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Executive Summary

As a strategic sustaining base for America’s Army in the National Capital Region, US Army
Garrison Fort Belvoir (Fort Belvoir) provides logistical, intelligence, and administrative support to a
diverse group of more than 140 mission partners. The Garrison also provides housing, medical services,
recreational facilities, and other support services for active-duty personnel and retirees in the National
Capital Region.

Fort Belvoir is responsible for the stewardship of cultural resources on the installation’s Main
Post and six remote sites (Fort Belvoir North Area [FBNA], Mark Center, Rivanna Station, Tysons
Corner Communication Tower, Suitland Communication Tower, and Davison Airfield Outer Marker), as
well as at the Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC). Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources responsibilities are
defined by a wide range of laws, principally the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
which requires federal agencies, among other things, to identify, inventory, evaluate, and protect
properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register),
and by Department of Defense (DoD) and Department of the Army regulations, including DoD
Instruction (DoDI) 4715.16 and Army Regulation (AR) 200-1. Among other items, DoDI 4716.16 and
AR 200-1 require that Army installations such as Fort Belvoir prepare an Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan (ICRMP).

Objectives

This ICRMP updates the last Fort Belvoir ICRMP, completed in 2001. It defines the substantive
and procedural steps the installation takes to operate its cultural resources management program. The
primary objective of the document is to describe specific procedures for project coordination, planning,
and compliance within the larger framework of the installation’s operations and mission. The ICRMP is
intended to be a tool for personnel at Fort Belvoir whose responsibilities include the planning and
management of projects that may affect cultural resources and must comply with historic preservation
laws and regulations.

In support of these objectives, the Fort Belvoir ICRMP:

e Provides a summary overview of the mission and history of the installation.

e Provides an inventory of archaeological and architectural resources listed or
eligible for listing in the National Register and those that potentially may be
eligible for listing.

o Includes appropriate prehistoric and historic contexts for the installation.

o Identifies and summarizes applicable cultural resources management
legislation, regulations, standards, and guidelines.

o Identifies general types of undertakings and specific planned undertakings
developed as part of the ongoing Real Property Master Plan update that may
affect cultural resources at Fort Belvoir.

e Describes Fort Belvoir’s current administrative, operation, and maintenance
procedures as they relate to cultural resources.
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e Recommends strategies and specific goals for managing, maintaining, and
treating cultural resources in compliance with federal cultural resources
management laws and regulations and DoD regulations.

e Contains standard operating procedures (SOP) for internal installation
coordination and external consultation for undertakings that may affect cultural
resources.

e Provides installation-specific recommendations that help identify appropriate
treatment options for archaeological and architectural resources.

The ICRMP is a supporting document to Fort Belvoir’s Real Property Master Plan (update
ongoing at the time of writing, anticipated to be completed in late 2014 or early 2015) and has been
prepared in parallel and consistent with the plan. The updated master plan will allow Fort Belvoir to
manage its real property resources in a manner that fully supports its overall mission. The master plan
establishes historic preservation restrictions and standards that set development guidelines intended to
avoid or minimize adverse effects to cultural resources. These restrictions and standards have been
incorporated in the ICRMP.

Main Legislative and Regulatory Framework

Federal Cultural Resources Laws

The major federal laws that govern Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources management program
include:

e The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended. NHPA
establishes federal policy on historic preservation and provides the framework
within which the nation’s historic preservation program has been developed.
The key provisions of NHPA are contained in Sections 106 and 110 of the act.

0 Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of
their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on such
undertakings. The implementing regulations for Section 106 are found at
36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800, Protection of Historic and
Cultural Properties. A copy is included in Appendix |. These regulations
define the process by which the potential effects from proposed
undertakings on historic properties are identified and addressed.
Undertakings are defined as "any project, activity, or program that can
result in changes in the character or use of historic properties.” Federal
undertakings include all direct actions; federally-assisted actions such as
those involving federal funding or loan guarantees; and federally-licensed
activities, such as those requiring permits from federal agencies.

0 Section 110 assigns federal agencies the responsibility to protect, preserve,
and use historic properties under their control to the maximum extent
feasible. Section 110 also requires each federal agency to establish a
program to locate, inventory, nominate, and protect historic properties
owned or controlled by the agency that may qualify for inclusion in the
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National Register. The intent of Section 110 is to identify the historic
properties that should be considered when federal agencies make planning
decisions to ensure that these agencies provide good stewardship to the
nation’s significant cultural resources where possible.

e The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA). ARPA
imposes federal felony penalties for persons convicted of excavating,
removing, damaging, or otherwise defacing archaeological resources located on
federal lands; or selling, purchasing, or transferring artifacts obtained in
violation of the law. With certain exceptions, ARPA requires that permits be
issued prior to the initiation of archaeological investigations on federal property
or on property under federal control.

e The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of
1990. NAGPRA governs the repatriation and protection of Native American
(American Indian, Inuit, and Hawaiian Native) remains, associated and
unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony
recovered from lands controlled or owned by the United States or held in the
collections of federal agencies or federally-funded museums.

e The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended. NEPA
requires federal agencies to consider the environmental impacts of their
proposed actions in their decision-making process. Although NEPA
compliance documents must include an assessment of the impacts of a
proposed action or activity on cultural resources, compliance with NEPA
cannot by itself substitute for Section 106 review. However, both processes can
be coordinated pursuant to 36 CFR 800.8.

DoDI 4715.16, Cultural Resources Management Program

DoDI 4715.16 outlines the steps DoD installations must take to manage and maintain cultural
resources under DoD control, be a national leader in cultural resources stewardship, and consult with
internal and external stakeholders to foster partnerships with other agencies, professional and advocacy
organizations, and the general public while still fulfilling the DoD’s primary military mission. This
instruction applies to all DoD operations, activities, and properties in the United States. It mandates
compliance with applicable federal statutes and implementing regulations as well as applicable EOs.

DoDI 4715.16 stipulates a cultural resources management approach that includes the

development of natural and cultural resources management plans, and their integration into broader
budgeting and planning processes. The development of an ICRMP is part of this approach.

Department of Army Regulation 200-1

AR 200-1, Environmental Quality, Environmental Protection and Enhancement (December 2007;
revision ongoing) delineates the Army's policy for managing cultural resources to meet legal compliance
requirements and to support the military mission.

AR 200-1 establishes a comprehensive cultural resources planning and management strategy for
the Army and provides guidance on the preparation of ICRMPs. The scope of the regulation includes
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NHPA, NAGPRA, ARPA, and other legislation and regulations affecting cultural resources management.
The general goals of the cultural resources management program defined by AR 200-1 are:

o Develop ICRMPs for use as a planning tool.

o Develop programmatic agreements (PAs) and memoranda of agreement
(MOAs), Army alternate procedures, historic property component plans,
NAGPRA comprehensive agreements and plans of action, cooperative
agreements, and other compliance documents, as needed.

e Appoint a government (that is, federal or state Army National Guard) employee
as the installation’s Cultural Resources Manager (CRM).

e Establish a government-to-government relationship with federally-recognized
Indian tribes, as needed. Initial formal government-to-government consultation
with federally-recognized Indian tribes must occur only between the
appropriate Garrison Commander or Adjutant General and the heads of tribal
governments. Follow-on activities may be accomplished by staff.

o Establish a process that effects early coordination between the CRM and all
staff elements, mission partners, proponents of projects and actions, and other
affected stakeholders to allow for proper identification, planning, and
programming for cultural resource requirements.

Specifically with regard to NHPA, AR 200-1 requires that US Army installations:

o Establish a historic preservation program, to include the identification,
evaluation, and treatment of historic properties in consultation with the ACHP,
State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO), local governments, federally-
recognized Indian tribes, Native Hawaiian organizations, and the public, as
appropriate.

e Identify, evaluate, take into account, and address the effects of all undertakings
on historic properties, including properties of traditional religious or cultural
significance.

o Prepare and implement, as required, MOAs, PAs, or historic property
component plans in compliance with NHPA.

o Ensure that efforts to identify, evaluate, and treat historic properties consider
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and
Historic Preservation and are conducted under the supervision of personnel
who meet the applicable professional qualifications.

e Maintain an up-to-date listing of all historic properties and, where applicable,
record the historic status of buildings in conjunction with real property
inventory and reporting.

e Withhold from public disclosure information about the location, character, or
ownership of a historic property when the Garrison Commander determines
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that disclosure may cause harm to the property or impede the use of a
traditional religious site by practitioners.

o Consider alternatives, including adaptive reuse, for historic properties that are
not needed for current or projected mission requirements.

¢ Nominate to the National Register only those properties that the Army plans to
transfer out of federal management through privatization efforts. Nominate
other properties only when justified by exceptional circumstances. Avoid
adversely affecting properties that are 50 years old or older that have not been
evaluated for National Register eligibility. Assume that all historic sites are
eligible until the SHPO concurs with the federal finding of non-eligibility.

o Where disagreement occurs with the SHPO regarding the eligibility of a
historic resource for the National Register, obtain a “Determination of
Eligibility” from the Keeper of the National Register.

e Undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to
any National Historic Landmark (NHL) that may be directly and adversely
affected by Army actions.

Cultural Resources Management at Fort Belvoir

Management responsibility for cultural resources at Fort Belvoir is assigned to the CRM, a position
within the Directorate of Public Works (DPW). The CRM is normally a government employee. However,
when the position is vacant, the same functions may be fulfilled by a qualified contractor working under the
direction of the Compliance Branch Chief.

The cultural resources management program at Fort Belvoir:

o Identifies and evaluates cultural resources and maintains an up-to-date
inventory of historic properties.

o Complies with NHPA and other federal laws and Army regulations pertaining
to the management of cultural resources.

e Ensures that current and planned installation programs, plans, and projects
(e.g., master plans, environmental impact analyses, real property and
maintenance, facilities construction site approvals, and other land use activities)
are integrated with cultural resources protection initiatives.

e Preserves and protects cultural resources in support of Fort Belvoir’s mission.

e Ensures that sound and cost-effective preservation techniques are used to
manage historic buildings, districts, sites, objects, structures, and other cultural
resources.

o Ensures that appropriate consultation procedures are followed at the earliest

planning stage of any undertaking that might affect historic properties. During
the consultation process, the nature of the undertaking is identified, its Area of
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Potential Effects (APE) is determined, historic properties in the APE are
identified, and the direct and indirect effects of the undertaking on cultural
resources are identified.

Identification and Evaluation of Cultural Resources

Fort Belvoir’s current inventory of cultural resources is the result of numerous investigations
undertaken to identify and evaluate significant archaeological and architectural resources on the installation.
Fort Belvoir’s archaeological resources have been investigated since the 1920s.

Of the 303 archaeological sites that have been identified at Fort Belvoir to date, one, the Belvoir
Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite (44FX0004), is listed in the National Register. Twelve sites have been
determined to be eligible for the National Register and 140 have been determined to be non-eligible. The
remaining 150 sites require further study to determine their eligibility status. Table ES-1 shows the listed
and eligible sites, including the status of Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (VASHPO)
concurrence.

Table ES-1: National Register-Listed and -Eligible Archaeological Sites

VASHPO # Context Notes

Archaeological Sites Listed on the National Register

44FX0004 Historic Listed in 1973.

Archaeological Sites Determined National Register-Eligible

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX0012 Prehistoric since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

Phase Il conducted in 2002. The report was submitted to the VASHPO but as of the
June 2014, a response was still pending. Follow-up with the VASHPO is needed.
Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX1305 Prehistoric since the Phase I, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX1314 Prehistoric since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

Phase Il for this site (Barnes/Owsley Site) conducted in 1995. The report found that
44FX1326 Historic the 17™- and 18"- century components of the site were eligible. Review and
concurrence by the VASHPO is not documented. Follow-up is needed.

Phase Il conducted in 1991. The VASHPO found the site eligible as one site with
44FX1327 in a letter dated 9/18/91 (VASHPO File 91-1117-F). However, in a letter
dated 7/14/94 (VASHPO File 92-2348-F), 44FX1327 was found to be non-eligible. A
Phase Il investigation of 44FX1328 was performed in 2000.

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX1340 Historic since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

Phase Il conducted in 1991. The VASHPO determined the site to be eligible in letters
dated 9/18/91 (VASHPO File 91-1117-F) and 1/29/93 (VASHPO File 92-0931-F).
Phase Il conducted in 1993. The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 9/29/93
(VASHPO File 93-2004-F.)

44FX1208 Historic

44FX1328 Historic/Prehistoric

44FX1621 Historic/Prehistoric

44FX1908 Prehistoric
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VASHPO # Context Notes

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX1925 Prehistoric since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

Phase Il conducted in 2008. The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 2/7/08 (VASHPO

44FX1929 Prehistoric File 2003-0021.)

Phase Il in 2008 (site was split from 44FX1929). The VASHPO concurred in letter
dated 2/7/08 (VASHPO File 2003-0021.)

44FX3253 Prehistoric

Fort Belvoir’s identification and evaluation efforts regarding architectural resources have
included Phase | and Phase Il level architectural surveys of the majority of buildings and structures
constructed prior to 1946; development of appropriate historic contexts; preparation of National Register
nomination forms; and condition assessments of specific buildings. Numerous Cold War-era buildings
have been surveyed. However, a comprehensive survey of all Cold War-era resources constructed through
1989 has not been undertaken.

Of the areas under Fort Belvoir’s control, including Main Post, six remote sites and HEC, surveys
have only been undertaken at the Main Post and the following remote sites: FBNA, Tysons Corner
Communication Tower, and Suitland Communication Tower. These surveys have only identified National
Register-eligible resources at Fort Belvoir’s Main Post, including (see Table ES-2):

e Fort Belvoir Historic District (FBHD) (VASHPO # 029-0209)
e US Army Package Power Reactor (SM-1) (VASHPO # 029-0193)

e Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VASHPO # 029-
0096)

e Thermo-Con House (Building 172) (VASHPO # 029-5001)
o  Amphitheater (Facility 2287) (VASHPO # 029-0209-0386)

e Fort Belvoir Military Railroad (FBMRR) Multiple Property Listing (VASHPO
# 029-5648)

In addition to Fort Belvoir’s resources, several National Register-listed or -eligible properties are
located just outside Fort Belvoir. These properties are listed in Table ES-3. Although Fort Belvoir does
not own or control them, federal law requires that the installation consider the potential effects of its
undertakings on all National Register-listed or eligible properties that fall within the undertakings’ areas
of potential effects. The historic buildings and sites listed in Table ES-3 are located in the immediate
vicinity of Fort Belvoir and have the potential to be affected by undertakings at the installation.
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ES-2: Inventory of National Register-Eligible Architectural Resources at Fort Belvoir

Facility Name
or #
(VASHPO #)

Property Type

Facility Name
or #
(VASHPO #)

Property

Type

Facility Name
or#
(VASHPO #)

Fort Belvoir Historic District (VASHPO # 029-0209)"

Property Type

Contributing Resources®

Parade Ground

Belvoir Village

Jadwin Village

) ) Landscape Common Landscape Common Landscape
(029-0209-0317) (029-0209-0314) (029-0209-0311)
Gerber Village 1 5
Common Landscape Housing Housing
(029-0200.0313) (029-0209-0001) (029-0209-0002)
3 Housin 4 Housin 5 Housin
(029-0209-0003) 9 (029-0209-0004) 9 (029-0209-0005) 9
6 Housin 7 Housin 8 Housin
(029-0209-0006) 9 (029-0209-0007) 9 (029-0209-0009) 9
9 Housin 10 Housin 11 Housin
(029-0209-0010) 9 (029-0209-0011) 9 (029-0209-0012) 9
12 Housin 13 Housin 14 Housin
(029-0209-0013) 9 (029-0209-0014) 9 (029-0209-0015) 9
15 Housin 16 Housin 17 Housin
(029-0209-0016) 9 (029-0209-0019) 9 (029-0209-0020) 9
18 . 19 . 20 -
(029-0209-0021) Housing (029-0209-0022) Housing (029-0209-0023) Officer's Club
21 Housin 22 Housin 23 Housin
(029-0209-0024) 9 (029-0209-0025) 9 (029-0209-0026) g
24 Housin 25 Housin 26 Housin
(029-0209-0027) 9 (029-0209-0028) 9 (029-0209-0029) 9
27 Housin 28 Housin 29 Housin
(029-0209-0030) 9 (029-0209-0031) 9 (029-0209-0032) g
30 Housin 31 Housin 32 Housin
(029-0209-0033) 9 (029-0209-0034) g (029-0209-0035) 9
33 Housin 34 Housin 35 Housin
(029-0209-0036) 9 (029-0209-0038) 9 (029-0209-0039) 9
36 . 37 . 38 .
(029-0209-0040) Housing (029-0209-0041) Housing (029-0209-0042) Housing
39 Housin 40 Housin 41 Housin
(029-0209-0043) 9 (029-0209-0044) 9 (029-0209-0045) 9
42 Housin 43 Housin 44 Housin
(029-0209-0046 9 (029-0209-0047) 9 (029-0209-0048) 9
45 Housin 46 Housin 47 Housin
(029-0209-0049) 9 (029-0209-0050) 9 (029-0209-0051) 9
48 Housin 49 Housin 50 Housin
(029-0209-0052) 9 (029-0209-0053) 9 (029-0209-0054) 9
51 Housin 52 Housin 53 Housin
(029-0209-0055) 9 (029-0209-0057) 9 (029-0209-0058) 9
o4 Housin 55 Housin 56 Housin
(029-0209-0059) 9 (029-0209-0060) 9 (029-0209-0061) 9
57 Housin 58 Housin 59 Housin
(029-0209-0062) 9 (029-0209-0063) 9 (029-0209-0064) 9
60 Housing 62 Tennis Court 67 Housing

(029-0209-0065)

(029-0209-0205)
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Facility Name
or#
(VASHPO #)

Property Type

Facility Name
or#
(VASHPO #)
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Property
Type

Facility Name
or#
(VASHPO #)

Property Type

: 80 Visiting Officers’
68 Housing & Garage (029-0209-0206) Quarters
81 Visiting Officers’
(029-0209-0207) Quarters 85 Transformer 86 Transformer
87 Transformer 89 Transformer (029_0383_0070) Housing
102 Housin 103 Housin 104 Housin
(029-0209-0071) 9 (029-0209-072) 9 (029-0209-0073) 9
105 . 106 _ 107 .
(029-0209-0074) Housing (029-0209-0075) Housing (029-0209-0076) Housing
108 Housin 109 Housin 110 Housin
(029-0209-0077) g (029-0209-0078) g (029-0209-0079) 9
11 Housin 112 Housin 114 Housin
(029-0209-0081) 9 (029-0209-0082) 9 (029-0209-0083) 9
115 Housin 116 Housin — Housin
(029-0209-0084) 9 (029-0209-0085) 9 (029-0209-0086) 9
118 Housin 119 Housin 120 Housin
(029-0209-0087) 9 (029-0209-0088) 9 (029-0209-0089) 9
121 Housin 122 Housin 123 Housin
(029-0209-0091) 9 (029-0209-0092) 9 (029-0209-0093) 9
124 Housin 125 Housin 126 Housin
(029-0209-0094) 9 (029-0209-0095) 9 (029-0209-0096) 9
127 Housin 128 Housin 129 Housin
(029-0209-0097) 9 (029-0209-0098) 9 (029-0209-0099) 9
130 . 131 . 132 .
(029-0209-0100) Housing (029-0209-0101) Housing (029-0209-0102) Housing
133 Housin 134 Housin 135 Housin
(029-0209-0103) 9 (029-0209-0104) 9 (029-0209-0105) 9
136 Housin 137 Housin 138 Housin
(029-0209-0106) 9 (029-0209-0108) 9 (029-0209-0109) 9
139 Housin 140 Housin 141 Housin
(029-0209-0110) 9 (029-0209-0111) 9 (029-0209-0112) 9
142 Housin 143 Housin 144 Housin
(029-0209-0113) 9 (029-0209-0114) 9 (029-0209-0115) 9
145 Housin 146 Housin 147 Housin
(029-0209-0116) 9 (029-0209-0117) 9 (029-0209-0118) 9
148 Housin 149 Housin 150 Housin
(029-0209-0119) 9 (029-0209-0120) 9 (029-0209-0121) 9
151 Housin 152 Housin 153 Housin
(029-0209-0122) 9 (029-0209-0123) 9 (029-0209-0124) 9
155 Housin 157 Housin 159 Housin
(029-0209-0125) 9 (029-0209-0126) 9 (029-0209-0128) 9
161 Housin 162 Housin 163 Housin
(029-0209-0129) 9 (029-0209-0130) 9 (029-0209-0131) 9
164 Housin 165 Housin 166 Housin
(029-0209-0132) 9 (029-0209-0133) 9 (029-0209-0134) 9
167 Housin 168 Housin 169 Housin
(029-0209-0135) 9 (029-0209-0136) 9 (029-0209-0137) 9
170 . 171 . o
(029-0209-0138) Housing (029-0209-0139) Housing 173 Garage-Residential
174 Garage-Residential 175 Gafrage.- 176 Garage-Residential
Residential
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Facility Name

Facility Name

Facility Name

or # Property Type or # Prgpeerty or# Property Type
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp (VASHPO #)
. . Garage- 184 NCO Club
L Garage-Residential 178 Residential | (029-0209-0146)
187 Vehicle Maintenance 188 Water Tank 189 Vehicle Maintenance
(029-0209-0319) Shop (029-0209-0320) Shop
190 Vehicle Maintenance 191 . . 195
(029-0209-0309) Shop (029-0209-0148) |  Fire Station Transformer
196 Transformer 197 Transformer 198 Transformer
201 Administrative 202 General 203 Administrative
(029-0209-0149) (029-0209-0150) Education (029-0209-0151)
204 . 205 General 206 .
(029-0209-0152) General Education | 59.0209.0153) Education (029-0209-0154) General Education
207 . 208 General 209 .
(029-0209-0155) General Education (029-0209-0156) Education (029-0209-0157) General Education
210 Administrative 211 General 212 Administrative
(029-0209-0158) (029-0209-0159) Education (029-0209-0160)
213 Administrative 214 General 215 Administrative
(029-0209-0161) (029-0209-0210) Education (029-0209-0329)
216 N 217 219
(029-0209-0162) Administrative (029-0209-0164) Garage (029-0209-0166) Theater
220 . 221 Battalion 222 .
(029-0209-0210) General Bducation | 159 0209-0211) | Headquarters | (029-0209-0212) General Education
223 . 240 246 L
(029-0209-0213) General Education (029-0209-0356) Theater (029-0209-0331) Communications
247 . 256 . 257 .
(029-0209-0214) General Education (029-0209-0172) Post Office (029-0209-0173) General Education
258 I 263 264
(029-0209-0178) Administrative (029-0209-0350) | CGP Storage | 59.0209.0215) GP Storage
268 . 269 Post 270 .
(029-0209-0175) General Education | 159 0209-0176) | Headquarters | (029-0209-0177) General Education
435 Chapel 436 Housin 437 Housin
(029-0209-0178) p (029-0209-0179) 9 (029-0209-0180) 9
438 Housin 439 Housin 440 Housin
(029-0209-0181) 9 (029-0209-0182) g (029-0209-0183) g
441 Housin 451 Housin 452 Housin
(029-0209-0184) 9 (029-0209-0247) 9 (029-0209-0248) 9
453 Housin 454 Housin 455 Housin
(029-0209-0249) 9 (029-0209-0250) 9 (029-0209-0251) 9
500 Housin 501 Housin 502 Housin
(029-0209-0187) 9 (029-0209-0189) 9 (029-0209-0190) 9
503 . 590 . 1156 .
(029-0209-0191) Housing (029-0209-0252) Housing Substation
1157 1158 Electrical 1161
(029-0209-0203) | Stand-by Generator Storage (029-0209-0341) Red Cross
1846 o
(029-0209-0324) Pedestrian Bridge
Non-contributing Resources?
65 Swimming Pool 66 Swimming 69 Snack Bar
(029-0209-0349) 9 (029-0209-0349) Pool (029-0209-0349)
71 Swimming Pool 5 Filter House 77 Waste Water Pump

(029-0209-0349)

(029-0209-0349)

Station
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(VASHPO #)

No number (59 in

Property Type
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or#
(VASHPO #)
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Property
Type

Facility Name
or#
(VASHPO #)

Property Type

total) Garages 183 Guard House 200 Recreation Center
218 Memorial 224 Storage 226 Educational
231 Administrative 232 Flag Pole 235 Administrative
236 . . 238 L .
(029-0209-0322) Swimming Pool (029-0209-0330) Administrative 249 Storage
251 Storage 259 Recreational N/A Garage
N/A Garage N/A Garage N/A Garage
N/A Garage N/A Garage as7 Family Housing
(029-0209-0277)
463 Garage 464 Garage 465 Garage
(029-0209-0283) 9 (029-0209-0284) g (029-0209-0285) 9
466 Garage 467 Garage 468 Garage
(029-0209-0286) 9 (029-0209-0287) g (029-0209-0288) g
471 Infrastructure

US Army Package Power Reactor Mu

Itiple Property (VASHPO # 029-0193)

7350 (formerly

General Education

350) Sewage Pump Station 373 Sentry Station 380 (General Admin)
General Education Electronic Equipment
3t (General Admin) 375 Pump house 384 Building
Waste
372 SM-1 Plant 376 Retention
Building
Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VASHPO # 029-0096)?
1400 Water 'F|I_trat|on 1424 Pump Station
Building
Fort Belvoir Military Railroad Multiple Property Listing (VASHPO # 029-5648)
1433 Railroad Bridge 2298 Ral.lroad 2486 Railroad Bridge
Bridge
None Track Bed 7332 Coal Trestle
Individually Eligible Buildings
Amphitheater
Thermo-Con House (VASHPO
172 (VASHPO # 029-5001) 22817 #029-0209-
0386)

Notes:

1. Based on draft National Register nomination form which is under revision; therefore, the list of contributing and non-contributing
resources is preliminary and subject to change.

2. Individual resources’ VASHPO numbers are provided for those that have them. Fort Belvoir is proposing an update to its V-CRIS
data that would include assigning numbers to resources that do not currently have them.
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Table ES-3: Historic Architectural Resources near Fort Belvoir

Resource Name Location ID Number

Designation Status

Virginia Properties

Woodlawn Historic District: VASHPO # 029-5181

Woodlawn

East of North Post, at junction
of US Route 1 and VA 235,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

National Historic
Landmark

National Register-Listed

Contributes to Woodlawn
Historic District

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0056

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 4

Pope-Leighey House

On grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0058

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 4

George Washington's
Distillery & Grist Mill

East of South Post, on east
side of VA 235 Alexandria,
Fairfax County, VA

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0330

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 28

Woodlawn Quaker
Meetinghouse

8990 Woodlawn Road, at
southwestern corner of
Woodlawn Road and Lambert
Road, adjacent to Fort Belvoir
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County,
VA

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0172

Site 44FX1211 (Burial
Ground)

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 38
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Resource Name

Location

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Designation Status

ID Number

Woodlawn Baptist Church &
Cemetery

East of South Post, on
southeastern corner of
Woodlawn Road and
Richmond Highway,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

. Cemetery contributes to
National Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

. Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0070
Site 44FX1212 (Cemetery)

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 1

Sharpe Stable Complex

East of South Post, on
southern side of US Route 1,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

. Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

VASHPO # 029-5181-0005

VASHPO # 029-5181
(Historic District)

Grand View (Jacob Troth
House)

On grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

. Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

. Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0062

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 3, 4

Otis Tufton Mason House

8907 Richmond highway, on
grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

. Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

. Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-5181-0006

VASHPO # 020-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
100-1 ((1)) 25

Other Virginia Hi

storic Properties

Pohick Church & Cemetery

West of Fort Belvoir
Southwest Area at junction of
US Route 1 and Old
Colchester Road, Lorton,
Fairfax County, VA

. National Register-Listed
e  Virginia Landmarks
Register

. Fairfax County Pohick
Church Historic Overlay
District

VASHPO # 029-0046

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
108-1 ((1)) 27

Accotink United Methodist
Church

9041 Backlick Road, Fort
Belvoir, Fairfax County, VA

. Fairfax County Historic
Site

Fairfax County Tax Parcel
#109-1 ((1)) 25

Old Colchester Road

Fairfax County, VA

. National Register-Eligible

VASHPO # 029-0953

Xiii
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Resource Name

Location

Designation Status

ID Number

Carlby

4509 Carlby Lane, Alexandria,
Fairfax County, VA

Fairfax County Historic
Site

VASHPO # 029-0087

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
110-3 ((1)) 10

LaGrange Site & Marders
Family Cemetery

9501 Old Colchester Road,
Fairfax County, VA

Fairfax County Historic
Site

VASHPO # 029-0121

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
108-3 ((1)) 21

Overlook Farm

10711 Gunston Road, Fairfax
County, VA

Fairfax County Historic
Site

VASHPO # 029-0161

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
119-1 ((1)) 2

Mount Air House Site and
Grounds

North of North Post, bound to
the north by Telegraph Road,
to the south by Military Road
and Fort Belvoir, and to the
east by Accotink Road,
Fairfax County, VA

Fairfax County Mount Air
Historic District Overlay
National Register-eligible
archaeological site

VASHPO # 029-0136
Site 44FX2277

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
099-4 ((9)) A

10709 Gunston Road

National Historic
Landmark

National Register-Listed

VASHPO # 029-0050

Gunston Hall \l\;lAason Neck, Fairfax County, . \é|rg!n|ta Landmarks Fairfax County Tax Parcel
egister #119-1 (1)) 1
e  Fairfax County Historic
Site
Maryland Properties

Northwest side of River Road,

southwest of junction of River . Maryland Inventory of )
Elsmere Road and MD Route 227, Historic Properties CH-106

Charles County
Greenweich Boundary Vicinity of Marshall Hall, e  Maryland Inventory of CH-165
Markers Charles County, MD Historic Properties

Southeast side of River Road,

southwest of junction of River . Maryland Inventory of )
Greenway Road and MD Route 227, Historic Properties CH-107

Charles County, MD

‘ . National Register-Listed

At terminus of MD Route 227,

Marshall Hall Charles County, MD . M_aryla}nd Inventory of CH-54
Historic Properties

Bryan Point Road, Accokeek, | ®  National Register-Listed | pg: g3.12
Piscataway Park Charles and Prince Georges . Maryland Inventory of

County, MD Historic Properties CH-668

13351 Fort Washington Road, | ®  National Register-Listed
Fort Washington Fort Washington, Prince e  Maryland Inventory of PG: 80-16

Georges County, MD

Historic Properties
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Undertakings

Section 106 of NHPA requires Fort Belvoir to take into account the effects of its undertakings on
historic properties and afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment on such undertakings. An
undertaking is defined as a “project, activity, or program funded in whole or part under the direct or
indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a federal agency;
those carried out with federal financial assistance; and those requiring a federal permit, license or
approval.” Most projects proposed at Fort Belvoir constitute undertakings and are subject to Section 106
review. While a wide range of undertakings take place at Fort Belvoir every day, a large majority falls
within a limited number of general types. Table ES-4 presents a list of these general undertaking types

and a brief, general description of the potential effects of each type.

Table ES-4: Typical Undertakings and Their Potential Effects on Cultural Resources

Type of Undertaking

Potential Effects: Architectural
Resources

Potential Effects: Archaeological
Resources

Demolition

Demolition of a historic architectural
resource is an adverse effect by
definition.

Demolition may adversely affect subsurface
archaeological features and deposits
through related actions such as utility line
removal. Vibrations from heavy machinery
may indirectly affect archaeological
resources.

New Construction

New construction may indirectly result in
an adverse effect to historic architectural
resources through introduction of visual or
audible elements that are out of character
with the surrounding setting, thus
diminishing the historic integrity of the
resource.

Any undertaking involving ground
disturbance has the potential to adversely
affect archaeological resources. New
construction generally includes site grading
and excavation to accommodate the
building, associated utilities, and parking
areas.

Routine Building
Maintenance/Minor Repairs

Routine maintenance and minor repair
work on interiors generally has no or
limited potential to adversely affect
architectural resources. Minor repairs to
historic exteriors have higher potential but
will generally have no adverse effect if the
Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for
Rehabilitation and the Design Guidelines
for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts
are met.

Generally, routine building maintenance and
minor repairs will not affect archaeological
resources. Grounds maintenance that
involves subsurface disturbance may affect
archaeological resources, however.

Rehabilitation/Major Repair

Rehabilitation or major repairs may have
an adverse effect on historic architectural
resources if elements contributing to the
historic integrity of the resource are
affected.

Excavation or other ground-disturbing
activities conducted in connection with
building rehabilitation or major repair may
affect archaeological resources.

Environmental Compliance,
Sampling, and Remediation

Some such activities may potentially
affect historic buildings (e.g., asbestos
removal).

Excavation or other ground-disturbing
activities, such as the removal of
underground tanks or contaminated soils,
may affect archaeological resources. Note
that Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) actions are reviewed under a
specific process distinct from the Section
106 process.

Natural Resources Management
Activities

Such activities may adversely affect
historic buildings or historic landscapes
through the alteration of character-
defining features for the purpose of
vegetation or wildlife management.

Activities involving excavation or the clearing
or planting of vegetation may affect
archaeological resources.

XV
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Potential Effects: Architectural Potential Effects: Archaeological

Type of Undertaking

Resources Resources

Some training activities may affect
archaeological resources. Examples include
disturbance of sub-surface deposits by
explosives detonation or test trenching, and
soil erosion or compaction from heavy
pedestrian or vehicular traffic.

Training activities have no to minimal
Training Activities potential to affect historic architectural
resources.

Project Tracking and Processes

All projects are initiated through the submission of a facilities work request (Form 4283) to the
Business Management Office of DPW. Projects that cost less than $750,000 continue to be processed by
the Business Management Office; projects over $750,000 are considered Military Construction
(MILCON) projects and are transferred to the Facilities Planning Office; a Form 1391 is developed. To
ensure cultural resources are taken into consideration, the Business Management Office should inform the
CRM of all Form 4283 and MILCON projects and the CRM should review the project to determine if it
has the potential to impact cultural resources and conduct Section 106 review, as appropriate.

Note that this includes projects by Fort Belvoir’s mission partners. AR 200-1 and federal statutes
and regulations stipulate that the ultimate responsibility for protecting and managing Fort Belvoir's cultural
resources falls on the Garrison Commander and his designated CRM, not on the mission partners.

Management Strategies

Effective cultural resources management programs are integrated into the administrative
infrastructure of the installation. This means that an effective program must implement strategies that
fulfill the installation’s historic preservation obligations within the context of its military mission. US
Army regulations recognize this by vesting the general responsibility for cultural resources management
with the Garrison Commander and requiring that the commander in turn assign the responsibility for
implementing the cultural resources management program to a designated CRM. These regulations also
specify that the cultural resources management program should be integrated with natural resources
management activities and other installation-wide planning documents. Proactive cultural resources
management strategies at Fort Belvoir include:

e Training to familiarize key personnel with the installation’s current inventory
of cultural resources and historic preservation legislation, procedures, and basic
requirements for compliance activity.

o Integration with the Real Property Master Plan through the definition of 20
planning districts and associated development restrictions and standards to
avoid adverse effects to cultural resources on Main Post and FBNA.

e Phase I, Il, and Ill archaeological investigations, and site protection and
maintenance measures.

e Survey and evaluation of architectural resources, and preventive maintenance
program.
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General Program Goals

Fort Belvoir has defined several general goals to maintain and strengthen its management of
cultural resources. They include:

o Continue to be a good steward of cultural resources at Fort Belvoir.

e Plan adequately for the identification and evaluation of cultural resources in
compliance with federal legislation, AR 200-1, and Department of the Army
Pamphlet (DA PAM) 200-1.

e Integrate provisions for cultural resources in planning documents undertaken or
administered by other activities as they are revised.

o Ensure that cultural resources management activities take other environmental
disciplines, such as natural resources management, into account.

e Preserve and maintain historic buildings and structures in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,
the Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts, and DA PAM
200-1. Preservation and rehabilitation are the most appropriate treatment
options for historic resources at Fort Belvoir.

e Increase awareness and understanding of the significance of cultural resources
at Fort Belvoir.

e Ensure that the mitigation stipulations of existing and future MOAs and PAs
are carried out in full within the timeframe established in the documents.

These general goals are further elaborated in Chapter 5 of the ICRMP through specific goals
ranked by recommended priority.

Periodic Review of the ICRMP

This ICRMP presents conditions at Fort Belvoir as of June 2014. However, changes in the
mission, function, and/or administration of the installation may create conditions that require modifying
the document. Thus, it is recommended that Fort Belvoir assess the yearly performance of the cultural
resources management program in meeting its goals and revise the ICRMP accordingly. Fort Belvoir
should also distribute copies of the ICRMP and updates to DPW personnel, mission partners, the Fort
Belvoir Public Affairs Office, SHPO, and local governments.
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Glossary of Terms

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP): An independent Federal regulatory
commission that establishes standards for, and oversees, Federal compliance with historic preservation
laws.

Area of Potential Effects (APE): Geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may
directly or indirectly cause alterations to the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties
exist. The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for different
kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.

Archaeological Resource: As defined by Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), any
material remains of past human life or activities which are of archaeological interest, including, but not be
limited to: pottery, basketry, bottles, weapons, weapon projectiles, tools, structures or portions of
structures, pit houses, rock paintings, rock carvings, intaglios, graves, human skeletal materials, or any
portion or piece of any of the foregoing items, that are at least 100 years of age.

Consultation: As defined by Section 106, the process of seeking, discussing, and considering the
views of other participants, and, where feasible, seeking agreement with them.

Consulting Parties: Agencies, organizations, and persons invited by the lead federal agency to
participate in the Section 106 consultation process. In addition to the relevant State Historic Preservation
Officer(s) (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s) (THPO), they may include Native American
tribes, representatives of the local government, and non-governmental organizations and members of the
public with an interest in the affected resources.

Cultural Items: As defined by Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA), human remains and associated funerary objects, unassociated funerary objects (at one time
associated with human remains as part of a death rite or ceremony, but no longer in possession or control
of the Federal agency or museum), sacred objects (ceremonial objects needed by traditional Native
American religious leaders for practicing traditional Native American religions), or objects of cultural
patrimony (having ongoing historical, traditional, or cultural importance central to a Native American
group, rather than property owned by an individual Native American, and which, therefore, cannot be
alienated, appropriated, or conveyed by any individual of the group).

Cultural Objects: As defined by the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA), “cultural objects” have “historical, traditional, or cultural importance” to Native American
groups or cultures, and may include human remains, funerary or sacred objects, and objects of “cultural
patrimony.”

Cultural Landscape: Geographical area that historically has been used by people, or shaped or
modified by human activity, habitation, or intervention, and possesses a significant concentration,
linkage, or continuity of areas of land use, vegetation, buildings, and structures, sites, and/or natural
features.

Cultural Resources: Historic properties (any prehistoric or historic district, site, building,
structure, or object included in, or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places [National
Register]), including artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a property or resources;
cultural items; American Indian, Eskimo, or Native Hawaiian sacred sites; archaeological resources; and
archaeological artifact collections and associated records.
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Cultural Resources Manager (CRM): Government employee appointed to oversee and manage
an installation’s cultural resources programs and ensuring compliance with historic preservation
regulations.

Curation: An integral element of the archaeological process that refers to the long-term
management and preservation of archaeological materials and their associated documentation.

Effect: Under Section 106, any change to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it
for inclusion in, or eligibility for, the National Register.

Historic: For the purposes of Section 106, a historic property is a property that is at least 50 years
old AND meets the National Register’s eligibility criteria. Some properties that are less than 50 years old
are also considered historic properties under Section 106 IF they meet an additional criterion of
exceptional significance. It is important to note that age alone does not define “historic.”

Historic American Building Survey (HABS): Program managed by the National Park Service
established in 1933 to maintain records of the nation's historic architecture. HABS documentation
consists of four levels (with Level | being the most comprehensive) produced with rigid standards.

Historic American Engineering Record (HAER): Program managed by the National Park
Service created in 1969 to maintain records of the nation's historic industrial, engineering, and
transportation resources. HAER documentation consists of four levels (with Level | being the most
comprehensive) produced with rigid standards.

Historic Properties: For the purposes of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for
inclusion in, the National Register. This term includes artifacts, records and remains that are related to
and located within such properties. The term also includes cultural landscapes, and properties of tradition
and cultural importance to an American Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the
National Register criteria.

Inadvertent discovery: Under NAGPRA, the unanticipated encounter or detection of human
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony found under or on the surface
of Federal or tribal lands.

Indian Tribes: As defined by Section 106 of NHPA, an Indian tribe, band, nation, or other
organized group or community, including a native village, regional corporation, as those terms are
defined in section 3 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 US Code 1602), which is recognized
as eligible for special programs and services provided by the United States to Indians because of their
status as Indians.

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP): A 5-year plan developed and
implemented by an installation commander to provide for the management of cultural resources in a way
that maximizes beneficial effects on such resources and minimizes adverse effects and impacts without
impeding the mission.

Keeper of the National Register (Keeper): The individual who has been delegated authority by
the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior, to list properties and to determine
their eligibility for the National Register.
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Memorandum of Agreement (MOA): Under Section 106, a legally-binding document that
records terms and conditions agreed upon to resolve the adverse effects of an undertaking on historic
properties.

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): A document that describes an agreement between
two or more parties indicating an intended common line of action. MOUs are often used in cases where
parties do not want or need to enter into a legal commitment.

