as a result of the proposed project. (Include a 
record of consultation with persons or organizations with relevant expertise, including the S/THPO, 
if applicable). 
 
No archaeological resources are known to be present in the direct vicinity the proposed demolition 
or new construction.  The proposed actions are occurring at the shoreline of the midfield area that is 
composed of approximately 20 feet of historic period fill material; and therefore will have no 
potential to disturb intact archaeological features or deposits. All project actions have little potential 



 

 October 2010 17 

to impact archaeological resources due to the dredging performed to create the land on which DCA 
is located. 
 
Concurrence for the project was given by the DC SHPO on February 23, 2010.  The Virginia SHPO 
concurrence was issued on July 16, 2010. 
 
 
(N) INDUCED SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
Would the proposed project cause induced, or secondary, socioeconomic impacts to surrounding 
communities, such as change business and economic activity in a community; impact public service 
demands; induce shifts in population movement and growth, etc.? Explain. 
 
No the proposed project with not cause any socioeconomic impact to surround communities. The 
project involves construction within the airport and immediately adjacent waters. The project will 
not result in the relocation of residences and business or disrupt established communities or planned 
development. 
 
 
(O) LIGHT EMISSIONS AND VISUAL EFFECTS 
Would the proposed project have the potential for airport-related lighting impacts on nearby 
residents?  Explain. 
 
No, the proposed project will not have the potential for airport-related lighting impacts on nearby 
residents.  The proposed boathouse will have a red obstruction light, similar to the existing facility.  
Exterior lighting will be directed downward toward the walking surfaces. 
 
 
(P) NOISE 
Will the project, when compared to the No Action alternative for the same timeframe, cause noise 
sensitive areas located at or above DNL 65 dB to experience a noise increase of at least DNL 1.5 
dB? (Use AEM as a screening tool and INM as appropriate. See Airports Desk Reference, Chapter 
17, for further guidance). 
 
The proposed project will not have an impact on noise sensitive areas located at or above DNL 65 
dB. The project is not expected to result in an increase in airport operations (types and number of 
aircraft used, runway layout, and runway utilization).  Construction noise will be temporary, 
localized, and a minor increment to the existing noise of aircraft and vehicle operations in the 
vicinity.  Therefore, no noise impacts are expected to occur as a direct result of the implementation 
of the proposed project. 
 
 
(Q) SOCIAL IMPACTS 
Would the proposed project cause an alteration in surface traffic patterns, or cause a noticeable 
increase in surface traffic congestion or decrease in Level of Service? 
No.  Traffic is not expected to increase as a result of the proposed project.  The proposed project is 
intended to replace an existing facility with a similar structure.  There may be minor temporary 
construction traffic impacts as described in Section 6(E). 
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(R) SOLID WASTE 
Would the operation and/or construction of the project generate significant amounts of solid waste? 
If Yes, are local disposal facilities capable of handling the additional volumes of waste resulting 
from the project?  Explain. 
 
No, the operation/construction of the project will not generate significant amounts of solid waste.  
Disposal site capacity is anticipated to be available for demolition debris. 
 
 
(S) WATER QUALITY 
(a) Does the proposed project have the potential to impact water quality, including ground water, 
surface water bodies, and public water supply system or federal, state or tribal water quality 
standards? (If Yes, contact appropriate agency and include record of consultation). 
 
Impacts on water quality from demolition or construction activity runoff for the boathouse project 
are not expected to be significant or adverse.  All construction and subsequent operational activities 
will be under restrictions identified in the Airport’s Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (VPDES) stormwater discharge permit, as well as pertinent State guidance such as the 
Northern Virginia Best Management Practices (BMPs) Handbook and Virginia Stormwater 
Management Handbook.  In addition to the management of stormwater runoff, the construction 
project will be required to have an individual erosion and sediment control plan reviewed and 
approved by the Authority’s Building Codes/Environmental Department.  The Contractor will be 
required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the EPA for construction stormwater discharges 
associated with this project.  As required under Title 10.1, Chapter 6, Article 1.1 of the Code of 
Virginia  and Section 4 VAC50-60-380 of the Virginia Administrative Code, MWAA’s contractor 
will obtain registration coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater From 
Construction Activities.  Discharges to the Potomac are regulated under a Multi-Sector General 
Permit issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Pile driving required for the installation of the new boathouse and debris rail will cause a temporary 
increase in turbidity in the construction area due to the disturbance of the river bed.   To reduce the 
impacts of the increase in suspended sediment, BMPs such as a turbidity curtain will be 
implemented in accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers permit.  No construction debris is to 
be discarded into the Potomac River. 
 
Demolition of the current boathouse calls for the removal of the structural pilings down to the 
sediment level.  This may cause an increase in turbidity in the area of demolition for a temporary 
period of time.  The demolition of the boathouse will be performed using BMPs that are in 
accordance to the Army Corps of Engineers permit. The implemented BMPs will also include 
measures to prevent demolition debris from being left in the Potomac River or swept away in the 
current.  
 
Impacts to hydrology of the Potomac River will be minimal as a result of the proposed project.  The 
boathouse, walkway and debris protection rail will be supported by piles, which will create minimal 
changes to water flow in this area.   
 
(b) Is the project to be located over a designated Sole Source Aquifer? (If Yes, attach record of 
consultation with EPA). 
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This project will not be located over a designated Sole Source Aquifer. 
 
 
(T) WETLANDS 
(a) Does the proposed project involve federal or state regulated or non-jurisdictional wetlands? 
(Contact USFWS or state agency if protected resources are affected) (Wetlands must be delineated 
using methods in the US Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual. Delineations 
must be performed by a person certified in wetlands delineation). 
 
No.  There are no emergent, shrub-scrub or forested wetlands present at the project site, but the 
project sites are located within the Potomac River which is classified as Waters of the U.S. 
 
(b) If yes, does the project qualify for an Army Corps of Engineers General permit? (Document 
coordination with the Corps).  
 
 
(U) WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
Would the proposed project affect a river segment that is listed in the Wild and Scenic River System 
or National Rivers Inventory? (If Yes, coordinate with the jurisdictional agency and attach record of 
consultation). 
 
No, the proposed project will not affect a river segment that is listed in the Wild and Scenic River 
System or National Rivers Inventory. 
 
 
(V) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
Discuss impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects both on and off the 
airport. Would the proposed project produce a cumulative effect on any of the environmental impact 
categories above? Consider projects that are connected and may have common timing and/or 
location. For purposes of this Form, generally use 3 years for past projects and 5 years for future 
foreseeable projects. 
  
The proposed Boathouse project will not significantly contribute to the cumulative impacts 
expected from carrying out other projects underway, imminent or recently completed at DCA. 
These projects include; Terminal A computer room upgrades, Hangar 5 roof replacement, the 
construction of additional decks on parking garages, the modification of Runways 1-19 and 15-33 
Runway Safety Areas (RSA), the resurfacing of Runway 15-33 and taxiways or planned minor gate 
modifications. In comparison, the proposed Boathouse project activities comprise only a small 
portion of current and planned developments at DCA. Therefore, the effects of this proposed 
project, when added to the effects of other proposed projects, will not cause otherwise insignificant 
impacts to exceed thresholds of significance.  
 