Mitigation: Under Section 106, mitigation constitutes tangible efforts agreed to by signatory
parties and memorialized in a MOA that will provide the greatest public benefit to address the loss or
diminishment of a historic property. Mitigation may include, but is not limited to the following: data
recovery of archaeological sites; documentation of the resource through photographs, narrative
description, and drawings; and interpretive displays or other educational means.

National Historic Landmark (NHL): Nationally significant historic property designated by
Secretary of Interior as a National Historic Landmark.

National Register of Historic Places (National Register): A nationwide inventory of significant
historic properties (prehistoric and historic) that are worthy of preservation.

National Register-eligible: A term applied to a cultural resource that has been evaluated and
found to meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 60 [a-
d]). These criteria specify that, to be eligible, a resource must:

o be generally intact or undisturbed; that is, no major changes or disturbances
must have occurred in the original fabric or structure of the property; AND

e e associated with a major trend or event of local, state, or national historical
importance; OR

e be associated with an individual of local, state, or national historical
importance; OR

e represent a unique or particularly outstanding example of a specific resource
type; OR

e contain data that will add significantly to our understanding of history or
prehistory.

Phase | Archaeological Survey: First phase of archaeological investigation which consists of a
combination of background research and fieldwork designed to identify resources and define site
boundaries within a given project area.

Phase Il Archaeological Evaluation: Second phase of an archaeological investigation which is
conducted in order to test or evaluate an archaeological site's eligibility for inclusion in the National
Register.

Phase 111 _Archaeological Data Recovery: The third phase of archaeological investigation,
which is implemented when a proposed project would have unavoidable adverse effects on a National
Register-listed or eligible archaeological site. It entails the development of a data recovery plan in
consultation with the SHPO and excavation of the impacted area.
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Preservation: One of four treatments under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties. Preservation is defined as the act or process of applying measures
necessary to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic property. Work, including
preliminary measures to protect and stabilize the property, generally focuses upon the ongoing
maintenance and repair of historic materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new
construction. New exterior additions are not within the scope of this treatment; however, the limited and
sensitive upgrading of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code-required work to
make properties functional is appropriate within a preservation project.

Privatization: Act of moving from federal or state ownership to private control. At Fort Belvoir
there have been a number of privatization initiatives, which transferred control of select activities from
direct US Army control to private interests.

Programmatic Agreement (PA): Under Section 106, a document that records the terms and
conditions agreed upon to resolve the potential adverse effects of a federal agency program, complex
undertaking, or other situations.

Real Property Master Plan: Master plans for US Army installations are prepared in accordance
with the Department of Defense’s United Facilities Criteria (UFC) 102 2-100-01 Installation Master
Planning, updated in May 2012, and Army Regulation (AR) 210-20, Real 103 Property Master Planning
for Army Installations, updated in May 2005. Master planning allows installations to manage their real
property resources in a manner that fully supports their overall mission. Fort Belvoir’ Real Property
Master Plan is being updated concurrently with the ICRMP.

Reconstruction: One of four treatments under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties. Reconstruction is the act or process of depicting, by means of new
construction, the form, features, and detailing of a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or
object for the purpose of replicating its appearance at a specific period of time and in its historic location.

Rehabilitation: One of four treatments under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties. Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use
for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which
convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.

Restoration: One of four treatments under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form,
features, and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of the removal
of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing features from the restoration
period. The limited and sensitive upgrading of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other
code-required work to make properties functional is appropriate within a restoration project.

Sacred Site: As defined by Executive Order (EO) 13007, any specific, discrete, narrowly
delineated location on federal lands that is identified by an Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to
be an appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its established
religious significance to, or ceremonially used by, an Indian religion, provided that the tribe or
appropriately authorized representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency controlling the land
of the existence of such a site (EO 13007).

Secretary of the Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties: Guidance that
establishes four treatment approaches (Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction)
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intended to promote responsible preservation practices that help protect irreplaceable cultural resources in
the United States.

Section 106 Review: The process by which Fort Belvoir coordinates with oversight agencies
(usually the SHPO and/or the ACHP) the course of action that is required for compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into account
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment
on such undertakings. The regulations implementing Section 106 are found at 36 CFR Part 800 -
Protection of Historic Properties.

Section 110: The section of the National Historic Preservation Act that assigns federal agencies
the responsibility to protect, preserve, and use historic properties under their possession or control to the
maximum extent possible.

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO): A state agency that has been designated by the
ACHP to oversee historic preservation compliance activities within the state. The SHPO for Virginia is
the Department of Historic Resources (DHR). The SHPO for Maryland is the Maryland Historical Trust.

Stewardship: Management of resources entrusted to one’s care in a way that preserves and
enhances them for current and future generations.

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO): The tribal official appointed by the tribe’s chief
governing authority or designed by a tribal ordinance or preservation program who has assumed the
responsibilities of SHPO for the purposes of Section 106 compliance on tribal lands.

Undertaking: Any project, activity or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or
indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including a Federal project, activity or program that is 1) carried
out by or on behalf of a Federal agency; 2) carried out with Federal financial assistance; 3) requires a
Federal permit, license or approval; 4) subject to State or local regulation administered pursuant to a
delegation or approval by a Federal agency (as defined in NHPA) that can result in changes in the
character or use of historic properties, if any such historic properties are located in the Area of Potential
Effects.
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1 Introduction
1.1 US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

The Main Post of US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir (Fort Belvoir) occupies approximately 7,700
acres along the western bank of the Potomac River in southeastern Fairfax County, Virginia,
approximately 11 miles south of Alexandria, Virginia and 18 miles southwest of Washington, DC
(Figures 1 and 2).

Six remote sites are under the responsibility of Fort Belvoir (see Figure 1): the 800-acre Fort
Belvoir North Area (FBNA), about two miles to the northwest of the Main Post, just west of Interstate 95;
the Mark Center, a 16-acre property located in Alexandria, Virginia, at the intersection of Seminary Road
and Beauregard Street adjacent to the Interstate 395 (1-395) interchange; the 76-acre Rivanna Station in
northern Albemarle County, Virginia, approximately 10 miles north of Charlottesville, Virginia, and 100
miles southwest of Washington, DC; the 2.7-acre Tysons Corner Communication Tower site, in the
Tysons Corner business district in Fairfax County, Virginia, between the town of Vienna and the
unincorporated community of McLean; the one-acre Suitland Communication Tower site, in Prince
George’s County, Maryland, between the communities of Suitland and Silver Hill; and the 0.5-acre
Davison Airfield Outer Marker parcel at 5629 River Road, Bryans Road, Maryland.

The 583-acre Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC) is an autonomous facility under the direct
command of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) that shares a boundary with the Main Post of
Fort Belvoir (Figure 2). HEC is a separate facility; however, Fort Belvoir provides it with a range of
support services, including environmental services, under an inter service support agreement (ISSA; a
copy of the agreement can be obtained from the Directorate of Public Work’s Business Management
Office.)

1.2 Fort Belvoir's Mission & Vision Statement

Leaders in Excellence

Mission: Provide services and facilities to an integrated community in support of

well-being and mission readiness

Vision: The Premier Installation Our Community Calls Home!
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1.3 Land Use
1.3.1 Main Post

Fort Belvoir’s Main Post is divided into the following four sub-areas, defined by their functions
and distinct characteristics:

e South Post is an approximately 2,550-acre peninsula located south of US
Route 1. South Post was the first area to be used and developed by the Army. It
includes administration, medical services, education, family housing, research
and development, community/recreational facilities, and a wildlife refuge.
South Post is the most densely developed area of Fort Belvoir and contains
most of the Post’s historic properties.

o North Post, approximately 2,250 acres in size, is located north of US Route 1.
The development density and character of the lower portion of North Post is
similar to South Post. The upper portion of North Post houses major mission
partner organizations, most of which require secure campuses. This area also
contains a wetland refuge, two 18-hole golf courses, Post support facilities, an
elementary school, and a clustering of community facilities: Post Exchange,
Commissary, Class VI store, convenience store, gas station, bank, and chapel.
Woodlawn Village is located in the most eastern portion of North Post. It is
separated from the rest of North Post by conservation areas and wildlife
corridors.

e Southwest Area is a roughly 2,100-acre tract of land located to the south of US
Route 1 and west of South Post. It encompasses most of the 1,480-acre
Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuge, undeveloped wooded areas, and operational
ranges for engineer/troop training.

o Davison Army Airfield is an 800-acre area located west of Fairfax County
Parkway, between US Route 1 and Telegraph Road. The airfield provides
training and support facilities for fixed/rotary wing aircraft and houses the US
Army Operational Support Airlift Command. The Fort Belvoir Forest and
Wildlife Corridor covers a portion of the non-operational area.

Additionally, as part of the ongoing Real Property Master Plan update (completion

anticipated by late 2014 or early 2015), Main Post was divided into 19 planning districts, as
shown in Figure 3. The land use characteristics of each district are summarized in Table 1.

Introduction 2



Component Sites of US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

(6
0 4.5 9 18 27 36
—:Mﬂes_:l
Legend M4%M
Fort Belvoir North Area © Tysons Corner Communication Tower - Fort Belvoir Main Post !

Fort Belvc;ir ICRMP
Humphreys Engineer Center G Rivanna Station

Mark Center 0 Davison Airfield Outer Marker Parcel

Suitland Communication Tower

0000

Figure 1




This page intentionally left blank.



Fort Belvoir Main Post and North Area

Fort Belvoir
North Area

Humphreys
Engineer
Center (HEC)

North{Post

Davison Army
Airfield

Southwest
Area

South Post

Accotink

0 2,000 4,000
P e— Potomac
Feet River
L eg en d Fort Belv;ir ICRMP

E Installation Boundary

Figure 2




This page intentionally left blank.



Planning Districts

Accotink
Bay

0 2,000 4,000 Gu
Nston Coy e
Feet
Legend
=Planning District Boundaries 6 - North Residential District 12 - South Post Community Support 18 - Community Activities District A d N
1 - DAAF District 7 - Lower North Post District 13 - Industrial Area District 19 - Recreation District !
2 - Golf Course / NMUSA 8 - Southwest District 14 - Town Center District 20 - FBNA District Fort Belvoir ICRMP
3 - Intelligence District 9 - 1400 Area West District 15 - Historic Core District
4 - DLA INSCOM District 10 - 1400 Area East District 16 - 300 Area District
5 - North Post Community Support 11 - Medical District 17 - Administrative Campus District
Figure 3




This page intentionally left blank.



District
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Table 1: Main Post Planning Districts

Description

Davison Army Airfield (DAAF) District

This district is a self-operated campus organized around a single function of aviation
operations and missions. Development is low-density industrial in nature focused around
the runway. Large hangars front the taxiway and aprons, while smaller administration
and warehouse facilities are oriented toward the perimeter road.

Golf Course/National Museum of the US
Army (NMUSA) District

This district is divided into two distinct areas. First is the Fort Belvoir Golf Course,
comprising two 18-hole courses with clubhouse and public amenities. Second is the
National Museum of the US Army site (under development) that will include museum,
parking, gardens, and outdoor exhibition space. The setting is rural with rolling
topography that allows for distant views. Access is either internally from Beulah Road on
Post, or from the Fairfax County Parkway off Post.

Defense Logistics Agency/Intelligence
Security Command (DLA/INSCOM)
District

These two districts are typified by suburban office campus design and each occupied by
a single mission partner with hundreds or thousands of employees. Each district is
dominated by a single large office building centrally situated on the site and surrounded

Intelligence District

by park-like open space and parking. Each campus is isolated from its surroundings
physically by its own perimeter security. Aesthetically, the architecture and site design
has individual iconic character that reflects a specific mission.

North Post Community Support District

This district is planned for considerable redevelopment into a regional hub of retail,
office, residential, educational, and recreational uses. The first phase is underway with
the construction of the newly designed Post Exchange (PX) and Commissary. Following
phases will include a restaurant, townhomes, administrative offices, retail/community
service shops, and recreation facilities. These facilities are centered around a pedestrian
promenade with a dense cluster of public services to provide a walkable environment.

North Residential District

These two districts are comprised of residential villages typified by traditional
neighborhood design standards. Each village features common open spaces,
pedestrian paths, public facilities, recreation areas, and a consistent architectural theme.

Community Activities District

Both districts are managed under the Residential Communities Initiative. The districts
contain properties that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register).

Lower North Post District

This district encompasses a mix of uses including administrative offices, reserve
centers, troop barracks, motor pools, warehouses, and recreational facilities. These
large facilities are spread across the district in low density, office park style
development. The existing grid of roads establishes rectilinear development parcels, and
buildings that are orthogonally oriented. There are sites that are vacant and can be
readied for development.

1400 Area West District

Administrative office buildings, storage warehouses, and storage lots comprise this
district. Development has a grid configuration of streets and buildings that are
orthogonally arranged on rectilinear parcels. The density is low and distributed fairly
evenly across the district. The existing infrastructure and facilities are aging, and many
are vacant, which makes this a prime location redevelopment.

1400 Area East District

This district functions as an administrative center comprised of single and multi-mission
partner office buildings. The development pattern is low- to mid-density, organized in a
grid of streets and rectilinear building parcels. Recent development favors higher density
with taller buildings and multi-level parking. This is representative of the type of compact
development planned for this district.

Medical District

Recent construction has transformed the Medical District into a regional hub, servicing
the National Capital Region for military medical care. This district encompasses the Fort
Belvoir Community Hospital, Northern Regional Medical Command, dental clinic, the
Warrior Transition Complex, United Service Organization (USO) Warrior and Family
Center, and the National Intrepid Center of Excellence. Development has remained
consistent with the orthogonal grid that typifies the south Post.

South Post Community Support District

Development within this district is low-density and suburban in character. Buildings are
one to two stories in height, with surface parking lots at the front, and open space and
wooded areas to the rear. Functions include a child development center, Fisher Houses,
community center, recreational fields, and future Privatized Army Lodging facility.
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District Description

This district consists of one- and two-story warehouses/administrative buildings, outdoor
storage lots, motor pools lots, and service yards. Most facilities are in disrepair or
obsolete. Redevelopment would provide modern and efficient facilities that better utilize
the limited land area and allow better functionality.

This district has a mixture of uses including administrative offices, civic buildings, retail
shops, recreation facilities, and residential villages. Most of this district has been
Town Center District redeveloped into a vibrant community and residential area. Further redevelopment can
continue to evolve this area into a local and regional community hub. Portions of this
district may be eligible for the National Register.

Today, this district encompasses the old DeWitt Army Hospital, Army lodging facilities,
and surface parking lots. The DeWitt Army Hospital is slated for demolition, with the
existing lodging to be removed as well. This will clear the site for high-density
development of administrative and community facilities.

Industrial Area District

Administrative Campus District

This district is the oldest developed area on Post. The formal planning that created a
street grid and Colonial Revival-styled buildings has set the precedent for the visual
character of Fort Belvoir. This district contains properties that are eligible for the National
Register.

The Recreation District is comprised mostly of the Tompkins Basin Recreation Area,
which includes a wide range of recreational facilities such as picnic pavilions, outdoor
Recreation District sports courts, dog park, fishing pier, non-motorized boat launch, archery range, trails
and family travel camp. This district is mostly in a natural state of woodlands and open
fields.

This district is left mostly in its natural state. It encompasses most of the wildlife refuges
on Post as well as operational ranges used for engineer/troop training. Development in
this district is minimal due to environmental constraints and the lack of amenable
infrastructure.

Historic Core District

Southwest District

This is a heterogeneous district that encompasses the most diverse group of mission
partners within a self-contained perimeter. This plethora of facilities with various
missions that were established over time resulted in an inconsistent planning pattern.
This dissonant plan is emphasized by the informal siting arrangement of roads and
buildings, which are loosely based on the topographic conditions, and the use of
inconsistent building materials and colors.

300 Area District

1.3.2 Remote Sites

o Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA): This is an approximately 800-acre parcel
about two miles northwest of the Main Post to the west of 1-95. Until 1988,
FBNA was a testing and training area known as the Engineer Proving Ground
(EPG). In 2011, FBNA became the home of the National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency (NGA). FBNA is one of the 20 districts defined in the
Real Property Master Plan, with characteristics similar to those of the Defense
Logistics Agency/Intelligence Security Command District and Intelligence
District (see Table 1 and Figure 3).

e Mark Center: The 16-acre Mark Center property was acquired in 2008 and
has been developed to full capacity with two high-rise office buildings for
Washington Headquarters Services.

¢ Rivanna Station: Rivanna Station became a sub-installation of Fort Belvoir in
1997. In 2001, it became the home of the US Army Intelligence and Security
Command’s National Ground Intelligence Center (NGIC) (260,000-square-foot
Nicholson Building). Following the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) action, Rivanna Station was expanded and a 170,500-square-feet
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Joint-Use Intelligence Analysis Facility (JUIAF) constructed, along with
supporting infrastructure. Related acquisition added about 50 acres to the site,
for a total size of 76 acres.

o Tysons Corner Communication Tower Site: This 2.69-acre site consists of a
300-foot tall microwave tower and adjacent one-story, concrete block
operations building. The majority of the site, with the exception of the tower
facility, is undeveloped, with a small copse of trees to the north and sparse
vegetation elsewhere.

e Suitland Communication Tower Site: This one-acre site consists of a 300-
foot tall microwave tower and adjacent one-story concrete block operations
building. The majority of the site is occupied by the tower and contains little
vegetation.

e Davison Airfield Outer Marker: This 0.5-acre parcel contains a driveway, a
one-story operations building, and a 100-foot tall airfield transmitter tower.

1.3.3 Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC)

The 583-acre HEC houses approximately 1,000 employees that work for several USACE and
non-USACE agencies. USACE organizations include the HEC Support Activity, the Engineering
Research and Development Center (Topographic Engineering Center), Office of History, Office of
Internal Review, the Engineer Inspector General, the Institute for Water Resources, USACE Finance
Center, and the Medical Facilities Center of Expertise. Non-USACE mission partners include Army
Materiel Command Special Performance Office, Army Audit Agency, Records Management
Declassification Agency, the US Army Criminal Investigation Division, US Army Community & Family
Support Center, and the Army Engineer Association.

Existing facilities are concentrated within an approximately 80-acre portion of the site’s northern
section. This area has been developed with a few major buildings, roads, and parking along with
numerous smaller structures. Dense second-growth coniferous and deciduous forest covers the remainder
of the HEC site.

1.3.4 Mission Partners

Fort Belvoir provides logistical and administrative support to more than 140 mission partners and
satellite organizations, including two Army major command headquarters, 10 Army major commands, 19
agencies of the Department of the Army, eight elements of the US Army Reserve and the Army National
Guard, and 26 Department of Defense (DoD) agencies. An agency from the Department of the Treasury is
also located at Fort Belvoir.

Major mission partners on Main Post include the Defense Logistics Agency (North Post, Defense
Logistics Agency/Intelligence Security Command District); the Intelligence and Security Command
(North Post, Defense Logistics Agency/Intelligence Security Command District); Aerospace Data Facility
— East (North Post, Intelligence District); and Belvoir Community Hospital (South Post, Medical
District).
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1.3.5 Land Leases, Easements, and Outparcels

Fort Belvoir’s Main Post has a number of land leases, public utility easements, right of access
agreements and out-parcels that accommodate various mission partner activities and non-Department of
Defense organizations, including:

e Rights-of-way held by Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) along
Backlick Road, Telegraph Road, Woodlawn Road, Beulah Street, US Route 1,
and the Fairfax County Parkway (Virginia Route 286). The widths of these
rights-of-way vary based on the road size and classification. The public roads
are maintained by VDOT.

e Public utility easements, including a major sanitary sewer gravity line running
along Accotink Creek on FBNA and a recently installed sewer force main that
runs south of Route 1. These county-maintained lines flow to the Noman M.
Cole Jr. Pollution Control Plant, located west of the Southwest Area. Utility
easements also exist for the privatized water, wastewater, and electrical
distribution lines across the installation.

e The Fort Belvoir Elementary School, built on land leased for 50 years to the
Fairfax County School Board. The lease agreement automatically renews after
the 50 years unless Fairfax County constructs a new school off-post as a
replacement. Renovation of the existing building and construction of a new
school building on an adjacent site are currently (mid-2014) under planning.

e The Eleanor U. Kennedy Shelter, leased to Fairfax County. This historic
building was renovated in 1986 for use as a homeless shelter. New Hope
Housing operates the shelter under contract with the County Department of
Family Services.

e Family housing: In 2003, family housing at Fort Belvoir became privatized
under the Army’s Residential Communities Initiative program. The Army and
Clark Pinnacle Family Communities formed a new entity that owns the housing
— Fort Belvoir Residential Communities LLC. The original agreement included
577 acres of land leased for 50 years. It is anticipated that an additional 21
acres adjacent to Woodlawn Village will be added to the lease in 2014 or early
2015.

e Transient lodging facilities: In August 2011, the Army transferred ownership
and operation of its transient lodging facilities to Actus Lend Lease, a private
sector development company. Actus then formed a special-purpose entity, Rest
Easy, LLC to execute the lease. The Army granted Rest Easy, LLC a 50-year
lease for the land underlying the existing facilities and other land to construct
new lodging. As part of the lease agreement, Rest Easy, LLC renovated
Buildings 80, 81, 470, 507, 508, 509, 806, and 807. Except for Building 470
(Knadle Hall), these facilities will be returned to Fort Belvoir for other uses
once the new Army lodging facility is completed. Knadle Hall will continue to
be used as Army lodging under the lease agreement.
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The Main Post contains seven cemeteries, listed in Table 2. Except where indicated in Table 2,
the cemeteries are listed in the Fairfax County Land Records as private, not Army, property. An eighth
cemetery, the Woodlawn Friends’ Meeting Cemetery (44FX1211), part of the National Register-listed
Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse, also is entirely surrounded by Fort Belvoir. However, as part of the
mitigation for the construction of Mulligan Road, about 2.5 acres of Fort Belvoir land located east of this
cemetery will be transferred to Woodlawn. When this occurs, the cemetery will no longer be an
inholding. For this reason, it is not included in Table 2.

Table 2: Cemeteries at Fort Belvoir

INETg[<) VASHPO # Location Ownership Notes
Most recent Phase Il evaluation conducted
North Post in 1997. Recommended not National
Woodlawn United Methodist 24FX1210 Community Subbort Private Register eligible with caveat due to lack of
Cemetery Dist>r/ict pp subsurface testing. The VASHPO did not
concur (letter dated June 19, 1997).
Further study is needed.
North Post Most recent Phase Il evaluation conducted
Lacey’s Hill Cemetery 44FX1208 Community Support Private in 2002. Recommended National Register
District eligible. Further study is needed.
Phase Il evaluation conducted in 2005.
. . _ . Site recommended non-eligible for listing
Potter Family Cemetery 44FX0459 Intelligence District Private in the National Register. The VASHPO
concurred on March 10, 2006.
Most recent Phase Il evaluation conducted
in 1997. Recommended not National
Triplett Family Cemetery 44FX0739 HEC Private Register eligible. The VASHPO did not
concur (letter dated June 19, 1997).
Further study is needed.
Community Activities Listed in the National Register as part of
Fairfax Family Grave 44FX0004 Dis{rict Fort Belvoir | the Belvoir Mansion Ruins and Fairfax
Gravesite site.
McCarty Family Cemetery 44FX0680 Southwest District Fort Belvoir Phase | documentanon conducted in 1988.
Further study is needed.
This site is reported as containing a
Unnamed Cemetery 44FX1213 Southwest District Fort Belvoir | cemetery in the VASHPO's V-CRIS
system. Further study is needed.

1.4 Historic Preservation Overview

1.4.1 National Historic Preservation Program

Several legislative acts make federal agencies responsible for the stewardship of the historic and
cultural resources under their jurisdiction. The principal relevant laws include:

e The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended

e The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) of 1974

e The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978

e The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979
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e The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of
1990

e The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

Federal departments and regulatory agencies have issued guidelines and regulations that establish
specific standards and procedures for implementing these laws. Appendix | of this Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) contains a list of the major laws and links to web sites from which
information can be obtained on the most current amendments and modifications to these statutes and
regulations.

The NHPA, with its subsequent amendments and guidelines, defines the basic federal role in
historic preservation. The law requires each federal agency to establish a program to identify, evaluate,
and nominate historic properties under its jurisdiction to the National Register, the nation’s inventory of
archaeological sites, buildings, structures, and other properties that are locally, regionally, or nationally
significant. Federal properties that are listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register must be
managed in ways that consider the preservation of their historic, archaeological, architectural, and cultural
values. Historic properties not under agency jurisdiction or control but potentially affected by the
agency’s actions are to be fully considered in agency planning. Federal agencies are required to consider
the effects of their undertakings on all such properties. The law also specifies that the costs of
preservation activities are eligible project costs in all undertakings conducted or assisted by a federal
agency.

1.4.2 Department of the Army Cultural Resources Management
Program

The Department of the Army has outlined its responsibilities with regard to cultural and historical
resources in Chapter 6 (Cultural Resources) of Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Quality,
Environmental Protection and Enhancement (December 2007). This document superseded the Army’s
previous regulatory document addressing cultural resources, AR 200-4 (1998).

AR 200-1 defines the Army’s cultural resource policy as follows: “Ensure that installations make
informed decisions regarding the cultural resources under their control in compliance with public laws, in
support of the military mission, and consistent with sound principles of cultural resources management.”
The major program goal is defined as “Develop[ing] and implement[ing] procedures to protect against
encumbrances to mission by ensuring that Army installations effectively manage cultural resources.”

General program requirements include:

e Develop ICRMPs for use as a planning tool.

e Develop NHPA programmatic agreements (PAs) and memoranda of agreement
(MOAs), Army alternate procedures, historic property component plans,
NAGPRA comprehensive agreements and plans of action, cooperative

agreements, and other compliance documents as needed.

e Appoint a government (that is, federal or state Army National Guard) employee
as the installation Cultural Resources Manager (CRM).
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Establish a government-to-government relationship with federally-recognized
Indian tribes, as needed. Initial formal government-to-government consultation
with federally-recognized Indian tribes will occur only between the Garrison
Commander or the Adjutant General of an Army National Guard and the heads
of tribal governments. Follow-on activities may be accomplished by staff.

Establish a process that effects early coordination between the CRM and all
staff elements, tenants, proponents of projects and actions, and other affected
stakeholders to allow for proper identification, planning, and programming for
cultural resource requirements.

1.4.3 Fort Belvoir Cultural Resources Management Program

Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources include buildings, structures, districts, and archaeological sites that
relate both to the post’s pre-Army history and its development as a military installation. Management
responsibility for these resources is assigned to the CRM, a position within the Directorate of Public Works
(DPW). The CRM is normally a government employee. However, when the position is vacant, the same
functions may be fulfilled by a qualified contractor working under the direction of the Compliance Branch
Chief. The contractor must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Qualification Standards (36 CFR 61). All
decisions related to historic properties at Fort Belvoir must be made under the guidance of either the
installation CRM or staff meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s qualification standards.

The cultural resources management program at Fort Belvoir:

Identifies and evaluates cultural resources and maintains an up-to-date
inventory of historic properties.

Complies with NHPA and other federal laws and Army regulations pertaining
to the management of cultural resources.

Ensures that current and planned installation programs, plans, and projects
(e.g., master plans, environmental impact analyses, real property and
maintenance, facilities construction site approvals, and other land use activities)
are integrated with cultural resources protection initiatives;

Preserves and protects cultural resources in support of Fort Belvoir’s mission.

Ensures that sound and cost-effective preservation techniques are used to
manage historic buildings, districts, sites, objects, structures, and other cultural
resources.

Ensures that appropriate consultation procedures are followed at the earliest
planning stage of any undertaking that might affect historic properties. During
the consultation process, the nature of the undertaking is identified, its Area of
Potential Effects (APE) is determined, historic properties in the APE are
identified, and the direct and indirect effects of the undertaking on cultural
resources are identified.

Fort Belvoir has a long record of successful stewardship of its historic properties. The
installation’s present inventory of cultural resources has been generated by numerous architectural and
archaeological identification and evaluation studies.
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Table 3 lists and summarizes archaeological studies conducted through 2013.

Table 3: Archaeological Studies at Fort Belvoir 1970-2013

Authors

Archaeological Study

Early version of Springfield By-Pass project.
Pedestrian reconnaissance of two alternative

No Chatelaln, Edward and 1-95 to Rt. 1 By-Pass Corridor routes, both running through Fort Belvair.
date Michael Johnson ) A h ;
Note: Fort Belvoir denied access for this
survey.
Investigations of major dependencies at
Archaeological Investigations of Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite
1976 Shott, George G. Belvoir Historic Site (44FX4), Fort site, including brick clamps and infrastructure
Belvoir, Virginia features such as drainage and cooling
shafts.
An Archaeological Pedestrian reconnaissance of a 15,000-by-
Gardner, William M., and Kurt Reconnaissar?ce of a Pronosed 60-foot right-of-way through northern
1977 W. Carr (Thunderbird h : p . sections of Fort Belvoir's training areas. One
. Railroad Spur Line at Fort Belvoir, S )
Research Corporation) N heavily disturbed mixed-component
Virginia L s
historic/prehistoric site found.
Gardner, William M., Dennis An Archaeological . .
Curry, and Jay Custer Reconnaissance of 90 Acres at the | Fcdestrian reconnaissance of Woodlawn
1977 ' ] A . - Family Housing Area. No sites recorded; no
(Thunderbird Research Fort Belvoir Family Housing
; : PRS- further research recommended.
Corporation) Project, Fort Belvoir, Virginia
Preliminary Cultural Resource . L - .
Chatelain, Edward, and Reconnaissance of the Proposed T‘.NO. badly dlstl_ered sites |dent!f|ed, neither
1979 ; S ) within boundaries of Fort Belvoir. No further
Michael Johnson Widening of Route 1 from Little
A . work recommended.
Hunting Creek to Belvoir Road
Preliminary Report of Identified one significant site where one of
1979 Koski-Karell, Daniel (Karell Archaeological Investigations for the alignments crosses Accotink Creek (rock
Institute) the Springfield Bypass & Extension | shelter with cultural material).
Corridor Alternatives Recommended avoidance.
Pedestrian reconnaissance and judgmental
Springfield Bypass and Extension, sub-surface testing within extreme southern
1082 Karell Archaeological Fairfax County, Virginia: Technical segment of expressway route through Fort
Associates Report: Phase | Cultural Belvoir. Four sites recommended for Phase
Resources Investigations Il testing. The VASHPO concurred with
recommended testing.
Phase Il Evaluation Cultural
Resources Investigation of the Excerpt from comprehensive Phase 2 report
1083 Koski-Karell, Daniel (Karell Proposed Springfield Bypass for the total right-of-way focusing on Fort
Archaeological Services) Highway Project Right-of-Way, Belvoir. Recommended Phase 3
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County, investigations for three prehistoric sites.
Virginia
S . Intensive investigations of three prehistoric
. . Sprlngfleld Bypas; e.m.d .ExtenS|‘on, sites and one historic military training trench
1983 Karell Archaeological Services | Fairfax County, Virginia: Technical | historic si - d und
Report: Phase Il Investigations complex. Prehistoric sites mitigated under
’ MOA between the VASHPO and VDOT.
Excavation of two 0.75 x 5 - meter test
Archaeological Reconnaissance: trenches revealed Zom—century debris in
Triplett Homestead Site and Family | association with modern poured concrete
1983 Israel, Stephen Cemetery, Round Hill, Fort Belvoir, | foundation. Report recommended further
Fairfax County, Virginia Phase | testing north of Leaf Road (present
HEC property).
Pedestrian reconnaissance and judgmental
Archaeological Resource shovel/trowel testing of retirement facility site
1984 Johnson, Michael and Bob Reconnaissance Report, Fort identified military trenches; one prehistoric

Norton

Belvoir Life Care Community,
Fairfax County, Virginia

site; one 20"™-century domestic scatter; old
roadbeds. Further work recommended for
Sites 44FX0220-0222 and new site.
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Authors Archaeological Study
Phase | survey of 1,400 acres: 34 sites and
LeeDecker, Charlgs, Charles 18 isolated artifacts identified. Site typology
D. Cheek, Amy Friedlander, s )
) Cultural Resources Survey and and predictive model developed according to
1984 and Teresa Ossim ) AP )
(Professional Service Industry Evaluation at Fort Belvoir, Virginia envw_onmental resource zones. The survey
Inc.) also included an architectural evaluation of
' 204 buildings.
Phase | Assessment for Mason
. . Letter report (4/25/85). The VASHPO
1985 Johnson, Michael Run Storm Drainage concurred with No Further Work (6/20/86)
Improvements
) Letter report (11/11/86). Recommended
1986 Henry, Susan L ;f;afﬁsléémaﬁg;%%ﬁglré:JSTVPer)g_OefCt Phase Il evaluation of Site 44FX1095
’ ' Area ! (County Site #109-1H2) if project design will
disturb it. The VASHPO concurred (12/9/86).
Archaeological Assessment for Letter report (9/30/86). The VASHPO
1986 Johnson, Michael Expansion of Lower Potomac concurred with No Effect determination
Pollution Control Plant (10/30/86).
. Phase | Reconnaissance of Rappel | Letter report (5/9/86). The VASHPO
1986 Johnson, Michael Tower Site concurred with No Further Work (5/21/86).
Phase | Archaeological
Reconnaissance of the Proposed Phase | survey found no cultural materials;
1987 DeCicco, Gabriel Construction Site of He_adquarters, recommended no further work.
US Army Corps of Engineers
(HQUSACE)
Phasg I Aychaeologlcal Survey for Letter report (5/1/87). No historic materials;
the Historical Center and Museum, R .
1987 Henry, Susan L. . recommended monitoring of site
Humphreys Engineer Center, Fort LS
AN A development for prehistoric resources.
Belvoir, Virginia
Visual inspection supplemented by archival
Disturbance Map Development: data to identify disturbed areas at the
Polk, Harding (MAAR -e Viap & pment. installation. Limited sub-surface testing to
1988 . Fort Belvoir Historic Preservation . )
Associates, Inc.) Plan Volume | ground-truth conclusions. Disturbance map
included. Combined with later Phase |
reconnaissance (MAAR 1990-1992).
Visual inspection of navigationally accessible
- . portions of installation shoreline; identified 45
A Preliminary Archaeological ) .
. . . new sites and reassessed 12; recommended
1988 Johnson, Michael Reconnaissance of the Fort Belvoir : .
Shoreline, Fairfax County, Virginia preventive m_alntenance and _tre‘atment o_f
' ’ threatened sites; offered preliminary National
Register assessments.
Ralph, MaryAnna, Jerome D. A Preservation Plan for Fort
1988 Traver, Kenneth O. Baumgardt | Belvoir, Virginia Draft report only.
Phase | survey of proposed Aerospace Data
Neumann, Thomas, et al. Phase | Archaeological Survey of Facility - East site on Woodlawn Road.
1988 (Christopher Goodwin & 262 Acres at Fort E?elvoir Vir )i/nia Identified 14 new sites; 3 previously recorded
Associates, Inc.) »Virg sites. The VASHPO recommended Phase Il
evaluation of 4 sites (11/6/87[sic]).
Phase Il Archaeological Described Sites 44FX0013, 0672, 0683,
1989 Traver, Jerome, and Harding Investigations of 9 Previously 1095, 1327, 1328, 1329, 1621 and 1622.
Polk Identified Sites at Fort Belvoir, Site 44FX1328 at Castle Club potentially
Virginia eligible.
- Phase | Archaeological Survey,
Walker, Joan _M._and William Telegraph Woods Sanitary Sewer No sites identified in project corridor along
1989 Gardner (Paciulli Simmons Line, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax Count western branch of Dogue Creek
and Associates Ltd.) ne, ’ ’ 4 9 '
Virginia
Archaeological Investigations for Survey of HEC Site B documented one
Stevens. J. S.. and Joseph the Proposed Relocation of the US | previously identified site (44FX0708 [not
S T P Army Corps of Engineers eligible]) and a late 19‘h/early—20‘h—century
1989 Balicki (John Milner h h d R licibl
Associates, Inc.) Heaplquarters to the Hump! reys omestic site (44FX1624 [no_t eligible]). No
. Engineer Center, Fort Belvoir, Fort | other cultural resources within the 120-acre
Belvoir, Fairfax County, Virginia survey area.
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US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

Authors Archaeological Study
Phase | Cultural Resources Survey | Surface reconnaissance and shovel testing
1989 McLearen, Douglas and Luke of Proposed Improvements to of low visibility areas. Phase Il investigation
Boyd Route 618, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax recommended for Sites 44FX1589 and 1210
County, Virginia (Woodlawn Baptist Church Cemetery).
Assessed previous work undertaken at
A Plan for Preservation and Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite
1990 Thomas, Ronald, MaryAnna Interpretation of the Fairfax Ruins site; recommended further testing of five
Ralph, and Evelyn Tidlow and Grave Site at Fort Belvoir, areas (the white house, the brick clamp, the
Fairfax County, Virginia 1812 gun emplacements; gardens and
woods southwest of house site).
Phase 2 Archaeological, Evaluated Sites 44FX1589 (19"/20"-century
" : Architectural, and Historical domestic site); 44FX1210 (Woodlawn
1990 EgﬂierO::é‘ Ei:zeélged Investigations of Three Sites Methodist Cemetery); and Friends’ Meeting
Y, Y Located Along Route 618 in House. Last two eligible. Could not
Fairfax County, Virginia determine eligibility of 44FX1589.
Phase Il Inv_estlgz_atlons of Twelve Concluded that Site 44FX1328 is eligible.
Archaeological Sites (44FX13, Recommended avoidance or data recover
1991 Traver, Jerome, and Harding 672, 683, 1275, 1327, 1328, 1329, The VASHPO found 44FX1327 and 1328 y:
Polk (MAAR Associates, Inc.) 1621, 1622, 1654, 1655, and 1656) L . o
’ - eligible as one site and 44FX1621 eligible
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County,
N (9/18/91).
Virginia
Polk, Harding and Ronald Phase | Investigations of Various Locatgd 109 previously unrecorded sites,
: ? . resulting in a total of 244 recorded sites at
1991 Thomas (MAAR Associates, Development Sites and Training .
AR Fort Belvoir. Included management
Inc.) Areas, Fort Belvoir, Virginia -
recommendations.
:Dnr\]/aezz I;t\ir(;::?;t:rl]%g:jcs)l osed No intact features or cultural materials within
1992 R. Christopher Goodwin & Alternag:ive 4 (“East’) GEnston right-of-way; no sites identified. No further
Associates, Inc. . : work recommended. The VASHPO
Road Extension, Fort Belvoir, ¥ N
p L concurred on “No Effect” (5/22/1992).
Fairfax County, Virginia
A Phase | Cultural Resource Survey of realignment of Beulah
1992 Blanton, Dennis, and Donald Survey of a New Alignment of the Road/Telegraph Road intersection. No new
Linebaugh Proposed Route 613 Project, sites identified; all previously identified sites
Fairfax County, Virginia lie outside the project area.
Phase IA Literature Search for Study considered proposed dredge area in
. Submerged Cultural Resources in Accotink Bay; concluded that no prehistoric
Miller, Orloff ; - ; R S
1992 (3D/Environmental Services) Tompkins Basin, Fort Belvoir or significant historic resources were
Military Reservation, Fairfax present. Noted WWII UXO in area. The
County, Virginia VASHPO concurred (7/12/94).
166 previously unidentified sites recorded,
ranging from Archaic period through historic
Polk, Harding, Jerome D. A Phase | Survev of Eort Belvoir times. At completion of this survey, Belvoir
1993 Traver and Ronald A. Thomas Virginia (2 vols )y ’ had 301 identified sites. The VASHPO did
(MAAR Associates, Inc.) 9 ' not concur on the non-eligibility of
44FX1621, 1810, and 1815 and requested
Phase Il study for these sites (7/14/94).
Study was conducted to determine the
boundaries of a site defined in 1990 and
Phase Il Archeological evaluate its National Register potential. It
Gardner, William M. and et g was determined that the site is at best an
1993 ) Investigations at 44FX1784, Fort . - )
Kimberly A. Snyder Belvoir. Fairfax County. Virdinia ephemeral transient hunting station. No
’ Y. Virg further work was recommended. The
VASHPO concurred that the site is not
eligible (4/23/93).
Phase Il Archaeological Limited Phase Il testing to assess condition
1993 MAAR Associates. Inc Investigations at the Belvoir Ruins of previously excavated outbuildings and
B and Garden Sites, Fort Belvair, identify additional resources in untested
Fairfax County, Virginia areas. Identified “kitchen garden” area.
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Authors