Modification of the Runway Safety Areas (RSAs) for Runway 15-33 is a planned project at DCA 
that is notable because it may disturb nearshore areas within the Potomac River.  Improvements to 
the RSA will involve installation of an engineered material arresting system for halting aircraft that 
overrun the runway’s end.  Construction of this project will require filling of approximately 3 acres 
of nearshore river bottom approximately 400-600 ft south of the proposed boathouse site.  The 
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proposed boathouse does not require the placement of fill.  Additionally, the effects of the new 
boathouse would be offset in part by the removal of the existing Boathouse.  
 
7.  PERMITS 
List all required permits for the proposed project. Has coordination with the appropriate agency 
commenced and what is the expected time frame of receiving a permit? 
 
Department of the Army permit under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  Permit 
processing is expected to take less than three months.  
 
Erosion and sediment control plan reviewed and approved by the Authority’s Building 
Codes/Environmental Department: See item (6).   
 
A National Park Service Permit is not expected to be required because the project will be located 
entirely within the boundaries of the airport. 
 
A Construction Stormwater Discharge Permit will also be required from the EPA. 
 
8. MITIGATION 
Describe those mitigation measures to be taken to avoid creation of significant impacts to a 
particular resource as a result of the proposed project, and include a discussion of any impacts that 
cannot be mitigated. 
   
Water Quality:  Construction activities will follow the Northern Virginia Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) Handbook and Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook.  In addition to the 
management of stormwater runoff, the construction project will be required to have an individual 
erosion and sediment control plan reviewed and approved by the Authority’s Building 
Codes/Environmental Department.  Erosion control measures required by the Authority Design 
Manual (2006) will be implemented to minimize offsite transport of soils from the construction 
areas.  The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) published the Virginia Erosion and 
Sediment Control Handbook (Third Edition, 1992) to provide guidance for all state erosion and 
sediment control programs.  The project will be built with the appropriate erosion and sediment 
control plans consistent with State Erosion and Sediment Control Law.  Contractors will be required 
to provide an erosion and sediment control plan that complies with the Virginia Erosion and 
Sediment Control Law and regulations, including the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control 
Handbook. 
 
9. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Describe the public review process and any comments received.  
Describe what efforts would be made to involve the public with this proposed project.   Discuss the 
appropriateness of holding public meetings and/or public hearings, making the draft document 
available for public comment, or the preparation of a public involvement plan, etc. 
 
MWAA sent scoping letters to federal, state and local agencies. A copy of the scoping letter and 
responses received are found in Appendix B. On July 9 and July 12, 2010 MWAA published in The 
Washington Post a notice that the Draft EA was available for public comment. The Draft EA was 
placed at two public libraries located near DCA (Arlington County Central Library and Aurora Hills 
Branch Library), and it was posted on MWAA’s website. In addition, MWAA distributed copies of 
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the Draft EA to federal, state, and local government agencies. Comments were accepted for more 
than 30 days.  
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Figure 1.  Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport General Location Map 
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Figure 2. Location of Existing and Proposed River Rescue Boathouse Sites at Ronald 
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Figure 3.  Proposed Facility Layout 



Figure 4.  Elevation Drawing of Proposed Boathouse and Debris Wall 



Figure 5.  Bathymetric Survey along Shoreline of Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport 



Figure 6.  2005 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Beds 
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Source: District of Columbia Department of the Environment, Aquatic Vegetation Monitoring Study, 2007 
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Source: District of Columbia Department of the Environment, Aquatic Vegetation Monitoring Study, 2008 
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Table A-1 summarizes the comments on the Draft EA and the responses.  Proof of publication of the Public Notice and copies of all 
comments received are provided. 

 
Table A-1. Summary of Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment and Responses 

 
Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 

Prince George’s 
County, MD 

Prince George’s County 
August 3 letter 

General Comment The proposed project location is outside of 
the jurisdictional limits of Prince George’s 
County; therefore, the County does not 
have any information concerning this site 
nor statutory responsibilities. 

Comment noted. 

National Park 
Service 

National Park Service 
August 5 letter 

General Comment This project will not require compliance to 
be completed by the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway. 

Comment noted. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker July 24 
letter 

Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

Will you conduct sampling and 
remediation in conjunction with this 
project? 

Suspect contaminated soil and wastes will 
be handled in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations. See Section  6(L) of 
the EA. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 2 

Agency 
Coordination 

It appears that the District of Columbia 
has not been afforded the opportunity to 
comment on the proposed action.  The 
District Official who should be included is 
Mr. Christophe A.G. Tulou,, Director, DC 
DDOE. 

Seven District of Columbia government 
representatives were invited to submit 
scoping comments (see Attachment B).  
Copies of the Draft EA were sent to five 
District officials, including Mr. Tulou. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 3 

Agency 
Coordination 

Beyond this EA, I am requesting that the 
DC DDOE be kept fully informed and 
aware of all projects and operations at 
DCA, as well as being made a reviewer of 
all proposed and current permits. 

The Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Authority (MWAA) routinely includes the 
District of Columbia in NEPA reviews for 
DCA. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 3 

Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

I am requesting that the Boathouse project 
site, both the land portion and the portion 
in the Potomac River, be extensively 
sampled for the presence of hazardous 
wastes and materials, and when found, 
that these need to be removed as part of 
the project. 

Suspect contaminated soil and wastes will 
be handled in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations. See Section  6(L) of 
the EA. 
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Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 
Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 

letter, page 3 
Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

I am requesting that the existing piles be 
sampled for regulated wastes and 
materials, and if they contain RCRA 
regulated wastes or toxic materials, that 
these be removed. 

Demolition debris will be disposed of in 
accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 4 

Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

I am requesting that the soil excavated or 
exposed be sampled and if contaminated 
be removed. 

Suspect contaminated soil and wastes will 
be handled in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations. See Section  6(L) of 
the EA. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 4 

Agency 
Coordination 

DCA or FAA needs to obtain a demolition 
permit for the removal of the old 
Boathouse.  This needs to be issued by 
Arlington County. 

MWAA will issue a notification of 
demolition to EPA under the National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 4 

Biotic Resources I am requesting that this project include 
the planting of SAV at and around the new 
Boathouse, construction of fish habitat 
under and around the new Boathouse, 
construction of wetlands in conjunction 
with the project, restoration and replanting 
of SAV damaged or destroyed during the 
demolition of the existing Boathouse. 

Project impacts do not warrant the 
requested plantings and habitat 
construction as mitigation. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 4 

Agency 
Coordination 

I request this EA be reviewed by the 
Administrator of the US EPA, the EPA 
Region III Administrator, and by the 
Director of the CEQ. 

The draft EA was sent to EPA, and was 
made available to the public.  No 
comments were received from EPA or 
CEQ. 

Merrit Drucker M. Drucker August 8 
letter, page 5 

Agency 
Coordination 

I am requesting that the Director of the 
CEQ review this EA, and require that the 
WMAA conduct an EIS.  The EA as 
written is incomplete, does not meet 
NEPA requirements for Agency 
coordination, and fails to consider actions 
to “restore and enhance the quality of the 
human environment” (40 CFR 1500.2). 