Hill, Phillip, Ruth Overbeck,
Kim Snyder and William

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Archaeological Study

Phase Il Archaeological
Investigations at 44FX673, 1495,

Mid-18th to 20"-century sites on proposed
golf course expansion. Site 44FX1678

1993 Gardner (Thunderbird ; assessed as National Register-eligible, and
Archaeological Associates, ég?r?éfg%l};?“"vli?ritnaewo'r’ mitigation recommended. The VASHPO did
Inc.) Y, Virg not concur, found “No Effect” (4/22/95).
. - - Phasg . A_rchaeological Both sites found to have no integrity and to
Hill, Phillip, and William H. Investigations at 44FX1497 and -
1993 . . be non-eligible. The VASHPO concurred
Gardner 44FX1913, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax
e (8/26/93).
County, Virginia
Original excavation plans were modified
when it was established that the portion of
the site within the right-of-way lacked
Phase Il Archaeological Data features a'n'd vertical integrity. Inygs_t{gatlons
Recovery for Mitigation of Adverse were modified to e_valuathe thﬁ el|g|b|rlllty of the
1993 Pullins, Stevan C. Effects to Site 44FX457, Proposed site. It was dete_rmlned that the site ad been
T plowed and subject to other disturbances. No
Route 29, Springfield Bypass d ff L d and
Project, Fairfax County, Virginia adverse effects were anticipated and no
' ’ further work recommended. The VASHPO
concurred with the no effect finding but
determined that the entire site should still be
considered eligible (4/30/93).
The sites were reevaluated during the
project. 44FX0664 was found to lie outside
Phase Ill Archaeological Data the right-of-way and determined to be non-
Recovery for Mitigation of Adverse eligible. No further work was recommended.
1993 Pullins, Stevan C., and Anna Effects to Site 44FX458 and 44FX0458 was found to be extensively
L. Gray 44FX664 Proposed Route 29, disturbed and non-eligible. No further work
Springfield Bypass Project, Fairfax | was recommended. The VASHPO concurred
County, Virginia with the no further work findings (4/30/93)
and the determinations of non-eligibility
(7/2/93).
Extended Phase | testing showed 44FX1907
Archaeological Investigations, US to be non-significant. Phase Il evaluation of
Galke, Laura and J. : . ) ’
1993 Sanderson Stevens (John Army Garrison Fort Belvoir: S!tes 44_1F_X1908 r_e\_/ealed Natlor_]al Register-
Milner Associates, Inc.) 44FX1907 and 1908 and Pohick eligible stratified Early - Middle Woodland
T Loop Handicap Access Trail site. The VASHPO concurred (9/29/93).
ACHP concurred (10/18/93).
Archaeological Investigations: US . . . .
James River Institute for Army Garrison Fort Belvoir, Site Cpntlnue(_] research into N_atl_onal Register
1994 Archeolo 44FX4, Belvoir Manor, Fort Belvoir site. Studied garden outbuildings,
9y AR ’ ' | unidentified structures, landscape features.
Virginia
Interpretive Plan, US Army . i,
James River Institute for Garrison Fort Belvoir Site 44FX4 Intended to recapture the spat_lal qualities
1994 > . and layout of the original buildings through
Archeology Belvoir Manor, Fort Belvoir, . - -
S the use of innovative techniques.
Virginia
Expanded Phase | and Phase Il testing
Phase Il Investigations of Sites showed 44FX0619 to be disturbed and non-
Williams, Martha and Ellen 44FX619 and 44FX1942, Cheney eligible. 44FX1942, an early 20‘“-century
1994 Saint Onge (Christopher School Outgrant Project, US Army African-American farmstead, was assessed
Goodwin Associates, Inc.) Garrison Fort Belvoir, Fairfax eligible. The VASHPO concurred that
County, Virginia 44FX0619 is ineligible but found 44FX1942
ineligible (10/11/94).
- Route 613 Project, Fairfax County I,
tona | il s ers Cemer o | projet 0613-029:308, Cocz, | Reconmendsd e s s neliblean
9 Reassessment of Site 44FX1941 q '
The Barnes/Owsley Site
S‘:i;lrfﬁ ?r:]dAPDh%CSLén?Fgﬁ% of Intensive Phase | located l8‘“—century
1995 Schwermer, Anne y component, but no l7‘h-century component.

seventeenth and eighteenth
Century Plantations on Fort
Belvoir, Virginia

Recommended further testing.
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US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

Authors Archaeological Study
Egghart, Christopher P., Robin Phase 1 Archaeological Survey of One site (44FX2134) and two isolated finds
Proposed Improvements to Route L
1995 L. Ryder, and Douglas C. : ) . located. None recommended eligible. No
1 Crossing Accotink Creek in
McLearen - L further work recommended.
Fairfax County, Virginia
Phase Il Archaeological
Simons, Michael A. and John | nvestigations at Five Sites, Sites 44FX0012, 1305, 1309 and 1314 found
- 44FX12, FX1305, FX1309, s .
1996 G. Clarke (Christopher to be eligible. Site 44FX1317 found to have
. ’ FX1314, FX1317, US Army
Goodwin Associates, Inc.) - . - been destroyed.
Garrison Fort Belvoir, Fairfax
County, Virginia
Phase Il Archaeological and Prehistoric sites 44FX0635 and 1333
Feidel, Stuart, Elizabeth Historical Investigations, US Army assessed as not National Register-eligible;
1996 O'Brien, and Dana Heck (John | Garrison Fort Belvoir: Sites Sites 44FX1677 and 1505, World War Il
Milner Associates, Inc.) 44FX635, 1333, 1677, and 1505, military training trenches, recommended as
Fort Belvoir, Virginia eligible.
Phase |l Investigations of Sites National Register-eligible sites include
Simons, Michael and Martha 44FX1340, 1344, 1672, 1674, o g 9
- ; ) . historic component of 44FX1340 and Late
1996 Williams (Christopher Goodwin | 1925, and 1926, US Army Garrison . : .
. . ; Archaic-Early Woodland site 44FX1925; all
Associates, Inc.) Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County, 7
A others not eligible.
Virginia
GIS Data Development for . . . .
) ! Developed project planning aid that depicts
1997 Fahey, Augustine Arch_aeolog|cal S|te§ for l.JS Army spatial distribution of archaeological sites
Garrison Fort Belvoir, Fairfax - . ; - -
U and links informational fields for each site.
County, Virginia
National Register Evaluation of the . .
; : Cemeteries evaluated as archaeological and
- Triplett Family Cemetery . . P
Williams, Martha R. and - L1 architectural sites. None found individually
ff ) (44FX739), Lacey’s Hill Cemetery S o
1997 Geo_ rey E. Melhwsh (44FX1208) and Woodlawn United ellglb_le, Woodlawn and Lacey’s H|II_may
(Christopher Goodwin : contribute to a future Woodlawn African-
: Methodist Cemetery (44FX1210), . SRR .
Associates, Inc.) . : American historic district. The VASHPO did
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County,
R not concur (6/19/97).
Virginia
Phase Il Archaeological N
Simons, Michael A. Investigation of 44FX1898 and 44FX1898 _assessed as not eligible;
- . . . . - 44FX1935 is out of Area of Effect. Phase I
1997 (Christopher Goodwin Archaeological Site Delineation of evaluation recommended for potentiall
Associates, Inc.) 44FX1935, US Army Garrison, Fort L o - p Y
; : A eligible military training trenches.
Belvoir, Fairfax County, Virginia
S Letter report only for support of an
1999 Simons, Michael _I?gaeser; Iﬂvsggga\%?g:n?; Proiect environmental impact statement. No cultural
grap g Fro) resources located in Area of Effect.
Letter report (9/15/98) of pedestrian
- . . reconnaissance of concentration of bricks
1998 Wllllam_s, Martha (_Chnstopher Results qf Archaeological and artifacts behind and west of Quarters 68.
Goodwin & associates, Inc.) Reconnaissance, Quarters 68
No sub-surface work conducted. No further
work recommended.
Disturbance Assessment for Assessment included review of previous
Archaeological Sites 44FX1327 .
1999 Dames & Moore and 44FX1328 at Building 699, Phasg I 'report (.1991) and'pertlnent I'et.ters,
; and site inspection. Demolition of Building
The Castle Club, Fort Belvoir, ) - .
A 699 did not affect the eligibility of the sites.
Virginia
Survey of about 2 acres. Identified and
Well site (44FX2459) Phase | defined the boundaries of 2 previously
2000 Friedman, Janet, et al. archaeological Investigation, observed sites. Phase Il recommended for
(URS/Dames and Moore) Davison Airfield, Fort Belvoir, 44FX2459 (multi-component site). 44FX2469
Virginia 20‘h-century military earthworks) potentially
significant. GIS mapping recommended.
Phase Il Data Recovery at . ) . .
Mock, Kevin, Janet Friedman, Archaeological Site 44FX1328; an i)::%a:/\gtlo; msﬁr{é\/z;{ﬁgéé q:srfszq;i st,'tt:
2000 and Cynthia Pfanstiehl Early- to Mid-Eighteenth Century Y . :
. No structural remains of the tenement house.
(Dames and Moore Group) Tenement Site, Castle Club Park, )
A Refuse pit found.
Fort Belvoir, Virginia
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Authors

Jones, Lynn and Charles D.

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Archaeological Study

Pohick Road Stormwater Repair

Testing of approximately 0.11 acre to
determine whether Site 44FX1808 extended
into the area. One test pit area possibly
associated with the site. No further work

2002 Cheek_ (John Milner Project, Fc')rt'B'elvow, Fairfax recommended due to low density of artifacts
Associates County, Virginia )
and lack of concentrations or features. The
VASHPO concurred on no effect from project
(2121/02).
Survey to evaluate previous work, during
which 8 sites were identified, and evaluate
. . the eligibility of 44FX1208 (Lacey’s Hill
Cheek, Charles D., Bryan ggrthoftoéteﬁti ?'Z?;I]geoo%mg;t Y Cemetery) and 44FX1815. Confirmed that
2002 Corle, and Kerri Culhane Sufv‘; g Evnliaron Foft three sites (44FX1813, 1814, and 1913) are
(John Milner Associates, Inc.) Belvoi)r/ Fairfax Count ' Virginia not eligible and three (44FX1589, 1816, and
' Y, ViIrg 1210) are potentially eligible. 44FX1815
recommended non-eligible. 44FX1208
recommended eligible.
No unrecorded sites identified in the project
APE. Two previously investigated sites
(44FX1680 and 1936) disturbed. Other sites
Cultural Resources ldentification (44FX1657, 1679, 1937, 1904, and 1905)
Lautzenheiser, Loretta and Survey, Improvements to US showed low density of artifacts and lack of
2002 John P. cooke (Coastal Route 1 from route 611 (Telegraph | subsurface integrity. The VASHPO
Carolina Research, Inc.) Road) to Huntington Avenue, concurred that Site 44FX1680 is not eligible
Fairfax County, Virginia, Project C and the parts of 44FX1657, 1679, 1904,
1905, 1936, and 1937 within the study area
are non-eligible (portions outside remain
potentially eligible) (9/17/02).
Phase | Cultural Resources Survey | Survey of 33 acres. No archaeological
2004 ggdlé (Ecl:lﬁlrt]u':/lal Sggiﬁrtgsp' of Proposed Expansion North of resources documented. One cemetery found
’ Boulder Way, NGIC Facility, (late 19" early 20" century). Does not
Inc.) L o
Albemarle County, Virginia appear to be eligible.
Survey of 66 acres. One archaeological site
Brady, Ellen M., and John P. thtahseeplrguggg Efsgﬁéﬁje;ss;&\tﬁy and one isolated find documented. Site
2004 Cooke (Cultural Resources, P P " 44AB0514 recommended non-eligible.
of Boulder Way, NGIC Facility, )
Inc.) g Isolated find 495-2 recommended non-
Albemarle County, Virginia S
eligible.
Balicki, Joseph and Sarah G. Phase_ I C_ultural Resources ) Investigation of 28.3-acre parcel. No
: Investigation for Woodlawn Village . ! e
2005 Traum (John Milner Land Exchange (Parcel 10011 01 archaeological resources identified. The
Associates, Inc.) 0009), Fort Belvoir, Virginia VASHPO concurred (2/24/05).
Archaeological Assessment of Site | Letter report (6/16/05). Site recommended
2005 ﬁﬂﬁ:':é;‘ggﬁez) (John 44FX1275, INSCOM Facility, Fort | non-eligible. The VASHPO concurred
Belvoir, Fairfax County, Virginia (7/20/05).
Balicki, Joseph and Bryan Phase Il Evaluative testing at Site . i
2005 Corle (John Milner Associates, | 44FX1921 at Coyler Village, Fort Site 44FX1921 recommended non-eligible.
; h A The VASHPO concurred (3/17/06).
Inc.) Belvoir, Fairfax County, Virginia
) Determined that the area had undergone a
Archaeological Assessment for the hensi h hat identified
Expansion of the DCEETA comprehensive Phase | survey that identifie
. . two sites (44FX0459 and 1436). 44FX0459
Corle, Bryan and Charles D. Perimeter Road, DCEETA Mail ] -
2005 ) o - contains a cemetery and requires Phase Il
Cheek Handling Facility Perimeter Road . is disturbed and .
Expansion, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax testing. 44FX1436 is disturbed and requires
County Vi; inia. ' no other work. The VASHPO concurred
VI (7/27105).
Phase Il Evaluative Testing at . .
Sites 44FX709 and 44FX1433 for | S't€ 44FX1433 determined not to be an
Corle, Bryan and Lynn Jones the Expansion of the DCEETA Mail archaqologw_al_ site. Site 44'.:)(0709 not
2005 ' potentially eligible. No additional

(John Milner Associates, Inc.)

Handling Facility Perimeter Road,
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County,
Virginia

investigations recommended. The VASHPO
concurred (7/27/05).
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US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

Authors Archaeological Study
Phase Il Evaluative Testing, Site . N
2006 John Milner Associates, Inc. 44FX1921 at Colyer Village, Fort Site 44FX1921 recommended non-eligible;
3 no further work warranted.
Belvoir
Phase Il Archeological . .
L . Site 44FX1918 found to be disturbed. Not
2007 John Milner Associates, Inc. L;I]\J(;Zﬂ%tcl)?rt]h%f SAéF'i(r:rLT?mFl;lrattlonal recommended eligible. The VASHPO
RN Y. concurred (6/27/07).
Belvoir, Virginia
Adams, Natalie P. and Brad Phase Il Archaeological .
! L . Recommended Site 44FX1933 to be non-
2007 BotW|c_k (New South Invest'lgat!on_s,_ Site 44FX1933 Fort eligible. The VASHPO concurred (6/29/07).
Associates) Belvoir, Virginia
Phase | Archaeological Survey of Survey yielded three prehistoric Native
2007 Kreisa, Paul (Greenhorne & the United Land Corporation American isolated finds and one historic
O’Mara, Inc.) Property for the US Army NGIC period isolated find, none eligible. The
Facility, Albemarle County, Virginia | VASHPO concurred (2/4/08).
Phase | Archaeological Survey of
Old Mill Road Connector and - . I
Lautzenheiser, Loretta Proposed Property Transfer of Fort Addmonal investigations recommended for
. . Site 44FX1146-a. Site 44FX2356
2007 (Coastal Carolina Research, Belvoir Land Between Woodlawn .
- h recommended not eligible. The VASHPO
Inc.) Friends Meeting House and concurred (1/7/2008)
Woodlawn Plantation, Fairfax '
County, Virginia
Corle. Brvan. Charles Goode Phase Il Cultural Resources Site 44FX1928 recommended eligible. Site
2008 and J’oseyh éalicki (John ’ Investigation Sites 44FX1928, 44FX1929 found to be two sites: 44FX1929
Milner AsF;ociates Inc.) 44FX1929, and 44FX3253, Fairfax and 44FX3253, both recommended eligible.
B Village, Fort Belvoir, Virginia The VASHPO concurred (2/7/08).
Phase Il Archeological
Investigations of Site 44FX1808 in . . o
2008 Thunderbird Support of BRAC Infrastructure, Research potenthl .Of Site 44FX1808 limited.
; ] Not considered eligible.
Fort Belvoir Property, Fairfax
County
Holland, Kerri and Donna J. 22523:;%:?Ix]lf:?\g%rélzn?cilltgite Site found to be no longer eligible due to
2009 Seifert (John Milner ! 091c2 significant disturbance. The VASHPO
X 44FX0663, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax
Associates, Inc.) e concurred (3/10/10).
County, Virginia
Phase I-1l Archeological Investigations found no unrecorded
. ) Investigations for the Dogue Creek | resources in the project area. Site 44FX1917
2009 John Milner Associates, Inc. . -
Force Main, Fairfax County and was evaluated and recommended non-
Fort Belvoir, Virginia eligible. The VASHPO concurred (7/20/09).
Phase Il Evaluative Site Testing at .
. . . : Site 44FX1711 found to be destroyed and
2009 John Milner Associates, Inc. S|t_e 44FX1711, Fort Belvow, not eligible for the National Register.
Fairfax County, Virginia
Study found that the northwest boundary of
Boundary Delineation for Site 44FX0009 should be shifted to the
Archeological Site 44FX0009, southeast no less than 60 feet, redefining the
2010 John Milner Associates, Inc. Playground (Tot Lot) Expansion at site as approximately 1,040 feet by 200 feet
George Washington Village, Fort (4.8 acres). Future ground-disturbing
Belvoir, Fairfax County, Virginia activities should not exceed this revised
boundary of the site.
Phase Il Archeological
. . Investigations at Site 44FX1905, Site 44FX1905 recommended non-eligible;
2010 John Milner Associates, Inc. Fairfax County and Fort Belvoir, no further investigation warranted.
Virginia
2013 Thunderbird Archeology ﬁ\zc;:r;(eéjtl)%gglcal Assessment of Site Site 44FX0009 determined to be not eligible.
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1983

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Table 4 lists and summarizes architectural studies conducted at Fort Belvoir through 2012.

Table 4: Architectural Studies Conducted at Fort Belvoir Through 2012

Authors

Friedlander, Amy

Architectural Study

Senior Officers’ Housing Historic
District, National Register of Historic
Places Nomination

The Senior Officers’ Housing area contains 59
2 ¥ story brick Colonial Revival style houses
lining curvilinear streets. The study assessed
the district as significant under Criterion A on
the basis of its architecture. This district later
was included in the Fort Belvoir Historic District
(FBHD) nomination.

1984

LeeDecker, Charles, Charles
D. Cheek, Amy Friedlander,
and Teresa Ossim

Cultural Resource Survey and
Evaluation at Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Inventoried and evaluated approximately 200
built resources constructed 1917 — 1957 and
classified them into 4 categories. The buildings
were organized by property type and compiled
on 36 HABS/HAER inventory cards.

1988

Thomas, Ronald, MaryAnna;
Ralph, Kenneth Baumgardt

An Overview of the Cultural
Contexts of Fort Belvoir

Presents an overview of the installation’s 20th
century military history with an examination of
archival sources and a literature review.

1988

Engel, Barbara

Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump
Station and Filter Building: National
Register of Historic Places
Nomination

Early draft of National Register Nomination for
Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter
Building. Form noted that the pump station and
filter building was eligible for listing in the
National Register as Fort Belvoir's oldest
structure, for its role in water filtration reflecting
the Army’s plan for maximum self-sufficiency,
and as a good example of an early-20‘h century
industrial building. Eight buildings/structures
were identified as part of the complex which
had ceased operations in the1960s. Form
noted that the complex was leased to Fairfax
County in 1986 and converted into a homeless
shelter and a number of buildings were
demolished, and that the VASHPO concurred
that the work had no adverse effect.

1990

Ralph, MaryAnna, Jerome
Traver, and Kenneth
Baumgardt

A Preservation Plan for Fort Belvoir,
Virginia

Contains a reconnaissance level survey of all
buildings and structures built at Fort Belvoir
prior to 1946. Resulted in the preparation of a
revised National Register nomination for the
FBHD, plus nomination forms for the US Army
Package Power Reactor and the Camp A.A.
Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building.

1992

MAAR Associates

Historic American Building (HABS)
Inventory Forms

Almost 100 HABS Inventory forms prepared for
buildings at Fort Belvoir; forms generally
include text, map, and black and white
photographs.

1992

Friedlander, Amy, Barbara
Engel, Sheryl Hack, Kenneth
Baumgardt, and Sandra
DeChard

Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump
Station and Filter Building: National
Register of Historic Places
Nomination

National Register Nomination prepared to
revise draft 1988 form.

1992

Friedlander, Amy, Sheryl
Hack, and Judith Rosentel

US Army Package Power Reactor:
National Register of Historic Places
Nomination

National Register nomination form prepared for
US Army Package Power Reactor, which was
built in 1957 and possesses exceptional
significance as the Army’s prototype nuclear
generating plant under Criterion A, and
because it was under 50 years old at the time it
was evaluated, Criteria Consideration G. The
reactor complex includes a 30-acre fenced area
that encloses the SM-1 Plant (Building 372) and
six support buildings/structures. Form was
signed by the VASHPO in 1996.
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US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

Authors

Architectural Study

1992

Hack, Sheryl and Lauren
Archibald

Fort Belvoir Historic District:
National Register of Historic Places
Nomination.

National Register nomination form prepared for
the FBHD, which includes the administrative
and residential core of the Post, Parade Ground
and associated landscape features. Significant
for its Colonial Revival architecture and
community planning.

1993

Hanbury, Evans, Newill, Viatta
and Company

Historic Components Guidebook
Series

Developed in response to the Stewardship
Standards adopted by Military District of
Washington for preserving and rehabilitating
historic family quarters, these guidebooks
identify historically significant architectural
elements and specify compatible materials for
family quarters at Fort Belvoir. They also outline
procedures to be followed during preservation
or maintenance work.

1995/1997

Harnsberger, Douglas and
Sandra Hubbard

Thermo-Con House: National
Register of Historic Places
Nomination

National Register nomination form prepared for
International-style house designed by the
industrial architectural firm Albert Kahn and
Associates, Inc. and built in 1949. House was a
prototype of a design developed by the US
Army Corps of Engineers to test the
sustainability of “Thermo-Con” building material
in mass production of lightweight houses
(although it should be noted that this house-
type was never mass produced). The Thermo-
Con House was found to possess exceptional
significance under Criterion C for its unique and
innovative method of construction developed by
the US Army. Because the house was less than
50 years old at the time it was evaluated, it was
also evaluated under Criteria Consideration G.
It also is considered significant as a good
example of an International-style residence at
Fort Belvoir. Nomination form signed by the
VASHPO in 1997.

1995

Harnsberger & Associates,
P.C.

Fort Belvoir Historic Building Survey

Presents an architectural survey of 33
nonresidential historic buildings to document
existing conditions and provide specific
preservation and maintenance
recommendations. The conditions assessment
survey examined the interior and exterior of
each building, including plumbing, mechanical,
and electrical systems. The report presents
general information on each building; discusses
its principal building materials, character-
defining features and building alterations;
summarizes existing conditions; and
recommends prioritized repair and rehabilitation
strategies.

1996

Gilmore, Lance

Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump
Station and Filter Building: National
Register of Historic Places
Nomination

National Register nomination form prepared to
update 1988 and 1992 forms. Form notes that
Water Filtration Plant (Building 1400) is Fort
Belvoir's oldest permanent structure, and one of
the few remaining vestiges of Camp
Humphreys. The single-story Pump House
(Building 1424) was added in 1936. The
buildings are significant because they illustrate
the development of support facilities at World
War | cantonments, and for technological
advances in drinking water purification. The
form also notes that seven buildings/structures
associated with the complex had been
demolished. Form signed by the VASHPO in
1996.
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Fort Belvoir Historic District:
National Register of Historic Places
Nomination.

Revised National Register nomination form
prepared, which includes 196 contributing and
11 non-contributing resources. Form indicates
that the district is significant under Criterion A
because it illustrates social, technological, and
military developments at US Army installations
in the years between World War | and World
War Il. In addition, it is significant under
Criterion C because the buildings and layout
embody distinctive characteristics of the
Colonial Revival style and suburban planning
and landscape design. Form signed by Virginia
SHPO in 1996.

1996

Harnsberger & Associates,
Architects

Fort Belvoir Historic Buildings
Survey Addendum for Buildings
Between 1945 and 1950

Architectural survey of 45 buildings and
structures constructed between 1945 and 1950.
Three buildings were designated as
“contributing” to the FBHD; three structures
associated with Cold War activities were
identified as contributing to the US Army
Package Power Reactor Multiple Property; the
remaining 39 buildings were evaluated as “non-
contributing” resources that lacked integrity or
association with important themes.

1998

Dames & Moore

Environmental Assessment,
Thermo-Con House (Building 172)
Rehabilitation, Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Provided archival research and analysis of
environmental impacts associated with
rehabilitating the National Register-eligible
Thermo-Con House. Report concluded that the
rehabilitation would not adversely affect the
quality of the human environment and did not
require preparation of an environmental impact
statement.

2002

URS

Old Colchester Road Evaluation of
National Register Eligibility

Survey and evaluation of 4.2-mile Old
Colchester Road, a two-lane undivided road.
The evaluation concluded that the road was not
National Register-eligible because it lacked
significance under National Register Criteria A-
D and also lacked integrity. Although the report
recommended Old Colchester Road not
eligible, in 2002, the Keeper of the National
Register determined the road eligible for listing
in the National Register under Criterion A, for its
association with the history of Fairfax County.

2003

URS

Historic Buildings Survey 2000
Addendum

Survey and evaluation of 73 buildings and
structures constructed at Fort Belvoir between
1935 and 1955. In a letter dated March 3, 2003,
the VASHPO noted that they disagreed with 11
recommendations provided in the report. The
report was revised, and in a letter dated
October 8, 2004, the VASHPO noted that they
concurred with the majority of eligibility
recommendations, with the exception of four
buildings (Buildings 1146, 1147, 1148, and
1154), which the VASHPO believed to be
eligible as contributing resources to the Fort
Belvoir Historic District. A subsequent report
was prepared by John Milner Associates, as
described below.

2004

Falk, Kirstin, John Milner
Associates, Inc.

Historical Buildings 2000
Addendum, Survey Review, US
Army Garrison, Fort Belvoir,
Virginia

Survey consisted of evaluation of ten buildings
and one structure, previously reviewed under
the Fort Belvoir Historic Buildings Survey 2000
Addendum. Of these, five were designated as
contributing resources to the FBHD. The
remaining six resources were evaluated to be
not eligible and/or non-contributing to the
district. The VASHPO concurred with the
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majority of the findings, however, as noted
under the Historic Buildings Survey 2000
Addendum, VASHPO did not concur that
Buildings 1146, 1147, 1148, and 1154 were not
eligible (2002-0782). Ultimately, the Keeper for
the National Register upheld the VASHPO's
determination that the buildings were eligible as
contributing resources to the district.

2004

Clarke, Sarah M., Leah
Konicki, Brandon McCuin, and
Ruth Myers, Gray & Pape, Inc.

A Survey of Cultural Landscapes
for the US Army Garrison, Fort
Belvaoir, Virginia

Survey to identify and evaluate military cultural
landscapes at US Army Garrison and their
potential significance as contributing resources
to the FBHD. Seven individual resources were
evaluated and recommended eligible as
contributing elements to the FBHD.

2006

URS

Letter to SHPO to request
concurrence on Building 1126,
including survey form prepared by
URS (2002)

The VASHPO Intensive Level Survey form
prepared for Building 1126 concluded that it
does not contribute to the National Register-
eligible FBHD because it is not significant to the
architectural history of Fort Belvoir. The
VASHPO concurred (2006-0796).

2006

MAAR Associates and John
Milner Associates, Inc.

Request for concurrence for
eligibility of Buildings 607, 1084,
1112, and 3067 prior to demolition

Letter and survey forms provided to the
VASHPO to request concurrence that Buildings
607, 1084, 1112, 3067 which had been
surveyed by MAAR Associates in 1992
(Buildings 607, 1084, 1112) and John Milner
Associates in 2004 (Building 1112) were not
National Register-eligible. The VASHPO
concurred (2006-1102).

2006

John Milner Associates, Inc.

Historical Resource Survey and
Evaluation, US Army Garrison, Fort
Belvaoir, Virginia

Reconnaissance survey of 33 pre-1950
resources at Fort Belvoir and intensive level
survey for two additional facilities. Report
identified five resources that contribute to the
FBHD; three railroad-related resources that
contribute to the Fort Belvoir Military Railroad
(FBMRR) Multiple Property Listing (MPL); 18
resources that do not contribute to the district or
MPL and are also not individually eligible; two
resources that are not eligible; two resources
that had been demolished; and three resources
that were recently constructed and therefore not
evaluated. One of the resources identified as
not eligible/non-contributing has since been
identified as a contributing resource to the
FBMRR MPL (Facility 7332, Coal Trestle). The
VASHPO concurred with 31 of the
recommendations. They did not concur that
Facility 471 and Facility 7332 were not eligible,
noting that Facility 471 contributed to the FHDB
and Facility 7332 contributed to the FBMRR
MPL. In addition, the VASHPO identified an
additional building, Facility 469 as contributing
to the FBHD (VASHPO File No. 2007-0971).

2006

John Milner Associates, Inc.

Historical Infrastructure Survey and
Evaluation

Survey and evaluation of 35 resources that are
part of the infrastructure at Fort Belvoir; ten
resources are located on North Post, two on
Davison Air Field, and twenty-three on South
Post (three of which are in a restricted area).
Study conducted under Section 106 due to the
potential for privatization of the installations
utilities. No resources recommended eligible.
The VASHPO concurred (VASHPO File No.
2005-0229).

2007

MAAR Associates

Request for concurrence for
eligibility of Buildings 1467, 1468,

Letter and 1992 MAAR Associates survey
forms provided to the VASHPO to request
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and 1469

concurrence that buildings were not National
Register-eligible because they lacked
significance and integrity. The VASHPO
concurred (VASHPO File No. 2007-0951).

2007

John Milner & Associates, Inc.

Draft Building No. 718, Survey and
Evaluation

Survey and evaluation of Building 718,
Flammable Storehouse, constructed in 1956.
Evaluation concluded that Building 718 is not
historically or architecturally significant, and is
not eligible for listing in the National Register on
an individual basis, nor is it considered a
contributing resource to the FBHD. The
VASHPO concurred (VASHPO File No. 2008-
0139).

2007

Malvasi, Meg Green, Marie B.

Morton Paciulli, Simmons &
Associates, Ltd (PSA).

Reconnaissance Architectural
Survey of Building 1116, Fort
Belvoir

Survey and evaluation of Building 1116, Vehicle
Maintenance Shop, constructed in 1956,
located outside the existing west boundary of
FBHD. Evaluation concluded that Building
1116, while not individually eligible, does
contribute to the district. Fort Belvoir did not
concur with this evaluation, and determined
Building 1116 lacks architectural and historical
significance, and does not contribute to the
district. The VASHPO concurred with Fort
Belvoir's determination that the building is not
individually eligible (November 6, 2007).

2007

Malvasi, Meg Green, PSA

Reconnaissance Architectural
Survey of Building 1153, Fort
Belvoir

Survey and evaluation of Building 1153, built in
1946 and proposed for demolition, to determine
if it is a contributing resource to the FBHD. The
evaluation concluded that the building lacked
architectural and historical significance, did not
retain integrity, and therefore does not
contribute to the district. The VASHPO
concurred (VASHPO File No. 2007-0657)

2007

New South Associates

An Architectural Survey of the
Engineering Proving Ground, Fort
Belvoir, Virginia”

Survey and evaluation of Engineering Proving
Ground at FBNA; no resources recommended
eligible for listing in the National Register. The
VASHPO concurred (April 13, 2007).

2008

John Milner Associates, Inc.

Fifteen Buildings Historical
Resource Survey and Evaluation,
US Army Garrison, Fort Belvoir,
Virginia

Survey and evaluation of 15 resources
constructed between 1941 through 1958 at Fort
Belvoir to determine if they may be considered
individually eligible for listing in the National
Register, or if they may contribute to the FBHD.
Of the 15 resources surveyed, two were
recommended eligible as contributing
resources to the district. Of the 13 remaining
resources, one was found to have been
demolished, one was covered by a Program
Comment for Unaccompanied Personnel
Housing (UPH), eleven were recommended not
eligible for individual listing, or as contributing
resources to the district. The VASHPO
concurred with the majority of the
recommendations with the exception that they
did not concur with the recommendation that
Building 1018 contributed to the district
because it was too far removed (VASHPO File
No. 2008-0759).
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Historical Resource Survey and
Evaluation 300 Area, US Army
Garrison, Fort Belvoir Virginia

Reconnaissance-level survey to determine the
eligibility of 15 pre-1960 resources located
within the 300 Area. An additional 79 resources
were evaluated to determine if they would
contribute to a National Register-eligible 300
Area Historic District. Report recommended that
the 300 Area was eligible as a historic district,
and identified potential contributing and non-
contributing resources to the district. However,
based on the report prepared by JMA, Fort
Belvoir determined that the 300 Area is not
National Register-eligible as a historic district
and none of the resources within the 300 Area
is individually eligible. However, two resources
(Facilities 371 and 380) were identified as
contributing resources to the National Register-
eligible US Army Package Power Reactor
multiple property listing. The VASHPO
concurred with Fort Belvoir's determination
(VASHPO File No. 2009-1868).

2009

No author noted

Building 206 Structure Report

Identified building elements, materials,
condition and made recommendations and
assigned priority.

2009

Baynard, Kristie and Megan
Rupnik, The Louis Berger
Group, Inc.

Architectural Survey and Evaluation
US Army Garrison

Surveyed and evaluated 63 resources at Fort
Belvoir, including resources associated with the
Davison Army Airfield. Evaluation concluded
that the Davison Army Airfield is not eligible as
a historic district because it lacks historical and
architectural significance. Two resources were
recommended individually eligible (Wallace
Theater, Facility 240, and Amphitheater, Facility
2287), five resources were recommended
eligible as contributing resources to the FBHD,
and the remainder of the 63 surveyed
resources were recommended not eligible for
listing in the National Register. In addition,
report recommended that a potential Multiple
Property Document be investigated associated
with non-extant rail line at Fort Belvoir. The
VASHPO concurred with the majority of
recommendations in report with some
exceptions — mainly those resources related to
Davison Army Airfield — which the VASHPO
opined were eligible, and requested further
information (June 22, 2009; VASHPO File No.
2009-0716).

2009

Manning, Derek, Fort Belvoir
CRM

Davison Army Airfield National
Register of Historic Places
Nomination

National Register nomination prepared to
evaluate Davison Army Airfield based on the
VASHPOQ'’s determination that it was eligible
(June 22, 2009; VASHPO File No. 2009-0716 —
see above). Evaluation concluded that the
airfield was not eligible for listing in the National
Register, because it lacked significant Cold War
association. The Keeper of the National
Register concurred that the airfield was not
National Register-eligible (March 12, 2010).
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2009

John Milner Associates, Inc.

Woodlawn Historic District
Viewshed Study

Study prepared in accordance with BRAC PA to
examine the scope of the viewshed from the
National Register-eligible Woodlawn Historic
District and determine the extent to which it
may be impacted by construction at Fort
Belvoir. The study included identification of
projects at Fort Belvoir within the district,
identification of significant viewsheds, and
development of recommendations to avoid
adverse effects to the district.

2010

No author

Building 204 Structure Report

Identified building elements, materials,
condition, made recommendations, and
assigned priority.

2010

No author

Building 205 Structure Report

Identified building elements, materials,
condition, made recommendations, and
assigned priority.

2010

Peeler, Kirsten, R. Christopher
Goodwin & Associates, Inc.

Fort Belvoir Historic District:
National Register of Historic Places
Nomination

This revised district nomination includes 213
contributing resources and 92 non-contributing
resources. The update involved evaluation of
previously evaluated resources and
reevaluation and revision of the statement of
significance, including Cold War-era context.
VASHPO concurred (July 18, 2012; VASHPO
File No. 029-0209).

June 2010

Daniel, Christopher

Tysons Corner Microwave Tower
National Register Nomination Form

Preparation of National Register nomination
form to evaluate Tysons Corner Microwave
Tower. As initially prepared, form indicates that
Tysons Corner Microwave Tower is eligible for
listing in the National Register under Criterion
A, as one of the first application of microwave
technology by the DoD during the Cold War
era. The VASHPO did not concur with eligibility
recommendation, and determined Tysons
Corner Microwave Tower not eligible (July 19,
2010; VASHPO File No. 2010-1391).

2010

Daniel, Christopher

Suitland Tower: Maryland Historic
Trust Short Form For Ineligible
Properties

Inventory form prepared to evaluate Suitland
Tower, a 300-foot tall microwave tower and
single-story concrete block operations building.
Facility determined not eligible because it
lacked historical and architectural significance.
The VASHPO concurred (July 27, 2010;
VASHPO File No. 2010-3400).

2011

Manning, Derek

VASHPO Reconnaissance Level
Survey, Fort Belvoir Military
Railroad Track Bed

Inventory form prepared to evaluate the
FBMRR track bed which concluded that the
approximately 5-mile track bed contributes to
the significance of the FBMRR MPL because it
is a fundamental feature of the railroad.

2011

No author

Building 203 Structure Report

Identified building elements, materials,
condition, made recommendations, and
assigned priority.

2011

Manning, Derek

Building 714, Reconnaissance
Level Survey

Survey determined that Building 714,
constructed in 1960 as a field maintenance
shop, was not eligible for listing in the National
Register because it lacked significance and
integrity. The VASHPO concurred (July 14,
2011; File No. 2011-1032).
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Survey determined that Building 1425,
constructed in 1960 as a Guided Missile
Support Building associated with the Nike
Building 1425, Reconnaissance Missile Program, was not eligible for listing in
Level Survey the National Register because it lacked
significance and integrity. The VASHPO
concurred (February 6, 2012; VASHPO File No.
2012-0166).

Survey determined that Building 1970,
constructed in 1944 as a warehouse was not
Building 1970, Reconnaissance eligible for listing in the National Register

Level Survey because it lacked significance and integrity. The
VASHPO concurred (February 16, 2012;
VASHPO File No. 2012-0102).

Survey determined that Building 1418,
constructed in 1945 as a general purpose
warehouse was not eligible for listing in the
National Register because it lacked individual
significance nor is it located in a district. The
VASHPO concurred (December 30, 2011;
VASHPO No. 2011-2041).

2011 Manning, Derek

2011 Daniel, Christopher

Building 1418, Reconnaissance

2011 Daniel, Christopher Level Survey

1.5 Fort Belvoir Integrated Cultural Resources Management
Plan

1.5.1 Objectives

This ICRMP updates the last Fort Belvoir ICRMP, completed in 2001. It defines the substantive
and procedural steps the installation takes to operate its cultural resources management program. The
primary objective of the document is to describe specific procedures for project coordination, planning,
and compliance within the larger framework of the installation’s operations and mission. The ICRMP is
intended to be a tool for personnel at Fort Belvoir whose responsibilities include the planning and
management of projects that may affect cultural resources and must comply with historic preservation
laws and regulations.

1.5.2 Contents
In support of these objectives, the Fort Belvoir ICRMP:
e Provides a summary overview of the mission and history of the installation.
e Provides an inventory of archaeological and architectural resources listed or
eligible for listing in the National Register and those that may potentially be
eligible for listing.

o Includes appropriate prehistoric and historic contexts for the installation.

o Identifies and summarizes applicable cultural resources management
legislation, regulations, standards, and guidelines.
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o Identifies general types of undertakings and specific planned undertakings
developed as part of the Real Property Master Plan update that may affect
cultural resources at Fort Belvoir.

o Describes Fort Belvoir’s current administrative, operation, and maintenance
procedures as they relate to cultural resources.

e Provides installation-specific recommendations that help identify appropriate
treatment options for archaeological and architectural resources.

e Contains standard operating procedures (SOP) for internal installation
coordination and external consultation for undertakings that may affect cultural
resources.

e Recommends strategies and specific goals for managing, maintaining, and
treating cultural resources in compliance with federal cultural resources
management laws and regulations and DoD regulations. (Complete
implementation of the recommendations in this document may require
additional personnel, further studies, and/or additional funding.)

1.5.3 Integration

Comprehensive, integrated, and proactive planning efforts ensure compliance with cultural
resources laws and regulations during the early stages of project development; reduce the potential for
costly delays of undertakings; and permit avoidance or mitigation of possible negative impacts on eligible
or listed resources.

To be effective, cultural resources management must be integrated with real property planning
and management as well as the management of natural resources.

In particular, this ICRMP is a supporting document to Fort Belvoir’s Real Property Master Plan
(update ongoing as of the time of writing; anticipated to be completed in late 2014 or early 2015) and has
been updated in parallel and consistent with the plan. The purpose of the master plan update is to provide
Fort Belvoir with a master plan that adequately reflects current missions, needs, and conditions. The
updated master plan will allow Fort Belvoir to manage its real property resources in a manner that fully
supports the installation’s overall mission. Fort Belvoir’s master planning process includes the following
plan components:

e Installation Vision and Development Plan — Establishes the environmental
baseline, basic framework, and specific options for developing and managing
real property on the post. It provides development options in accordance with
the installation’s mission and the real property vision, goals, and objectives. It
includes the master plan vision, a site assessment that considers regional and
installation conditions and planning considerations, a land use plan, a
framework plan that is the blueprint for long-term development, and
infrastructure plans.

e Installation Planning Standards — Promotes visual order, architectural

consistency, sustainability, and energy efficiency for future construction on
Fort Belvoir by establishing site planning standards, building design standards,
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circulation design standards, landscape design standards, and site element
design standards.

o Installation Development Program — Recommends strategies for capital
investment and short-term project implementation.

e Complete Plan Summary — Is an executive summary of the other plan
components.

The Real Property Master Plan includes a list of short-term projects planned for implementation
through 2017. The location and design of these projects are sufficiently defined to assess their potential
impacts. The plan also includes long-term projects proposed for implementation in 2018-2030. These
projects are more conceptual in nature.