No comments were received from CEQ.  
Agency coordination was included in the 
preparation of the EA.  By restoring a 
public safety capability to DCA, and by 
relocating the river rescue facility to a 
location with minimal need for 
maintenance dredging, the project does 
incorporate practicable means to restore 
and enhance the quality of the human 
environment. 
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Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 
NOAA NMFS 
Habitat 
Conservation 
District 

NMFS Habitat 
Conservation District 
August 10 letter 

Biotic resources The National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) recommends that dredging for 
access to the relocated rescue facility be 
restricted from February 15- June 15, 
during the anadromous fish spawning 
period; and from April 15- October 15, 
during the SAV growing season. 

Comment noted.  MWAA anticipates little 
if any dredging for boathouse access.  
Text of Section 6 (B) has been revised to 
note that dredging is not required to 
construct the project, and that little or no 
maintenance dredging would be required 
for project operation.  

Fairfax County, 
VA 

Fairfax County August 
13 letter 

General Comment The proposed project location is outside of 
the boundaries of Fairfax County and will 
not result in any impacts to Fairfax 
County. 

Comment noted. 

FAA Allison Hulbert August 
13 email to Charley 
Baummer 

Water Quality A Section 404 and 401 permit may be 
required in addition to the Section 10 
permit. 

Comment noted. Consultation with the 
Corps of Engineers indicates that only a 
Section 10 permit will be needed. 

Virginia 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) 

DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 2 

General Comment Based on the information provided in the 
Environmental Assessment and comments 
from reviewers, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia has no objection to the proposal 
as presented. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 3 

Water Quality and 
Wetlands 
 

The DEQ Northern Regional Office 
(NRO) determined that the proposed 
project will have no appreciable impacts 
on programs that are overseen by DEQ-
NRO. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 3 

Subaqueous 
Lands 
Management 
 

The Virginia Marine Resources 
Commission does not nave jurisdiction 
over this area of the Potomac and on July 
8, 2010 issued a "no permit necessary" 
letter for the proposed project. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 4 

Erosion and 
Sediment Control 

MWAA must comply with the Virginia 
Erosion and Sediment Control Laws and 
Regulations, Virginia Stormwater 
Management Laws and Regulations 
(including coverage under the general 
permit for stormwater discharge from 
construction activities) and other 
applicable federal nonpoint source 
pollution mandates.  

Comment noted. MWAA will comply. See 
Section 6(C)(b) of the EA. 
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Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 
DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 

page 5 
Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation 
Areas 

Provided MWAA adheres to the 
requirements of regulations at 9 VAC 10-
20-130 b, the project would be consistent 
with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act 
and Regulations. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 6 

Air Quality MWAA should take all reasonable 
precautions to limit emissions of VOCs 
and NOx, principally by controlling or 
limiting the burning of fossil fuels. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 6 

Air Quality There are some limitations stemming from 
9 VAC 5-40-5490 in the Regulations for 
the Control and Abatement of Air 
Pollution on the use of "cut-back" asphalt. 

The project will not use cut-back asphalt. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 6 

Air Quality Fugitive dust must be kept to a minimum. Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 7 

Air Quality If project activities include the open 
burning of construction or demolition 
material or the use of special incineration 
devices, this activity must meet the 
requirements under 9 VAC 5-130 et seq. 

Project does not involve open burning or 
special incineration devices. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 7 

Air Quality The installation of any fuel burning 
equipment (e.g. boilers and generators), 
may require permitting from DEQ. 

Project does not involve fuel burning 
equipment subject to permitting. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 8 

Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

Any soil that is suspected of 
contamination or wastes that are generated 
during construction-related activities must 
be tested and disposed of in accordance 
with applicable federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations. 

Suspect contaminated soil and wastes will 
be handled in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 8 

Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

Any sediment that is suspected of 
contamination or hazardous or solid 
wastes that are generated, transported, 
disposed, stored, or treated, as defined in 
the Virginia Solid and Hazardous Waste 
Regulations must be tested and handled in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations. 

Suspect contaminated material and wastes 
will be handled in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 
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Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 
DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 

page 9 
Solid and 
Hazardous Wastes 
and Hazardous 
Materials 

Structures being removed should be 
checked for asbestos-containing materials 
(ACM) and lead-based paint prior to 
demolition. If ACM or LBP are found, in 
addition to the federal waste-related 
regulations mentioned above, state 
regulations 9VAC 20-80-640 for ACM 
and 9VAC 20-60-261 for LBP must be 
followed. 

ACM is not expected.  LBP will be 
managed in accordance with applicable 
laws and regulations. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 9 

Pesticides DEQ recommends that the use of 
herbicides or pesticides for construction or 
landscape maintenance should be in 
accordance with the principles of 
integrated pest management. 

The project does not involve pesticides or 
herbicides. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 10 

Natural Heritage 
Resources 

DCR-DNH does not anticipate that future 
redevelopment of these properties would 
adversely impact these natural heritage 
resources. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 10 

State-listed Plant 
and Insect Species 

DCR finds that the current activity will 
not affect any documented state-listed 
plants or insects. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 10 

State Natural Area 
Preserves 

DCR files do not indicate the presence of 
any State Natural Area Preserves under 
the agency's jurisdiction in the project 
vicinity. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Fourmile Run and the Potomac River have 
been designated Confirmed Anadromous 
Fish Use Areas. DGIF does not anticipate 
the proposed project to result in adverse 
impacts upon these resources based on the 
scope and location of the proposed work. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Conduct any instream activities during 
low- or no-flow conditions. 

The Potomac River at the project site is 
tidal. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Use non-erodible cofferdams or turbidity 
curtains to isolate the construction area. 

Turbidity curtains will be used as directed 
by the Corps of Engineers permit (see 
Section 6(S)(a) of the EA. 
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Commenter Source Document Subject Summary of Comment Response 
DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 

page 11 
Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Block no more than 50% of the 
streamflow at any given time. 

Project will not block streamflow. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Stockpile excavated material in a manner 
that prevents reentry into the stream. 

Comment noted.  The construction staging 
area for the project will be sited to prevent 
entry of excavated material into the 
Potomac. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Restore original streambed and 
streambank contours. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Revegetate barren areas with native 
vegetation. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 11 

Wildlife 
Resources and 
Protected Species 

Implement strict erosion and sediment 
control measures. 

Comment noted. See Section 6(C)(b) of 
the EA. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 12 

Historic and 
Archaeological 
Resources 

DHR concurs with the determination that 
the proposed project will have No Adverse 
Effect. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 13 

Aviation Impacts DoAv believes that the relocation of the 
North River Rescue Boathouse would help 
to improve the safety of the operations at 
the airport and increase the utility of the 
facility. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 13 

Pollution 
Prevention 

Consider development of an effective 
Environmental Management System 
(EMS). Consider environmental attributes 
when purchasing materials. Consider 
contractors' commitment to the 
environment (such as an EMS) when 
choosing contractors. Choose sustainable 
materials and practices for infrastructure 
construction and design.  Integrate 
pollution prevention techniques into the 
airport maintenance and operation. 

Comment noted. 

DEQ DEQ August 30 letter, 
page 14 

Coastal Zone 
Management Act 
Consistence 

DEQ concurs that this proposal is 
consistent with the VCP. 

Comment noted. 
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The following in an excerpt from a letter sent by Merrit P. Drucker to various parties, 
including the President and Chief Executive Officer of the Metropolitan Washington 
Airports Authority, dated July 24, 2010: 
 

 
. 
. 
. 
 

 

 
. 
. 
. 

 

Attachment A Page A-15



Attachment A Page A-16



Attachment A Page A-17



From: Allison.Hulbert@faa.gov
To: Baummer Jr., Charley
Cc: Kirkpatrick, Steve; hogard_jeremy@bah.com; Karen.Renfroe@faa.gov; Steven.Hardee@faa.gov
Subject: River Rescue North Boathouse Draft EA
Date: Friday, August 13, 2010 3:35:33 PM

Hi Charley, 

I wanted to thank you for passing on the draft EA for the FAA to review.   

I have read the document and just offer that based on the scope of work, a Section 404 and 401
permit may be required in addition to the Section 10 permit. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment! 

I hope all is well. 

Thank you!   
  
Allison R. Hulbert, PMP
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Planning and Requirements
Office: 404-389-8241
Cell: 404-326-0335
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DRAFT EA DISTRIBUTION LIST 
DCA North Boathouse Relocation Environmental Assessment 

 
 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
 
Mr. Chris Osburn, Washington Airports District Office, Dulles, VA 
Mr. Terry Page, Washington Airports District Office, Dulles, VA 
Ms. Maria Stanco, Eastern Service Area, Jamaica, NY  
Mr. Don Simons, DCA Tower, Washington, DC 
Ms. Allison R. Hulbert, AJV-E38, Planning and Requirements, College Park, GA 
 
OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
Ms. Blythe Semner, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, DC 
Mr. Leonard Jordan, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 

East Region, Washington, DC  
Ms. Maria Teresi, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Regulatory Branch, 

Baltimore, MD  
Ms. Theresita Crockett-Augustine, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk District, Northern 

Virginia Field Office, Dumfries, VA  
U.S. Coast Guard Wetlands Division, Coast Guard Headquarters, Commandant, U.S. Coast 

Guard, Washington, DC  
Ms. Barbara Rudnick (3EA30), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 3,  

Philadelphia, PA  
 Mr. Robert Zepp, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Annapolis, MD  
Ms. Kim Smith, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office, Gloucester, VA  
Mr. John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration, Annapolis, MD  
Ms. Julie Crocker, National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources Division, Gloucester, 

MA  
Mr. David W. Kaiser, Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NOAA, Coastal 

Response Research Center, University of New Hampshire, Durham, New Hampshire  
Dottie P. Marshall, Superintendent, National Park Service, McLean, VA 
Mr. Peter May, National Park Service, National Capital Region, Washington, DC  
Mr. Ben Helwig, GIS Specialist, Acting Park Ranger (Lands), National Park Service, McLean, 

VA  
Georgeann Smale, Park Ranger, Right of Way Permits, National Park Service, McLean, VA  
Ms. Carol Mitten, National Park Service, National Capital Region, Washington, DC  
Dr. Stephan Potter, National Park Service, National Capital Region, Washington, DC  
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VIRGINIA AGENCIES 
 
Ms. Ellie L. Irons, EIR Program Manager, Office of Environmental Impact Review, Richmond, 

VA  
Mr. Butch Lambert, Deputy Director, Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, Big 

Stone Gap, VA 24219  
Mr. John Muse, Northern Virginia District Office, Virginia Department of Transportation, 

Chantilly, VA  
 
ALEXANDRIA 
 
Hon. William D. Euille, Mayor, Alexandria, VA 
 
ARLINGTON 
 
Mr. Michael Brown, County Manager, Arlington, VA  
 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
 
Hon. Adrian M. Fenty, Mayor, Washington, DC  
Mr. Christopher A.G. Tulou, Director, District Department of the Environment, Washington, DC  
Mr. Gregg A. Pane, D.C. Department of Health, Washington, DC  
Mr. David Maloney, D.C. State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington, DC  
Ms. Harriet Tregoning, Director, D.C. Office of Planning, Washington, DC  
 
FAIRFAX COUNTY 
 
Mr. John R. Bell, Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning, Fairfax, VA  
 
PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 
 
Hon. Jack B. Johnson, County Executive, Upper Marlboro, Maryland  
 
OTHER 
 
Mr. Richard DeiTos, Metropolitan Washington Airlines Committee, Dulles, VA  
Mr. Dave Robertson, Executive Director, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 

Washington, DC  
Mr. Eugene A. Keller, National Capital Planning Commission, Washington, DC 
Arlington County Central Library, Attn: Margaret Brown, Director, Arlington, VA 
Aurora Hills Branch Library, Attn: Neil Phelps, Director, Arlington, VA  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:   February 17, 2010 
    
TO:   Charles Baummer, MWAA 
   
FROM:  Roberta Rhur, Environmental Impact Review Coordinator for 
  John Davy, Division Director, Planning and Recreational Resources 
 
SUBJECT:  DCR 10-003, New North River rescue Boathouse, Reagan Washington National Airport 

Division of Natural Heritage 
 
The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has searched its 
Biotics Data System for occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted 
map. Natural heritage resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and 
animal species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.  
 

Biotics documents the presence of natural heritage resources in the project area.  However, due to the 
scope of the activity and the distance to the resources, we do not anticipate that this project will adversely 
impact these natural heritage resources. 
Our files do not indicate the presence of any State Natural Area Preserves under DCR’ s jurisdiction in 
the project vicinity. 

Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), DCR 
represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered 
plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or insects. 
 
New and updated information is continually added to Biotics.  Please contact DCR for an update on this 
natural heritage information if a significant amount of time passes before it is utilized.   
 

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries maintains a database of wildlife locations, 
including threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters that may contain 
information not documented in this letter. Their database may be accessed from http://vafwis.org/fwis/ or 
contact Shirl Dressler at (804) 367-6913. 
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Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance 
 
In Arlington County, the areas protected by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, as locally 
implemented, require conformance with performance criteria.  These areas include Resource Protection 
Areas (RPAs) and Resource Management Areas (RMAs) as designated by the local government.  RPAs 
include tidal wetlands, certain non-tidal wetlands and tidal shores, and a minimum 100-foot vegetated 
buffer area located adjacent to and landward of these features and along both sides of any water body with 
perennial flow.  RMAs, which require less stringent performance criteria, include all areas of the county 
not included in the RPA. 
 
All land disturbance, clearing, grading or filling related to activity proposed as part of a Joint Permit 
Application (JPA) must comply with Arlington County’ s locally adopted Bay Act program ordinances.  
A JPA is used to apply for standard permits, also known as individual permits, for work in the waters of 
the United States (including wetlands) within Virginia. Such work may include construction, dredging, 
filling, or excavation in the waters or in wetlands. The JPA process is coordinated by the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission (VMRC).  Questions relative to that process should be directed to VMRC staff. 
 