Both short- and long-term projects, as well as any other future development, have the potential to
affect cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. Therefore, the master plan establishes historic preservation
restrictions and standards that set development guidelines intended to avoid or minimize effects to
cultural resources. To this end, the master plan breaks up the Main Post and FBNA into 20 districts and
defines various historic preservation restrictions applicable to each district. Project compliance with these
restrictions will be used to assess the effects of future projects and guide development. The districts are
briefly described in Table 1 and are shown in Figure 3 of this ICRMP. The specific restrictions applying
to each district are presented in more detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.

These restrictions are also incorporated in a Maintenance, Operation, and Development
Programmatic Agreement (MOD PA) that is being developed by Fort Belvoir in conjunction with the
Real Property Master Plan update. When the MOD PA is signed and implemented, it will provide a
streamlined process to comply with Section 106 for projects on Main Post and FBNA. A copy of the draft
MOD PA is included in Appendix IV of this ICRMP. Implementation of the PA is a key goal listed in
Chapter 5.

Cultural resources management must also be integrated with natural resources management. The
impacts of cultural resources management activities on natural resources must be considered and
addressed in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, just like the effects of natural resources
management on cultural resources must be considered and addressed. Thus, the CRM must ensure that
cultural resources surveys and activities comply with applicable natural resources management and
environmental regulations, including, but not limited to, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the
Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and Fort Belvoir's Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System (MS 4) permit. To help ensure compliance, as applicable, the CRM will coordinate with
the appropriate natural resources management personnel when planning cultural resources activities.

Similarly, cultural resources management must be integrated with environmental compliance,
sampling, and remediation programs and activities. This is a particular concern with regard to
archaeological investigations, as it is important to ensure they are not conducted unawares in areas where
contaminants or unexploded ordnance are known or suspected to be present.

Environmental concerns and relevant permitting requirements will generally be identified as part
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and through coordination with appropriate
DPW personnel. Geographic information system (GIS) mapping also plays a key role in the integration of
cultural resources management, master planning, natural resources management, and environmental
compliance and remediation programs. The installation’s GIS should include layers that depict the
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location and relationship of the master plan districts, natural resources, cultural resources, and sites with
known environmental issues to help better understand the inter-relationship of these resources.

1.5.4 How to Use the Fort Belvoir ICRMP

This ICRMP is composed of an executive summary, five principal chapters, and eleven
appendices. Chapter 1 is a general introduction to Fort Belvoir and the cultural resources management
program. Chapter 2 presents the cultural resources known to exist at Fort Belvoir as of the time of writing
(calendar year 2014). Chapter 3 addresses cultural resources planning and management. Chapter 4
presents a range of management strategies used or usable at Fort Belvoir. Chapter 4 also includes a series
of SOPs that can be used as stand-alone guidance for key aspects of cultural preservation compliance at
Fort Belvoir. Finally, Chapter 5 lists and prioritizes the current goals of the Fort Belvoir cultural resources
management program.

The eleven appendices include a list of preservation legislation, regulations, standards, and
guidelines with associated hyperlinks (Appendix 1); a prehistoric and historic context for the installation
(Appendix Il); nomination forms for the installation’s National Register-listed and -eligible historic
properties (Appendix Il1); a draft copy of the MOD PA being developed in association with the Real
Property Master Plan update in its most current version (Appendix 1V); a list of past and present Section
106 consulting parties with contact information (Appendix V); a copy of Fort Belvoir’s curation
agreement with Fairfax County (Appendix VI); a catalogue of Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources library
(Appendix VII); a list of buildings at Fort Belvoir and their survey status (Appendix VI1I1); Fort Belvoir’s
current policies on the use of metal detectors and on unanticipated archaeological discoveries (Appendix
IX); a list of references (Appendix X); and the credentials of the key personnel who prepared the
document (Appendix XI).

The overall organization of the ICRMP reflects the three general principles that underlie cultural
resources management: (1) resource identification and evaluation; (2) resource management; and (3)
resource treatment.

1.5.4.1 Resource Identification and Evaluation

Information about the current status of Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources is presented in Chapter 2,
Cultural Resources Identification and Evaluation. Specifically, that chapter:

o Establishes a brief context for the cultural resources of the installation by
describing the natural setting and cultural history of the post (the brief context
is supplemented by a fuller context in Appendix II).

e Reviews the history of cultural resources management efforts at the installation.
e Summarizes the known archaeological and architectural resources at Fort
Belvoir, including the types and distribution of these resources and their

National Register status.

e Identifies areas that may require additional archaeological and architectural
identification or evaluation efforts.

Appendix Il presents the nomination forms for the installation’s National Register-listed or -

eligible historic properties and Appendix VIII presents a list of Fort Belvoir’s buildings and their survey
status. These National Register nomination forms as well as other survey reports and inventory forms are
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on file at the Department of Historic Resources (DHR) in Richmond, Virginia, and are available by
request. In addition, these documents are also on file at the DPW, Environmental and Natural Resources
Division (ENRD) library at Fort Belvoir. Continued identification and evaluation efforts are addressed in
Chapter 4, Management Strategies, and recommendations for further identification and evaluation studies

may be found in Chapter 5, Action Plan.

1.54.2

The general legislative, regulatory, and administrative framework that affects cultural resources
activities at Fort Belvoir is presented in Chapter 3, Cultural Resources Planning. Specifically,

compliance

Resource Management

that chapter contains:

1543

Chapter 4, Management Strategies, provides a general overview of strategies for managing cultural

A summary review of applicable historic preservation legislation and
regulations.

A summary of DoD-wide and Fort Belvoir-specific agreement documents.

An overview of Fort Belvoir’s organizational structure and delineation of
responsibility for cultural resources, in accordance with AR 200-1.

A discussion of the general types of undertakings that may affect cultural
resources at Fort Belvoir.

A list of specific projects proposed to be implemented through 2017 in
conjunction with the Real Property Master Plan update and a brief summary of
their potential impacts on cultural resources.

Resource Treatment

resources at Fort Belvoir. These include:

Introduction

Personnel training in cultural resources management.

Management and treatment strategies for archaeological and historic
architectural resources.

Mitigation strategies for adversely affected resources.

Preservation and maintenance strategies for architectural resources.
SOPs for common cultural resources management processes, including:
0 Procedure 1: Section 106 Compliance for Project Proponents

0 Procedure 2: Section 106 Review Process

0 Procedure 3: Section 106 Consulting Parties and Public Participation

0 Procedure 4: Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA)
Compliance
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Procedure 5: Coordination of Section 106 with National Environmental
Policy Act Compliance

Procedure 6: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) Compliance

Procedure 7: Emergency Procedures for Unanticipated Archaeological
Discoveries

Procedure 8: Curation of Archaeological Collections

Procedure 9: Virginia Cultural Resources Information System (V-CRIS)
Numbering System

Procedure 10: Emergency Procedures for Section 106 Compliance

Procedure 11: Economic Analysis for Demolition of Historic Buildings

Specific recommendations for enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of
Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources management program are presented as goals
in Chapter 5, Action Plan. These include:

(0]

(0]

Enhancement of planning procedures and policies.

Continuing efforts to identify and evaluate historic architectural and
archaeological resources.

Increased awareness of Fort Belvoir’s significant cultural resources among
personnel and visitors.

Establishment of better procedures and coordination between CRM and
personnel responsible for management of historic buildings.

Training of personnel in the most current cultural resources management
developments.

Rehabilitation and maintenance of Fort Belvoir’s historic architectural
resources.
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2 Cultural Resources Identification and
Evaluation

2.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the current status of cultural resources at Fort Belvoir by:

o Briefly describing the natural setting and historic context that have influenced
the nature and distribution of the installation’s cultural resources. The summary
focuses on the Main Post, as it is where Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources are
concentrated.

o Describing the previous cultural resources investigations undertaken at the
installation that resulted in identification of significant resources.

e Providing an overview and assessment of the archaeological and architectural
resources currently identified on the installation, including those listed, or
eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (National
Register). The general and specific goals presented in Chapter 5 are based
partly on the information contained in this chapter.

Supplementary information related to issues discussed in this chapter is contained in two
appendices. Appendix Il presents regional and installation-specific prehistoric and historic contexts.
These contexts provide an organizational framework and describe patterns or trends in history against
which the significance of architectural and archaeological resources or groups of resources is understood.

Appendix 11l contains National Register nomination forms for Fort Belvoir's National Register-
listed and -eligible archaeological and architectural resources. The National Register lists districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, archaeology,
engineering, and culture; such properties may be important on a local, state, or national level. Federal
preservation law requires that resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register be considered
in Fort Belvoir's current management procedures.

2.2 Summary Natural and Cultural Setting

2.2.1 Natural Setting

The following paragraphs briefly characterize natural conditions at Fort Belvoir, based on
information contained in the installation’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.

2.2.1.1 Geology and Topography

Fort Belvoir lies within the high and low Coastal Plain Terraces of the Coastal Plain
physiographic province. The Coastal Plain physiographic province consists of unconsolidated sands, silts,
and clays, underlain by residual soil and weathered crystalline rock.

The topography of the Main Post is characterized by uplands and plateaus, lowlands, and steeply
sloped terrain. The elevation ranges from sea level along the Potomac River to approximately 230 feet
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above mean sea level near the intersection of Beulah Street and Woodlawn Road in the upland area of the
installation.

Uplands and plateaus make up about 40 percent of the installation. Upland areas dominate the
topography on North Post and are gently rolling to steeply sloped. South Post and the Southwest Area
contain nearly level plateaus oriented from north to south. The South Post plateau is almost a mile wide and
extends from Route 1 southeast to 23" Street. Another plateau is in the Southwest Area. This plateau is
lower in elevation and more gently sloping than the South Post plateau.

Lowlands make up about 40 percent of the land at Fort Belvoir. Lowland areas are mostly
associated with the floodplains of Accotink, Pohick, and Dogue creeks. Additional lowland areas exist
between the shoreline and the steeply-sloped terrain that surrounds the two plateaus. The lowland
topography is gently sloped (from about 10 percent at their upland fringes to almost zero percent along the
active floodplains).

Steeply sloped (greater than 20 percent) terrain characterizes the remaining 20 percent of Main Post.
Avreas of steeply sloped terrain, ravines, and stream valleys surround the two South Post plateaus, separating
them from the lowlands. Seeps and springs occur along slope faces. Fringe slopes surrounding the South
Post plateau range from 20 to 90 percent. Southeast of 23" Street, the ground plunges to approximately sea
level at slopes that range from 10 to almost 90 percent along the southern edge of Fairfax Village. Unstable,
steep-slope conditions have developed primarily as a result of a combination of weakly cemented
sedimentary substrates and wind and water erosion near the Potomac River. Steep and highly erodible
slopes are also found along the eastern and western edges of the Southwest Area plateau and in deeply cut
stream channels. These slopes range from 10 to 50 percent. This topography created conditions propitious to
the deterioration of archaeological sites through erosion or flooding if appropriate preservation measures are
not taken.

2.2.1.2 Water Resources

Fort Belvoir has roughly 128 miles of streams, of which approximately 28 miles are perennial and
the rest are intermittent or ephemeral streams (i.e., channels that have water only during or following
storm events). Surface water from the Main Post drains either directly to the Potomac River or to the
lower reaches of Pohick, Accotink, and Dogue creeks. The headwaters of these tributaries are off-post to
the north and west of the installation in Fairfax County, Virginia. Pohick Creek drains the western portion
of the installation, primarily Davison Airfield. Accotink Creek flows through the middle of the installation
in a south-southeasterly direction. Accotink and Pohick bays are small tidal estuaries that bracket the
Southwest Area of the post and flow into Gunston Cove, a major estuary of the Potomac River. The
headwaters of Mason Run (a tributary to Accotink Creek) and several unnamed tributaries are located
within the post boundaries; the headwaters of some Dogue Creek tributaries rise within the Humphreys
Engineer Center. Overall, there are seven main watersheds on the post, further subdivided into 59
subwatersheds based on the drainage patterns established by topography and by man-made drainage
infrastructure. The presence of multiple natural bodies of waters is one of the factors that explain the
wealth of Fort Belvoir in prehistoric and historic archaeological sites.

2.2.1.3 Soils

The Soil Conservation Service surveyed the Fort Belvoir Main Post soils in 1982. The soil survey
described and delineated 19 soil series within the installation, along with areas of mixed alluvium and
tidal marsh that are not sufficiently defined to be classified as series. Based on the data in Fort Belvoir’s
Geographic Information System (GIS), urban land accounts for approximately 1,740 acres (22 percent) of
the Main Post and cut-and-fill accounts for about 410 acres (5 percent). The urban land unit includes
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primarily ridge top or other well-drained flatter areas that have been minimally to drastically disturbed by
construction and development over the years. Areas within the urban land unit that are not under
buildings or pavements are vegetated and the soil fertility is maintained by amendment. The Cut and Fill
unit is generally of unknown source but is likely to consist of material selected for high structural stability
following placement. After Urban Land, the dominant soil types on Main Post are Dumfries sandy loam
(about 1,560 acres or 20 percent) and Beltsville silt loam (805 acres or 10%). Areas of disturbed soils are
generally unlikely to contain intact archaeological resources. However, resources may be preserved under
fill in developed areas.

2.2.1.4 Vegetation and Natural Areas

Vegetation covers approximately 5,400 acres (about 70 percent) of Fort Belvoir’s Main Post.
Fifteen native plant community types have been identified on the undeveloped parts of Main Post. Three
types of hardwood forest, each with nearly 1,000 acres or more, are the most abundant natural plant
communities. Some of the communities, such as the Oak/Ericad Forest, occur as relatively large, contiguous
areas, while others occur as smaller areas intermixed with other community types. A few plant communities
have been planted (loblolly pine, white pine), while the majority occur according to natural constraints of
soil type, topography, and moisture.

Baseline wetland inventories have identified approximately 1,245 acres of wetlands on Main Post
(about 12 percent of the land area). The predominant wetland type is palustrine forested, which tends to
occur in association with the riparian areas of Accotink, Dogue, and Pohick creeks. Wetlands generally also
occur along the permanent and intermittent streams that drain to these creeks.

Large and connected natural areas lie on and next to Fort Belvoir. The Jackson Miles Abbott
Wetland Refuge is located in the northeast corner of North Post, adjacent to Huntley Meadows Park, just
outside the installation. The Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuge borders Accotink Bay in the Southwest Area and
South Post. A Forest and Wildlife Corridor extending from the installation’s boundary with Huntley
Meadows Park to the Southwest Area provides a connection between the two refuges. The Jackson Miles
Abbott Wetland Refuge, Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuge, and the Forest and Wildlife Corridor are designated
Special Natural Areas protected from development to maintain their ecological integrity.

2.2.2 Cultural Setting

2.2.2.1 Prehistory

The Fort Belvoir region was first settled about 11,500 years ago. At that time, the climate was
significantly colder than today and the coast of North America lay nearly 160 miles further east than it
does now. The Belvoir peninsula was a high upland and the Potomac River a small stream. Many
archaeological sites have been identified at Fort Belvoir that provide insight into its prehistoric
antecedents. Projectile points, ceramics, and other artifacts found in Fairfax County represent over 8,000
years of human occupation in the region.

2.2.2.2 Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries
After England’s establishment of the Virginia colony, English settlers began arriving in the area
to claim large tracts of land for agrarian use. This period of history marked the beginning of large

plantations. By 1690, the waterfront property that today is included in Fort Belvoir had been patented and
subdivided.
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In the 1730s, Colonel William Fairfax purchased 2,200 acres of land, much of which is now part
of Fort Belvoir, and built the Belvoir Mansion plantation. He named the new manor Belvoir, a French
phrase meaning “beautiful to see.” By 1750, navigable rivers like the Potomac were the main commercial
arteries of the Virginia colony. At this time, four large homes were located in the area: George Mason’s
Gunston Hall, Colonel Dennis McCarty’s Cedar Grove, William Fairfax’s Belvoir Manor, and Lawrence
Washington’s Mount Vernon. Colonel William Fairfax’s eldest son George William Fairfax inherited
Belvoir in 1757. He left in 1773 to return to England to reclaim ancestral lands. After his departure, the
plantation fell into gradual decline and was never re-occupied. The manor house burned in 1783 and its
ruins were further demolished by British cannon fire during the War of 1812. Another large house,
Woodlawn, was built nearby between 1800 and 1805.

Photo 1: Belvoir Manor foundation in 1931

2.2.2.3 Nineteenth Century

Soil exhaustion and inheritance eventually prompted the sale and sub-division of many of the
large 18"-century plantations in the Fort Belvoir area. Much plantation land was bought by settlers from
northern states. Among the new arrivals were members of the Society of Friends (Quakers) from New
Jersey and Pennsylvania, who purchased the Woodlawn Mansion and surrounding lands. They then
divided and sold the land as small farms. By 1850, they had created a thriving community in the
Accotink/Woodlawn area. The Quaker community in Woodlawn subsisted off timber farming and a
system of agriculture that was not based on slave labor. This progressive community helped foster a
growing population of free black residents in the surrounding area years before the Civil War. The
Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse is still an active place of worship today. In addition to the Quakers, the
Otterback family acquired and used part of the land that is now Fort Belvoir for timber farming and
established the White House fishery along the Potomac River.

During the Civil War, both Union and Confederate forces foraged in southeastern Fairfax and
disrupted the lives of the area’s residents. Both Pohick Church and the Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse
were occupied by soldiers during the conflict. Despite the disruption, many of the families that had moved
into the region before the war remained. Both the black and the white communities developed strong
social and cultural institutions in the post-Civil War years. Continual subdivision of land through both
sale and inheritance led to the development of smaller farms and a denser population.

Much of the land near Woodlawn that was owned by Quakers and other northerners as well as
free black farmers would become the site of Fort Belvoir’s Commissary, Lewis Village, Fort Belvoir
Elementary School, and Accotink Bay Wildlife Refuge. The African-American community around
Woodlawn remained during the mid-to-late 19" century. The expansion of Fort Belvoir at the beginning
of World War Il took most of these properties by eminent domain. Some black families moved to Gum
Springs, a historically black community just north of Mount Vernon.
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2.2.2.4  Establishment of Camp A. A. Humphreys: 1917-1918

The District of Columbia acquired 1,500 acres on the Belvoir peninsula in 1910 from the
Otterback family to establish a children’s reformatory. Because of local opposition, the reformatory was
never built and in 1912 Congress transferred the Otterback property to the War Department. This transfer
was in response to a request by the US Army to use the land as a training site for the Engineer School.
Established since 1901 at Washington Barracks (now Fort McNair), the school lacked adequate field
training areas and rifle ranges and, as a result, was forced to seek additional training space. The Belvoir
site was chosen because of its proximity to Washington Barracks and the challenging terrain.

America’s entry into World War | five years later in April 1917 led to a wave of military
construction, including at the Belvoir site. Construction of the temporary cantonment known as Camp
A.A. Humphreys began in January 1918. The camp was named in honor of Civil War commander and
former Chief of Engineers, Major General Andrew A. Humphreys. Fourteen farms on the peninsula
between Accotink and Pohick creeks were transformed into target ranges; two large parcels along Dogue
Creek were taken through government condemnation proceedings; and a 3,300-acre parcel that today
comprises most of North Post and Davison Army Airfield was purchased by 1918. The same year, the
unpaved Washington-Richmond Highway (US Route 1) was surfaced. Standard and narrow gauge
railways followed. To accommodate the 20,000 men anticipated at the camp, plans called for the
construction of 790 temporary wood-frame buildings.

Several schools operated at Camp A.A. Humphreys during World War 1, including the Army Gas
School and the School of Military Mining. At war’s end, in November 1918, the camp became a
demobilization center where troops were prepared for their return to civilian life.

Photo 2: Construction of railroad (1918)
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2.2.25 Inter-War Period: 1919-1939

Camp A.A. Humphreys remained active after the war and continued to expand. By 1919, it had
grown from its original 1,500 acres to approximately 6,000 acres, and the Engineer School was officially
relocated there from the Washington Barracks. Camp A.A. Humphreys was designated a permanent post
in 1922 and renamed Fort Humphreys. In 1926, the Army initiated an ambitious, nation-wide building
program. Many of Fort Belvoir’s most important buildings were constructed as a result of this program.
They included officer and non-commissioned officer (NCO) housing, barracks, administrative buildings,
and a hospital — all designed in Colonial Revival style.

The elaborate new layout for Fort Humphreys called for separate functional areas united in a
formal plan. Administrative and instructional buildings were arranged along one side of the parade
ground, with the barracks, theater, gymnasium, Post Exchange (PX), and post office in two squares on the
opposite side of the parade ground. NCO housing was arranged in two blocks behind the barracks area,
while the officers’ housing was placed along a picturesque, curving road in a park-like setting.
Warehouses and support buildings were located at the edge of the post. This plan is still clearly visible
today.

In 1935, the name of the installation was changed from Fort Humphreys to Fort Belvoir. It is said
that the name change occurred after President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s visit to neighboring Gunston Hall.
Louis Hertle, the owner of Gunston Hall, spoke of the vibrant history of the area, which inspired the
President to initiate the new name of the Post in honor of the historic Fairfax estate.

Photo 3: Housing in Belvoir Village (date unknown)
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2.2.2.6  World War Il Period: 1940-1945

During World War 11, Fort Belvoir expanded further. An additional 3,000 acres north of US
Route 1 were acquired to make room for the new Engineer Replacement Training Center. At the height of
World War Il, the center turned out 5,000 trained engineer soldiers per month. The massive influx of
inductees at Fort Belvoir prompted another wave of temporary construction. Housing was built for
approximately 24,000 enlisted men and officers. Like the temporary structures built during World War I,
the World War ll-era, wood-frame buildings were designed to be simple and inexpensive to construct.

The history of Fort Belvoir as mostly a training facility came to an end after World War 1. Traces
of that period are visible today, however, in the historic buildings of South Post and in features such as
the road-bed of the Camp Humphreys railroad spur line with its attendant bridges and abutments or the
training trenches and former obstacle courses still found in the less developed areas of the installation.

2.2.2.7 Post-World War Il: 1946-1988

After World War 11, Fort Belvoir’s mission began to shift away from training toward research,
development, and testing. This phase of Fort Belvoir’s history is illustrated by the SM-1 (Stationary,
Medium Power, First Prototype) nuclear power plant. The SM-1 Plant, the first national nuclear training
facility for military personnel, became operational in 1957 and remained in operation until its
decommissioning in 1973.

1 THE

P

NUCLEAR
POWER
PLANT

US ARMY NUCLEAR POWER PROGRAM

FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA

Photo 4: SM-1 brochure (date unknown)

The innovative initiatives pursued at Fort Belvoir during the post-war period were also illustrated
in its residential architecture. In 1948, the well-known architectural firm of Albert Kahn & Associates
designed and oversaw the construction of the Thermo-Con House. This full-scale prototype was intended
to exemplify a methodology for low-cost, mass-produced housing. Prospective Army residents, however,
rejected the design concept and no additional structures were built.
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Fort Belvoir’s mission continued to expand in new directions between 1950 and 1980, when the
installation began playing host to multiple tenant organizations. These included the DeWitt Hospital, the
Defense Systems Management College, and the Defense Mapping School. In 1988, due to a shortage of
land for training at Fort Belvoir, the Engineer School relocated to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, and Fort
Belvoir evolved into the administrative and operation support facility it is today.

2.2.2.8 Today: 1989-Present

Beginning in 1989, Fort Belvoir, like many other Department of Defense (DoD) installations, was
subject to Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) legislation. There were four BRAC actions between
1989 and 1995, resulting in a number of large agencies, such as the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) and
the Defense Threat Reduction Agency relocating to new facilities on the Post.

In 2005, as a result of a fifth BRAC action, Fort Belvoir had the largest net population increase of
any DoD installation, with the addition of 19,300 personnel (distributed among the Main Post and the
remote sites). This action doubled the size of the garrison and required constructing more than $4 billion
in projects, including the Fort Belvoir Community Hospital and the Missile Defense Agency (MDA)
facility on South Post; the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) at Fort Belvoir North Area
(FBNA); two large office buildings at the Mark Center in Alexandria for the Washington Headquarters
Services; the Joint-Use Intelligence Analysis Facility (JUIAF) at Rivanna Station in Charlottesville,
Virginia; and a host of associated infrastructure improvements on- and off- Post.

Today, Fort Belvoir continues its historic transformation, expanding its role as a strategic
sustaining base for America’s armed forces worldwide. To carry out this mission effectively, Fort Belvoir
has evolved from a traditional military post to a more broadly based community. In many ways, it
currently functions like a small city, with its own ordinances, land use plan, building codes, utilities,
public parks, and academic institutions.

2.3 Previous Cultural Resources Investigations

Fort Belvoir’s current inventory of cultural resources is the result of numerous investigations
undertaken to identify and evaluate significant archaeological and architectural resources on the installation.
Although interest in, and identification of, historic resources at the installation began soon after its creation,
systematic programs of identification and evaluation were not initiated until the 1980s. The reports that
document these identification and evaluation studies are housed in various repositories, including the
Department of Historic Resources (DHR), the Cultural Resource Management and Protection Branch of the
Fairfax County Park Authority, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), the Directorate of
Public Works (DPW) at Fort Belvoir, and the Environmental Division of Humphreys Engineer Center
(HEC). Tables 2 and 3 in Chapter 1 present an annotated listing of key archaeological and architectural
studies undertaken at Fort Belvoir (including the Main Post, six remote sites, and HEC) since 1960.

2.3.1 Archaeological Resources

Fort Belvoir’s archaeological resources have been investigated since the 1920s. The main steps in
developing the current knowledge and understanding of Fort Belvoir’s archaeological resources have
included:

e Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite Investigations. Investigation of

William Fairfax’s 18“‘-century plantation, Belvoir Manor, began in the 1930s,
although early work was often conducted with little or no scientific control.

Identification and Evaluation 38



Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

The site was recorded with the state as Site 44FX0004 (Belvoir Manor Ruins
and Fairfax Gravesite) in 1963 and was listed in the National Register in 1973.
Further surveys were completed in 1976, 1990, 1993, and 1994 (see Table 2).

o Early Project-related Reconnaissance Surveys. Until the first systematic
installation-wide survey in 1983 (see below), archaeological investigations at
Fort Belvoir proceeded mostly on a case-by-case basis in support of projects by
the US Army, VDOT, or county agencies. Examples include the investigations
associated with a family housing project (1977), railroad spur construction
(1977), and the Springfield bypass project (1982-83).

e Systematic Investigations. Systematic investigations began in earnest with the
completion in 1984 of a survey of 1,400 acres that identified 34 sites and 18
isolated artifacts. Subsequent large-scale systematic studies included:

o0 Development of a disturbance map (1988) identifying the portions of the
installation previously disturbed and with low potential to contain
archaeological resources.

0 Reconnaissance of the Fort Belvoir shoreline (1988), which identified 45
new sites and reassessed 12.

0 Phase | survey of 262 acres (Aerospace Data Facility — East, formerly
known as Defense Communications Electronics Evaluation and Test
Agency [DCEETA] site), which identified 14 new sites and reassessed 3
(1988).

0 Phase I survey of 120 acres at the HEC (1989).

0 Phase | survey of the entire installation (1994), which added 166 sites to
the Fort Belvoir inventory of archaeological sites. The VASHPO concurred
that after this survey, Phase | archaeological investigations at Fort Belvoir
were complete (VASHPO File 92-2348-F).

e Phase Il Investigations and Reassessments. Since the 1990s, archaeological
investigations at Fort Belvoir have consisted predominantly of project-related
Phase Il surveys to assess the National Register eligibility of known sites
within the projects’ areas of potential effects, along with some Phase |
reassessments of previously identified sites or surveyed areas, generally
undertaken in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Additionally, Phase I surveys have also been conducted at the
Rivanna Station remote site in connection with the construction of the Joint-
Use Intelligence Analysis Facility (2004, 2005, 2007).

e Creation and maintenance of a GIS planning layer. Currently, the GIS
archaeology layer maps 303 archaeological sites.

Table 5 presents summary data on the status of Fort Belvoir’s known archaeological sites. Table 6
identifies sites that are listed in the National Register or have been determined eligible. Table 7 lists sites
that require further study as of June 2014. Sites not listed in Tables 6 or 7 have been determined to be
non-eligible.
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Of the 303 archaeological sites that have been identified at Fort Belvoir, one, the Belvoir Manor
Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite (44FX0004), is listed in the National Register. The site of the 18"-century
plantation complex built by William Fairfax, it includes the remains of the manor house, the plantation
office, the kitchen/laundry building, a stable/coach house, two garden houses, and the brick clamps
utilized during construction of the manor house as well as the gravesite of William Fairfax and his second

wife.

Twelve sites have been determined eligible for the National Register (some conditionally, see
Table 6) and 140 have been determined non-eligible. The remaining 150 sites require further study to
determine their eligibility status.

VASHPO #

Table 5: Summary of Archaeological Site Eligibility and Assessment Status

National Register Status " Number | %
Determined not eligible 140 46%
Need further study 150 49.5%
Determined eligible 12 4%
Listed 1 0.3%
Total 303

Table 6: National Regi

Context

ster Listed and Eligible Archaeological Sites at Fort Belvoir

Notes

Archaeological Sites Listed on the National Register

44FX0004

Historic

Listed in 1973.

Archaeol

ogical Sites Determined National Register-Eligible

44FX0012

Prehistoric

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

44FX1208

Historic

Phase Il conducted in 2002. The report was submitted to the VASHPO but as of the
June 2014, a response was still pending. Follow-up with the VASHPO is needed.

44FX1305

Prehistoric

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

44FX1314

Prehistoric

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).

44FX1326

Historic

Phase Il for this site (Barnes/Owsley Site) conducted in 1995. The report found that
the 17"- and 18"- century components of the site were eligible. Review and
concurrence by the VASHPO is not documented. Follow-up is needed.

44FX1328

Historic/Prehistoric

Phase Il conducted in 1991. The VASHPO found the site eligible as one site with
44FX1327 in a letter dated 9/18/91 (VASHPO File 91-1117-F). However, in a letter
dated 7/14/94 (VASHPO File 92-2348-F), 44FX1327 was found to be non-eligible. A
Phase Il investigation of 44FX1328 was performed in 2000.

44FX1340

Historic

Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).
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VASHPO # Context Notes
MEXIGZL | Moo | e ot bpams (Ast0 P Stoset
44FX1908 Prehistoric ?:;aggo;?euggegégi?;& The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 9/29/93
Phase Il conducted in 1996. The VASHPO conditionally concurred with a
recommendation of eligibility in a letter dated 6/16/14. Because of the time elapsed
44FX1925 Prehistoric since the Phase Il, the VASHPO requested that a field assessment be conducted to
verify the current condition of the site. In the meantime, the site is to be treated as
eligible (VASHPO File 2014-0133).
44FX1929 Prehistoric 'I:i:]:sz%gsczgggigted in 2008. The VASHPO concurred in letter dated 2/7/08 (VASHPO
A4FX3253 Prehistoric gg;zezlll;?ogo(gi(ssggga;:siIszIi(t)(grScirgOgil.i)xwzg). The VASHPO concurred in letter
Table 7: Archaeological Sites Requiring Further Study
Site Context Site Context Site Context
44FX0010 Prehistoric 44FX0011 Prehistoric 44FX0035 Prehistoric
44FX0230 Prehistoric 44FX0231 Prehistoric 44FX0460 Historic
44FX0461 Historic 44FX0462 Historic 44FX0545 Prehistoric
44FX0611 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0629 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0631 Historic
44FX0637 Prehistoric 44FX0640 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0641 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX0642 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0669 Historic 44FX0677 Prehistoric
44FX0678 Prehistoric 44FX0679 Prehistoric 44FX0680 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX0681 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX0705 Prehistoric 44FX0710 Historic
44FX0739 Historic 44FX1077 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1078 Prehistoric
44FX1079 Prehistoric 44FX1080 Historic 44FX1081 Prehistoric
44FX1210° Historic 44FX1213 Historic 44FX1301 Prehistoric
44FX1302 Prehistoric 44FX1303 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1304 Prehistoric
44FX1306 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1307 Prehistoric 44FX1308 Prehistoric
44FX1309 Prehistoric® 44FX1310 Prehistoric 44FX1311 Prehistoric
44FX1312 Prehistoric 44FX1313 Prehistoric 44FX1315 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX1320 Prehistoric 44FX1321 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1322 Prehistoric
44FX1323 Historic 44FX1324 Historic 44FX1325 Prehistoric
44FX1330 Prehistoric 44FX1331 Prehistoric 44FX1334 Prehistoric
44FX1335 Prehistoric 44FX1336 Prehistoric 44FX1337 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX1338 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1339 Prehistoric 44FX1341 Prehistoric
44FX1342 Prehistoric 44FX1343 Prehistoric 44FX1356 Prehistoric
44FX1357 Prehistoric 44FX1434 Prehistoric 44FX1498 Prehistoric
44FX1499 Prehistoric 44FX1500 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1502 Prehistoric
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Site Context Site Context Site Context
44FX1589 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1630 Prehistoric 44FX1631 Prehistoric
44FX1632 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1633 Historic 44FX1634 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX1635 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1636 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1637 Prehistoric
44FX1638 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1641 Prehistoric 44FX1642 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX1643 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1644 Historic 44FX1645 Prehistoric
44FX1646 Prehistoric 44FX1647 Prehistoric 44FX1649 Prehistoric
44FX1650 Prehistoric 44FX1651 Historic 44FX1657 Historic
44FX1658 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1659 Prehistoric 44FX1677 Historic
44FX1679 Prehistoric 44FX1681 Prehistoric 44FX1682 Prehistoric
44FX1685 Prehistoric 44FX1686 Prehistoric 44FX1687 Prehistoric
44FX1688 Historic 44FX1689 Prehistoric 44FX1691 Prehistoric
44FX1693 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1694 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1696 Historic
44FX1697 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1698 Prehistoric 44FX1700 Prehistoric
44FX1701 Prehistoric 44FX1704 Prehistoric 44FX1705 Prehistoric
44FX1706 Prehistoric 44FX1707 Prehistoric 44FX1712 Prehistoric
44FX1714 Prehistoric 44FX1717 Prehistoric 44FX1718 Historic
44FX1719 Historic 44FX1720 Historic 44FX1723 Historic
44FX1783 Historic 44FX1810 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX18987 Prehistoric
44FX1899 Prehistoric 44FX1901 Prehistoric 44FX1902 Prehistoric
44FX1903 Prehistoric 44FX1906 Prehistoric 44FX1909 Prehistoric
44FX1910 Prehistoric 44FX1911 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1912 Historic/Prehistoric
44FX1914 Prehistoric 44FX1917 Prehistoric 44FX1919 Prehistoric
44FX1920 Historic 44FX1924 Prehistoric 44FX1927 Prehistoric
44FX1928 Prehistoric 44FX1930 Prehistoric 44FX1931 Prehistoric
44FX1932 Historic/Prehistoric 44FX1935 Prehistoric 44FX1936 Prehistoric
44FX1938 Prehistoric 44FX1945 Prehistoric 44FX1946 Prehistoric
44FX1947 Historic 44FX1948 Historic 44FX1949 Prehistoric

Notes:

1. In a Phase Il survey conducted in 1996, this site was recommended eligible. However, the VASHPO did not concur with this
recommendation (letter dated 6/16/14) and requested that a new baseline study and additional research be conducted (VASHPO
File 2014-033).

2. Phase Il conducted in 1997. The site was recommended non-eligible. No review of the report and finding by the VASHPO is
documented.

3. Phase Il evaluation conducted in 1997. Recommended non-eligible with caveat due to lack of subsurface testing. The VASHPO
did not concur (letter dated June 19, 1997). Further study is needed.
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2.3.2 Archaeological Resources: Summary Assessment

Fort Belvoir has completed archaeological resource identification for the Main Post and most of
the remote sites. In addition, the installation has completed an extensive series of site evaluation studies
(see Table 2). However, archaeological issues yet to be resolved include:

e Maintenance and updating of the archaeology GIS layer. This entails ensuring
that all archaeological sites and survey areas are accurately depicted, including
the type of site (pre-historic or historic) and eligibility status (listed, eligible,
not eligible, or further study needed) as well as additional information as
warranted (e.g., reference to site documentation or note on physical condition).
As much as possible, the GIS should be updated as new information is made
available to avoid loss of information.

e Resurvey and site delineation of unevaluated identified sites. The nature of
previous archaeological surveys has often left in doubt the presence or absence
and boundaries of archaeological sites in certain areas. Also, methodologies
and the availability of information relevant to the assessment of a site change
over time and the conclusions of the earliest surveys may require review in the
light of new approaches and new knowledge. As a rule of thumb, surveys
completed before 2000 should be considered for review and, if warranted,
complete or partial resurvey and reevaluation.

e Assessment of the National Register eligibility of all sites identified as
requiring further study, prioritized in light of possible adverse impacts from
natural forces like shoreline erosion or from the effects of undertakings such as
building construction, demolition, or maintenance; road or utility line
replacement or modification; or training activities.

o Stabilization, interpretation, and redefinition of the boundaries of the Belvoir
Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite (44FX0004) to reduce continued site
erosion and to reflect the results of additional site testing.

2.3.3 Architectural Resources

Fort Belvoir’s identification and evaluation efforts regarding architectural resources have
included reconnaissance and intensive-level architectural surveys of the majority of buildings and
structures constructed prior to 1946; development of appropriate historic contexts; preparation of National
Register nomination forms; and condition assessments of specific buildings. Numerous Cold War-era
buildings have been surveyed. However, a comprehensive survey of all Cold War-era resources
constructed through 1989 has not been undertaken. Table 3 in Chapter 1 provides an annotated list of the
majority of architectural surveys and reports undertaken at Fort Belvoir.

Of the areas under Fort Belvoir’s control, including Main Post, six remote sites and HEC, surveys
have only been undertaken at the Main Post and the following remote sites: FBNA, Tysons Corner
Communication Tower Site, and Suitland Communication Tower Site. These surveys have identified
National Register-eligible resources only at Fort Belvoir’s Main Post, including:

e Fort Belvoir Historic District (FBHD) (VASHPO # 029-0209)
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o US Army Package Power Reactor (SM-1) (VASHPO # 029-0193)

e Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VASHPO # 029-
0096)

e Thermo-Con House (Building 172) (VASHPO # 029-5001)
o Amphitheater (Facility 2287) (VASHPO # 029-0209-0386)

e Fort Belvoir Military Railroad (FBMRR) Multiple Property Listing (VASHPO
# 029-5648)

These resources are presented in Table 8 and their location is shown on Figure 4.