The proposed boathouse is considered a water-dependent facility.  Per § 9 VAC 10-20-130 b of the 
Regulations, a new water-dependent facility may be allowed provided the following criteria are met: 
 

• it does not conflict with Arlington County’ s Comprehensive Plan; 
• it complies with the performance criteria set forth in § 9 VAC 10-20-120 of the Regulations; 
• any non-water-dependent component is located outside of the RPA; and 
• access to the water-dependent facility is provided with the minimum of land disturbance.  Where 

practicable, a single point of access should be provided. 

Division of Soil and Water Conservation 
 
The Metropolitan Washington Airport Authority (MWAA) and their authorized agents conducting 
regulated land disturbing activities on private and public lands in the state must comply with the Virginia 
Erosion and Sediment Control Law and Regulations (VESCL&R), Virginia Stormwater Management 
Law and Regulations (VSWML&R) including coverage under the general permit for stormwater 
discharge from construction activities, and other applicable federal nonpoint source pollution mandates 
(e.g. Clean Water Act-Section 313, Federal Consistency under the Coastal Zone Management Act).  
Clearing and grading activities, installation of staging areas, parking lots, roads, buildings, utilities, or 
other structures, soil/dredge spoil areas, or related land conversion activities that disturb greater than 
2,500 square feet would be regulated by VESCL&R and those that disturb 2,500 square feet or greater 
would be covered by VSWML&R.  Accordingly, the MWAA must prepare and implement erosion and 
sediment control (ESC) and stormwater management (SWM) plans to ensure compliance with state law 
and regulations.  MWAA is ultimately responsible for achieving project compliance through oversight of 
on site contractors, regular field inspection, prompt action against non-compliant sites, and/or other 
mechanisms consistent with agency policy.  The agency is encouraged to contact DCR’s Warrenton Field 
Office at 540-347-6420 to obtain plan development, implementation assistance and to ensure project 
conformance during and after active construction. [Reference: VESCL §10.1-567; VSWML §10.1-
603.15].  
  
The remaining DCR divisions have no comments regarding the scope of this project.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 
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      NOAA/NMFS 
Habitat Conservation Division 

      Chesapeake Bay Program Office 
      410 Severn Ave., Suite 107A 
      Annapolis, Maryland   21403 
 
      February 18, 2010 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  Charles Baummer 
    Planning Department, Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority 
 
FROM:    John Nichols 
 
SUBJECT:   Runway 4-22 and Runway 15-33 Safety Area Improvements; 
    North Boathouse Relocation; 
    Reagan Washington National Airport 
 
This concerns your requests for National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) NEPA scoping comments, 
dated January 13, 2010, for proposed Safety Area Improvements to Runway 4-22 and Runway 15-33; 
and, dated January 15, 2010, for proposed relocation of the north boathouse, at Reagan Washington 
National Airport.  We offer the following comments. 
 
NEPA  
The tidal Potomac River in the Reagan Airport area is a documented migratory corridor, and/or 
spawning/ nursery ground for several species of anadromous fish, including alewife, blueback herring, 
hickory shad, American shad, white perch, and yellow perch.  The river is also a migratory corridor and 
nursery for catadromous American eel.  The Environmental Assessment (EA) (in preparation) should 
address in detail migratory fish activities in waters adjacent to the airport, and potential impacts from 
these proposals on these species.  We recommend that you consult the following literature for more 
information on migratory fish resources in the upper tidal Potomac River. 
 
Lippson, Alice Jane, M.S. Haire, A.F. Holland, F. Jacobs, J. Jensen, R. L. Moran-Johnson, T.T. Polgar, and 
W.A. Richkus. 1978.  Environmental Atlas of the Potomac Estuary. Martin Marietta Corporation; 
prepared for: Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Power Plant Siting Program. 
 
O’Dell, Jay, J. Gabor, and R. Dintaman. 1975.  Survey of Anadromous Fish Spawning Areas.  Completion 
Report, Project AFC-8, for: Potomac River Drainage. Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 
Fisheries Division, Annapolis. 
 
Multispecies beds of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) are present in the Potomac River mainstem in 
the vicinity of Reagan Airport.  Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) annual aerial SAV surveys have 
documented SAV along Reagan Airport shoreline fronting the river during the 2005, 2007, and 2008 
growing seasons.  The 2005 distribution of SAV along the airport waterfront extended along most of the 
eastern shoreline of the airport; consequently, impact areas associated with Runway 33 and the 
relocated boathouse should be considered as SAV bed.  SAV provides critical nursery and forage habitat 
for migratory fish resources.  The EA should fully document the presence of SAV along the airport  
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shoreline, including the proposed impact areas associated with improvements to Runway 33, and the 
relocation of the boathouse.  VIMS aerial surveys should be referenced for preparing multi-year maps of 
SAV distribution, densities, and species along the airport shoreline, at minimum, during the past 5 
growing seasons. 
 
NMFS concerns for proposed runway improvements pertain specifically to fill in the Potomac River 
associated with the preferred alternative for Runway 33, which will directly displace migratory fish 
spawning/nursery habitat, and SAV.  The EA should provide impact acreages of lost aquatic habitat 
(specifying separate impact tallies for unvegetated and vegetated bottom) for the Runway 33 preferred 
alternative.  The EA should also include a comprehensive alternatives analysis that addresses options for 
avoiding fill, reducing/minimizing fill, and/or offsetting loss of aquatic habitat from fill.  Options 
considered for off-setting unavoidable fill from Runway 33 should include conversion of unused airport 
shoreline uplands to subtidal aquatic habitat. 
 
NMFS concerns for the proposed relocation of the north boathouse include: 1) type of material to be 
used for supporting the new boathouse (fill, or open-pile platform); 2) shading of SAV by open-pile 
platform; and, 3) effects of the proposed angled rail barrier on local sediment deposition/scouring 
patterns, including indirect effects on SAV. 
 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act (MSA) 
Reagan National Airport lies upstream of salinity intrusion and designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in 
the tidal Potomac River.  Therefore, preparation of an EFH assessment for these proposals is not 
required under MSA.  However, because these proposals will affect migratory fish resources which are 
important prey for federally managed species in the Chesapeake Bay (e.g., bluefish, summer flounder), 
the federal action agency for these projects (i.e., FAA, or the Corps of Engineers) may choose to prepare 
an EFS assessment that addresses impacts to these prey species.  Please refer to the NOAA/NMFS 
Northeast Region Habitat Conservation Division website for more information of preparation of an EFH 
assessment;  
 
Protected Resources 
NMFS has determined that the endangered shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) is present in 
the Potomac River mainstem in the Reagan Airport area.  The FAA, or Corps of Engineers should contact 
Julie Crocker of our Protected Resources Division in Gloucester, MA; Julie.Crocker@NOAA.GOV, to 
determine Section 7 Consultation responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act for these proposals. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (410) 267-5675; or, John.Nichols@NOAA.GOV. 
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March 12, 2010 

 
Mr. Charles Baummer 
Planning Department 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority 
One Aviation Circle 
Reagan Washington National Airport 
Washington, DC 20001-6000 
 
Dear Mr. Baummer, 
 
The Department of Environmental Quality has received your letters regarding the preparation of 
an Environmental Assessment (EA) to assess the potential impacts of two projects; the Runway 
4-22 and runway 15-33 Safety Area Improvements and Related Improvements, Ronald Reagan 
Washington national Airport, and the New North River Rescue Boathouse at Ronald Reagan 
Washington National Airport. The DEQ Waste Division staff has reviewed your letters and has 
the following comments concerning the waste issues associated with this project: 
 
 When the environmental impact reports are written or compiled, they should include an 
environmental investigation on and near the property to identify any solid or hazardous waste 
sites or issues.  This should include a search of waste-related databases. 
 