Table 8: Inventory of National Register-Eligible Architectural Resources at Fort Belvoir

Facility Name

Facility Name
or# Property Type or# Tvoe
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp

Facility Name
or# Pro
(VASHPO #)

Property

perty Type

Fort Belvoir Historic District (VASHPO # 029-0209)"
Contributing Resources®
Parade Ground Belvoir Village Jadwin Village
(029-0209-0317) Landscape Common Landscape Common Landscape
(029-0209-0314) (029-0209-0311)
Gerber Village 1 5
Common Landscape 29-02 1 Housing 29-02 o Housing
(020-0200.0313) (029-0209-0001) (029-0209-0002)
3 Housin 4 Housin 5 Housin
(029-0209-0003) 9 (029-0209-0004) 9 (029-0209-0005) 9
6 Housin 7 Housin 8 Housin
(029-0209-0006) 9 (029-0209-0007) 9 (029-0209-0009) 9
9 Housin 10 Housin 11 Housin
(029-0209-0010) 9 (029-0209-0011) 9 (029-0209-0012) 9
12 Housin 13 Housin 14 Housin
(029-0209-0013) 9 (029-0209-0014) 9 (029-0209-0015) 9
15 Housin 16 Housin 17 Housin
(029-0209-0016) 9 (029-0209-0019) 9 (029-0209-0020) 9
18 . 19 . 20 -
(029-0209-0021) Housing (029-0209-0022) Housing (029-0209-0023) Officer's Club
21 Housin 22 Housin 23 Housin
(029-0209-0024) 9 (029-0209-0025) 9 (029-0209-0026) 9
24 Housin 25 Housin 26 Housin
(029-0209-0027) 9 (029-0209-0028) 9 (029-0209-0029) 9
27 Housin 28 Housin 29 Housin
(029-0209-0030) 9 (029-0209-0031) 9 (029-0209-0032) 9
30 Housin 31 Housin 32 Housin
(029-0209-0033) 9 (029-0209-0034) 9 (029-0209-0035) g
33 Housin 34 Housin 35 Housin
(029-0209-0036) 9 (029-0209-0038) g (029-0209-0039) 9
36 Housin 37 Housin 38 Housin
(029-0209-0040) 9 (029-0209-0041) 9 (029-0209-0042) 9
39 . 40 . 41 .
(029-0209-0043) Housing (029-0209-0044) Housing (029-0209-0045) Housing
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Facility Name

Facility Name

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Facility Name

or # Property Type or # Prgpeerty or# Property Type
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp (VASHPO #)
42 Housin 43 Housin 44 Housin
(029-0209-0046 9 (029-0209-0047) 9 (029-0209-0048) 9
45 Housin 46 Housin 47 Housin
(029-0209-0049) 9 (029-0209-0050) 9 (029-0209-0051) 9
48 . 49 . 50 .
(029-0209-0052) Housing (029-0209-0053) Housing (029-0209-0054) Housing
51 Housin 52 Housin 53 Housin
(029-0209-0055) 9 (029-0209-0057) 9 (029-0209-0058) 9
54 Housin 55 Housin 56 Housin
(029-0209-0059) 9 (029-0209-0060) 9 (029-0209-0061) 9
o7 Housin o8 Housin 59 Housin
(029-0209-0062) 9 (029-0209-0063) 9 (029-0209-0064) 9
60 Housin 62 Tennis Court 67 Housin
(029-0209-0065) 9 (029-0209-0205) 9
. 80 Visiting Officers’
68 Housing 3 Garage (029-0209-0206) Quarters
81 Visiting Officers’
(029-0209-0207) Quarters 85 Transformer 86 Transformer
101 .
87 Transformer 89 Transformer (029-0209-0070) Housing
102 Housin 103 Housin 104 Housin
(029-0209-0071) 9 (029-0209-072) g (029-0209-0073) g
105 . 106 _ 107 .
(029-0209-0074) Housing (029-0209-0075) Housing (029-0209-0076) Housing
108 . 109 . 110 .
(029-0209-0077) Housing (029-0209-0078) Housing (029-0209-0079) Housing
11 Housin 112 Housin 114 Housin
(029-0209-0081) 9 (029-0209-0082) 9 (029-0209-0083) 9
115 Housin 116 Housin 17 Housin
(029-0209-0084) 9 (029-0209-0085) 9 (029-0209-0086) 9
118 Housin 119 Housin 120 Housin
(029-0209-0087) 9 (029-0209-0088) 9 (029-0209-0089) 9
121 Housin 122 Housin 123 Housin
(029-0209-0091) 9 (029-0209-0092) 9 (029-0209-0093) 9
124 Housin 125 Housin 126 Housin
(029-0209-0094) 9 (029-0209-0095) 9 (029-0209-0096) 9
127 Housin 128 Housin 129 Housin
(029-0209-0097) 9 (029-0209-0098) 9 (029-0209-0099) 9
130 Housin 131 Housin 132 Housin
(029-0209-0100) 9 (029-0209-0101) 9 (029-0209-0102) 9
133 Housin 134 Housin 135 Housin
(029-0209-0103) 9 (029-0209-0104) 9 (029-0209-0105) 9
136 Housin 137 Housin 138 Housin
(029-0209-0106) 9 (029-0209-0108) 9 (029-0209-0109) 9
139 Housin 140 Housin 141 Housin
(029-0209-0110) 9 (029-0209-0111) 9 (029-0209-0112) 9
142 Housin 143 Housin 144 Housin
(029-0209-0113) 9 (029-0209-0114) 9 (029-0209-0115) 9
145 Housin 146 Housin 147 Housin
(029-0209-0116) 9 (029-0209-0117) 9 (029-0209-0118) 9
148 Housing 149 Housing 150 Housing

(029-0209-0119)

(029-0209-0120)

(029-0209-0121)

45

Identification and Evaluation




US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

Facility Name

Facility Name

Facility Name

or # Property Type or # Prgpeerty or# Property Type
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp (VASHPO #)

151 Housin 152 Housin 153 Housin
(029-0209-0122) 9 (029-0209-0123) 9 (029-0209-0124) 9

155 Housin 157 Housin 159 Housin
(029-0209-0125) 9 (029-0209-0126) 9 (029-0209-0128) 9

161 . 162 . 163 .
(029-0209-0129) Housing (029-0209-0130) Housing (029-0209-0131) Housing

164 Housin 165 Housin 166 Housin
(029-0209-0132) 9 (029-0209-0133) g (029-0209-0134) 9

167 Housin 168 Housin 169 Housin
(029-0209-0135) 9 (029-0209-0136) g (029-0209-0137) 9

170 . 171 . o
(029-0209-0138) Housing (029-0209-0139) Housing 173 Garage-Residential

G -
174 Garage-Residential 175 Re;[iegn?ial 176 Garage-Residential
. . Garage- 184

177 Garage-Residential 178 Residential (029-0209-0146) NCO Club

187 Vehicle Maintenance 189 Vehicle Maintenance
(029-0209-0319) Shop 188 Water Tank | 159.0209-0320) Shop

190 Vehicle Maintenance 191 . .
(029-0209-0309) Shop (029-0209-0148) Fire Station 195 Transformer

196 Transformer 197 Transformer 198 Transformer

201 Administrative 202 General 203 Administrative
(029-0209-0149) (029-0209-0150) Education (029-0209-0151)

204 . 205 General 206 .
(029-0209-0152) General Education | 59 1509.0153) Education (029-0209-0154) General Education

207 . 208 General 209 .
(029-0209-0155) General Education |59 0209.0156) Education (029-0209-0157) General Education

210 . . 211 General 212 L .
(029-0209-0158) Administrative (029-0209-0159) Education (029-0209-0160) Administrative

213 Administrative 214 General 215 Administrative
(029-0209-0161) (029-0209-0210) Education (029-0209-0329)

216 o 217 219
(029-0209-0162) Administrative (029-0209-0164) Garage (029-0209-0166) Theater

220 . 221 Battalion 222 .
(029-0209-0210) General Bducation |59 0209-0211) | Headquarters | (029-0209-0212) General Education

223 . 240 246 o
(029-0209-0213) General Education (029-0209-0356) Theater (029-0209-0331) Communications

247 . 256 . 257 .
(029-0209-0214) General Education (029-0209-0172) Post Office (029-0209-0173) General Education

258 N 263 264
(029-0209-0178) Administrative (029-0209-0350) | CPStorage | 459 0209-0215) GP Storage

268 . 269 Post 270 .
(029-0209-0175) General Education (029-0209-0176) | Headquarters | (029-0209-0177) General Education

435 Chapel 436 Housin 437 Housin
(029-0209-0178) p (029-0209-0179) 9 (029-0209-0180) 9

438 Housin 439 Housin 440 Housin
(029-0209-0181) 9 (029-0209-0182) g (029-0209-0183) 9

441 Housin 451 Housin 452 Housin
(029-0209-0184) 9 (029-0209-0247) 9 (029-0209-0248) 9

453 Housing 454 Housing 455 Housing

(029-0209-0249)

(029-0209-0250)

(029-0209-0251)
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Facility Name

Facility Name

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Facility Name

or # Property Type or # Prgpeerty or# Property Type
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp (VASHPO #)
500 Housin 501 Housin 502 Housin
(029-0209-0187) 9 (029-0209-0189) 9 (029-0209-0190) 9
503 . 590 . .
(029-0209-0191) Housing (029-0209-0252) Housing 1156 Substation
1157 Electrical 1161
(029-0200-0203) | Stand-by Generator 1158 Storage (029-0209-0341) Red Cross
1846 . .
(029-0209-0324) Pedestrian Bridge
Non-contributing Resources?
65 Swimming Pool 66 Swimming 69 Snack Bar
(029-0209-0349) 9 (029-0209-0349) Pool (029-0209-0349)
71 — 75 . Waste Water Pump
(029-0209-0349) Swimming Pool (029-0200-0349) | Filter House m Station
No nuir;l;);l; (591in Garages 183 Guard House 200 Recreation Center
218 Memorial 224 Storage 226 Educational
231 Administrative 232 Flag Pole 235 Administrative
236 - 238 - .
(029-0209-0322) Swimming Pool (029-0209-0330) Administrative 249 Storage
251 Storage 259 Recreational N/A Garage
N/A Garage N/A Garage N/A Garage
N/A Garage N/A Garage as7 Family Housin
9 9 (029-0209-0277) Y 9
463 464 465
(029-0209-0283) Garage (029-0209-0284) Garage (029-0209-0285) Garage
466 Garage 467 Garage 468 Garage
(029-0209-0286) 9 (029-0209-0287) g (029-0209-0288) 9
471 Infrastructure

US Army Package Power Reactor Multiple Property (VASHPO # 029-0193)?

7350 (formerly General Education

350) Sewage Pump Station 373 Sentry Station 380 (General Admin)
General Education Electronic Equipment
3t (General Admin) 375 Pump house 384 Building
Waste
372 SM-1 Plant 376 Retention
Building
Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VASHPO # 029—0096)2
1400 Watglrji'lzc;'itrzg“on 1424 Pump Station
Fort Belvoir Military Railroad Multiple Property Listing (VASHPO # 029-5648)*
1433 Railroad Bridge 2298 Railroad 2486 Railroad Bridge
Bridge
None Track Bed 7332 Coal Trestle
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Facility Name Facility Name

Facility Name
or # Property Type or # Tvbe or# Property Type
(VASHPO #) (VASHPO #) yp (VASHPO #)

Property

Individually Eligible Buildings

Amphitheater
Thermo-Con House (VASHPO
172 (VASHPO # 029-5001) 2287 #029-0209-
0386)

Notes:

1. Based on draft National Register nomination form which is under revision; therefore, the list of contributing and non-contributing
resources is preliminary and subject to change.

2. Individual resources’ VASHPO numbers are provided for those that have them. Fort Belvoir is proposing an update to its V-CRIS
data that would include assigning numbers to resources that do not currently have them.

2.3.3.1 The Fort Belvoir Historic District (VASHPO # 029-0209)

The National Register-eligible FBHD (Figure 5) is also listed in the Virginia Landmarks Register
and considered a Fairfax County-designated historic resource. Following surveys in 1983 and in 1996, a
National Register nomination form was prepared describing the district as encompassing 196 contributing
and 11 non-contributing buildings. The district also includes the Parade Ground and it forms the
administrative and residential core of the South Post. Fort Belvoir conducted survey updates in 2000,
2002, and 2004, which resulted in the identification of 272 contributing and 13 non-contributing
resources.

In 2010, FBHD was entirely resurveyed and a revised National Register Nomination form was
prepared. As part of this effort, the district boundary was modified. Table 8 lists contributing and non-
contributing resources based on the nomination form, which at the time of writing is in the process of
being revised based on comments received from the VASHPO. Therefore, the list is preliminary and
subject to change. It is anticipated that the revision will be completed by the end of 2014. Fort Belvoir is
considering formally listing the district, contingent upon approval from the US Army and approval of the
nomination form by the National Park Service (NPS).

FBHD includes Fort Belvoir’s administrative, residential, and educational hub. It consists of
buildings constructed between 1921 and the present. In general, the architectural character of the district
is defined by the Colonial Revival style applied to standardized plans developed by the Army’s
Quartermaster Corps. The plan of the overall district reflects elements of the Garden City and City
Beautiful urban design movements, which were popular during the late 19" and early 20™ centuries. The
historic district is organized by administrative and residential functions. It includes formal and
symmetrical design in the administration as well as troop and NCO housing areas while suburban,
picturesque design characterizes the senior officer family housing neighborhood. Hierarchy in rank and
function is represented in the plan, scale, and mass of the buildings. The larger, ornate officer family
housing is separated from the troop housing and the more modest, smaller, enlisted family housing by
administrative and educational functions. Industrial and support functions generally are located on the
periphery of the district.

The FBHD encompasses approximately 269 acres that have been occupied by the US Army since
1915. It extends approximately from 16™ Street to the north; Gaillard Road and Jadwin Loop to the east;
21% Street and Fairfax Drive to the south; and Middleton Road to the west. The period of significance is
1921 to 1953 and contributing resources reflect the three main periods of development: Camp Humphreys
(1915 to 1922), Fort Humphreys (1922 to 1935), and Fort Belvoir (1935 to the present).
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Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Photo 6: Gerber Village housing in the FBHD
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Contributing resources include residential, administrative, and educational buildings as well as
community facilities and infrastructure built in support of the post’s primary mission of engineer training.

The majority of the buildings were completed in the Colonial Revival style. The monumental
administrative buildings and barracks fronting the Parade Ground and the senior officer housing in
Belvoir Village exhibit a greater degree of architectural elaboration than other buildings in the district.
The historic district also includes rare examples of prefabricated housing constructed during the early
1920s. The overall plan includes several open spaces, including the Parade Ground and the parks in
Belvoir Village, Jadwin Loop Village, and Gerber Village, which are significant landscape features of the
historic district (Peeler & Crosby, April 2010).

2.3.3.2 The US Army Package Power Reactor Multiple Property (VASHPO # 029-
0193)

The US Army Package Power Reactor, or SM-1, was initially surveyed in 1992. It was listed in
the Virginia Landmarks Register and determined to be a National Register-eligible resource in 1996. The
SM-1 compound is located along Gunston Cove on South Post. It occupies a 30-acre fenced area.
According to the National Register nomination form for the site, it consists of Building 372 (or Plant SM-
1), the nuclear power generating station, and support structures, including a sewage pump station
(Building 7350 [formerly Building 350]), sentry station (Building 373), pump house (Building 384),
waste retention building (Building 376), electronic equipment facility (Building 384), and an emergency
siren (Friedlander et al., 1992). Subsequent surveys of the 300 Area identified two additional resources
associated with SM-1: Buildings 371 and 380. Both are general educational/administration facilities
(Blixt, January 22, 2008).

Built in 1957, Plant SM-1 was less than 50 years old when determined National Register-eligible
for its exceptional national historical significance as the US Army’s first prototype nuclear power
generating plant. It represented an important step in the use of atomic power, and was the first water-
pressurized reactor to be brought on-line in the United States. Its location at Fort Belvoir is consistent
with the installation’s role as the Army’s research and development center. Plant SM-1 was jointly
developed by the Atomic Energy Commission and DoD as an air-transportable power plant for remote
military bases. The plant served as a national nuclear training facility for military personnel. SM-1 was
deactivated in 1973 (Friedlander et al., 1992).

2.3.3.3 Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (VASHPO # 029-
0096)

Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building was initially surveyed in 1983. It
appears to have been determined National Register-eligible following the survey. A National Register
nomination form was prepared in 1988, and revised in 1992 and 1996. It was listed in the Virginia
Landmarks Register in 1996.

Located on South Post west of Pohick Road, the Pump Station and Filter Building (Building
1400) was constructed in 1918. It is one of the few remaining vestiges of Camp A.A. Humphreys. The
Colonial-Revival-style complex is significant under Criterion A for illustrating the development of
support facilities during World War | and for technological advances in the purification of drinking water.
The Pump Station (Building 1424) was added in 1936 (Engel et al., 1988, revised 1992). In 1970, the
complex ceased operation and all large mechanical equipment was removed. In 1986, the building was
renovated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and in consultation
with the VASHPO and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation (ACHP) for use as the Eleanor U.
Kennedy Homeless Shelter (Gilmore, 1996).
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Photo 7: SM-1 Reactor (Bing Maps, 2013)
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Photo 8: Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter Building (Bing Maps, 2013)
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2.3.3.4 Thermo-Con House (VASHPO # 029-5001)

A National Register nomination form was prepared for the Thermo-Con House (Building 172) in
1997. Constructed in 1949, the Thermo-Con House is distinguished from the surrounding residential
development by its restrained International Style design. The two-story, flat-roofed concrete structure is
located in a wooded section of the residential district on South Post, at the corner of 21% Street and
Gunston Road. It was designed by the renowned Detroit architectural firm of Albert Kahn and Associates,
Inc.

The building was determined to possess exceptional significance under Criterion C for its unique
method of construction. Made of chemically-treated concrete, it illustrates an innovative method of
construction for low-cost, mass-produced housing, and is the only structure of its kind built by the US
Army Corps of Engineers (Harnsberger et al., 1997).

Photo 9: Thermo-Con House
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2.3.3.6 Amphitheater (Facility No. 2287) (VASHPO # 029-0209-0386)

In 2009, the Amphitheater (Facility No. 2287) was surveyed and recommended National
Register-eligible. It is a semicircular grass and concrete structure built into a gently sloping, grassy
hillside located at the intersection of Abbot and Gunston roads on North Post. Construction began just
two days after the attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. It was built as an outdoor classroom for
military training and education as well as a site for military ceremonies and entertainment. It directly
served Fort Belvoir’s mission to educate and train US Army engineer troops during World War 11, and
continued to do so during the Cold War era. It has retained a moderate to high level of historic integrity
(Louis Berger Group, Inc., April 2009).

Photo 10: Amphitheater (Facility No. 2287)

2.3.3.7 Fort Belvoir Military Railroad (VASHPO # 029-5648)

In 2006, elements of the Fort Belvoir Military Railroad (FBMRR) was surveyed and
recommended National Register-eligible as part of a multiple property listing (John Milner Associates,
2006). In 2011, a VASHPO Reconnaissance Level Survey Form was prepared to evaluate the FBMRR
track bed, which was similarly recommended National Register-eligible (Manning, February 2011). The
construction of the railroad began in 1918 as two separate spur tracks allowing the military base to
connect to existing steam and electric rail lines and providing access to and from Washington, DC.
During World War 11, a major construction campaign took place at Fort Belvoir and the rail system was
upgraded the latest technology. Eligible elements of the FBMRR include the track bed, three railroad
bridges (Facility Nos. 1433, 2298, and 2468) and a railroad coal trestle (Facility No. 7332). A draft
National Register nomination form has been prepared in accordance with the 2011 Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) drafted between Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate adverse effects from the
construction of the National Museum of the United States Army (US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir, July
2011).
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Photo 12: FBMRR Railroad Facility 1433, Railroad Bridge, looking south across Richmond Highway
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2.3.4 National Register Properties Located Outside Fort Belvoir's
Boundaries

In addition to the resources described above, several National Register-listed or -eligible
properties are located just outside Fort Belvoir. These properties are listed in Table 9 and shown in Figure
6. Although Fort Belvoir does not own or control the properties, federal law requires that the installation
consider the potential effects of its undertakings on all National Register-listed or eligible properties that
fall within the undertakings’ areas of potential effects. The historic buildings and sites listed in Table 9
are located in the immediate vicinity of Fort Belvoir and have the potential to be affected by its
undertakings.

Of specific concern are historic viewsheds from adjacent resources, which Fort Belvoir has
considered and included in restrictions developed in conjunction with the Fort Belvoir Real Property
Master Plan (see Chapter 3). Table 9 includes properties in Virginia and Maryland because Fort Belvoir’s
location on the Potomac River renders it visible from Maryland across the river.

Table 9: Historic Architectural Resources near Fort Belvoir

Resource Name

Location

Designation Status

ID Number

Virginia Properties

Woodlawn Historic District: VASHPO # 029-5181

Woodlawn

East of North Post, at junction
of US Route 1 and VA 235,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

National Historic
Landmark

National Register-Listed

Contributes to Woodlawn
Historic District

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0056

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 4

Pope-Leighey House

On grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0058

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 4
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Resource Name

Location

Designation Status

ID Number

George Washington’s
Distillery & Grist Mill

East of South Post, on east
side of VA 235 Alexandria,
Fairfax County, VA

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0330

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 28

Woodlawn Quaker
Meetinghouse

8990 Woodlawn Road, at
southwestern corner of
Woodlawn Road and Lambert
Road, adjacent to Fort Belvoir
Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County,
VA

National Register-Listed

Virginia Landmarks
Register

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0172

Site 44FX1211 (Burial
Ground)

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 38

Woodlawn Baptist Church &
Cemetery

East of South Post, on
southeastern corner of
Woodlawn Road and
Richmond Highway,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

Cemetery contributes to
National Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0070
Site 44FX1212 (Cemetery)

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 1

Sharpe Stable Complex

East of South Post, on
southern side of US Route 1,
Alexandria, Fairfax County,
VA

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

VASHPO # 029-5181-0005

VASHPO # 029-5181
(Historic District)

Grand View (Jacob Troth
House)

On grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-0062

VASHPO # 029-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
109-2 ((1)) 3,4

Otis Tufton Mason House

8907 Richmond highway, on
grounds of Woodlawn (see
above)

Contributes to National
Register-Eligible
Woodlawn Historic
District

Individual Fairfax County
Historic Site within
Fairfax County
Woodlawn Historic
Overlay District

VASHPO # 029-5181-0006

VASHPO # 020-5181 (Historic
District)

Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
100-1 ((1)) 25
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Resource Name Location Designation Status ID Number

Other Virginia Historic Properties

. National Register-Listed
West of Fort Belvoir

Southwest Area at junction of *  Virginia Landmarks VASHPO # 029-0046
. Register
Pohick Church & Cemetery US Route 1 and Old .g ) .
Colchester Road, Lorton, . Fairfax County Pohick Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
Fairfax County, VA Church Historic Overlay 108-1 ((1)) 27
District
Accotink United Methodist 9041 Backlick Road, Fort e  Fairfax County Historic Fairfax County Tax Parcel
Church Belvoir, Fairfax County, VA Site #109-1 ((1)) 25
Old Colchester Road Fairfax County, VA e National Register-Eligible | VASHPO # 029-0953
VASHPO # 029-0087
Carlby 4509 Carlby Lane, Alexandria, | e  Fairfax County Historic

Fairfax County, VA Site Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
110-3 ((1)) 10

VASHPO # 029-0121
LaGrange Site & Marders 9501 Old Colchester Road, e  Fairfax County Historic
Family Cemetery Fairfax County, VA Site Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
108-3 ((1)) 21

VASHPO # 029-0161
10711 Gunston Road, Fairfax e  Fairfax County Historic
County, VA Site Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
119-1 ((1)) 2

Overlook Farm

North of North Post, bound to VASHPO # 029-0136
the north by Telegraph Road, . Fairfax County Mount Air
Mount Air House Site and to the south by Military Road Historic District Overlay Site 44FX2277
Grounds and Fort Belvoir, and to the e National Register-eligible
east by Accotink Road, archaeological site Fairfax County Tax Parcel #
Fairfax County, VA 099-4 ((9)) A
e National Historic
Landmark
10709 Gunston Road e  National Register-Listed | VASHPO # 029-0050
Gunston Hall \l\;lzson Neck, Fairfax County, . \R/)irgi_nita Landmarks Fairfax County Tax Parcel
egister #119-1 ((1)) 1
. Fairfax County Historic
Site

Maryland Properties

Northwest side of River Road,
southwest of junction of River e  Maryland Inventory of
Road and MD Route 227, Historic Properties

Charles County

Elsmere CH-106
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Resource Name Location Designation Status ID Number
Greenweich Boundary Vicinity of Marshall Hall, Maryland Inventory of CH-165
Markers Charles County, MD Historic Properties

Southeast side of River Road,
southwest of junction of River Maryland Inventory of }
Greenway Road and MD Route 227, Historic Properties CH-107
Charles County, MD
National Register-Listed
At terminus of MD Route 227,
Marshall Hall Charles County, MD M‘aryla_md Inven;ory of CH-54
Historic Properties
Bryan Point Road, Accokeek, National Register-Listed | pg: g3.12
Piscataway Park Charles and Prince Georges Maryland Inventory of
County, MD Historic Properties CH-668
13351 Fort Washington Road, National Register-Listed
Fort Washington Fort Washington, Prince Maryland Inventory of PG: 80-16
Georges County, MD Historic Properties

2.3.4.1 Virginia Properties

Woodlawn Historic District (VASHPO # 029-5181)

The Woodlawn Historic District has been determined National Register-eligible and is also
protected by a local Fairfax County Historic Overlay District. There are slight differences between the
two districts, which are comprised of multiple resources that have their own federal, state, and local
designations, as shown in Table 9 and further described below.

The VASHPO determined the Woodlawn Historic District National Register-eligible in 2001
(Kilpatrick, December 20, 2001). It was expanded in 2012 as a result of a survey undertaken by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as part of its Section 106 compliance obligations for the US
Route 1 Improvement Project (Holma, August 30, 2012). Contributing resources include Woodlawn,
Grand View (the caretaker’s house at Woodlawn), the cemetery associated with Woodlawn Baptist
Church (the church itself is non-contributing), Sharpe Stable Complex, Otis Tuft Mason House, Pope-
Leighey House, Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse (including cemetery), and George Washington’s
Distillery and Gristmill. Additional land within the district’s boundaries includes the Woodlawn Baptist
Church property and the entire National Trust property on both sides of Route 1 (Holma, August 30,
2012).

The Woodlawn Historic District is protected by a local Fairfax County Historic Overlay District.
The Fairfax County Woodlawn Historic Overlay District consists of five named historic properties and
two named contributing properties. The historic properties include Woodlawn, the Pope-Leighey House,
George Washington’s Distillery and Grist Mill, Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse (referred to as the
Woodlawn Friends Meeting a House in the district overlay designation), and Woodlawn Baptist Church
and Cemetery. The contributing properties include Grand View and the Otis Tufton Mason House. The
overlay district boundary was established in 1971. Although the Sharpe Stable Complex is situated within
the overlay district boundary, it is not named as a historic property or contributing property (Fairfax
County Department of Planning & Zoning [DP&Z], 2009).
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Photo 13: Woodlawn

The irregularly-shaped Fairfax County overlay district core boundary follows the contiguous
parcel lines of the Woodlawn property, Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse, Woodlawn Baptist Church and
Cemetery, and George Washington’s Distillery and Grist Mill. It largely coincides with the National
Register-eligible Woodlawn Historic District. The viewshed boundary extends approximately 6,800 feet
north to south and approximately 4,800 feet east to west from the Woodlawn property, and includes the
Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse, Sharpe Stable Complex, and the George Washington’s Distillery and
Grist Mill. The viewshed boundary overlaps parts of North Post and South Post (Fairfax County DP&Z,
2009).

In 2009, a Woodlawn Historic District Viewshed Study (John Milner Associates, Inc., November
2009) was prepared in accordance with the BRAC Programmatic Agreement (See Chapter 3). The study,
identified the Woodlawn Historic District cultural landscape, which consists of open spaces (recreational
fields, pasture, etc.), edged by moderate to dense woodlands interspersed with small, rural-scale, and low-
density development areas (i.e., Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse and horse shed; Woodlawn and
gardens; Grand View and outbuildings). The contributing viewshed consists of views from Woodlawn to
the Potomac River and other views that were in existence during the resource’s period of significance.
These views and viewshed elements are as follows:

e Views of Parade Ground extending to tree line at Constitution Road to the west
and tree line on southern side of US Route 1.

e Wooded area to the west and north of Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse.
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o Views towards wooded area to the north of Lampert Road.
o Views of baseball field at Gray’s Hill terminating at wooded area to the south.
e Tree line along Mansfield Road.

The Woodlawn Historic District viewshed is comprised of two planes of view: a horizontal plane
and a vertical plane. The horizontal plane extends from the district along the ground surface until it
reaches a barrier (such a barrier can be a solid tree line or a modern development). The vertical plane is
the area visible from the district above the barrier in the horizontal plane. For example, the vertical plane
includes the view above the treeline from Woodlawn to the Potomac River. This vertical plane component
of the viewshed is not a set distance from the district; it varies with the topography, vegetation,
intervening development, etc.

Pohick Church Historic Overlay District (VASHPO # 029-0046)

Photo 14: Pohick Church

This brick, Palladian-style church, listed in the National Register and the Virginia Landmarks
Register, was constructed between 1762 and 1772, year of the first known use. Both George Mason and
George Washington had pews and attended services there. Pohick Church anchors the Fairfax County
Pohick Church Historic Overlay District. The district core boundary was established in 1970 and follows
the 39.5-acre church property boundary, flanked by US Route 1 to the north, Old Colchester Road to the
east, and adjacent parcels to the south and west. The irregularly-shaped district viewshed boundary
extends over 3,000 feet north to south from the church and over 3,500 feet east to west. The western
portion of the viewshed boundary extends into the Southwest Area (Fairfax County DP&Z, 2009).
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Accotink United Methodist Church (VASHPO # 029-5697)

Accotink United Methodist Church is a designated Fairfax County Historic Site. Built in 1880, it
is a one-and-a-half-story, end-gable, rectangular-frame, drop siding-clad building with a hipped-roof
enclosed porch supporting a two-story bell tower. The roof is sheathed in asphalt shingles. The church
features six-over-six double-hung sash windows and the primary entrance is comprised of double cross-
and-bible six-panel wood doors. Accotink United Methodist Church served as one of the institutional and
cultural centers for Euro-American residents in the Village of Accotink (Fort Belvoir, 2011).

Old Colchester Road (VASHPO # 029-0953)

Old Colchester Road is National Register-eligible. It originally was a road leading to the seaport
of Colchester, Virginia, on the banks of the Occoquan River near the Potomac River. In time, silt filled up
the Occoquan River, making Colchester untenable as a seaport. Alexandria, Virginia, took its place as the
major seaport in the area. As a result, Old Colchester Road between the Occoquan River and Richmond
Highway (US Route 1) became a minor road, eventually incorporated into State Route 611.

Carlby (VASHPO # 029-0087)

Carlby, a Fairfax County Historic Site, was constructed around 1750 in Sussex County, Virginia.
It was moved to its present location in 1947. It is a five-bay-wide, two-story, hipped-roof, Georgian-style
residence with chimneys located at each end. The brick foundation is laid in Flemish bond. The kitchen
and smoke house are attached as wings. Before its purchase and relocation by the Porter family in the
1940s, it was known as the Booth House. It is significant for its association with the historic preservation
movement in Fairfax County and for its architecture (Fairfax County DP&Z, July 13, 1992).

La Grange Site and Marders Family Cemetery (VASHPO # 034-0069)

The 28-acre site and cemetery is a Fairfax County Historic Site. It was owned by Robert Boggess
and his descendants until 1996. The house (now demolished) was built in 1867 on the site of a former
residence and inn erected in 1740-44 (Fairfax County DP&Z, February 1996).

Overlook Farm (VASHPO # 029-0161)

Overlook Farm is a designated Fairfax County Historic Site. Historically known as Bienvenue,
the 59-acre property was part of adjacent Gunston Hall until the mid-19™ century. The present house
appears to have been constructed in 1873. The landscaping around the house shown on a 1937 aerial is
largely the same as that in recent aerial photographs. Excepting the formal, walled gardens, the landscape
of Overlook Farm appears to be largely naturalistic, with large swaths of open space bounded by wooded
areas. The main vista on the property is from the house looking east towards the Potomac River. This is
the visual focus of the two-story porch on the house’s east elevation. A tennis court was added in a
wooded area west of the house in the mid-1980s, but few other changes are apparent (John Milner
Associates, April 6, 2009).

Mount Air House Site and Grounds Historic Overlay District (VASHPO # 029-0136)

Mount Air was designated a Fairfax County Historic Site in 1969 (Village of Mt. Air, 2012).
Mount Air occupies a hilltop overlooking Accotink Creek. The manor property dates to the 18" century,
when the first house was constructed. During the early 19" century, a second house was constructed on
the property. A third manor house was built in the Greek Revival style around 1830, with additions
constructed between 1859 and 1914. In the 20™ century, the property was reduced from over 100 acres to
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25 acres. A portion of the property to the south was acquired by Fort Belvoir. The circa-1830 house was
destroyed by fire in 1992. Outbuildings, landscaped grounds, and burial grounds remain. Site 44FX2277,
a National Register-eligible archaeological site, is located at Mount Air (Daniel, 2009).

The Mount Air Historic Overlay District was established by Fairfax County in 1984. The
irregularly-shaped district is located immediately northwest of North Post. The viewshed boundary
extends over roughly 2,500 feet north to south from Mount Air and roughly 2,500 feet east to west. It
extends into the Southwest Area. Although a significant amount of new housing has been constructed
within the historic overlay boundary in recent years, the boundary has not changed (Fairfax County
DP&Z, 2009).

Gunston Hall (VASHPO # 029-0050)

Gunston Hall is a National Historic Landmark owned by the Commonwealth of Virginia and
administered by a Board of Regents appointed from The National Society of The Colonial Dames of
America. It is listed in the National Register and Virginia Landmarks Register, and is a Fairfax County
Historic Site.

il

Credit: CC BY-SA 3.0

Photo 15: Gunston Hall

Gunston Hall was once the center of a 5,500-acre tobacco and corn plantation. Its owner, George
Mason IV (1725-1792), was a fourth-generation Virginian who became a senior statesman and one of the
era’s most influential figures and the author of the Virginia Declaration of Rights. George Mason’s home,
constructed between 1755 and 1759, is an outstanding example of Georgian architecture. The elaborate
carvings on the interior, designed by indentured servant William Buckland, are among the finest creations
of artisans working in Colonial Virginia. Mason’s “regular” garden, south of the mansion, keeps its
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original configuration of gravel pathways, a 250 year old boxwood allée, massive earthen terraces, and
vistas of the Deer Park through to the Potomac River and the Maryland shore beyond.

2.3.4.2 Maryland Properties
Elsemere

Elsmere is listed in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. This frame residence was
constructed around 1900 on land that was once part of the vast Marshall Hall estate. It is a five-bay, two-
story, late-19"-century farmhouse with a two-story rear addition. The residence is situated to facilitate
sweeping views of the Potomac River. It is reached via a cedar-lined drive. There is evidence to suggest
that Elsemere may have been constructed as a summer house or as a prototype for homes the promoters of
the Marshall Hall Summer Resort hoped would be built (Riviore, September 1980a).

Greenweich Boundary Markers

The Greenweich Boundary Markers are listed in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties.
They are believed to date to no later than a 1735 resurvey and division of the original 17"-century
Greenweich tract, acquired by Captain Randolph Brandt. The location of two stones has been established
and three others are believed to be extant. Two of three are noted in a 1946 survey as submerged in the
Potomac River (Riviore, September 1978).

Greenway

Greenway is listed in the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. Built in 1895, it is a two-
story, L-plan, Queen Anne-style residence with a porch and two rear additions. The origin of the name
Greenway is believed to trace back to the name Greenweich, a 17"-century land grant to Captain
Randolph Grant on which the residence is located. Between 1934 and 1971, the property was briefly
combined with Elsemere. In 1971, it was acquired by William Thorne and separated from Elsemere
(Riviore, September 1980Db).

Marshall Hall

Marshall Hall is listed in the National Register and the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties.
It was built around 1725 as a two-story, side-gable, Flemish-bond brick residence. It was the largest pre-
1740 dwelling documented in southern Maryland. The primary facade faced the Potomac River and
featured architectural details such as double-ogee arch-window heads. In 1976, the National Park Service
purchased the residence to restore it. At that time, it retained many original details and was used as a
benchmark to measure the development of local architectural designs. In 1981, the residence was largely
gutted by an arson fire, leaving only the brick walls standing. The walls were stabilized and fenced off. In
2003, the residence suffered another accident when a semi-truck drove through it, effectively demolishing
the central third of the building (Riviore, August 1975, updated 2003).

Piscataway Park

Piscataway Park is listed in the National Register and the Maryland Inventory of Historic
Properties. It consists of over 4,000 acres of parkland, including three cultural resources:

e Marshall Hall.
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o National Historic Landmark Accokeek Creek Site — an archaeological site that
has yielded evidence of prehistoric occupation through 5,500 years.

e National Colonial Farm — a farm complex largely constructed in the 20"
century, which interprets agricultural practices of the late 18" century.

Piscataway Park is primarily significant for its role in maintaining the historic vista across the
Potomac River from Mount Vernon, George Washington’s home. The park preserves the approximate
character of the landscape from Washington’s days and safeguards a major historic cultural landscape
(Goeldner and Mackintosh, March 12, 1979).

Fort Washington

Listed in the National Register and the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties, Fort
Washington is an enclosed masonry fortification entered by a drawbridge across a moat. It was
constructed in 1808 on a site selected in 1794 by George Washington. It was destroyed during the War of
1812 and reconstructed before 1824. The fort site encompasses 341 acres. In addition to the fort itself, the
property includes an entrance gate (1922); PX Building (1906); NCO Quarters (1903 to 1906);
Commandant’s House (1821); and Sergeant’s House (1821) (Nickels and Korzan, September 20, 1985).

Photo 16: Fort Washington

2.3.5 Architectural Resources: Summary Assessment
Fort Belvoir has undertaken historic architectural resource surveys for the majority of the Main

Post in compliance with both Section 106 and Section 110. The vast majority of World War 1- and Il-era
resources have been surveyed and evaluated or are covered by the program comments described in
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Chapter 3. In addition, a large number of Cold War-era resources have been surveyed and significant
resources have been identified, such as the National Register-eligible SM-1, constructed in 1957. The
recent revisions to the FBHD included Cold War-era resources and extended the period of significance of
the district to 1953.

Surveys have been conducted at three of Fort Belvoir’s six remote sites: FBNA and the
telecommunications sites at Tysons Corner and Suitland. These three sites were determined to contain no
architectural resources eligible for listing in the National Register.

Further work is needed to ensure that all resources more than 50 years old and all Cold War-era
resources are surveyed and evaluated. Appendix V111 shows the status of the buildings at Fort Belvoir and
when each will turn 50, triggering the need for historic evaluation.

Surveys have not yet been performed at HEC, Rivanna Station, Mark Center, or the Davison
Airfield Outer Marker. Facilities at Mark Center and Rivanna Station are of recent vintage and of no
concern in the short or medium term. However, HEC was developed in the mid-1960s and requires
consideration to establish which buildings are over 50 years old or constitute Cold War-era resources.

To summarize, with respect to architectural resources, Fort Belvoir should:

o Determine the age of existing buildings and structures at HEC and evaluate
them if/when they turn 50 years of age to determine their eligibility for listing
in the National Register.

o Determine the age of existing structures at Davison Airfield Outer Marker and
evaluate them if/when they turn 50 years of age to determine their eligibility for
listing in the National Register.

e Survey and evaluate buildings and structures at Fort Belvoir that were
constructed before or during the Cold War (1946-89) that have not yet been
surveyed (see Appendix VIII for building list).

e Continue to update the building list in Appendix VIII as buildings and
structures are surveyed and evaluated.

e Continue to survey and evaluate buildings and structures at Fort Belvoir,

including the remote sites, as they turn 50 years of age utilizing the building list
in Appendix VIII as a planning tool.
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3 Cultural Resources Planning

3.1 Introduction

This chapter contains a brief review of federal statutes and regulations, executive orders (EOSs),
Department of Defense (DoD) regulations and guidance, and Fort Belvoir-specific agreement documents
and plans that govern the management of cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. The chapter then examines
the types of actions that may affect cultural resources at Fort Belvoir and what the potential effects of
those actions may be, taking relevant DoD-wide and Fort Belvoir-specific rules and guidance into
consideration. Chapter 3 also outlines Fort Belvoir’s cultural management program and how it fits within
the post’s overall organizational structure. Finally, the chapter briefly presents the projects currently
planned for implementation at Fort Belvoir through 2017 and their anticipated effects.

Information for this chapter was gathered from interviews with key personnel at Fort Belvoir's
Directorate of Public Works (DPW); the review of existing operating procedures; and the installation's
Real Property Master Plan, being updated at the time of writing (completion anticipated in late 2014 or
early 2015). DPW personnel were interviewed on a range of issues, including operating procedures,
project tracking methods, proposed projects, facility maintenance, environmental compliance, and cultural
resources management policies and procedures. They were also asked about their general understanding
and attitudes towards cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. The information thus obtained was also used to
develop the installation-specific procedures and recommendations presented in Chapters 4 and 5.

3.2 Federal Statutes and Regulations

Federal legislation provides the statutory basis for identifying, evaluating, and protecting historic
properties (i.e., those properties eligible for listing or listed in the National Register of Historic Places
[National Register]) managed by federal agencies. It defines agency responsibilities during the planning
and review stages of federal actions, including the responsibilities of DoD agencies and installations,
towards the historic properties under their control or potentially affected by their actions.

3.2.1 National Historic Preservation Act

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, is the most important
federal statute for the management of historic properties at Fort Belvoir. NHPA establishes federal policy
on historic preservation and provides the framework within which the nation’s historic preservation
program has been developed. The National Register was established under NHPA. The National Register
is the nation’s inventory of historic properties, including districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
that are significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and cultural value, on a
state, local, or national level. NHPA includes provisions for the establishment of State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOs), who are appointed by governors to oversee individual state historic
preservation programs and integrate them into the national program. NHPA also established the Advisory
Council for Historic Preservation (ACHP), whose role is to review federal undertakings affecting historic
properties and to advise the President and Congress on historic preservation issues. The key provisions of
NHPA are contained in Sections 106 and 110 of the act.

Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties and afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment on such
undertakings. The implementing regulations for Section 106 are found at 36 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 800, Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties. A copy is included in Appendix I. These
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regulations define the process by which the potential effects from proposed undertakings on historic
properties are identified and addressed. Undertakings are defined as “any project, activity, or program that
can result in changes in the character or use of historic properties.” Federal undertakings include all direct
actions; federally-assisted actions such as those involving federal funding or loan guarantees; and federally-
licensed activities, such as those requiring permits from federal agencies. The regulations also identify the
various participants in the review process and establish steps for the resolution of conflicts.

The federal agency responsible for a proposed undertaking (the lead federal agency) initiates and
completes the Section 106 review process. The first step is to identify historic properties (listed or eligible
for listing in the National Register) present within the undertaking’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). The
potential effects of the proposed undertaking on those historic properties, both direct and indirect, are then
assessed. If it is found that an undertaking would result in an adverse effect on a historic property, steps
must be taken to avoid, minimize or mitigate this effect in consultation with ACHP, the appropriate SHPO,
and other participants, as defined by the regulations. In Virginia, the Department of Historic Resources
(DHR) is the designated SHPO. The Maryland SHPO is the Maryland Historical Trust.

Section 106 review ensures that federal agencies consider their historic properties early during the
planning of proposed undertakings, along with other factors like environmental concerns, cost, design,
and agency mission. However, although Section 106 encourages preservation, it does not mandate it.

The Section 106 regulations were most recently revised in 2001. Among the most significant
changes was an expanded role for Native American tribes and Hawaiian organizations in the process. In
addition, the ACHP reduced its role in the review of routine Section 106 compliance actions. In
particular, the ACHP removed itself from reviewing determinations of no adverse effect and the
development of routine memoranda of agreement (MOAS), placing the primary responsibility of
implementing Section 106 on the lead federal agency and appropriate SHPO.

Fort Belvoir’s standard operating procedures to implement Section 106 are presented in Chapter 4
of this document (Procedures 1, 2, and 3).

Section 110 of NHPA assigns federal agencies the responsibility to protect, preserve, and use
historic properties under their control to the maximum extent feasible. Section 110 also requires each
federal agency to establish a program to locate, inventory, nominate, and protect historic properties
owned or controlled by the agency that may qualify for inclusion in the National Register. The intent of
Section 110 is to identify the historic properties that should be considered when federal agencies make
planning decisions to ensure that these agencies provide good stewardship of the nation’s significant
cultural resources, where possible.

3.2.2 Antiquities Act of 1906

The Antiquities Act of 1906 allows the President of the United States to set aside federally-owned
lands as historic landmarks and the federal government to acquire private land for historic preservation
purposes. The act prohibits the excavation of objects of antiquity on federal land without a permit and
establishes penalties for any person who excavates, injures, or destroys any historic property or
monument on federal land without permission from the appropriate federal authority.

3.2.3 Historic Sites Act of 1935

The Historic Sites Act of 1935 established as national policy the preservation for public use of
objects of national significance by giving the Secretary of the Interior the power to undertake historic
surveys and to document, evaluate, acquire, and preserve archaeological and historic sites across the
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nation. This eventually led to the establishment within the National Park Service of the Historic American
Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Recordation (HABS/HAER) division, the National
Historic Landmark (NHL) program, and the National Natural Landmarks program.

3.2.4 Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) of 1974

The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) of 1974 provides for the survey,
recovery, preservation, and protection of scientific, prehistoric, historic, or archaeological data that may
be irreparably lost as a result of any federal construction project or federally-licensed project, activity, or
program.

3.2.5 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (AIRFA)

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) establishes the right of Native Americans
to have access to sacred sites or sites of religious importance. AIRFA defines a religious site as any place
or area including, but not limited to, any geophysical or geographical area or feature:

e Sacred to Native American religion.

o Where Native American practitioners are required by their religion to gather,
harvest, or maintain natural substances or natural products for use during
ceremonies, rituals, or for spiritual purposes.

e Used by Native American religious practitioners for ceremonies, rituals, or
other spiritual practices.

A religious site may or may not contain physical remains, objects, or other elements that could
identify it as an archaeological site. AIRFA defines objects as specific items of use for religious practices
that have spiritual or ritualistic importance. They may include sacred objects, non-sacred objects, and
objects of cultural patrimony.

AIRFA has no affirmative position on Native American consultation; however, the intent of
AIRFA (i.e., the identification of religious or sacred sites so that access can be allowed) can be met only
through a consultation process.

3.2.6 Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA)

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 overlaps with, and partially
supersedes, the Antiquities Act of 1906. ARPA imposes federal felony penalties for persons convicted of
excavating, removing, damaging, or otherwise defacing archaeological resources located on federal lands;
or selling, purchasing, or transferring artifacts obtained in violation of the law. With certain exceptions,
ARPA requires that permits be issued prior to the initiation of archaeological investigations on federal
property or on property under federal control. DoD Policy Regulation 32 CFR 229 implements the
provisions of ARPA and applies those provisions specifically to all properties under DoD jurisdiction.
Fort Belvoir’s standard operating procedures to implement ARPA are presented in Chapter 4 of this
document (Procedure 4).
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3.2.7 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) of 1990

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, as amended,
governs the repatriation and protection of Native American (American Indian, Inuit, and Hawaiian
Native) remains, associated and unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural
patrimony recovered from lands controlled or owned by the United States or held in the collections of
federal agencies or federally-funded museums. An object of cultural patrimony is defined as an object
having ongoing historical, traditional, or cultural importance central to a Native American group or
culture. The law provides for the protection and return of cultural items to the descendants of the groups
that produced them. Fort Belvoir’s standard operating procedures to implement NAGPRA are presented in
Chapter 4 of this document (Procedure 6).

3.2.8 Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (42 US Code [USC] 4151) /
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 USC 792)

These laws and their implementing regulations (36 CFR 1190) are intended “to ensure that certain
buildings and facilities financed with federal funds are designed, constructed, or altered so as to be readily
accessible to, and usable by, physically handicapped persons.” However, the regulations exempt certain
buildings and facilities, including “any building or facility on a military installation designed and
constructed primarily for use by able-bodied military personnel.” The Uniform Federal Accessibility
Standards generated by these regulations were adopted by DoD in Chapter 18 of DoD Directive 4270.1-M
Construction Criteria. With regard to altering historic properties for the purpose of providing access, the
standards specify that, prior to undertaking any alterations, consultation with the ACHP is required. If the
ACHP determines that the proposed alterations would threaten or destroy the historic significance or
integrity of the property, then special minimum standards can be substituted.

3.2.9 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, requires federal agencies
to consider the environmental impacts of their proposed actions in their decision-making process.
Although NEPA compliance documents must include an assessment of the impacts of a proposed action
or activity on cultural resources, compliance with NEPA cannot by itself substitute for Section 106
review. However, both processes can be coordinated pursuant to 36 CFR 800.8. Fort Belvoir’s standard
operating procedures to coordinate Section 106 with NEPA are outlined in Chapter 4 of this document
(Standard Operating Procedure 5).

3.2.10 Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976
Per the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976 (USC 601a), the General Services
Administration is mandated to acquire and use space for federal agencies in buildings of historic,

architectural or cultural significance unless the use of such space is not feasible or prudent. The intent of
the law is to help preserve significant buildings through their continued use.

3.3 Executive Orders

EOs are legally-binding orders given by the President acting as the head of the Executive Branch
to federal administrative agencies. EOs typically provide federal agencies with additional guidance and
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directives in the execution of established laws and policies. A number of EOs direct federal agencies to
protect, maintain, and utilize cultural resources.

3.3.1 EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment, May 13, 1971

EO 11593 directs federal agencies to provide leadership in preserving, restoring, and maintaining
the historic and cultural environment of the nation; to ensure the preservation of cultural resources; to
locate, inventory, and nominate to the National Register all properties under their control that meet the
criteria for nomination; and to ensure that cultural resources are not inadvertently damaged, destroyed, or
transferred before the completion of inventories and evaluations for the National Register. The intent of
EO 11593 was integrated into NHPA, Section 110 through the 1980 amendments to the statute.

3.3.2 EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, May 24, 1996

EO 13007 directs that access to Native American sacred sites for ceremonial use by Native
American religious practitioners be accommodated on federal lands. It also directs that the physical
integrity of sacred sites be protected and that the confidentiality of these sites be maintained. It further
directs that procedures be implemented or proposed to facilitate consultation with appropriate Native
American tribes and religious leaders.

3.3.3 EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, November 9, 2000

EO 13175 supersedes EO 13084. Section 2 of EO 13175 directs in part that, “In formulating
policies that have tribal implications,

(@) Agencies shall respect Indian tribal self-government and sovereignty, honor tribal treaty and other
rights, and strive to meet the responsibilities that arise from the unique legal relationship between
the federal government and Indian tribal governments.

(b) With respect to federal statutes and regulations administered by Indian tribal governments, the
federal government shall grant Indian tribal governments the maximum administrative discretion
possible.

(c) When undertaking to formulate and implement policies that have tribal implications, agencies
shall:

(1) Encourage Indian tribes to develop their own policies to achieve program objectives;
(2) Where possible, defer to Indian tribes to establish standards; and
(3) In determining whether to establish federal standards, consult with tribal officials as to
the need for federal standards and any alternatives that would limit the scope of federal
standards or otherwise preserve prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.”
The EO further states in Section 5 that “Each agency shall have an accountable process to ensure
meaningful and timely input by tribal officials in the development of regulatory policies that have tribal

implications. Within 30 days after the effective date of this order, the head of each agency shall designate
an official with principal responsibility for the agency’s implementation of this order. Within 60 days of
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the effective date of this order, the designated official shall submit to the Office of Management and
Budget a description of the agency’s consultation process.”

3.3.4 EO 13287: Preserve America, March 3, 2003

EO 13287 supports the Preserve America initiative. The EO states that “the federal government
shall recognize and manage the historic properties in its ownership as assets that can support department
and agency missions while contributing to the vitality and economic well-being of the Nation's
communities and fostering a broader appreciation for the development of the United States and its
underlying values.” The EO supports the protection of government-owned properties and their role in
heritage tourism. The EO also encourages federal agencies to build preservation partnerships and to
improve their planning and accountability.

3.4 DoD Regulatory Framework

3.4.1 Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 4715.16, Cultural
Resources Management Program, September 18, 2008

DoDI 4715.16 outlines the steps DoD installations must take to manage and maintain cultural
resources under DoD control, be a national leader in cultural resources stewardship, and consult with
internal and external stakeholders to foster partnerships with other agencies, professional and advocacy
organizations, and the general public while still fulfilling the DoD’s primary military mission. This
instruction applies to all DoD operations, activities, and properties in the United States. It mandates
compliance with applicable federal statutes and implementing regulations as well as applicable EOs.

DoDI 4715.16 stipulates a cultural resources management approach that includes the
development of natural and cultural resources management plans, and their integration into broader
budgeting and planning processes. The development of an integrated cultural resources management plan
(ICRMP) is part of this approach. As with all management plans, ICRMPs are dynamic and should be
reviewed annually, updated as mission or environmental changes warrant, and revised and approved by
appropriate command levels at least every five years. Enclosure 6 of DoDI 4715.16 details the contents of
an ICRMP. The updated Fort Belvoir ICRMP addresses the applicable requirements defined in Enclosure
6 while maintaining the structure of the original 2001 document.

The instruction dictates that a detailed cultural resources inventory be conducted for each
installation and that an economic analysis be conducted on all National Register-listed or -eligible
resources considered for demolition or replacement. DoDIl 4715.16 also requires consultation with
federally-recognized Indian tribes, Alaska Native entities, and Native Hawaiian organizations regarding
the disposition of cultural items or when a site of religious or cultural importance to tribes is found on
DoD property.

3.4.2 Army Regulation 200-1

Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Quality, Environmental Protection and
Enhancement (December 2007) delineates the Army's policy for managing cultural resources to meet
legal compliance requirements and to support the military mission. This document superseded the Army’s
previous regulatory document addressing cultural resources, AR 200-4 (1998). It should be noted that AR
200-1 is in the process of being updated as of this writing (2014).
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AR 200-1 establishes a comprehensive cultural resources planning and management strategy for
the Army and provides guidance on the preparation of ICRMPs. The scope of the regulation includes
NHPA, AIRFA, EOs 13007 and 13175, NAGPRA, ARPA, and other legislation and regulations affecting
cultural resources management.

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army (Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) is
the Army's Federal Preservation Officer and has primary responsibility for overseeing the Army's
activities under the NHPA. The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management and the
Office of the Director of Environmental Programs are responsible for environmental program policy
implementation, including cultural resources, and Headquarters, Department of the Army-level program
oversight. The Installation Management Command and National Guard Bureau — Army National Guard
are responsible for executing environmental program requirements in accordance with Army Regulation
200-1 and applicable federal, state, and local laws. Technical support for addressing the various
requirements is the responsibility of the appropriate program offices within the US Army Environmental
Command, US Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology, Environmental Support Office, and the Military
Programs Directorate of the US Army Corps of Engineers.

The general goals of the cultural resources program defined by AR 200-1 are:
o Develop ICRMPs for use as a planning tool.

o Develop programmatic agreements (PAs) and MOAs, Army alternate
procedures, historic property component plans, NAGPRA comprehensive
agreements and plans of action, cooperative agreements, and other compliance
documents, as needed.

e Appoint a government (that is, federal or state Army National Guard) employee
as the installation Cultural Resources Manager (CRM).

o Establish a government-to-government relationship with federally-recognized
Indian tribes, as needed. Initial formal government-to-government consultation
with federally-recognized Indian tribes must occur only between the
appropriate Garrison Commander or Adjutant General and the heads of tribal
governments. Follow-on activities may be accomplished by staff.

o Establish a process that effects early coordination between the CRM and all
staff elements, mission partners, proponents of projects and actions, and other
affected stakeholders to allow for proper identification, planning, and
programming for cultural resources requirements.

In addition, AR 200-1 outlines specific issues regarding compliance with NHPA, AIFRA, EOs
13007 and 13175, NAGPRA, ARPA, and AHPA. In all cases, AR 200-1 stipulates that the Garrison
Commander is the federal official responsible for compliance. In turn, the CRM is tasked with carrying
out the installation’s cultural resources responsibilities.

With regard to NHPA, AR 200-1 requires that US Army installations do the following:

e Establish a historic preservation program, to include the identification,
evaluation, and treatment of historic properties in consultation with the ACHP,
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SHPO, local governments, federally-recognized Indian tribes, Native Hawaiian
organizations, and the public, as appropriate.

o Identify, evaluate, take into account, and address the effects of all undertakings
on historic properties, including properties of traditional religious or cultural
significance.

e Prepare and implement, as required, MOA, PA, or historic property component
plans in compliance with NHPA.

e Ensure that efforts to identify, evaluate, and treat historic properties consider
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and
Historic Preservation and are conducted under the supervision of personnel
who meet the applicable professional qualifications.

e Maintain an up-to-date listing of all historic properties and, where applicable,
record historic status in conjunction with real property inventory and reporting.

e Withhold from public disclosure information about the location, character, or
ownership of a historic property when the Garrison Commander determines
that disclosure may cause harm to the property or impede the use of a
traditional religious site by practitioners.

o Consider alternatives, including adaptive reuse, for historic properties that are
not needed for current or projected mission requirements.

¢ Nominate to the National Register only those properties that the Army plans to
transfer out of federal management through privatization efforts. Nominate
other properties only when justified by exceptional circumstances. Avoid
adversely affecting properties that are 50 years old or older that have not been
evaluated for eligibility. Assume that all historic sites are eligible (that is, off-
limits) until the SHPO concurs with the federal finding of non-eligibility.

o Where disagreement occurs with the SHPO regarding the eligibility of a
historic property for the National Register, obtain a “Determination of
Eligibility” from the Keeper of the National Register.

e Undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to
any NHL that may be directly and adversely affected by Army actions.

With regard to AIRFA, EO 13007, and EO 13175, AR 200-1 requires the Army to consult with
federally-recognized Native American tribes and ensure that sacred sites are not adversely affected by
Army actions.

With regard to NAGPRA, the Garrison Commander must ensure that NAGPRA comprehensive
agreements and plans of action are adhered to.

With regard to ARPA and AHPA, AR 200-1 requires the following:
e Establish an installation policy for the management, and limitation of collection

and removal, of paleontological resources and include it in ICRMPs.
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e Prohibit unauthorized searches for historic properties (including archaeological
resources).

o Minimize the amount of archaeological materials permanently curated by
reserving treatment for diagnostic artifacts and other significant and
environmentally sensitive material that will make an important contribution to
site interpretation.

e Curate archaeological materials in 36 CFR 79-compliant facilities.

e Do not disclose to the public information on the location or nature of any
archaeological resources.

It is the responsibility of the Fort Belvoir CRM to coordinate with other branches of DPW, other
directorates, and mission partners to ensure that the cultural resources obligations defined in AR 200-1 are
fulfilled.

3.5 Relevant Agreements and Plans

Numerous agreement documents and plans apply to cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. They
include both DoD-wide documents and documents and plans that have been developed specifically for
and by Fort Belvoir, as described below.

3.5.1 DoD-Wide Agreement Documents

The first three of the following four DoD-wide agreement documents guide the treatment of
select types of historic properties present at Fort Belvoir. Therefore, installation personnel should be
familiar with them. In addition, the US Army and ACHP developed a Prototype PA pertaining to the
interiors of buildings contributing to districts and of individually eligible buildings that could be
implemented at Fort Belvoir in the future.

3.5.1.1 Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PMOA) Regarding Temporary
World War Il Mobilization Buildings (1986)

This programmatic memorandum of agreement (PMOA) was executed among the DoD, the
ACHP, and the National Conference of SHPOs in 1986. It was precipitated by a Congressional directive
authorizing the demolition of World War Il temporary DoD buildings that were determined National
Register-eligible by the DoD (36 CFR 60.4). The PMOA, developed to mitigate the adverse effect
resulting from demolishing those buildings, included the preparation of HABS/HAER documentation on
prototypical World War Il temporary building types. Through this PMOA, the mitigation for the
demolition of temporary World War Il-era buildings has been completed and individual installations are
not required to mitigate further the effects of their undertakings on these facilities.

At Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO reviewed the installation’s collection of World War ll-era

temporary structures and found that all were covered under the provisions of the PMOA. Since then, the
majority, if not all, of Fort Belvoir’s World War Il temporary structures have been removed and replaced.

75 Planning



US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

3.5.1.2 Program Comment for Cold-War-Era Unaccompanied Personnel Housing
(1946-1974)

This program comment provides DoD, including the US Army, with an alternative way to comply
with its responsibilities under Section 106 of NHPA regarding the effect of various actions on the covered
facilities. The actions addressed in the program comment include: ongoing operation; maintenance;
rehabilitation; renovation; mothballing; cessation of maintenance; new construction; demolition;
deconstruction and salvage; remediation activities; and transfer, sale or lease. The unaccompanied
personnel housing covered includes of National Register-listed or -eligible buildings and structures with a
DoD Category Code beginning with 72. Exceptions include archaeological properties, properties with
traditional religious and cultural significance, and unaccompanied personnel housing facilities that
contribute to National Register-listed or -eligible districts (the exception does not apply to districts that
are made up solely of unaccompanied personnel housing facilities.)

To take into account the effects of an undertaking on unaccompanied personnel housing, the
Army, Navy, and Air Force prepared documentation in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation. The documentation included
publicly available contexts and case studies of representative facilities at various installations. Through
this effort, mitigation for adverse effects on unaccompanied personnel housing facilities has been
completed. Individual installations are not required to further mitigate adverse effects on such facilities.

Fort Belvoir has a small number of buildings that it considers eligible under this program
comment, as noted in Appendix VIII. Section 106 review is not required for the actions and facilities
covered under the program comment.

3.5.1.3 Program Comment for Capehart-and-Wherry-Era (1949-1962) Army
Family Housing

This program comment established that all Capehart-Wherry military housing constructed
between 1949 and 1962 is eligible for listing in the National Register and allowed for an alternative way
to comply with Section 106 with respect to these buildings. The program comment allows installations to
proceed with the same actions as are covered under the Program Comment for Unaccompanied Personnel
Housing (see Section 3.5.1.2) without additional Section 106 compliance. Adverse effects have been
addressed by DoD through multiple measures, including the development of historic contexts, design
guidelines, and video documentation. As a result, mitigation of Capehart-Wherry housing is complete and
individual installations are not required to mitigate further.

Fort Belvoir has more than 130 buildings that it considers eligible under this program comment,
as noted in Appendix VIII. Section 106 review is not required for covered actions that may affect
Capehart-Wherry housing at Fort Belvoir.

3.5.1.4 US Army Interiors Prototype Programmatic Agreement

The US Army, in concert with the ACHP, developed a Prototype PA for the interiors of buildings
that either contribute to National Register-listed or -eligible historic districts or are individually eligible.
The PA was developed because a number of EOs and Army initiatives require installations to improve the
energy efficiency and environmental sustainability of their facilities, which has the potential to affect the
interiors of historic buildings.

The Army determined that a Prototype PA would provide CRMs with an additional tool to use in
meeting their responsibilities under Section 106 by streamlining the consideration of building interiors.
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The Army proposed an approach that would relieve an installation from having to consider the effects of
undertakings on building interiors that have been deemed to be non-contributing or to retain no character-
defining features. In order to facilitate the adequate assessment of the integrity of an interior or whether
the interior is contributing to the significance of the building, an interior survey format was developed as
part of this Prototype PA.

If Fort Belvoir opts to implement the Prototype PA and follow its procedures, no case-by-case
review would be required for those undertakings that may affect interiors that have been deemed to be
non-contributing.

3.5.2 Fort Belvoir Agreement Documents

Numerous PAs and MOAs have been executed in the past ten years to mitigate the adverse effects
of various undertakings at Fort Belvoir. These agreement documents are described below in chronological
order.

It should be noted that Fort Belvoir is in the process of drafting a PA for the Maintenance,
Operation, and Development of Lands Covered by the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan, also
known as the Maintenance, Operation, and Development (MOD) PA. At the time of writing (June 2014),
the MOD PA has not yet been executed. When signed, it will cover actions on Main Post and FBNA. A
copy of the most current draft of the MOD PA can be found in Appendix IV.

3.5.2.1 Programmatic Agreement for the Privatization of Family Housing at Fort
Belvoir (2003)

In 2003, a PA was signed by Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO, ACHP, and consulting parties to
mitigate the adverse effect of implementing the Residential Communities Initiative (RCI) on significant
historic resources both on and near Main Post. Under the privatization initiative, Fort Belvoir Residential
Communities, LLC was granted a 50-year ground lease for the post’s housing areas and became the
owner of the housing, much of which is historic. The PA stipulated the incorporation of multiple
mitigation measures into the RCI development plans, including the use of context-sensitive design within
and adjacent to National Register-eligible and -listed resources; procedures for the management of
historic properties; a cultural landscape survey; alternatives to demolition; archaeological survey
procedures; and documentation of historic resources.

3.5.2.2 Base Realignment and Closure Programmatic Agreement (2008)

In 2008, a PA was signed by Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO, ACHP, and consulting parties to
mitigate the adverse effect of BRAC-related activities at Fort Belvoir. These activities included a revision
of the installation’s land use plan and multiple construction projects. These actions were found to have the
potential to have indirect adverse effects on multiple historic resources, including the National Register-
eligible South Post Golf Course, the then National Register-eligible Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse
(listed in the National Register in 2009), the National Register-eligible Woodlawn Historic District, and
the Fort Belvoir Historic District (FBHD). Potential direct adverse effects on the historic district were also
anticipated.

To address these effects, the PA stipulated several measures, including:

o Development of a multi-media presentation on the history of the South Post
Golf Course.
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e Protection of the Woodlawn Historic District viewshed by: designating
undeveloped areas adjacent to the district as open space; preparing a Woodlawn
Historic District viewshed study; determining how construction on Fort Belvoir
may impact this viewshed; and identifying strategies for avoiding adverse
effects.

o Protection of FBHD by adhering to the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for
treatment of both historic properties and cultural landscapes for all actions
within the district and taking appropriate measures for actions that may result in
adverse effects; conducting an ongoing survey within the district; updating the
FBHD National Register and Virginia Landmark Register nomination forms to
capture changes that have occurred since 1996; and other measures.

e Avoidance of adverse effects from ambient light on historic properties through
the implementation of multiple measures.

e Avoidance of adverse noise impacts during BRAC-related construction
activities through the implementation of multiple measures.

e ldentification of archaeological properties prior to the beginning of BRAC-
related construction activities.

e Implementation of design review procedures for BRAC construction projects,
excluding those at FBNA and the new hospital.

3.5.2.3 Memorandum of Agreement to Mitigate Adverse Effects of the Removal of
Historic Library Stack System from Thayer Hall, Building 270 (2008)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate the adverse effects of
interior rehabilitation activities that included removing Building 270’s original library stack system to
accommodate new office space. The library stack system had been identified as a character-defining
feature in Building 270, a contributing element to the National Register-eligible FBHD. To mitigate the
adverse effect, the MOA stipulated that Fort Belvoir would offer construction documentation of the stack
system to the National Archives and Record Administration in College Park, Maryland for permanent
curation. Fort Belvoir would also synthesize the existing documentation on the building into a single
report to be supplied to DHR and the National Archives. In addition, Fort Belvoir was required to
integrate the library stack system into the new design and develop an interpretive panel on the history of
Building 270 to be installed in the front entryway of the building.

3.5.2.4 Memorandum of Agreement for Demolition of Buildings 1146, 1147, 1148,
and 1154 (2008)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate the adverse effects of
demolishing Buildings 1146, 1147, 1148, and 1154, which were contributing elements to the National
Register-eligible FBHD. Stipulations included documenting the buildings in accordance with VASHPO
standards and the development of an interpretive historic marker about Fort Belvoir’s warehouse district.
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3.5.25 Memorandum of Agreement for Construction of Richmond Highway (US
Route 1) Telegraph Road Connector (2008)

This MOA was signed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Fort Belvoir, US Army
Corps of Engineers-Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC), the VASHPO, Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT), the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the Catawba Indian Nation, and
Fairfax County to mitigate the effects of constructing a connector road (Mulligan Road) between
Richmond Highway (US Route 1) and Telegraph Road (Virginia Route 611). Multiple stipulations were
included to minimize and mitigate the adverse effect of constructing Mulligan Road on the Woodlawn
NHL and the Woodlawn Historic District. These included transfer of a parcel to Woodlawn, the
relocation of the entrance to the NHL, the development of improved signage for the NHL, the
development of landscaping plans for Woodlawn and adjacent roadways, the context-sensitive design of
pedestrian crossings and gateways, and the facilitation of design workshops to minimize harm, among
others.

3.5.2.6 Memorandum of Agreement for Improper Renovation of Building 190
(2009)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate after the fact the adverse
effects of renovations to Building 190, a contributing resource to the National Register-eligible FBHD.
The adverse effect resulted from the installation of new windows that failed to match the original ones.
Stipulations to mitigate the adverse effect included holding a historic preservation workshop for Fort
Belvoir personnel responsible for the maintenance and repair of historic buildings, and developing an
historic marker interpreting the history of Fort Belvoir Motor Repair Shop 2, located in Building 190.

3.5.2.7 Memorandum of Agreement to Mitigate Post Review Adverse Effects of
Lewis Village Construction on Woodlawn Plantation (2009)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO, Fort Belvoir Residential Communities
LLC, and the National Trust for Historic Preservation to mitigate adverse effects on the Woodlawn NHL
of the construction of Lewis Village. Under the terms of the 2003 PA for Privatization of Family Housing
at Fort Belvoir (see Section 3.5.2.1), plans for the construction of the village had been provided to the
VASHPO and consulting parties, who all concurred that, as designed, the village would have no adverse
effect on historic properties. However, during construction, unanticipated adverse effects to Woodlawn
were identified, including, but not limited to, adverse visual effects that diminished the property’s historic
feeling and setting. Stipulations to mitigate the unanticipated adverse effect included the development of
mitigation plans for landscape, fence, and lighting designs.

3.5.2.8 Memorandum of Agreement for National Museum of the Army (2011)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate the adverse effects of
constructing the National Museum of the US Army on North Post. The MOA stipulated multiple
measures, including the preparation of a National Register nomination form for the Fort Belvoir Military

Railroad (FBMRR) multiple property to document the resource, the integration of the FBMRR into the
museum landscape, and the installation of a historic marker on the history of the FBMRR.

3.5.2.9 Programmatic Agreement for Privatization of Army Lodging (2011-2012)

This PA was signed in 2011 by Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO, and ACHP to mitigate the adverse
effect of privatizing US Army lodging on the post and discontinuing the use for this purpose of Building
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20, a contributing resource to the National Register-eligible FBHD, and Building 172 (Thermo-Con
House) an individually National Register-eligible resource. As a result of the privatization initiative,
control of the lodging facilities would be transferred to a private entity, Rest Easy, LLC. The PA
stipulations included baseline documentation of Buildings 80 and 81, which are contributing resources to
FBHD, to identify their character-defining features prior to rehabilitation. The PA also stipulated that all
new construction and rehabilitation work should be performed in keeping with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation; Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts; and
the Fort Belvoir Installation Design Guide. In addition, the PA stipulated adherence to the consultation
process for the design of the new hotel and the rehabilitation of Buildings 80 and 81.

In 2012, the PA was amended to codify the lease and transfer of ownership of an additional parcel
of land, the Community Center parcel, to Rest Easy, LLC as part of the privatization initiative. The parcel
would be developed with a new lodging facility. The amendment to the PA included a new stipulation
mandating that the Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends and the National
Trust for Historic Preservation both be allowed the opportunity to review the design of the new lodging
facility. In addition, multiple PA stipulations were amended to ensure that construction of the facility and
any new undertakings by Rest Easy, LLC would be coordinated with the VASHPO and consulting parties
to avoid affecting historic properties.

3.5.2.10 Programmatic Agreement Regarding Construction of Route 1
Improvements Project in Fairfax County, Virginia (2012)

This PA was signed by the FHWA, Fort Belvoir, Fairfax County, VDOT, DoD Office of
Economic Adjustment, Catawba Indian Nation, National Trust for Historic Preservation, ACHP, and the
VASHPO to mitigate the effects of proposed improvements to Route 1 by FHWA. The PA included
multiple stipulations pertaining to historic properties, the majority of which are located outside Fort
Belvoir. However, the improvements also affected the National Register-eligible FBMRR, including the
railroad bed and a railroad bridge (Facility 1433). Key stipulations to mitigate adverse effects to the
FBMRR included preparation of HAER Level | documentation for the bridge and the portions of the
railroad bed within the APE, and the development and implementation of a marketing plan by FHWA to
determine if there is a party able and willing to relocate and claim ownership of the bridge. In addition,
the PA also stipulated that FHWA would repair portions of the railroad bed outside the APE and install
historic markers along the route of the railroad. A separate MOA executed among FHWA, Fort Belvoir,
Fairfax County, and VDOT, was appended to the PA. This MOA detailed the obligations and
responsibilities of each party in relation to funding the preliminary engineering, construction, and
maintenance activities associated with the proposed road improvements.

3.5.2.11 Memorandum of Agreement for Water Storage Tank Replacement Project
(2013)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir and the VASHPO to mitigate the adverse effect of
demolishing Water Storage Tank (WTS) 188, a contributing element to the National Register-eligible
FBHD, and constructing three new WSTs. The new WSTSs had the potential to indirectly adversely affect
viewsheds associated with the National Register-listed Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse, National
Register-eligible Woodlawn Historic District, and National Register-eligible FBHD. Stipulations
included:

e Preparation of HAER documentation for WST 188, with two archival copies to

be housed at Fort Belvoir and DHR, respectively. Demolition is not to proceed
until the VASHPO has accepted the documentation.
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e Publication within one year of execution of the MOA of an article on the
history and significance of WST 188 in the Belvoir Eagle. The article will
highlight the structure’s relation to FBHD and the Humphreys Water Filtration
Plant.

o Development of an interpretive poster using a historic panoramic photograph
taken from WST 188 in 1936, contrasted with a present-day panoramic
photograph from the same spot. One hundred copies are to be printed for
distribution within one year of execution of the MOA. Framed copies will be
displayed in the Fort Belvoir Command Headquarters and the Virginia Room
of the Fairfax County Library. Archival copies will be kept at Fort Belvoir and
DHR.

e Development and installation of an interpretive historic marker in consultation
with the VASHPO at the site of WST 188 within two years of execution of the
MOA.

e Designing of the replacement WSTSs to be similar to the existing WSTSs, with
the VASHPO being afforded the opportunity to review and comment on the
drawings.

3.5.2.12 Memorandum of Agreement to Mitigate Adverse Effects of the
Replacement of Windows in Historic Family Housing (2014)

This MOA was signed by Fort Belvoir, the VASHPO, the ACHP, and Fort Belvoir Residential
Communities, LLC to address the adverse effects anticipated to result from the replacement of historic
wood windows in 102 residential units and the rehabilitation of windows in 34 residential units located in
Gerber Village, Belvoir Village, and Jadwin Loop. The affected units are eligible for listing in the
National Register as contributing elements to the National Register-eligible FBHD. Stipulations include:

e Window rehabilitation in historic housing properties (part of the undertaking)
are to be conducted in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and following the process used during a pilot
rehabilitation project approved by the VASHPO.

e Window rehabilitation in administrative buildings (not part of the undertaking)
is to be conducted in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and a policy memorandum documenting the
procedures to be used will be developed.

e Window replacement in historic housing properties is to be conducted in
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and following the process used during a pilot rehabilitation project approved by
the VASHPO.

e Existing historically inappropriate windows will be replaced with appropriate
ones after they reach the end of their useful life.

e Fort Belvoir Residential Communities, LLC will develop an informational
pamphlet for new residents.
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o Fort Belvoir Residential Communities, LLC will develop and install a
community center educational display.

e Fort Belvoir Residential Communities, LLC will fund, develop, and install a
standardized historic quarter plaque on all affected units.

e Fort Belvoir, in collaboration with Fort Belvoir Residential Communities, LLC,
will publish a newspaper article on the window replacement and rehabilitation
action.

o Fort Belvoir will develop and install village historic markers.
e Fort Belvoir will develop and install historic district street signage.

o Fort Belvoir Residential Communities, LLC will prepare a pilot house
rehabilitation report.

o Fort Belvoir will repair and update the signage and interpretation of the Belvoir
Mansion and Fairfax Grave site (44FX0004).

3.6 Actions That May Affect Cultural Resources
3.6.1 Undertakings

Section 106 of NHPA requires Fort Belvoir to take into account the effects of its undertakings on
historic properties and afford the ACHP an opportunity to comment in such undertakings. An undertaking
is defined as a “project, activity, or program funded in whole or part under the direct or indirect
jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a federal agency; those
carried out with federal financial assistance; and those requiring a federal permit, license or approval.”
Most projects proposed at Fort Belvoir constitute undertakings and are subject to Section 106 review.

While a wide range of undertakings take place at Fort Belvoir every day, a large majority falls
within a limited number of general types. Table 10 presents a list of these general undertaking types and a
brief, general description of the potential effects of each type.

Table 10: Typical Undertakings and Their Potential Effects on Cultural Resources’

Potential Effects: Architectural
Resources

Potential Effects: Archaeological
Resources

Demolition may adversely affect subsurface
archaeological features and deposits
through related actions such as utility line
removal. Vibrations from heavy machinery
may indirectly affect archaeological
resources.

Any undertaking involving ground

Type of Undertaking

Demolition of a historic architectural
resource is an adverse effect by
definition.

Demolition

New construction may indirectly result in

New Construction

an adverse effect to historic architectural
resources through introduction of visual or
audible elements that are out of character
with the setting, thus diminishing the
historic integrity of the resources.

disturbance has the potential to adversely
affect archaeological resources. New
construction generally includes site grading
and excavation to accommodate the building
or structure, associated utilities, and parking
areas.
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Potential Effects: Architectural
Resources

Potential Effects: Archaeological
Resources

Routine Building
Maintenance/Minor Repairs

Routine maintenance and minor repair
work on interiors generally has no or
limited potential to adversely affect
architectural resources. Minor repairs to
historic exteriors have higher potential but
will generally have no adverse effect if the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and the Design Guidelines
for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts
are met.

Generally, routine building maintenance and
minor repairs will not affect archaeological
resources. Grounds maintenance that
involves subsurface disturbance may affect
archaeological resources, however.

Rehabilitation/Major Repair

Rehabilitation or major repairs may have
an adverse effect on historic architectural
resources if elements contributing to the
historic integrity of the resource are
affected and if work does not conform to
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
for Rehabilitation.

Excavation or other ground-disturbing
activities conducted in connection with
building rehabilitation or major repair may
affect archaeological resources.

Environmental Compliance,
Sampling, and Remediation

Some such activities may potentially
affect historic buildings (e.g., asbestos
removal).

Excavation or other ground-disturbing
activities, such as the removal of
underground tanks or contaminated soils,
may affect archaeological resources. Note
that Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) actions are reviewed under a
specific process distinct from the Section
106 process.

Natural Resources Management
Activities

Such activities may adversely affect
historic buildings or historic landscapes
through the alteration of character-
defining features for the purpose of
vegetation or wildlife management.

Activities involving excavation or the clearing
or planting of vegetation may affect
archaeological resources.

Training Activities

Training activities have no to minimal
potential to affect historic architectural
resources.

Some training activities may affect
archaeological resources. Examples include
disturbance of sub-surface deposits by
explosives detonation or test trenching, and
soil erosion or compaction from heavy
pedestrian or vehicular traffic.

Note:

1. The MOD PA (under preparation at the time of writing, draft in Appendix 1V) will contain a list of undertakings exempt from
further Section 106 review under the PA (applicable to actions on Main Post and FBNA only) because they are considered to
have no potential to adversely affect historic properties.

3.6.1.1

Building Demolition

Demolition of a historic architectural resource directly affects the resource and by definition
results in an adverse effect. It may also indirectly affect surrounding historic architectural resources by
modifying their setting. In addition, the demolition of any building or structure may result in adverse
effects to sub-surface archaeological features and deposits, for instance when obsolete utility lines or
underground storage tanks are removed; when heavy machinery is brought to demolition sites; and
generally when ground outside the footprint of the demolished facility is disturbed. Thus, the use of
staging areas may affect subsurface resources.
3.6.1.2 New Construction
New construction may affect surrounding historic architectural resources by introducing visual,
aural, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the resources and alter their historic setting.
Note that the potential for such adverse effects may extend to historic properties outside Fort Belvoir.
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Additions that are incompatible with the scale, massing, or overall visual appearance of a historic building
may also result in an adverse effect to this building.

With regard to archaeology, new construction generally includes extensive ground disturbance
and landscape modification that may adversely affect archaeological resources. This applies to the
construction of buildings as well as infrastructure (such as new utility lines, culverts, roads, or parking
lots).

3.6.1.3 Routine Building Maintenance and Minor Repair

Examples of activities in this category include bathroom repairs, roof repairs, painting, equipment
maintenance and upgrades, and electrical repairs. Minor building maintenance will have no adverse effect
on historic architectural resources if the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and the
Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts are followed. Interior work is a concern only
where the interior retains, or may retain, historic integrity. Particular attention should be paid to
maintenance or repair activities affecting roof lines, windows, and external doors, which often contribute
to the integrity of a resource.

It should also be noted that lack of maintenance and neglect of a historic property may result in an
adverse effect if it leads to the deterioration or destruction of the historic features that qualify the property
for the National Register.

Generally, building maintenance and repair work will have no effect on archaeological resources.
However, grounds maintenance or utility installation or replacement activities that involve disturbing or
excavating soils around the perimeter of a building or within new or existing utility corridors may affect
archaeological resources in the vicinity.

3.6.1.4 Rehabilitation and Major Repair

This category of activities differs from the previous one (Section 3.6.1.3) in both scope and scale.
It may include wholesale replacement of materials or building elements (such as windows or roofs).
Therefore, the potential for adverse effects is substantially higher, though such effects may be avoided if
the work is completed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
the Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts. If work does not follow these guidelines,
it is likely that the SHPO will find the project to have an adverse effect during the Section 106
consultation process.

Rehabilitation and major repair projects that are confined to the building's interior generally will
not affect archaeological resources. However, rehabilitation projects that involve excavation or ground-
disturbing activities (i.e., enlarging the building footprint, excavating basements, or installing drainage
systems) may result in adverse effects on underlying archaeological resources.

3.6.1.5 Environmental Compliance, Sampling, and Remediation

These activities do or may involve ground disturbance and, as such, may affect archaeological
resources. Environmental sampling may include surface sampling (of sediment, surface water or surface
soils), test pitting (with backhoe/excavator type equipment), or soil borings and groundwater well
installation. Typically soil borings and groundwater wells involve the use of direct-push technology with
a small (less than 2-inch) borehole. Occasionally (depending on geology or purpose) sampling may be
conducted using a hollow stem auger; in these cases, boreholes may be up to 4 inches in diameter.
Cleanup and remediation activities may include the excavation of contaminated soils, installation of long-
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term monitoring wells, pump and treat systems, or the injection of products to cause contaminants to
degrade. The accidental or intentional disturbance of a National Register-eligible archaeological site by
such activities or by actions indirectly associated with them constitutes an adverse effect.

With regard to architectural resources, activities such as asbestos or lead-based paint removal
may result in an adverse effect if integrity-defining elements are permanently altered in the process.

3.6.1.6 Natural Resources Management Activities

Such activities may affect archaeological resources if they involve ground disturbance. Examples
include preparing areas for plantings, or, conversely, vegetation clearing or timber harvest. Natural
resources management activities generally would not affect architectural resources.

3.6.1.7 Training Activities

When the Engineers’ School relocated from Fort Belvoir to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri (1988),
many training activities that formerly took place at the installation were suspended and use of the
Engineer Proving Ground (present-day FBNA) to test weaponry and explosives was discontinued.
Nonetheless, Fort Belvoir continues to provide land-based training areas within the National Capital
Region. There are 16 active training and range areas and 24 closed or inactive ones on Main Post.
Additionally, there are 19 closed or inactive training and range areas on FBNA. The largest training and
range area at the Main Post comprises 1,423 acres in the Southwest Area and is utilized for outdoor
training purposes.

Some forms of training activities, particularly those that involve explosives or demolition, may
impact archaeological resources. However, the current level of training at Fort Belvoir involves almost no
ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, training activities at Fort Belvoir are not likely to adversely affect
archaeological resources. Care should be taken to avoid the introduction of any training activities that
may result in ground-disturbing activities in areas that are known to have archaeological resources.
Training activities are not likely to result in adverse effects to architectural resources.