 The report author should analyze the data in the web-based Waste Division databases to 
determine if the project would affect or be affected by any sites identified in the databases. These 
are the Solid Waste Database, CERCLA Facilities, Voluntary Remediation Program, and 
Hazardous Waste Facilities databases. 
 
The Solid Waste Database 
A list of active solid waste facilities in Virginia. 
 
CERCLA Facilities Database 
A list of active and archived CERCLA (EPA Superfund Program) sites. 
 
Hazardous Waste Facilities Database  
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A list of hazardous waste generators, hazardous waste transporters, and hazardous waste storage 
and disposal facilities.  Data for the CERCLA Facilities and Hazardous Waste Facilities 
databases are periodically downloaded by the Waste Division from U.S. EPA’s website.   
 
Accessing the DEQ Databases: 
The report author should access this information on the DEQ website at 
http://www.deq.state.va.us/waste/waste.html .  Scroll down to the databases which are listed 
under Real Estate Search Information heading. 
 
The solid waste information can be accessed by clicking on the Solid Waste Database tab and 
opening the file.  Type the county or city name and the word County or City, and click the 
Preview tab.  All active solid waste facilities in that locality will be listed. 
 
The Superfund information will be listed by clicking on the Search EPA’s CERCLIS database 
tab and opening the file.  Click on the locality box, click on sort, then click on Datasheet View.  
Scroll to the locality of interest. 
 
The hazardous waste information can be accessed by clicking on the Hazardous Waste Facility 
tab.  Go to the Geography Search section and fill in the name of the city or county and VA in the 
state block, and hit enter.  The hazardous waste facilities in the locality will be listed. 
 
The Voluntary Remediation Program GPS database can be accessed by clicking on “Voluntary 
Remediation,” then “What’s in my backyard” in the center shaded area, and then under 
“Mapping Applications,” click on “What’s in my backyard” again. 
 
This database search will include most waste-related site information for each locality.  In many 
cases, especially when the project is located in an urban area, the database output for that locality 
will be extensive. 
 
This database search will include most waste-related site information for each locality.  In many 
cases, especially when the project is located in an urban area, the database output for that locality 
will be extensive. 
 
 Any soil that is suspected of contamination or wastes that are generated must be tested 
and disposed of in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations.  
Some of the applicable state laws and regulations are: Virginia Waste Management Act, Code of 
Virginia Section 10.1-1400 et seq.; Virginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations 
(VHWMR) (9VAC 20-60); Virginia Solid Waste Management Regulations (VSWMR) (9VAC 
20-80); and Virginia Regulations for the Transportation of Hazardous Materials (9VAC 20-110).  
Some of the applicable Federal laws and regulations are: the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. Section 6901 et seq., the applicable regulations contained in 
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations; and the U.S. Department of Transportation Rules 
for Transportation of Hazardous materials, 49 CFR Parts 107. 
 
 Also, if an older structure will be demolished as part of this project, the structure should 
be checked for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP).  If they are 
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found, in addition to the federal waste-related regulations mentioned above, State regulations 
9VAC 20-80-640 for ACM and 9VAC 20-60-261 for LBP must be followed. 
 
 Finally, DEQ encourages all construction projects and facilities to implement pollution 
prevention principles, including the reduction, reuse, and recycling of all solid wastes generated.  
All hazardous wastes should be minimized. 
 
 If you have any questions or need further information, please contact Paul Kohler at 
(804) 698-4208. 
       
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Paul W. Kohler 
      Environmental Specialist II 
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March 19, 2010 
 
Mr. J. Charles Baummer, (MA-32E) 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority 
1 Aviation Circle 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
 
 
Re: North River Rescue Boathouse 
 
Dear Mr. Baummer: 
 
The Northern Virginia Regional Commission staff has reviewed the document described 
above and has the following comments. 
 
Please be advised that the counties of Arlington, Fairfax, and Prince William, the City of 
Alexandria, and the Town of Herndon, have all enacted jurisdiction-wide Chesapeake Bay 
Resource Management Area (RMA) designation.  This RMA designation requires that all 
development must comply with the local ordinance’s stormwater quality requirements.   
 
We would also suggest that, where possible, opportunities for retrofit of existing 
stormwater quantity facilities to stormwater quality facilities through new construction 
activities should be explored.  NVRC's Guidebook for Maintaining BMPs in Northern Virginia is 
available, without charge, should you need it, and can also be downloaded from our 
website. 
 
A copy of this letter should be included with your submission to indicate that the review by 
this agency has been completed. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the intergovernmental review process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Samantha Kinzer  
Regional Planner 
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SCOPING REQUEST LIST 
DCA North Boathouse Relocation Environmental Assessment 

 
 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 
 
Mr. Chris Osburn, Washington Airports District Office, Dulles, VA 
Mr. Terry Page, Washington Airports District Office, Dulles, VA 
Ms. Maria Stanco, Eastern Service Area, Jamaica, NY  
Mr. Don Simons, DCA Tower, Washington, DC 
Mr. Ryan Almasy, Air Traffic Organization, Eastern Service Area Planning and Requirements 

Group, College Park, GA 
 

OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
Ms. Blythe Semner, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, DC 
Mr. Richard Coombe, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 

East Region, Washington, DC  
Ms. Maria Teresi, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Regulatory Branch, 

Baltimore, MD  
Mr. Ron Stouffer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk District, Northern Virginia Field 

Office, Dumfries, VA  
Ms. Theresita Crockett-Augustine, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk District, Northern 

Virginia Field Office, Dumfries, VA  
U.S. Coast Guard Wetlands Division, Coast Guard Headquarters, Commandant, U.S. Coast 

Guard, Washington, DC  
Ms. Barbara Rudnick (3EA30), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 3,  

Philadelphia, PA  
 Mr. Robert Zepp, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Annapolis, MD  
Ms. Kim Smith, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office, Gloucester, VA  
Mr. John Nichols, National Marine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration, Annapolis, MD  
Ms. Julie Crocker, National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources Division, Gloucester, 

MA  
Mr. David W. Kaiser, Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, NOAA, Coastal 

Response Research Center, University of New Hampshire, Durham, New Hampshire  
Mr. Peter May, National Park Service, National Capital Region, Washington, DC  
Mr. Sean McCabe, National Park Service, National capital Region, Washington, DC 
Mr. David Murphy, National Park Service, National capital Region, Washington, DC 
Mr. Brent O’Neill, National Park Service, National capital Region, Washington, DC 
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VIRGINIA AGENCIES 
 
Ms. Ellie L. Irons, EIR Program Manager, Office of Environmental Impact Review, Richmond, 

VA  
Mr. Butch Lambert, Deputy Director, Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, Big 

Stone Gap, VA 24219  
Mr. John Muse, Northern Virginia District Office, Virginia Department of Transportation, 

Chantilly, VA  
Mr. Todd P. Haymore, Commissioner, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 

Services, Richmond, VA 
Mr. R. N. (Rusty) Harrington, Manager, Planning and Environmental Section, Virginia 

Department of Aviation, Richmond, VA 
Ms. Joan Salvati, Division Director, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, 

Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance, Richmond, VA 
Ms. S. Rene Hypes, Natural Heritage Project Review Coordinator, Virginia Department of 

Conservation and Recreation, Richmond, VA 
Mr. Robbie Rhur, Birginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Recreation Planning, 

Richmond, VA 
Ms. Jennifer Hoysa, District Manager, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, 

Warrenton, VA 
Mr. Thomas A. Faha, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Woodbridge, VA 
Ms. Shirl Dressler, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, Richmond, VA 
 Mr. Marc Holma, State Historic preservation Office, Richmond, VA 
Mr. Robert Grabb, Virginia Marine Resources Commission Maine Office, Newport News, VA 
Ms. Aimee Vosper, Northern Virginia Regional Commissions, Fairfax, VA 
 
ALEXANDRIA 
 
Hon. William D. Euille, Mayor, Alexandria, VA 
 
ARLINGTON 
 
Ms. Barbara Donnellan, Acting County Manager, Arlington, VA  
 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
 
Hon. Adrian M. Fenty, Mayor, Washington, DC  
Mr. Collin R. Burrell, District Department of the Environment, Natural Resources Administration, 

Washington, DC  
Mr. Ibrahim Bullo, District Department of the Environment, Washington, DC  
Mr. George S. Hawkins, District Department of the Environment, Washington, DC  
Mr. Gregg A. Pane, D.C. Department of Health, Washington, DC  
Mr. David Maloney, D.C. State Historic Preservation Officer, Washington, DC  
Ms. Harriet Tregoning, Director, D.C. Office of Planning, Washington, DC  
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FAIRFAX COUNTY 
 
Mr. Noel Kaplan, Fairfax County Department of Planning and Zoning, Fairfax, VA  
 
PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 
 
Hon. Jack B. Johnson, County Executive, Upper Marlboro, Maryland  
 
OTHER 
 
Mr. Richard DeiTos, Metropolitan Washington Airlines Committee, Dulles, VA  
Mr. Dave Robertson, Executive Director, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 

Washington, DC  
Mr. Eugene A. Keller, National Capital Planning Commission, Washington, DC 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

Coastal Consistency Certification 
 



RONALD REAGAN WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT (DCA) 
RIVER RESCUE NORTH BOATHOUSE RELOCATION 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT (CZMA) CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATION 
 
This document provides the Commonwealth of Virginia with the Metropolitan Washington 
Airports Authority’s (the Authority) Consistency Certification and necessary data and 
information under CZMA Section 307(c)(3)(A) and 15 CFR Part 930, sub-part D, for the River 
Rescue North Boathouse Relocation project at Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport 
(DCA), Arlington County, Virginia. 
 
Certification: 
 
The Authority certifies that the proposed activity complies with the enforceable programs of 
Virginia’s Coastal Resources Management Program (VCP) and will be conducted in a manner 
consistent with the VCP. 
 
Necessary Data and Information: 
 

1. This Certification addresses proposed actions that include the demolition of the current 
River Rescue North Boathouse, and the construction of a replacement.  Federal actions 
required for the project include Federal Aviation Administration approval of a change to 
the DCA Airport Layout Plan, and a Corps of Engineers Department of the Army Permit 
under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.  The North Boathouse is in a 
state of disrepair after years of natural wear and can no longer meet the needs of housing 
vessels used by the Office of Public Safety’s River Rescue Section.  Demolition of this 
boathouse will involve removal of the structure, ramp, and piles above the mudline.  Pile 
sections below the mudline will be left in place.  This facility will be demolished during 
or after the construction of the new boathouse.  The new boathouse will be located east of 
the intersection of Runways 4-22 and 15-33, 75 feet from the shoreline.  Approximate 
dimensions of the new boathouse will be 45 feet by 45 feet (2,025 square feet (sf)).  The 
location for the boathouse provides no protection from weather conditions or debris 
flows. To protect the boathouse from debris accumulation and damage, the boathouse 
will be oriented at 45 degrees rotation relative to the shoreline, and the design includes a 
weather and debris protection rail.  To provide parking and a staging area for the 
boathouse, a 150-foot portion of the existing Levee Road will be converted to a parking 
and staging area, and Levee Road will be rerouted inland from the existing road to bypass 
the parking and staging area.  Total new paving would be about 600 square yards (sy).  
Users will gain access to the boathouse by means of a 5 foot-wide timber walkway 
approximately 100 feet long.  This access walkway will be constructed above the riprap 
shoreline, avoiding the need for shoreline disturbance or reconstruction.  This CZMA 
certification addresses the creation of the Levee Road bypass, and that portion of the 
walkway inland of the shoreline.  The locations of all other project activities fall within 
the waters of Washington, D.C., and therefore do not require Virginia Coastal Zone 
Consistency Certification. 

 
2. The project site is located in Arlington County, which is located within Virginia’s Designated 

Coastal Zone Management Area.  The project is described in the River Rescue Boathouse 
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Draft Short Environmental Assessment (EA).  Specific activities within the Virginia coastal 
zone include the grading and paving of a new Levee Road bypass, and the construction of a 
pile supported access walkway from Levee Road across the riprapped shoreline to the new 
boathouse. 

 
3. An evaluation of the probable effects of the proposed actions in relation to the enforceable 

policies of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program is provided below: 
 
 

a. Tidal and Non-Tidal Wetlands 
 
The purpose of the wetlands management program is to preserve tidal wetlands and non-tidal 
wetlands, prevent their despoliation, and accommodate economic development in a manner 
consistent with wetlands preservation.   
 
There are no tidal wetlands or non-tidal wetlands located on the project site. 
 

b. Fisheries Management 
 
The Fisheries Management Program stresses the conservation and enhancement of finfish 
and shellfish resources and the promotion of commercial and recreational fisheries to 
maximize food production and recreational opportunities.   
 
There are no commercial or recreational fishery activities at DCA.  The proposed action 
would not impact the fishery resources in the Potomac River. 
 

c. Subaqueous Lands Management 
 

The management program for subaqueous lands established conditions for granting or 
denying permits to use state-owned bottomlands based on considerations of potential effects 
on marine and fisheries resources, tidal wetlands, adjacent or nearby properties, anticipated 
public and private benefits, and water quality standards.  
 
There are no state-owned bottomlands within the project area at DCA. 

 
d. Dunes Management 

 
Dune protection is intended to prevent the destruction or alteration of primary dunes.  
 