3.6.2 Other Activities that May Impact Cultural Resources

In addition to the undertakings described above, a number of authorized or unauthorized activities
may affect cultural resources at Fort Belvoir. Archaeological resources are vulnerable to vandalism or
theft, in particular through the use of metal detectors. Fort Belvoir has a policy in place that prohibits the
unauthorized use of metal detectors (Policy Memorandum #29, 26 June 2014; copy in Appendix IX.
Policy memoranda are updated with every change of command and the contents of Appendix 1X will be
updated, as needed, to ensure the ICRMP contains the most current documents; Policy Memorandum #29
is the current document at the time of writing [mid-2014]). To minimize the risk of vandalism or
unauthorized excavation, Fort Belvoir does not publicize the location of known archaeological sites. The
unlawful excavation or removal of archaeological artifacts would constitute an adverse effect to the
resources and is considered a felony under ARPA. (It can be noted that the MOA for Cooperative Law
Enforcement between the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Fort Belvoir [1996] delegates to Fort Belvoir
the authority to enforce ARPA along with several federal wildlife protection laws.) Theft or vandalism
can also adversely affect historic buildings through the removal or destruction of historic materials or
graffiti.

Archaeological and architectural resources are also vulnerable to natural events. Wind and rain

storms may result in damage to buildings. Because of Fort Belvoir’s riverfront location, archaeological
sites, many of which are along or near the shoreline, are vulnerable to erosion and uncontrolled erosion
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can destroy sites. In the long term, some sites may be vulnerable to the effects of rising sea levels
associated with climate change. Planning to prepare for and address the anticipated impacts of natural
events and climate change should take the protection of cultural resources into consideration.

Adverse effects to archaeological and architectural resources may also occur if a property is
removed from Army control or management through transfer, lease, or sale, without adequate control and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s
significance as per 36 CFR 800.5 (a) (2).

3.7 Planned Undertakings at Fort Belvoir Through 2017

Table 11 lists the short-range (through 2017) projects included in the Real Property Master Plan
and provides a brief summary of their known or anticipated effects on cultural resources. The effects of
most of these projects have been or will be addressed through project-level Section 106 review. Once
executed, the MOD PA (ongoing; a draft is provided in Appendix 1V) will be used to streamline the
review process.

3.8 Current Cultural Resources Management Program

3.8.1 Management Framework at Fort Belvoir

This section outlines Fort Belvoir’s procedures for project planning and development. It specifies
how cultural resources management is integrated into these procedures and the role of the CRM.

3.8.1.1 General Administrative Structure

As a strategic sustaining base for America’s Army in the National Capital Region, Fort Belvoir
provides logistical, intelligence, and administrative support to a diverse group of more than 140 mission
partners. The garrison also provides housing, medical services, recreational facilities, and other support
services for active-duty personnel and retirees in the National Capital Region. Installation command and
operations are vested in the Garrison Commander, whose tour of duty lasts three years. The Deputy to the
Garrison Commander is a civilian position.

Garrison functions are performed by several directorates, including the Directorate of Human
Resources; Directorate of Family and Morale, Welfare and Recreation; Directorate of Plans, Training,
Mobilization and Security; Directorate of Emergency Services; Public Affairs Office; and the Directorate
of Public Works (DPW).
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Table 11: Short-Term Real Property Master Plan Projects

Building size | Disturbed
Location (Square Area Description
Feet) (Acres)

Project
#

Already

Reviewed?’ Effects

Project Name

Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 Construction

No adverse effects with protective
Yes measures implemented during
construction.

New PX consolidating three existing facilities.

Main Post Exchange (PX) 71074 North Post 270,000 24.32 Existing PX is to be demolished.

Under terms of the PAL agreement, a new, 141-
64293 South Post 103,402 5.4 room transient lodging facility will be built near Yes
Pence Gate.

Privatized Army Lodging (PAL) —
East of Belvoir Road

PAL PA amended to mitigate
potential adverse effects.

National Intrepid Center of New treatment center for traumatic brain injuries

N/A South Post 18,074 2.8 : - Yes No resources affected.
Excellence and post-traumatic stress disorders.
Completion of Mulligan Road between Telegraph
. 62297 Road and US Route 1 plus associated work to
Mulligan Road Phase I 56062 North Post N/A 32 Telegraph Road, Old Mill Road, and US Route 1. Yes Adverse effects. MOA executed.

Under construction.

Completed single-story brick residential facility
with 12 bedrooms/suites. Provides a temporary
Fisher House 1 N/A South Post 10,000 1.8 residence and support facility for service men and Yes No resources affected.
women and their families receiving care at the
Fort Belvoir Community Hospital.

United Service Organization Recently-opened recreational/community support

(USO) Family Center NIA South Post 25,000 3.45 facility for recovering soldiers and their families. Yes No resources affected.
Expansion of Davison Arm Davison

Xp : . Y 74885 Army 4,050 0.43 Expansion to accommodate a third fire company. Yes No resources affected.
Airfield Fire Station Airfield

Completed child development center for 144
Child Development Center 144 70067 North Post 13,020 3.68 children Provides care for children of active duty Yes No resources affected.
and authorized civilian personnel.

New family travel camp in the Tompkins Basin
area. Phase 1 builds spaces for recreational
Family Travel Camp Phase 1 66807 South Post N/A 9.64 vehicles and camping support buildings. Family Yes No adverse effect.
travel camp would serve active-duty military, their
families, military retirees, and eligible civilians.
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Project Name

Project
#

Location

Building size
(Square

Disturbed
Area

Description

Already
Reviewed?"

Effects

Water and Wastewater System

Feet)

(Acres)

Provides for privatized operation and
maintenance of water and wastewater systems

Adverse effect; MOA to be

Privatization N/A Main Post NA TBD along with repair/replacement of aging Yes prepared.

infrastructure.

FY 2013 Construction
7 (include . .
Child Development Center 1 75997 FBNA 10,640 next One of two child dev_elopment qenters adjac_ent to Yes No resources affected.
project) one another, each with a capacity of 124 children.
Child Development Center 2 75998 FBNA 10,640 See above | See above. Yes No resources affected.
: New access control point for traffic accessing . o

Access Road & Control Point — 80573 North Post 1,500 8 North Post from US Route 1. Replaces old Lieber Yes Potential ad\{erse effect; mitigation
Lieber Gate Gate to be determined.
Reg_l_onal Stormwater Management N/A South Post NA 35 Regional stormwater management facility to No To be determined.
Facility serve a number of buildings.
Army & Air Force Exchange 0307- Car wash facility for privately-owned vehicles
Service Car Wash 03-001 North Post 1,350 013 adjacent to a Class VI store. Yes No resources affected.
PX Demolition? N/A | North Post NA 3.2 Demolish the existing PX building following See Note 2 | See Note 2.

completion of the new PX".
36-Hole Golf Course Reconfigure six of the Fort Belvoir golf course’s
Reconfiguration® 73679 North Post N/A 33.8 36 holes to accommodate construction of the See Note 3 See Note 3.

9 National Museum of the US Army (NMUSA)°.

National Museum of the US Army S .
(NMUSA) Roads and 71149 North Post N/A 25.9 Exte_nd roads and utilities infrastructure and build Yes Adverse effect. MOA executed.

parking lots to serve the future NMUSA.
Infrastructure
Army Intelligence & Security First of four phases to expand INSCOM’s HQ
Command (INSCOM) 57508 North Post 420,000 21.93 facilities. The first phase includes a 1,400-space Yes No resources affected.

Headquarters (HQ) Expansion
Phase 1

parking garage, utility building, partial
reconfiguration of parking lots, and site work.
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Project
#

Location

Building size
(Square
Feet)

Disturbed
Area
(Acres)
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Description

New fire station for two fire companies near site

Already
Reviewed?"

Effects

Stati 61453 South Post 10,297 1.0 of existing station. Existing station would be Yes No adverse effect.
tation
repurposed as a 911 center.
Army & Air Force Exchange 0301- . P "
Service Car Care Center 10-001 North Post 9,000 0.2 Car maintenance facility with 10 service bays. Yes No resources affected.
Pet care center and kennel boarding for the pets
Pet Care Center 74317 South Post 5,200 1.0 of military personnel, their families, and eligible Yes No resources affected.
civilians.
National Geospatial-Intelligence Canine training and rest facility with an
Agency Canine Training / Rest N/A FBNA 1,200 0.49 administrative area, kennels with dog runs, and a Yes No resources affected.
Facility canine exercise area for guard dogs.
4.5 for
school + 3 | New elementary school to accommodate up to
Fairfax County School Expansion N/A North Post 98,400 for new 800 students next to the existing Fort Belvoir Yes No resources affected.
playing Elementary School.
fields
FY 2014 Construction
Name Brand Casual Dining Old Chicago restaurant on a site at the edge of .
Restaurant (Old Chicago) N/A North Post 6,500 02 the PX/Commissary development. No To be determined.
INSCOM HQ Expansion Phase 2* 58849 North Post 188,000 See4N0te Continue expansion of INSCOM facilities®. See Note 4 See Note 4.
NMUSA Phase 1° N/A North Post 195,130 See Note Na_tlonal museum to shoswcase the history and See Note 3 See Note 3.
3 artifacts of the US Army".
New, larger Commissary for use by military
Main Post Commissary” 64327 North Post 132,000 19.4 personnel, their families, area retirees, and See Note 2 See Note 2.
eligible civilians®.
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 80446 North Post 2.960 05 Standard DoD visitor control center for employees Yes No resources affected.

Visitor Control Center

and visitors accessing DLA.
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Building size | Disturbed

Project Name Project Location (Square Area Description AI_ready 1 Effects
# Reviewed?
Feet) (Acres)

Construct a second Fisher House adjacent to
Fisher House 2° N/A South Post 10,000 1.8 Fisher House 1°. The two houses would share the See Note 5 See Note 5.

same purpose, design, and parking lot.
Family Travel Camp Phase 2° 66808 South Post N/A 1.25 Car Camp'”g sites and cabins added to family See Note 6 See Note 6.

travel camp’.

FY 2015 Construction

249" Battalion HQ 59554 | South Post 81,783 105 New HQ complex to include administrative areas, No To be determined.

classrooms, and equipment maintenance shops.
INSCOM HQ Expansion Phase 3* 62243 North Post 194,000 See4NOte Continue expansion of INSCOM facilities”. See Note 4 See Note 4.
NMUSA Phase 2° N/A North Post 111,000 See Note Continue construction of NMUSA facilities®. See Note 3 See Note 3.

(Phases 2-4) 3
784 (plus Replace an unattended vehicle fueling station for
Retail Fuel Point 78926 South Post 7,781 for 2 1.04 military and other federal vehicles with a new No To be determined.
canopies) facility.
FY 2016 Construction

29" Infantry HQ 510009 North Post 33,258 7.36 New HQ complex for the 29" Infantry. No To be determined.
Medical Office Building 77285 South Post 21,948 0.6 Add to FBCH a new facility tc_) accommodate new No To be determined.

students, staff, and plant maintenance personnel.
NMUSA Phase 3° N/A North Post 111,000 See Note Continue construction of NMUSA facilities”. See Note 3 See Note 3.

(Phases 2-4) 3

New recreational facilities in the Town Center
Multipurpose Fields N/A South Post NA 1.88 area, including tennis courts, a basketball court, No To be determined.

and a little league/softball field.
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Area
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Description

Two multi-story parking structures with a capacity

Already
Reviewed?"

Effects

DLA Parking Garage 80437 North Post 700,000 1.2 of 1,650 parking spaces on the existing DLA No To be determined.
parking lot.
FY 2017 Construction
NMUSA Phase 4° N/A North Post 111,000 See Note Final phase of NMUSA project’. See Note 3 See Note 3.
(Phases 2-4) 3
Barracks and operations facility without dining for
Unaccompanied Enlisted 240 single, enlisted personnel realigned by BRAC .
Personnel Barracks 64270 North Post 103,960 0.6 2005 from Walter Reed Army Medical Center to No To be determined.
FBCH.
Operational Security Evaluation Davison Permanent compound for OSEG training and
Group (OSEG) Training 69249 Army 91,5631 9.5 operations to replace temporary facilities on North Yes To be determined.
Compound Airfield Post.
. Replacement of ball fields lost due to construction .
Baseball Field Replacement 64148 South Post N/A 0.92 of a CDC built under BRAC 2005, No To be determined.
Secure Administrative Facility 76378 South Post 107,193 3.84 Administrative building and parking structure. No To be determined.
INSCOM HQ Expansion Phase 4* 77905 North Post Rengr:@tlon See4NOte Construct final phase of INSCOM expansion®. See Note 4 See Note 4.
Religious Education Center 65746 North Post 18,093 1.12 Zﬁg'l%(\:’\g? worship assembly area, classrooms, No To be determined.
- Warehouse with climate-controlled environment
INSCOM Controlled Humidity 80247 South Post 57,116 1.24 for Fort Belvoir mission partners engaged in No To be determined.
Warehouse . . > >
intelligence-gathering activities.
911" Engineering Compan Medium-duty tactical equipment maintenance
9 9 pany 70935 North Post 39,810 6.84 complex with integrated company operations No To be determined.

Operations Complex

administrative space.
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Project Name

Project
#

Location

Building size
(Square
Feet)

Disturbed
Area
(Acres)

Description

New, general-purpose equipment maintenance
facility; demolition of existing shops and

Already
Reviewed?"

Effects

Vehicle Maintenance Shop 50356 South Post 25,565 0.35 administrative building: redevelopment of motor No To be determined.
pool area.
NetworklEnterpnse Ce”“?? 80305 South Post 75,000 0.85 New data center. No To be determined.
Information Systems Facility
General-purpose HQ facility for DLA and Defense
DLA HQ Building 74314 North Post 267,000 3.85 Energy Support Center operations on an existing No To be determined.

parking lot.

Note:

1. As of early calendar year 2014.
2. See Main Post Exchange (71074)

3. See National Museum of the US Army (NMUSA) (71149)
4. See Army Intelligence & Security Command (INSCOM) Headquarters (HQ) Expansion Phase 1 (57508)

5. See Fisher House 1

6. See Family Travel Camp Phase 1 (66807)
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3.8.1.2 Directorate of Public Works

DPW, led by a Director and Deputy Director, is, among other things, responsible for the
management of cultural resources at Fort Belvoir, including Main Post, HEC, and the six remote sites.
The organization of DPW is depicted in Figure 7. DPW is primarily responsible for:

e Managing and implementing all facility and infrastructure improvements,
including buildings and other physical facilities, infrastructure, and natural
resources.

e Advising the Garrison Commander on all aspects of planning, engineering,
housing, environment, and natural and cultural resources, and implementing
command policies and decisions in these areas.

e Providing services to the various mission partners.
e Undertaking minor construction projects.
e Planning and programming major construction.

e Coordinating and supervising contractors involved in maintenance and
development.

e Providing services to privatized housing. (Privatized family housing is subject
to the stipulations included in the PA for Privatization of Family Housing. Fort
Belvoir is responsible for implementing the PA and all work requests are
coordinated through the DPW).

e Managing the installation’s environmental and natural resources programs
through the Environmental and Natural Resources Division (ENRD).

e Overseeing and coordinating the management of privatized utilities.

All divisions within DPW have responsibilities that may directly affect cultural resources at Fort
Belvoir because all are involved in the planning and designing of construction projects, coordination of
external project reviews, hiring and overseeing of contractors, and project implementation.

3.8.1.3 Mission Partners

Fort Belvoir provides logistical and administrative support to more than 140 mission partners and
satellite organizations. To support their respective missions, mission partners perform a wide range of
activities that may affect cultural resources, including maintenance, repair, renovation or rehabilitation,
demolition, new construction, and various ground-disturbing activities. AR 200-1 and federal statutes and
regulations stipulate that the ultimate responsibility for protecting and managing Fort Belvoir's cultural
resources falls on the Garrison Commander and his designated CRM, NOT on the mission partners.
Reflecting this fact, inter service support agreements (ISSAs) have been signed with a majority of the
mission partners. The ISSAs recognize that the Garrison is responsible for compliance with cultural
resources regulations regarding the buildings or facilities the mission partners use or occupy.
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The mission partners must inform the CRM of their proposed actions or activities so the CRM
can determine the potential of those actions or activities to affect cultural resources and initiate Section
106 compliance actions, as appropriate.

3.8.1.4 Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC)

HEC is an independent 583-acre installation adjacent to Fort Belvoir operated by the US Army
Corps of Engineers. Although HEC is a separate entity with its own master plan and decision-making
process, Fort Belvoir provides it with environmental and cultural resources support under an ISSA (a
copy of the ISSA can be obtained from DPW's Business Management Office). The ISSA includes an
Environmental and Natural Resource Compliance Agreement that specifies that HEC must coordinate
with DPW ENRD concerning any proposed actions that may have environmental impacts, including on
cultural resources. HEC is required to obtain approval from DPW ERND prior to the implementation of
such actions. In turn, Fort Belvoir is responsible for complying with environmental regulations for actions
at HEC. With regard to cultural resources, the agreement states that DPW ENRD is responsible for
“preparing documentation required under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) for any
Customer action which may affect cultural resources™ and that Fort Belvoir “shall manage and prepare
scopes for all contract actions for historic building renovation, hazardous waste or other applicable
environmental impacts.”

3.8.1.5 Remote Sites

Six remote sites (FBNA; Mark Center; Rivanna Station; Davison Airfield Outer Marker; and two
communications tower sites: Tysons Corner and Suitland - See Chapter 1 for descriptions) are managed
by Fort Belvoir. All undertakings initiated at these locations must be processed through the DPW and it is
the responsibility of the CRM to review projects at these locations to ensure compliance with Section 106,
as appropriate.

3.8.2 Project Tracking and Processes

This section outlines the project review and approval processes in place at Fort Belvoir. All
projects are initiated through the submission of a Facilities Work Request (Form 4283) to the Business
Management Office of DPW. Projects that cost less than $750,000 continue to be processed by the
Business Management Office; projects over $750,000 are considered Military Construction (MILCON)
projects and are transferred to the Facilities Planning Office; a Form 1391 is developed. The CRM is
involved in both processes.

3.8.2.1 Facilities Work Requests (Form 4283)

Figure 8 presents a flow chart for key steps in the Form 4283 process. Facilities Work Requests
(Form 4283 - See Figure 9) are submitted to the Business Management Office of DPW, which reviews
them and determines which offices need to be consulted. Projects range from complex repairs to minor
maintenance issues. To ensure cultural resources are taken into consideration, the Business Management
Office should inform the CRM of all Form 4283 projects.
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Figure 7. Directorate of Public Works Organization
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Figure 8. Key Steps in 4283 Process
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Figure 9. Sample Facilities Work Request (Form 4283)

FACILITIES ENGINEERING WORK REQUEST
For use of this form, see DA Pam 420-6; the proponent agency is OACSIM.

DOCUMENT w
(SEEI?S;E :; o CUSTSMER SERIAL = SHORT JOB DESCRIPTION RATE
NUMBER i DA | MON | YR

instructions) j

INSTALLATION BUILDING/FACILITY NUMBERS
ABBREVIATION
OF FACILITIES 1 2 3 4 5 6 g 8 9 10
1
2
3
REMARKS
INSTALLATION NAME | CUSTOMER NAME [ POC NAME | POC PHONE NUMBER

[ 1

WORK DESCRIPTION (Description and justification of work request)

AUTHORIZED REQUESTOR (Type or print) AUTHORIZED REQUESTOR SIGNATURE
APPROVAL ACTION CODE: SPECIAL INTEREST CODE: DATE
PARTB . .
(Approving Official Only) WORK REQUEST PRICRITY: ESTIMATED WORK START DATE: DA | MON YR
PROGRAM INDICATOR CODE: Ei:,'EF’FATED MWQIEK COMELETIOR
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT WORK TO BE PERFORMED WORKCLASS APPROVAL AMOUNTS SOURGE OF FUNDS
YES NO D IN-HOUSE FUNDED UNFUNDED DIRECT
O O oyssmem
L D SEIEHELP § 5 AUTOMATIC REIMBURSEMENT
EIS/EIA FUNDED REIMBURSEMENT
D (L:} INITIATED D CONTRACT s S
ACCOUNT PROCESSING CODE
O O Svdtne - »
L D TROOP TOTAL ; $
DESIGN APPROVAL (Please type or print name) DATE APPROVAL AUTHORITY (Please type or print name) APPROVALAGHGH BT
DA | MON YR A
DESIGN APPROVAL SIGNATURE APPROVAL AUTHORITY SIGNATURE m APPROVED B MON R
[[] oisarrrovED
DA FORM 4283, SEP 2003 DA FORM 4283, AUG 1978, IS OBSOLETE. AFD PE v1.03ES

Page 1of 2
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The CRM reviews the project to determine if it has the potential to affect cultural resources. This
may involve reviewing the list of buildings included in Appendix VIl to determine the historic status of
the potentially affected buildings and, if ground disturbance is anticipated, the archaeology layer of the
Fort Belvoir GIS. For projects on Main Post or FBNA, the CRM will also verify in what planning district
the proposed project is located to ensure that the applicable historic preservation restrictions from the Fort
Belvoir Real Property Master Plan are complied with. If the CRM determines that the proposed project
may affect historic properties, the Section 106 review process is initiated.

Because Fort Belvoir is a large installation with multiple mission partners, some projects with
potential to affect cultural resources may fail to be appropriately processed and reviewed as described
above. Additional opportunities for the CRM to identify projects that may affect cultural resources
mitigate this risk (see Figure 8). These opportunities include monthly project review meetings and weekly
excavation permit meetings. Project review meetings are held on the last Wednesday of each month at
DPW and are presided over by the DPW engineering division, which reviews DPW-managed on-going
projects. Excavation permit meetings are held every Wednesday and include review of all projects
requiring excavation. CRM attendance at these meetings is an important way to identify projects that may
affect cultural resources but might otherwise have proceeded without appropriate Section 106 review.

3.8.2.2 MILCON Projects (Form 1391)

As noted above, Form 4283 is initially submitted for all projects proposed at Fort Belvoir.
Additionally, a programming document (MILCON Form 1391) is completed for both new construction
and major renovations that would cost more than $750,000. Figure 10 shows a blank Form 1391. The
form is submitted to ENRD, which determines the appropriate level of review under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other applicable laws and regulations, including Section 106. The
CRM is consulted as part of this process. The Chief of ENRD must sign off on Section J of Form 1391
and is responsible for fulfilling the applicable requirements.

The completed Form 1391 is next reviewed and approved by several agencies, including: (1) the
Garrison Commander; (2) the Military District of Washington; (3) the Department of the Army; (4) DoD,
and (5) the District, Division, and Headquarters levels of the US Army Corps of Engineers. Any of these
agencies can make changes to the project and its place in a priority list. For example, a project that Fort
Belvoir ranked as priority one can become a priority 10 project in a list of projects funded by DoD. Once
the project is reviewed by these various agencies, the front page of the programming document is
submitted to Congress for funding.

3.8.2.3 Real Property Planning Board Meetings

Semi-annual public meetings known as the Real Property Planning Board Meetings are held at Fort
Belvoir Headquarters to provide information on upcoming projects at Fort Belvoir. The draft MOD PA
(Appendix V) stipulates that the Section 106 consulting parties should be invited to the meeting that takes
place in April so they can be kept apprised of the status of projects and identify concerns about potential
impacts to cultural resources. It is recommended that Fort Belvoir invite the consulting parties to the semi-
annual meetings even if the MOD PA is not executed.

3.8.3 Base Operations and Maintenance Support Contract

Fort Belvoir has privatized the daily operational requirements of the installation through a multi-
year contract known as the Base Operations and Maintenance Support Contract (BASOPS). This contract
is valid for five years and requires the contractor to provide all needed resources and management,
materials, plant supervision, labor, and equipment to operate, maintain, repair, and construct real property
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facilities, including unaccompanied/troop personnel housing but excluding military family housing at Fort
Belvoir. Typical services include the maintenance and repair of buildings and structures, dining facility
appliances and equipment, electrical systems, heating plants and systems, water systems, storm drainage
systems, air conditioning and refrigeration plants and systems; grounds maintenance; road and surfaced
area maintenance; unaccompanied personnel housing operations and maintenance; fire detection and
suppression; environmental services; and ability to provide emergency response services, as required.

Because work performed under this contract has the potential to affect cultural resources, it is
important for the contract to include language that specifies that the work provided must be done in
compliance with Section 106, specifically through coordination with the CRM. In addition, meetings are
held every Tuesday to discuss on-going projects; the CRM should attend these meetings to ensure that
projects performed under the contract do not adversely affect cultural resources.
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Figure 10. MILCON Project Data Form (Form 1391)

T COMCHERT FY MILITARY CONSTRUCTION e r?’?:EMMUU) REPOSRJM%%TTROL
PROJECT DATA DD-A&T(A)1610

3. INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4. PROJECT TITLE

5. PROGRAM ELEMENT 6. CATEGORY CODE 7. PROJECT NUMBER 8. PROJECT COST (3000)

9. COST ESTIMATES

ITEM um QUANTITY UNIT COST {Cj%)

0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
0,00
0.00
0.00

10. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

DD FORM 1391, JUL 1999 PREVIOUS EDITION 1S OBSOLETE. Tﬁimsd.o
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4 Management Strategies

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents general and specific procedures through which effective cultural resources
management programs are implemented. The section on proactive management strategies discusses a
range of general procedures and strategies that typically are applied to the solution of cultural resources
management problems. The standard operating procedures (SOPs) that follow present specific step-by-
step procedures that can be used by Fort Belvoir personnel to comply with federal legislation and
Department of the Army regulations, and meet the goals of the installation’s cultural resources
management program. Installation-specific recommendations for achieving the overall objectives of the
program are presented in Chapter 5.

Effective cultural resources management programs are integrated into the administrative
infrastructure of the installation. This means that an effective program must implement strategies that
fulfill the installation’s historic preservation obligations within the context of its military mission. US
Army regulations recognize this by vesting the general responsibility for cultural resources management
with the Garrison Commander and requiring that the commander in turn assign the responsibility for
implementing the cultural resources management program to a designated Cultural Resources Manager
(CRM) for the installation. These regulations also specify that the cultural resources management
program should be integrated with natural resources management activities and other installation-wide
planning documents.

Fort Belvoir’s cultural resources management program meets these basic requirements. Cultural
resources management activities are implemented in the Directorate of Public Works (DPW), where a
designated CRM is responsible for cultural resources compliance. The installation is in the process of
developing an updated Real Property Master Plan that takes the preservation of cultural resources into
account and works in tandem with this integrated cultural resources management plan (ICRMP). In
addition, the installation has an integrated natural resources management plan (INRMP), into which the
relevant elements of this ICRMP should be incorporated when the INRMP is updated.

4.2 Proactive Management Strategies

A proactive cultural resources management program seeks to anticipate and resolve cultural
resources management problems before they have reached crisis proportions. The following sections
present general strategies that facilitate the achievement of a proactive program.
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4.2.1 Personnel Training

Periodic training for personnel involved in planning, engineering, and cultural resources
management supports the development of a more effective and efficient program because it promotes the
skills needed to effectively manage cultural resources and broadens staff awareness of basic cultural
resources management policies and procedures. In general, cultural resourced management training
should:

o Familiarize key personnel with historic preservation legislation, procedures,
and basic requirements for compliance activity.

o Familiarize key staff, in particular those involved with project planning and
implementation, with the installation’s current inventory of cultural resources.

o Inform staff of relevant changes in federal regulations.
o Make staff aware of current preservation techniques and technologies.

Some Fort Belvoir staff, including the CRM, have received training in cultural resources. Overall,
however, cultural resources training and awareness is limited among relevant personnel. Reflecting this,
goals regarding awareness and training are included in Chapter 5. Table 12 presents a list of preservation
training courses that may be useful to fulfill these goals.

It should also be noted that the Technical Preservation Services branch of the National Park
Service has prepared over 40 Preservation Briefs that provide homeowners, preservation professionals,
organizations, and government agencies with guidance on preserving, rehabilitating, and restoring historic
buildings. Table 13 provides a list of Preservation Briefs that may be useful to guide the appropriate
treatment of cultural resources at Fort Belvoir.

Another key resource is the Department of Defense (DoD) Environmental, Safety and
Occupational Health Network and Information Exchange (DENIX) cultural resources website, accessible
at: http://www.denix.osd.mil/cr/. The website includes links to program and policy management
documents, guidance for archaeological and architectural resources, conferences, and workshops, among
others.
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Table 12: Selection of Available Training Courses for Installation Personnel

Description

Offered by

Hyperlink for More Information

Cultural Resources

Provides a broad-based understanding of the character and quality of
cultural resources, a working knowledge of the identification and
assessment procedures applied to those resources, and a review of
tribal policy principles that impact agency cultural resources
management.

Historic Structures

Focuses on the planning and development of installations as it
pertains to the sustainable reuse of historic structures. Also provides
instruction in identifying unique characteristics, legal requirements,
procedures, technical knowledge, and skills necessary to administer,
maintain, and repair historic properties in conjunction with the master
planning policies of the Army and Department of Defense.

Native American Environmental/ Cultural
Resources Training

Identifies sustainable environmental principles through immersion in
a culture different than one’s own and exposes students to practices
that have enabled Native Americans to thrive for thousands of years.

US Army Corps of Engineers
Learning Center, Huntsville, AL

http://aec.army.mil/Services/Preserve/
Training.aspx

Historic Structures I: Maintenance and Repair

Provides an awareness of the unique characteristics, legal
requirements, procedures, technical knowledge and skills necessary
to maintain and repair historic buildings.

Historic Structures II: Craft Skills and Training

Increases awareness of and sensitivity to maintenance and repair
issues in historic structures and enhances preservation craft skills.

US Army Corps of Engineers
Seattle District Center of Expertise
for the Preservation of Historic
Buildings and Structures

http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Busine
ssWithUs/HistoricPreservation.aspx

Section 106 Essentials

Two-day course designed for those who are new to federal historic
preservation compliance or those who want a refresher on the
Section 106 regulations and review process. This course explains the
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, which applies any time a federal, federally assisted, or federally
approved activity might affect a property listed in or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (National Register).

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP)

http://www.achp.gov/106select.html

Advanced Section 106 Seminar

Focuses on the effective management of complex or controversial
undertakings that require compliance with Section 106. Taught in a
smaller, interactive setting, this course encourages group discussion
and problem solving. The seminar is designed for experienced
Section 106 users who are already familiar with the regulations. The
curriculum focuses on the challenges of seeking consensus and
resolving adverse effects to historic properties.

ACHP

http://www.achp.gov/106select.html
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Course Name

Description

Offered by

Hyperlink for More Information

Workshops in Preservation Technology
(Various)

Courses offered in association with annual conference. The focus of
the September 2014 conference is on the challenges of preserving
and conserving materials of the modern movement, focusing on post-
war materials and assemblies.

Association for Preservation
Technology, Washington, DC

http://www.aptdc.org/content.php?pag
e=Symposia_and_Workshops

Seminars in Cultural Resources Identification
and Management (Various)

Continuing education and professional training for those involved in
the management, preservation, and stewardship of cultural heritage.
Serves a broad spectrum of individuals and groups from the
government and private sectors by providing seminars in historic
preservation and cultural resources management.

National Preservation Institute

http://www.npi.org/

Strategies for Sustainable Historic
Preservation

This course provides an introduction to historic preservation with a
focus on how to balance sustainable goals and operations and
maintenance practices with preservation solutions.

Whole Building Design Guide, a
program of the National Institute of
Building Sciences

http://www.wbdg.org/education/sshp.p
hp

Effective Tribal Consultation

Course lays the groundwork for key concepts of government-to-
government consultation including creating and sustaining valuable
relations to build trust between sovereigns. Participants build
awareness of different ways to manage information, communication,
decision making, roles, and responsibilities. They will also deepen
their appreciation for and understanding of tribal preferences, the
meaning of cultural and sacred sites, and of how historic events and
federal Indian policies have shaped government-to-government
relationships.

US Institute for Environmental
Conflict Resolution - Udall
Foundation

http://www.ecr.gov/Training/Courses.a
spx?id=6
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Table 13: Selection of Preservation Briefs

Preservation Preservation Brief Title

Brief #
1 Assessing Cleaning and Water-Repellent Treatments for Historic Masonry Buildings
2 Repointing Mortar Joints in Historic Masonry Buildings
3 Improving Energy Efficiency in Historic Buildings
4 Roofing for Historic Buildings
6 Dangers of Abrasive Cleaning to Historic Buildings
9 The Repair of Historic Wooden Windows
10 Exterior Paint Problems on Historic Woodwork
14 New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns
16 The Use of Substitute Materials on Historic Building Exteriors
17 Architectural Character: Identifying Visual Aspects of Historic Buildings as an Aid to Preserving Their
Character
18 Rehabilitating Interiors in Historic Buildings - Identifying Character-Defining Elements
21 Repairing Historic Flat Plaster - Walls and Ceilings
24 Heating, Ventilating, and Cooling Historic Buildings: Problems and Recommended Approaches
28 Painting Historic Interiors
32 Making Historic Properties Accessible
35 Understanding Old Buildings: The Process of Architectural Investigation
36 Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes
37 Appropriate Methods of Reducing Lead-Paint Hazards in Historic Housing
39 Holding the Line: Controlling Unwanted Moisture in Historic Buildings
Preservation Briefs available online at http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs.htm

4.2.2 Integration with the Real Property Master Plan

Cultural resources planning should be integrated with real property planning and management as
well as the management of natural resources. How this ICRMP is integrated with other planning
documents at Fort Belvoir is described in general terms in Section 1.5.3. This section specifically
describes how the ICRMP and the Real Property Master Plan work in tandem to facilitate the
management of historic properties at Fort Belvoir.
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For each of the 20 planning districts on Main Post and Fort Belvoir North Area (FBNA) (see
Section 1.3), the Real Property Master Plan identifies development restrictions and maintenance standards
which, if followed, will result in determinations of no historic properties affected or no adverse effect to
historic properties for development projects on Main Post. These restrictions and standards are illustrated
in Figure 11 and detailed in Table 14. They will be incorporated in the Maintenance, Operation, and
Development Programmatic Agreement (MOD PA) currently being prepared by Fort Belvoir (a draft of
the PA is provided in Appendix V).

4.2.3 Management Strategies for Archaeological Resources

Management strategies for archaeological resources first include the identification and evaluation
of resources. Following identification, Fort Belvoir is required to appropriately protect and maintain
archaeological resources from natural and man-made forces that may destroy or disturb them. The
following sections provide general guidance on the identification and evaluation of archaeological
resources, and their appropriate management.

4.2.3.1 Phases of Compliance

The review process for archaeological resources outlined in Section 106 is divided into three
phases of compliance: (1) identification (Phase 1); (2) evaluation (Phase I1); and (3) treatment (Phase 111).
Additional guidelines can be found in Archaeology and Historic Preservation: The Secretary of the
Interior's Standards and Guidelines; National Register Bulletin 24, Guidelines for Local Surveys: a Basis
for Preservation Planning; Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) Guidelines for Conducting
Cultural Resource Survey in Virginia; and in the ACHP publication, Consulting About Archaeology
Under Section 106.

Identification (Phase | Survey)

Identification entails locating and compiling information about the archaeological resources on
the installation and generating an inventory of those resources. Identification studies may be undertaken
in compliance with both Section 110 and Section 106.

Phase | identification studies typically include literature review, archival research, and limited
systematic field testing. Phase | testing most often involves the manual excavation of sub-surface shovel
tests within a defined area; the recordation of soil data and sub-surface features; and the recovery and
analysis of artifacts. Under specific conditions, alternate means of site identification may be used in lieu
of, or in combination with, manual excavation. These methods may include:

e Systematic mechanized testing in locations where cultural resources may be
deeply buried (e.g., beneath fill, deep alluvial soils, or the debris from
demolished buildings).

e Pedestrian reconnaissance in locations where surface visibility permits the
identification of exposed cultural resources.
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Table 14: Real Property Master Plan Historic Preservation Restrictions and Standards

Historic Properties
Identified

Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

Architectural Resources

Visual

Land Use

1. Davison Army
Airfield

Archaeological Sites.

No Historic Architectural
Resources.

Archaeology

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of

archaeological sites.

N/A

Building Height
Limits: Airfield height
restrictions with
exception of control
tower.

Auditory

Undertakings resulting
in sustained increases
in air operations will
require full Section 106
consultation.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

2. Golf Course/
National Museum of
the US Army

Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural
Resources: Fort Belvoir
Military Railroad.

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of

archaeological sites.

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and the Design
Guidelines for DoD Historic
Buildings and Districts.
Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning

Building Height
Limits: Airfield height
restrictions.

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

Standards.
. . Future development
Archaeological Sites. N_o ground o Building Height shall be consistent with Future devel_opment shall be
3. Intelligence o . disturbance within N/A Limits: Airfield height the future land use consistent with the future
' No Historic Architectural 50 feet of : land use identified in the

Resources.

archaeological sites.

restrictions.

identified in the Master
Plan.

Master Plan.

4. Defense Logistics
Agency/ Intelligence
Security Command

Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural
Resources: Fort Belvoir
Military Railroad.

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of

archaeological sites.

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and the Design
Guidelines for DoD Historic
Buildings and Districts.
Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning

Building Height
Limits: Airfield height
restrictions.

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

Standards.
. . Future development
Archaeological Sites. No ground N Building Height Limit: shall be consistent with Future devel_opment shall be
5. North Post disturbance within consistent with the future
. . . . N/A 230 feet Above Sea the future land use ; L
Community Support | No Historic Architectural 50 feet of Level identified in the Master land use identified in the
Resources. archaeological sites. ’ Plan Master Plan.
Archaeological Sites. Future development
poground Building Height Limit: | shall be consistent with | FUtU® development shall be
6. North Residential Historic Architectural N/A 230 feet Above Sea the future land use ; R
50 feet of land use identified in the

Resources: Woodlawn
Historic District.

archaeological sites.

Level.

identified in the Master
Plan.

Master Plan.
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District Name®

Historic Properties
Identified

Archaeology

Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

| Architectural Resources

Visual

Auditory

Land Use

7. Lower North Post

Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural
Resources: Woodlawn
United Methodist
Cemetery, Woodlawn
Quaker Meetinghouse,
Woodlawn Historic
District, Amphitheatre &
Fort Belvoir Military

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of
archaeological sites
or within 50 feet of
the Woodlawn
Quaker Meeting
House or the
Woodlawn United
Methodist Cemetery.

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and the Design
Guidelines for DoD Historic
Buildings and Districts.
Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning

Building Height Limits:
190 feet Above Sea
Level.

No weekend
construction within 0.5
mile of Woodlawn
Quaker Meeting House
or Woodlawn United
Methodist Cemetery. All
other future
development shall be
consistent with the
future land use identified

Fremont field shall be used
for ball fields and event
fields. No development
between Lampert Road and
Goethals Road and between
Woodlawn and Franklin
Roads. Future development
shall be consistent with the
future land use identified in
the Master Plan.

Railroad. Standards. in the Master Plan.
No development within
Archaeological Sites. No ground No development within | 0.25 mile of Pohick Future development shall be
09 . 0.25 mile of Pohick Church. All other future : op
L . disturbance within . consistent with the future
8. Southwest Area Historic Architectural N/A Church. Building development shall be ; e
50 feet of land use identified in the

Resources: Pohick
Church.

archaeological sites.

Height Limit: 200 feet
Above Sea Level.

consistent with the
future land use identified
in the Master Plan.

Master Plan.

9. 1400 Area West

Archaeological Sites

Historic Architectural
Resources: Humphreys
Pump Station Complex
& Fort Belvoir Military
Railroad.

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of
archaeological sites.

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and the Design
Guidelines for DoD Historic
Buildings and Districts.
Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning

Building Height Limits:
215 feet Above Sea
Level to the west of
Gunston Road.

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

Standards.
No development allowed
between Route 1 and First
Archaeological Sites. No ground Building Height Limits: Future develqpment . Street. Vege'tatlve screening
] - shall be consistent with shall be retained to greatest
10. 1400 Area East disturbance within N/A 180 feet Above Sea the future land use extent possible. Future
' No Historic Architectural 50 feet of Level to the east of P :

Resources.

archaeological sites.

Gunston Road.

identified in the Master
Plan.

development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.
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Historic Properties Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

. . 1
District Name Identified

Land Use
No development allowed
between Route 1 and First
Street. Vegetative screening
shall be retained to greatest

Architectural Resources Visual Auditory

Archaeology \

No weekend
construction within 0.5
mile of Woodlawn
Quaker Meeting House.

No Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural

Resources. Proximity to

Building Height: 220

11. Medical Woodlawn Quaker N/A N/A feet Above Sea Level. All other future extent possible. Future
- development shall be development shall be
Meetinghouse and . . . .
A consistent with the consistent with the future
Woodlawn Historic . o - e L
District future land use identified | land use identified in the
' in the Master Plan. Master Plan.
Area to the east of Halleck
No Archaeological Sites No weekend Road shall be reserved for
9 ' construction within 0.5 ball fields. Vegetative
Historic Architectural No ground mile of Woodlawn screening shall be retained
A 09 - Building Height Limits: Quaker Meeting House. | to greatest extent possible.
12. South Post Resources. Proximity to disturbance within
. N/A 180 feet Above Sea All other future No development allowed
Community Support | Woodlawn Quaker 50 feet of

Meetinghouse and
Woodlawn Historic
District.

archaeological sites.

Level.

development shall be
consistent with the
future land use identified
in the Master Plan.

Road. Future development

the Master Plan.

Archaeological Sites.

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's

New construction
adjacent to historic

Future development

Historic Architectural N.O ground L Standards and the Design district shall conform to | shall be consistent with Future devel_opment shall be
. . disturbance within S 9 . consistent with the future
13. Industrial Area Resources. Contains Guidelines for DoD Historic the Installation the future land use . e
50 feet of land use identified in the

portions of Fort Belvoir

Buildings and Districts.