There are no primary dunes that are within the project site at DCA. 
 

e. Non-Point Source Pollution Control 
 

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) administers Virginia’s Erosion and 
Sediment Control Law, which requires soil-disturbing projects to be designed to reduce soil 
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erosion and to decrease inputs of chemical nutrients and sediments to the Chesapeake Bay, 
its tributaries, and other rivers and waters of the Commonwealth.   
 
The proposed project will require grading and disturbance of the ground. Project construction 
activity that falls under the Virginia Coastal Consistency Certification includes the grading 
and paving of about 600 square yards, including the Levee Road bypass, and the construction 
of a pile-supported walkway across the riprapped shoreline. 
 
The Authority’s erosion and sediment control program requires any project that involves 
excavation, landfilling or disturbance of the ground to include erosion and sediment control 
measures in accordance with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law and General 
Criteria, including the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook.  Individuals who 
are certified by DCR as Program Administrators, Inspectors and Plan Reviewers administer 
the Authority’s program.  In addition, the Authority has in place a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SPPP) that includes all major tenants as co-permittees.   
 

f. Point Source Pollution Control 
 

VDEQ regulates discharges into state waters through the Virginia Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (VPDES) and Virginia Pollution Abatement permits. The latter are 
accomplished through the implementation of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit program established pursuant to Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act.   
 
The project does not involve point source discharges to Virginia waters.  The Airport’s 
discharges to the Potomac River are covered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Multi-Sector General Permit for Stormwater from Industrial Activities.  
 

g. Shoreline Sanitation 
 

The Virginia Department of Health regulates the installation of septic tanks, sets standards, 
concerning soil types suitable for septic tanks, and specifies minimum distances that tanks 
must be placed away from streams, rivers, and other waters of the Commonwealth.   
 
The project does not include the installation of a septic tank.   

 
h. Air Pollution Control 
 

VDEQ implements the federal Clean Air Act and its Amendments to provide a legally 
enforceable State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the attainment and maintenance of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).   
 
Total direct and indirect emissions for the proposed project are well below de minimis 
standards and are not regionally significant.  At these emissions levels, air quality impact 
modeling is not required under General Conformity because it is assumed that the emissions 
will not cause a violation or delay in attainment of the applicable NAAQS.  Because total 
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direct and indirect emissions from the proposed project are well below de minimis standards 
and are not regionally significant the project can be presumed to conform to the applicable 
SIP. 

 
i. Coastal Lands Management 

 
The Coastal Lands Management policy of the VCP is a state-local cooperative program 
administered by the Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Division of Chesapeake 
Bay Local Assistance and 84 localities.  The Arlington County Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
Ordinance establishes the local coastal lands management component for the County.  At the 
project site, land within 100 feet of the shoreline is classified as Resource Protection Area; 
land farther inland is classified as Resource Management Area. 
 
The proposed River Rescue facility is being designed to meet the performance standards of 
the Arlington County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance.  Construction within the 
Virginia Coastal Zone includes the Levee Road bypass, and the inland portion of timber 
walkway to the boathouse (i.e., that portion west of the Potomac shoreline).  The walkway 
and most of the Levee Road bypass fall within the RPA.  The proposed River Rescue 
Boathouse, which is being built in District of Columbia waters, is a water dependent facility. 
 
The Arlington County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance allows the development of a 
new or expanded water dependent facility in the RPA if the facility does not conflict with the 
County’s comprehensive plan, if it complies with certain performance standards, if any 
nonwater dependent component is located outside the RPA, and if access to the water 
dependent facility will be provided with the minimum disturbance necessary. 
 
The proposed project meets these requirements.  It is a water dependent facility; it does not 
conflict with the County comprehensive plan; the use of existing Levee Road minimizes 
access disturbance, and the project will be build in accordance with performance standards 
related to erosion and sediment control.  The project does not involve clearing of trees; 
planting of new trees is not possible because they would not be compatible with airport 
operations.  Finally, the proposed River Rescue Boathouse is a replacement for an existing 
facility, which will be demolished as part of the proposed action. 
 

 
By this certification that the River Rescue Boathouse Project at Ronald Reagan Washington 
National Airport is consistent with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program, 
Virginia is notified that it has 6 months from the receipt of this letter and accompanying 
information in which to concur with or object to the Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Authority’s certification.  Pursuant to 15 CFR section 930.63 (b), if Virginia has not issued a 
decision within 3 months following commencement of State agency review, it shall notify the 
Authority and the Federal Aviation Administration of the status of the matter and the basis for 
further delay.  The State’s concurrence, objection, or notification of review status shall be sent 
to: 
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ATTACHMENT D 

 
Construction Emissions Estimate 

 



Construction Usage
Project Description Equipment (hrs) CO NOx VOC PM Aldehydes SOx

Asphalt Pavers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Plate Compactors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Concrete Pavers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bypass Road Rollers 14 5.30 15.91 1.41 1.33 0.34 1.71
Scrapers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bypass Road Paving Equipment 14 7.45 17.83 1.67 1.46 0.32 1.51
Signal Boards 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Trenchers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bore/Drill Rigs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Excavators 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Concrete/Indust. Saw 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cement Mixers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition Cranes 25 19.31 47.36 5.94 6.62 0.92 4.28
Bypass Road Graders 7 6.15 15.54 2.55 1.62 0.19 1.41

Off-Highway Trucks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crushing/Proc. Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rough Terrain Lifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rubber Tired Loaders 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rubber Tired Dozer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crawler Tractors 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Skid Steer Loader 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Highway Tractor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Construction Pile Driver 60 3.24 11.10 1.00 1.66 0.23 1.03
Forklifts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition/Construction Barge 12.5 25.31 30.29 3.97 3.96 0.55 2.56
Paving Emissions XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX 67.66 XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX

TOTAL (lbs): 66.76 138.03 84.20 16.66 2.56 12.49
(tons): 0.03 0.07 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.01

Estimated Construction Activity Air Quality Emissions

Source:  The above estimates were calculated using the methodology and information provided in the Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study--Report , US EPA Doc 21A-
2001, 1991. 

Emissions (lbs)

Reagan River Rescue Boathouse
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Reagan River Rescue Boathouse Project Construction Emissions Assumptions

Paving
Area to be paved is 500 ft x 20 ft. and 8 ft x 200 ft 900 SY
Cutback asphalt will not be used.

Equipment Usage:
Paving
1 Roller 14 hours

1 Paving Equipment 14 hours

1 Grader 7 hours

Demolition
Crane 5 hours/day for 5 days

25 hours total

Barge 0.5 hours/day for 5 days
2.5 hours total

Construction
Pile Driver 6 hours/day for 10 days

60 hours total

Barge 1 hour/day for 10 days
10 hours total

IF hours above represent annual usage time, the seasonal totals will be as follows:
Winter 7 lb 0 ton CO

59 lb 0 ton NOx
36 lb 0 ton VOC

Seasonal emissions (Study  pp 37, 45):

Summer

Summer (Ozone nonattainment - VOC & NOx concern) - Multiply annual results by 0.43
Winter (CO nonattainment concern):  Multiply annual results by 0.10
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