Planning Standards.

identified in the Master

between Route 1 and Casey

shall be consistent with the
future land use identified in

archaeological sites. Master Plan.

Historic District & the Fort Plan.

Belvoir Military Railroad.

Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning
Standards.

Building Height Limits:
260 Above Sea Level.
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Historic Properties

. . 1
District Name Identified

Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

Architectural Resources

Visual

Land Use

No Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural

Archaeology

Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to
the Secretary of Interior's
Standards and the Design

New construction
adjacent to historic
district shall conform to
the Installation
Planning Standards
and be compatible in
size and massing to
adjacent historic

Auditory

Future development
shall be consistent with

Development between
Belvoir and Middleton Roads
north of 16th Street shall be
recreational in nature. Future

14. Town Center ; . N/A Guidelines for DoD Historic district. New the future land use
Resources: Contains - . . _ . PN development shall be
h . Buildings and Districts. construction within the identified in the Master . .
portions of Fort Belvoir Additional requirements are historic district shall Plan consistent with the future
Historic District. A1 req - ’ land use identified in the
set forth in the Fort Belvoir conform to the
; . . Master Plan.
Installation Planning Secretary of Interior's
Standards. Standards and the
Design Guidelines for
DoD Historic Buildings
and Districts.
Maintenance, repair, and
additions to historic
properties shall conform to All undertakings shall
. . - Future development shall be
No Archaeological Sites. the Secretary of Interior's conform to the Future development . .
; o . . consistent with the future
Standards and the Design Secretary of Interior's shall be consistent with land use identified in the
15. Historic Core Historic Architectural N/A Guidelines for DoD Historic Standards and the the future land use
- . - o h S h P Master Plan. No
Resources: Fort Belvoir Buildings and Districts. Design Guidelines for identified in the Master
SRt e - L S development shall occur on
Historic District. Additional requirements are DoD Historic Buildings Plan. P1 parade field
set forth in the Fort Belvoir and Districts. P ’
Installation Planning
Standards.
Maintenance, repair, and
. . additions to historic Building Height Limits:
Archaeological Sites. . )
properties shall conform to New construction
Historic Architectural No ground the Secretary of Inter|0( S height will not exceed Future develqpment . Future development shall be
- . s Standards and the Design 90 feet. New shall be consistent with . .
Resources: SM-1 Reactor | disturbance within S e ) - consistent with the future
16. 300 Area Guidelines for DoD Historic construction within 300 | the future land use - e L
Complex (349, 50 feet of land use identified in the

371-374, 380, 7350, &
Pier) and Fort Belvoir
Military Railroad.

archaeological sites.

Buildings and Districts.
Additional requirements are
set forth in the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning

feet of shoreline shall
require additional
Section 106
consultation.

identified in the Master
Plan.

Master Plan.

Standards.
. . Future development
. . Archaeological Sites. N.O ground - Building Height Limits: shall be consistent with Future devel_opment shall be
17. Administrative disturbance within N/A 210 feet Above Sea the future land use consistent with the future
Campus No Historic Architectural 50 feet of land use identified in the

Resources.

archaeological sites.

Level.

identified in the Master
Plan.

Master Plan.
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District Name®

Historic Properties
Identified

Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

Architectural Resources

Visual

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Land Use

18. Community
Activities

Archaeological Sites.

No Historic Architectural
Resources.

Archaeology

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of

archaeological sites.

N/A

New construction
height will not exceed
90 feet. New
construction adjacent
to historic district shall
conform to the
Installation Planning
Standards and be
compatible in size and
massing to adjacent
historic district. New
construction within 300
feet of shoreline shall
require additional
Section 106
consultation.

Auditory

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

19. Recreation

Archaeological Sites.

No Historic Architectural
Resources.

No ground
disturbance within
50 feet of

archaeological sites.

N/A

New construction
height will not exceed
90 feet. New
construction adjacent
to historic district shall
conform to the
Installation Planning
Standards and be
compatible in size and
massing to adjacent
historic district. New
construction within 300
feet of shoreline shall
require additional
Section 106
consultation.

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

20. Fort Belvoir
North Area

No Archaeological Sites.

No Historic Architectural
Resources.

N/A

Additional requirements are
set forth in Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning
Standards.

N/A

Future development
shall be consistent with
the future land use
identified in the Master
Plan.

Future development shall be
consistent with the future
land use identified in the
Master Plan.

Family Housing
Areas

Archaeological Sites.

Historic Architectural
Resources: Historic
Landscapes and Historic
Architectural Resources.

All undertakings shall comply with existing Privatized Housing Programmatic Agreement.
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Historic Properties Historic Preservation Restriction(s)

District Name* . , ; .
Identified Archaeology | Architectural Resources Visual Auditory Land Use

No Archaeological Sites.
Privatized Army
Lodging Areas Historic Architectural
Resources.

All undertakings shall comply with existing Privatized Army Lodging Programmatic Agreement.

Note:

1. See Figure 11 for location. Numbers are those on Figure 11.
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Evaluation (Phase Il Study)

Phase Il studies are conducted to determine whether an identified archaeological resource
qualifies for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) using the National
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 60.4 [a-d]). Such studies may be
undertaken under Section 110 or Section 106. A National Register-eligible archaeological site generally
must be older than 50 years; must be significant as defined by the Criteria for Evaluation; and generally
should possess integrity, that is, its features and deposits must be sufficiently undisturbed to permit it to
convey its significance.

Phase Il archaeological studies seek to develop the historic context of a specific site and to
determine its horizontal and vertical boundaries, age and function, integrity, and research potential. Phase
Il studies generally include:

e Site-specific archival research.

e Excavation of a number of large units placed to determine the nature of all
deposits associated with the site.

e Advanced artifact analysis.

o Where appropriate, recovery and specialized analysis of data such as pollen,
soil chemicals, and faunal and botanical materials.

Treatment (Phase Ill)

As much as possible, the ACHP recommends that a National Register-listed or -eligible
archaeological site be left undisturbed and preserved from damage. Avoidance strategies are developed on
a case-by-case basis in consultation with the relevant State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), taking
into account a variety of factors including the nature of the site and the potential for adverse impacts to its
deposits; the site’s preservation potential; its research value and significance; and societal and mission
needs and interests. Some commonly used methods to avoid affecting archaeological sites include (more
information on archaeological site management is provided in Section 4.2.3.2):

e Designing construction projects to leave a reasonably protected open space
(buffer) around sensitive archaeological properties.

e Covering an archaeological site with fill, provided caution is exercised to limit
compaction, soil disturbance, chemical changes, and changes in soil structure,
and provided reasonable access can be assured for future research.

e Protecting the sites through fencing, armoring, construction of berms, or re-
routing of construction or training activities.

e Designing structures over an archaeological site in such a way as to minimize
sub-surface disturbance.

e Establishing protective covenants, easements, or other arrangements with
residents, operators, or users of the site.
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However, when adverse effects to archaeological resources cannot be avoided by the above
methods, data recovery is used to mitigate these effects. Data recovery studies involve the systematic
removal of a sample of the data that provide an archaeological site with research value. It may involve
additional Phase | surveying or extensive excavation of the site. Data recovery and site preservation
sometimes are combined, so that portions of the site are preserved intact while others are the object of
recovery efforts. Because data recovery involves removal of all, or part of a site, it is considered an
adverse effect, and will require development of a MOA, if not already covered by a stipulation in an
existing PA.

4.2.3.2 Site Management

The durable stabilization of archaeological sites is an important part of their long-term
preservation and protection. Factors that may affect site stabilization include erosion, foot traffic, and
looting. Key documents that address archaeological site protection/preservation include Archaeology and
Historic Preservation: Secretary Of The Interior's Standards and Guidelines and the ACHP’s Treatment
of Archaeological Properties - A Handbook, complemented in 2009 by Section 106 Archaeological
Guidance.

These basic documents deal with almost every aspect of preservation activities and offer
standards and guidelines for each. There are four major treatment plans for the protection of prehistoric
and historic archaeological sites:

e Avoidance of all areas containing significant sites. In the majority of cases, the
most effective and cost-effective way to protect National Register-listed or
eligible sites is through avoidance. Coordination of mission activity planning
and cultural resources management, particularly in the early stages of planning,
can determine if significant sites exist in a project’s Area of Potential Effects. If
s0, as much as possible, the scope of the project should be changed so that it no
longer affects specific sites. The CRM may determine that large blocks of land
need to be avoided entirely or identify smaller, specific locations that should be
bypassed.

e Physical protection of individual sites by fencing, berming, burying, or other
protective measures to protect them from disturbance. In some cases, it may be
necessary to protect the site by placing temporary fencing or berming around it
(marking the site boundaries with fluorescent flagging often accomplishes the
same goal). This procedure, in combination with written, graphic, and verbal
instructions for site avoidance, can provide adequate physical protection. Under
some circumstances, Fort Belvoir may consider depositing a layer of sterile
(i.e., non-cultural bearing) sediment over the site’s surface. Archaeological
sites that are easily accessible for unauthorized surface collection are good
candidates for this procedure.

e Monitoring the effectiveness of protection measures. The requirements of an
undertaking and the needs for site protection often become relatively complex,
and avoidance of archaeological sites, even with the assistance of physical
barriers, may be difficult. In-field monitoring of these situations is an effective
technique for completing mission objectives while protecting archaeological
sites. Monitoring also includes visiting properties periodically to determine if
avoidance, physical barriers, or both are successfully helping to maintain site

integrity.
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e Protection of a statistically-representative sample of the different classes of
significant sites. Members of the sample should be located where they can be
successfully and durably avoided by installation activities or protected in other
ways. The sample should be updated periodically, as new data permit. Critical
to this treatment is the implementation of a sample survey to define classes of
sites within different environmental types and determine which ones are
significant.

Because of Fort Belvoir’s location along the Potomac River, archaeological sites along the
shoreline are at risk from erosion. Guidance regarding stabilization of archaeological sites from erosion is
available from the National Park Service, specifically, Technical Brief 18: Protecting Archaeological
Sites on Eroding Shorelines: A Hay Bales Approach, available at the following location:
http://www.nps.gov/archeology/pubs/techbr/tch18a.htm.

Fort Belvoir has numerous archaeological sites that require protection. Although the vast majority
has remained undisturbed, threats from both natural and man-made forces exist. Some threats are difficult
to foresee. For example, in 2005, Site 44FX0009 was disturbed when a dump truck attempting to turn
around got stuck in the site, creating tire ruts in the soft soil. No apparent damage was done and the ruts
were filled with topsoil and reseeded. That same year, in a separate incident, a sign was placed within the
site, which, due to prior disturbance, did not appear to damage it. The VASHPO was notified of both
cases of disturbance. The risk of shoreline erosion is an example of natural threat. Erosion occurs slowly
and may be noticed too late to take remedial action.

As previously noted, it is important not to publicize the location of archaeological sites to avoid
theft or vandalism. Therefore, when attempting to physically protect sites, care should be taken to ensure
as much as possible that they are not identifiable as archaeological sites, particularly in publically-
accessible areas.

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) imposes federal felony penalties for
persons convicted of excavating, removing, damaging, or otherwise defacing archaeological resources
located on federal lands; or selling, purchasing, or transferring artifacts obtained in violation of the law.
Fort Belvoir must ensure that unauthorized excavations, or vandalism or looting of archaeological sites
are reported to the CRM as quickly as possible. The CRM will inspect the damaged site and report the
violation to law enforcement authorities and the SHPO. Preventative measures such as protective fencing
and installation of signs with information about ARPA may be considered for areas generally known to
contain archaeological resources.

In addition to physically protecting archaeological sites, measures to increase the awareness and
understanding of the importance and significance of archaeological resources among Fort Belvoir
employees, residents, and contractors may be beneficial. Using known sites to that end should be
considered. In particular, Fort Belvoir maintains one publically-accessible site, the Belvoir Manor Ruins
and Fairfax Gravesite (44FX0004) that can provide educational opportunities. Interpretation of this site
could be expanded to include additional, general information about Fort Belvoir’s archaeological
resources, the importance of preserving them, and the laws under which they are protected.

4.2.3.3 Cemetery Management

Cemeteries may be determined eligible for listing in the National Register under Criteria
Consideration D, which indicates a cemetery is eligible if it “derives its primary significance from graves
of persons of transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association
with historic events.” In addition, cemeteries that are more than 100 years old are protected under ARPA
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and Native American graves or burial sites are protected under the Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).

As noted in Chapter 1, seven cemeteries are located within the boundary of the Main Post at Fort
Belvoir. Their management is the responsibility of the Facility Planning/Master Planning division of
DPW. The cemeteries are treated as archaeological sites and the CRM supports and coordinates with
Master Planning with regard to actions that affect them. As much as possible, the cemeteries are to be
entirely avoided.

The VASHPO provides guidance on the archaeological treatment of cemeteries at the following
location: http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/homepage_general/fag_cem_presv.htm.

4.2.4 Management Strategies for Architectural Resources

There are two primary components to the management of historic architectural resources: survey
and evaluation to identify resources; and proper treatment of previously identified resources.

4.2.4.1 Survey and Evaluation

Sections 110 and 106 both require evaluation of historic architectural resources to determine their
National Register eligibility status. According to National Park Service guidelines, generally buildings,
structures, sites, objects or districts 50 years old or older are eligible for listing if they possess historic
significance as defined by the National Register criteria (Table 15) and retain historic integrity (Table 16).
Although 50 years is the general benchmark, a property not yet 50 years old may be considered eligible if
it has exceptional significance under Criteria Consideration G (see Table 15).

4.2.4.2 Treatment Strategies

The Secretary of the Interior has established four standards for the treatment of historic
properties:

o Restoration, which returns a property to a particular period of time. This
treatment option may include the removal of later additions or changes, the
repair of deteriorated elements, and the appropriate replacement of missing
features.

e Reconstruction, which recreates missing portions of a property for interpretive
purposes.

e Preservation, which is the maintenance and repair of a property's existing
historic materials and design as it evolved over time.

¢ Rehabilitation, which is the process of returning a property to a useful state.

This encompasses adapting a property to meet continuing or changing uses
while retaining the property's character-defining features
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Table 15: Criteria for Historic Significance

36 CFR 60.4, Part |

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association and:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or
B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction; or

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

36 CFR 60.4, Part Il

Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious institutions or used for
religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their original locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties
primarily commemorative in nature, and properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be
considered eligible for the National Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do
meet the criteria or if they fall within the following categories:

A.  Areligious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or historical importance; or

B. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant primarily for architectural value, or which
is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a historic person or event; or

C. Anbirthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate site or building directly
associated with his productive life; or

D. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves or persons of transcendent importance, from age, from
distinctive design features, or from association with historic events; or

E.  Areconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented in a dignified manner as
part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or structure with the same association has survived; or

F. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has invested it with its own
exceptional significance; or

G. A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.

Source: National Park Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation Bulletin (last revised 2002).
Available at: http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/

Table 16: Integrity Aspects Defined

Aspect of Integrity Property Attributes
Location Must not have been moved.
. Must retain historic elements that create the form, plan, space,
Design
structure, and style of the property.
Setting Setting must retain its historic character.
. Must retain the key exterior materials dating from the period of its
Materials AT
historic significance.
Workmanship Methods of construction from its time of significance must be evident.
Feeling Physical features must convey its historic character.
L Must be the actual place where a historic event or activity occurred
Association and must be sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an
Source: National Park Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation Bulletin (last
revised 2002). Available at: http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/
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Although these treatment options do not provide specific technical guidance on which
architectural features to retain, they do provide a general framework for making decisions.

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) recognizes that the preservation of historic
properties, while the preferred option, may not always be feasible. Hence, responsible management of
built resources requires the development of treatment strategies based upon a variety of factors. These
include:

e The significance of the historic property and its relative importance in history.
e The physical condition of the property.

e The proposed use of the property.

e Applicable code requirements.

e The public interest.

A visual inspection of the building or structure and a baseline assessment of the building's current
condition and architectural integrity should be conducted to determine the most appropriate treatment
strategy. The level of intervention should be based on the results of these investigations.

Rehabilitation is the strategy most commonly implemented by Fort Belvoir, as it is best adapted
to the multiple missions the installation supports and the various functions individual historic buildings
must accommodate as missions evolve and change. Rehabilitation is a preferred treatment option under
both the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings (36 CFR 67) and the DoD’s Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and
Districts.

Rehabilitation entails the following steps:

e Intensive architectural survey of the historic building to identify its significant
historic, architectural, and cultural values.

o Evaluation of the architectural integrity and structural condition of the building
as a whole as well as of its component parts.

e Development of a range of reuse alternatives and specific preservation
procedures based on the survey data and building analysis.

e Preparation of a narrative justification for project compliance to be submitted
with the project plans to designated reviewers, generally the SHPO and other
Section 106 consulting parties, who ensure that the standards are appropriately
applied.

4.2.4.3 Preservation and Maintenance Plan for Fort Belvoir’s Historic Buildings
The proper care and treatment of Fort Belvoir’s historic buildings and structures require the
development of a preservation and maintenance plan. The plan should aim to retain the important

character-defining architectural features and overall spatial qualities (i.e., parade ground, road layout, tree
plantings) of the installation's historic areas within the context of its mission.
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In general, the preservation and maintenance of historic properties involve a three-step process:
(1) identifying conditions contributing to materials deterioration; (2) stabilizing historic materials; and (3)
maintaining stabilized conditions. As a general principle, strategies that require the lowest level of
building intervention are preferred. Low level measures include minor systems upgrades and
implementation of a preventive maintenance program. Examples are re-grading around a building’s
perimeter or replacing leaking gutters and downspouts that are not considered character-defining
elements. Moderate level intervention should be implemented only if low-level approaches prove
ineffective. High level interventions are the most intrusive and potentially the most disruptive to the
building.

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and the Design
Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts outline practical approaches for preserving the
integrity of historic materials and character-defining architectural features. General guidance for
preserving and maintaining Fort Belvoir’s historic buildings should follow the five “Guidelines for
Preserving Historic Buildings” presented in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards:

o Identify, retain, and preserve historic materials and features.

o Stabilize deteriorated historic materials and features as a preliminary measure.
e Protect and maintain historic materials and features.

e Repair (stabilize, consolidate, and conserve) historic materials and features.

e Perform limited in-kind replacement of extensively deteriorated portions of
historic features.

In rehabilitation, historic building materials and character-defining features are protected and
maintained as they are; however, more repair and replacement may be required. As a result, the standards
and guidelines for rehabilitation allow for the replacement of extensively deteriorated, damaged, or
missing features using either traditional or substitute materials. Of the four treatment options, only
rehabilitation provides the opportunity to adapt a building to a contemporary use through alterations and
additions.

As noted in Chapter 2, Fort Belvoir has six National Register-eligible architectural resources: the
Fort Belvoir Historic District (FBHD), SM-1 Reactor, Camp A.A. Humphreys Pump Station and Filter
Building, Thermo-Con House, Amphitheater, and the Fort Belvoir Military Railroad (FBMRR). Work on
these buildings must be done in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation. To that end, the Standards and pre-qualification clauses are incorporated into project
specifications for work involving these historic properties. To facilitate the process, Fort Belvoir has pre-
qualified certain contractors.

In addition to ensuring that the Standards are adhered to, because of the differences between
these resources, individual preservation maintenance plans should be prepared for each resource. Each
plan should identify the resource’s character-defining features and provide resource-specific maintenance
strategies and guidance.
4.2.4.4 Preventive Maintenance Program

Regular maintenance is vital to prolonging the life of any building. While building repairs are an
inevitable part of a maintenance program, the key to a successful maintenance program is preventing or
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reducing the need for major repairs. For historic buildings, maintenance includes adopting basic cyclical
preventive procedures that help preserve historic building elements and materials, and prevent serious
deterioration. Repair treatments imply a greater degree of intervention into the historic fabric of the
structure and are undertaken only when regular maintenance is not sufficient to halt deterioration.

To slow down deterioration and avoid unnecessary repairs, building maintenance should not be
conducted strictly on an as-needed basis. Instead, a proactive maintenance program should emphasize
systematic prevention. Routine inspections also ensure that basic maintenance tasks, such as cleaning
gutters and downspouts or clearing mulch build-up from a building's foundation, are not overlooked. A
regular building inspection program can identify problems before they escalate into severe failures and
threaten a building's historic fabric. As a result, needed capital projects can be planned and funded in
ample time, and costs and delays are reduced.

Provided they are given basic training in identifying and correcting defects in historic resources,
individual facility managers can conduct the annual inspections of historic buildings using a maintenance
checklist provided by the CRM (Figure 12). In addition, the CRM should be able to perform spot
inspections, with the goal of periodically inspecting buildings that seem to have recurring maintenance
problems.

4.2.5 Records Management

In addition to maintaining archaeological and architectural resources, the Fort Belvoir CRM must
maintain useful information on these resources, including their location and characteristics, in a secure
location. Key documents include site forms, National Register nominations, inventory forms, and cultural
resources survey reports. They also includes records that document historic building inspections and any
applicable records related to the building’s preservation and history, including preservation and
maintenance plans. These records should be shared with Operations & Management, the Base-Operations
contractor, and master planners, as appropriate.

In addition, the Fort Belvoir CRM must ensure that locational data pertaining to archaeological
and historic architectural resources are entered in the installation’s geographic information system (GIS)
and that the data are regularly updated. Cultural resources GIS layers will enable the CRM to conduct
preliminary assessments of potential effects as part of the project review process outlined in Chapter 3
and to coordinate with the GIS manager to create electronic and hard-copy maps, as needed.
Archaeological resources information is to be treated as confidential and the CRM must take care to
ensure that the restrictions mandated in NHPA and ARPA are complied with. The pertinent sections of
NHPA and ARPA are excerpted below:

The head of any federal agency, after consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, shall
withhold from disclosure to the public, information relating to the location or character of
historic resources whenever the head of the agency or the Secretary determines that the
disclosure of such information may create substantial risk of harm, theft, or destruction to such
resources or to the area or place where such resources are located (Section 304 of NHPA).

Information concerning the nature and location of any archaeological resource for which the
excavation or removal requires a permit or other permission under this Act or under any other
provision of federal law may not be made available to the public under subchapter Il of chapter 5
of title 5 of the United States Code or under any other provision of law unless the federal
manager concerned determined that such disclosure would—(1) further the purposes of this Act
or[the Reservoir Salvage Act], and (2) not create a risk of harm to such resources or to the site at
which such resources are located (Section 9 of ARPA).
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Figure 12. Historic Building Maintenance Check List

Maintenance Interval of Inspection Rating Date Description of Treatment or Repair Work Completed
Standards 6 Months | Yearly Satisfactory INeeds Attention Checked {If Required} Date I Signature

1. Foundation

Site slopes away from walls so that water runeff is

directed away. There is no standing water nextto

foundation.

No moisture is being intreduced into foundation

through leaking hose hibs or landscape watering X

systems.

Planting beds are below top of foundation so that X
moisture is no being introduced to wall surfaces.
No vegetation with two-feet of foundation. X

2. Exterior Walls
{Brick, Concrete or Stucco)

No cracks at base of walls allowing moisture to enter X
causing freeze/thaw damage.

Stucco is smooth without cracking or spalling.

Painted stucco is clean and free of mold and stains
No diagenal or horizontal cracks more than 1/16

inch in width can be observed in concrete walls or X
columns.
No loose bricks or missing mortar. X

Painted surfaces are smooth without peeling or X
flaking and are painted histerically accurate colors.

3. Roof & Hashing

No loose, missing or hroken slate tiles. X

Ridges and hips are intact; valleys free from debris.
Flashing is in place with no evidence of water
penetration.

No openings at the eaves allowing entry of animals.

Flashing repairs are made using matching materials.

4. Chimneys

No locse bricks or missing and/or failing mortar
joints.
Chimney cap {if present} properly installed. X
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Maintenance
Standards

Interval of Inspection

Rating

6 Months | Yearly

Satisfactory [Needs Attention

Date
Checked

Description of Treatment or Repair
{If Required}

Work Completed

Date

I Signature

5. Doaors

Thresholds and Jambs are not excessively worn and
there is not water entering at thresholds.

Door hardware is operating properly and where
histeric is maintained properly.

Deor surfaces are smooth without splits, rotted
areas and scars from previous hardware.

Painted surfaces are not peeling and are in the
accurate historic colors.

6. Windows
S 1

Sills and Jambs are not excessively worn, are free
from rot and the is no water infiltration occurring.

Window sashes are without cracks or warps at the
corners and are free from rot.

Glazing is net cracks and putty is intact and smooth.
Panes are not cracked or damaged.

Paint is smeoth and not cracking.

7. Wood Surfaces

|Cornicei Cv:rlumnsI TrimI & Porticos)

Painted surfaces are smooth and free of cracking
and/er peeling.

Wood is solid and free of penetrations. No visible
signs of rot or splitting present.

Wood surfaces are painted apprepriately using
histerically sensitive colors.

B Landscaping & General Site Conditions

Landscape features such as planting beds, bushes
and shrubs are healthy and heing well maintained.

No tree limbs are overhanging or contacting roof
surfaces.

Surrounding site is not cluttered with contemporary
intrusions that do not meet the Fort Belvoir
Installation Planning Standard (IPS}.

Historic markers {if present} are well maintained.
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Maintenance Interval of Inspection Rating Date Description of Treatment or Repair Work Completed
Standards 6 Months | Yearly Satisfactory INeeds Attention Checked {If Required} Date I Signature
9. Interior Walls Surfaces & Features
{Historic Interiors Only}
Painted walls are in good condition without peeling X
paint.
Interior murals, wall decorations and fixtures are X
preserved and maintained in working order.
Modern mechanical equipment is unobtrusive inits 5
installation. Intake vents are installed in a manner
that does not damage histeric building materials.
Air conditioning units are discretely placed out of X
public view and screened when appropriate.
11. Plumbing & Electrical Systems
Plumbing fixtures are functioning properly without X
leaking or continuously "running".
Historic electrical fixtures are in good conditicn and X
operating properly.
No abandoned or extraneous conduit is present on X
building exterior.
Medern extericr light fixtures are compliant with IPS
- N X
Jguidelines for historic structures.
12, Handica“ed Access 1#
Wheelchair ramp and/or liftisin good condition and i
code compliant.
ADA access doors have complaint handles, actuators
buttons and signage. &
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4.2.6 Mitigation Strategies

When adverse effects to cultural resources are unavoidable, strategies must be developed in
consultation with the appropriate SHPO and consulting parties to mitigate these effects. Mitigation can
range from, at a minimum, archival documentation to engaging the public through presentations or
displays showing the original condition of the affected resources and explaining their significance.

A wide range of potential mitigation measures have been identified as part of the ongoing
preparation of the MOD PA (see Appendix 1V). These measures are listed below. Regardless of the status
of the PA or location of the affected resources, these measures are available to Fort Belvoir to mitigate
unavoidable adverse effects. The list is not to be considered comprehensive, however. Other measures,
including project- or resource-specific measures, may be developed in cooperation with the SHPO and
consulting parties. Further mitigation guidance can be obtained from the Department of Defense Legacy
Resources management program’s Cultural Resources Public Outreach and Interpretation Source Book
(http://www.denix.osd.mil/cr/upload/10-127-Cultural-Resources-Public-Outreach-Report.pdf).

The mitigation strategies identified in the draft MOD PA include:
e On-Site Interpretation

o Historic markers

0 Interpretive signage/displays
e Public Education and Awareness

Pamphlets
Website

Directional sighage

O O O O

Emerging technology (virtual tours, smart phone applications)
e Installation Education and Awareness

0 Cultural resource training (Mission Partners and/or Garrison staff)

0 Training/awareness videos
e Construction/Repair

o0 Repairs/renovation/rehabilitation of existing historic property or properties

o0 Removal/replacement/rehabilitation of existing inappropriate
materials/repairs

0 Restoration of existing heritage trails
e District Enhancements

o0 Existing condition studies

o District markers for buildings
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¢ Viewshed Mitigations

(0]

(0]

Buffer/open space creation

Existing viewshed restoration/improvement

o Archaeology

(0]

Conduct archaeological studies (Phase I, II, or I1I)

0 Archaeological collections upgrades

o Research/Reports

(0]

O O O O

Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)/Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER)/Historic American Landscapes Survey
(HALS) on affected properties or associated historic properties

Context studies
National Register nomination
Revision to existing National Register nomination

Historic records upgrade/database creation

e  Partnerships

(0]

The following paragraphs provide information on some of the most common types of mitigation.

4.26.1

Interpretation can be used to document and memorialize a resource that is being unavoidably
affected by a project. Interpretation can include on-site signs, markers, or displays; pamphlets; websites;
and educational programs or lectures that relate the history of the resource, show its previous state or
states, and explain its historic context and significance. Interpretation can also be used to promote public
interest in, and support for, cultural resources: an example is provided in Photo 17, which shows an

Develop protective and interpretive programs in partnership with adjacent
historic property owners/stewards

Provide easements for access to, and/or protection of, historic or
archaeological sites on Fort Belvoir land that have value to the interested
public and/or descendants of historic owners/occupants of Fort Belvoir
lands

Provide “program accessibility” (or virtual accessibility) to historic or
archaeological sites where security prohibits direct access to the public or
descendant community.

On-Site Interpretation, Awareness, and Education

interpretive sign for the Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite (44FX0004).
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Photo 17: Interpretive display at Belvoir Manor Ruins and Fairfax Gravesite.
4.2.6.2 Rehabilitation

As explained in Section 4.2.4.2, rehabilitation is the process of returning a building to useful
service while retaining its significant design features. Rehabilitation is a preferred option under both the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (36 CFR 67) and the DoD’s Design Guidelines for DoD Historic Buildings and Districts

At Fort Belvoir, rehabilitation of buildings in the FBHD following the steps summarized in
Section 4.2.4.2 may be used to mitigate the demolition of other buildings in the district. When multiple
buildings of the same type exist, in particular, rehabilitating some of them others may mitigate for
demolishing others. Within one building, certain elements can be rehabilitated to mitigate adverse effects
on other elements from required upgrades or modifications.

The MOD PA, which is under development in conjunction with the update to the Real Property
Master Plan (see Appendix 1V), includes a stipulation that the Design Guidelines for DoD Historic
Buildings and Districts meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. If the MOD PA
is implemented, these guidelines will be applicable to the buildings covered by the PA.

4.2.6.3 Compatible Design
The effects on historic properties of projects involving major repairs or new construction may be

minimized through compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (36 CFR 67) and DoD’s Design Guidelines for DoD
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Historic Buildings and Districts. These standards require that project design be compatible with the
affected historic property in size, scale, color, material, and architectural character (an example is shown
in Photo 18). It is the responsible of the federal entity (i.e., Fort Belvoir) to ensure that standards are
appropriately applied. Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's standards for new construction
involves:

e Analysis of the character-defining features of the surrounding historic
properties.

o Development of alternatives for the new building design.
e Submission of a narrative justification and building plans to designated

reviewers, generally the SHPO and other Section 106 consulting parties for
comment.

Photo 18: Example of compatible new construction: Missile Defense Agency Facility on South Post.
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4.2.6.5 Preservation Covenants, Easements, and Other Legally Enforceable
Mechanisms

Adverse effects can occur when historic properties are transferred out of federal control without
adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure the long-term preservation of the
property’s significance. Therefore, preservation covenants and/or easements are frequently required when
historic properties are transferred from federal to state, local, or private ownership. Covenants insure the
continuing preservation and maintenance of significant historic, architectural, or cultural values in
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (36 CFR 67) after the property has moved out of federal control.
Preservation covenants and easements provide restrictions and guidelines that must be followed by new
and future owners of historic properties. Development of preservation covenants involves:

e Conducting an intensive inspection of the historic property to identify its
significant features.

o Developing covenant stipulations and incorporating them into property transfer
documents.

e In some instance, developing marketing strategies to identify potential
purchasers, advertise the property, and receive and evaluate offers.

4.2.6.6 Data Recovery

Phase |1l Archaeological data recovery excavations may be necessary if a site cannot be avoided
through project redesign. A data recovery plan should be prepared in consultation with the appropriate
SHPO and other consulting parties, with a research design consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation, and ACHP’s Treatment of Archeological
Properties: A Handbook. The recovery plan should be developed and implemented by or under the
supervision of a person, or persons, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications
Standards (36 CFR 61 or http://www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds_9.htm).

The recovery plan should specify:

o The findings of previous studies relevant to the project.

e The research problems or questions to be addressed.

e The field and laboratory analysis methods to be used.

e The methods to be used in artifact, data, and other records management.

e Provisions for disseminating the findings to professional peers in a timely
manner.

o Arrangements for presenting what has been found and learned to the public.

e Procedures for the curation of recovered materials and records resulting from
the data recovery in accordance with 36 CFR 79.
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e Procedures for evaluating and treating unanticipated discoveries of remains or
newly identified historic properties during the course of the project, including
necessary consultation with other parties.

Photo 19: Example of artifacts recovered from archaeological excavations.
4.2.6.7 Documentation

One of the most common methods of mitigation is the preparation of HABS or HAER
documentation for the resource or resources adversely affected by an undertaking. It is most often used to
address adverse effects from demolition or substantial alteration.

The HABS/HAER program, administered by the National Park Service’s Cultural Resources
Stewardships and Partnership Program, involves producing a permanent photographic, written, and
graphic record of a historic property. HABS/HAER documents are housed and maintained by the Library
of Congress, Prints and Photographs Division. (A large number of these documents have been scanned
and are available online at: http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/collections/habs_haer/hhdoc.html).

Because the level of HABS/HAER documentation varies with the significance and nature of the
resource, the first step in the HABS/HAER documentation process is consultation with the National Park
Service’s Regional Coordinator to evaluate the resource and determine the appropriate level of
documentation. The most extensive level of documentation requires measured drawings, large format
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black and white photographs, and written historical and descriptive data. However, most projects require
only large format photographs and written historical and descriptive data.

In addition to HABS/HAER standards, The VASHPO maintains its own standards for the
documentation of historic properties as mitigation. Specifically, The VASHPO requires the submission of
an Intensive Level Survey Form, which includes a written description, history, and archivally-processed
black and white photographs.

Documentation can take other forms, including the preparation of National Register nomination
forms; revisions to existing forms; and development of context studies to guide the future evaluation of
cultural resources.

4.2.6.8 Moving Historic Properties

Moving a historic property may be the best preservation approach when faced with the otherwise
unavoidable destruction of the property. The recommendations set forth in the Department of the
Interior's publication, Moving Historic Buildings, should be followed in moving a historic property.

4.2.6.9 Addition of Landscape Features

Landscaping may be used to mitigate both the effects of new construction and those of relocation.
Appropriate landscaping can create a visual and auditory screen for historic properties, while appropriate
period landscape design can enhance the architectural and historic value of a historic building or site.

4.2.6.10 Architectural Salvage

Salvaging significant elements of a historic building’s fabric is a mitigation strategy employed in
projects where the demolition of the building cannot be avoided. In such cases, the adverse effect is
mitigated through the reuse or curation of significant building features.

The execution of salvage stipulations requires the identification, removal, and storage of
salvageable historic materials, using the following procedural sequence:

o Criteria are developed for selecting salvageable elements based on the historic,
architectural, and cultural values of the property.

e Using these criteria, a site-by-site inventory is undertaken to identify such
materials.

e Salvageable materials are removed from the property in advance of general
demolition, if possible.

e Salvaged materials are inventoried and stored in an appropriate facility, such as
an on-site salvage yard.

e Notice of material availability, information on transportation and legal title,
salvage inventories, and re-use requirements are made available to historic
preservation organizations, architectural review committees, museums, and the
public.
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4.2.7 Periodic Review of the ICRMP

The Fort Belvoir ICRMP is intended to be a dynamic document that responds to changing
mission priorities, planning, and development goals at the installation while providing useful guidance on
a wide range of potential situations. Therefore, the ICRMP should be reviewed on a yearly basis,
preferably in October at the beginning of each fiscal year. At a minimum, during the yearly review, the
CRM should review and update the resource table included in Appendix VIII with the status of any newly
evaluated resources at Fort Belvoir; review and update the consulting parties list, as necessary; and review
the goals and action items included in Chapter 5 to determine what has been accomplished and what
remains to be done.
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Standard Operating Procedures

The standard operating procedures (SOPSs) in this section were developed to assist Fort Belvoir in
complying with federal laws and regulations concerning cultural resources management. The three-ring
binder format was adopted to allow for updates and substitutions when procedures are revised by the
originating agencies. Each SOP can also be used as a stand-alone document for communication to
relevant parties. The SOPs are constitutive elements of Fort Belvoir's cultural resources management
framework. They include:

e Procedure 1: Section 106 Compliance for Project Proponents

e Procedure 2: Section 106 Review Process

e Procedure 3: Section 106 Consulting Parties and Public Participation

e  Procedure 4: Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) Compliance

e  Procedure 5: Coordination of Section 106 with National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Compliance

e Procedure 6: Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) Compliance

e Procedure 7: Emergency Procedures for Unanticipated Archaeological
Discoveries

e  Procedure 8: Curation of Archaeological Collections
e  Procedure 9: V-CRIS Numbering System
e  Procedure 10: Emergency Procedures for Section 106 Compliance

e  Procedure 11: Economic Analysis for Demolition of Historic Buildings
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Standard Operating Procedure 1: Section 106 Compliance for
Project Proponents

Introduction

This SOP specifies the steps government personnel and contractors involved in the planning,
review, and implementation of projects at Fort Belvoir and Humphreys Engineer Center (HEC) but not
directly involved in the management of cultural resources must take to ensure the compliance of their
projects with the applicable requirements of Section 106. It includes a brief characterization of some
aspects of Section 106 of particular relevance to such personnel.

Section 106 Basics

Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on
historic properties. The regulations implementing Section 106 are found at 36 CFR Part 800 - Protection
of Historic Properties.

An undertaking for the purposes of Section 106 is any project, activity, or program funded in
whole or in part under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency, including those carried out by
or on behalf of a federal agency; those carried out with federal financial assistance; and those requiring a
federal permit, license or approval that have the potential to affect historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(y)).

e Undertakings requiring review under Section 106 at Fort Belvoir are those
projects, activities, or programs that are carried out by, or on behalf of, the
Garrison; are carried out in whole or in part with Garrison funds; are under the
direct or indirect jurisdiction of the Garrison; or require the Garrison’s
approval, including the projects, activities, or programs of all mission partners
conducted within the boundaries of Fort Belvoir. Also included are projects at
HEC. HEC is not administratively part of Fort Belvoir but Fort Belvoir
provides it with various services, including Section 106 compliance.

e All projects at Fort Belvoir are considered undertakings as defined in 36 CFR
800.16(y) and must be reviewed by the Fort Belvoir Cultural Resources
Manager (CRM). The CRM receives notification of proposed projects through
the MILCON process (Form 1391); Facilities Engineering Work Requests
(Form 4283); or the internal NEPA scoping process.

A historic property is any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object
included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (National Register)
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. Note that:

o Buildings or structures generally must be at least 50 years old to be considered
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register. However, eligibility is
not determined by age alone but by a set of criteria that define the historical
significance of the property and an evaluation of whether the property retains
the necessary integrity to convey that significance.

e Therefore, not all “old” buildings or structures are considered historic for the

purposes of Section 106. Only those buildings that are 50 years old or older and
either (1) have been formally evaluated and determined to meet the eligibility
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criteria and retain integrity, or (2) have not yet been evaluated need to be
considered under Section 106.

o Buildings and structures at least 50 years old that have been formally evaluated
and found not to meet the eligibility criteria and retain integrity are not historic
properties for the purposes of Section 106.

e Conversely, some buildings and structures that are less than 50 years old may
be eligible for listing in the National Register (and, therefore, qualify as historic
properties under Section 106) if they meet an additional criterion of exceptional
significance.

e The term “historic property” includes unexcavated archaeological sites;
therefore, even a vacant lot may contain a historic property for the purposes of
Section 106.

For these reasons, whether a building, structure, district, object, or site is or contains a historic
property for the purposes of Section 106 cannot be determined based on a simple visual assessment of the
building or site, or an estimate of its age.

An effect is any alteration to the characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion
in, or eligibility for, the National Register (36 CFR 800.16(i)). If an undertaking will or may change a
building, structure, district, or site in any way; disturb the ground; produce something visible; produce
something audible; produce something that smells; change land use; change traffic patterns; or change social,
cultural or economic patterns, then the undertaking is considered to have the potential to cause effects on
historic properties. Note that:

o Effects can be indirect, for instance by changing the visual context of a historic
property. Therefore, a project may still have an effect on a property even if it
does not make any physical alteration to it.

e Under Section 106, effects to all historic properties in the undertaking’s Area of
Potential Effects (APE) must be considered, regardless of ownership.
Therefore, even if a project would not affect any historic properties at Fort
Belvoir, it may still have an effect on neighboring historic properties.

Section 106 does not mandate the preservation of historic properties. However, it requires
federal agencies to take historic preservation considerations into account in their decision-making and
encourages the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of unavoidable adverse effects. This is achieved
through an iterative process known as Section 106 review or consultation. Through this process, the
potential effects of proposed actions to historic properties are evaluated and adverse effects are avoided,
minimized, or mitigated.

The Section 106 process must be completed prior to starting work. Initiating the Section 106

process in a project's early planning stages allows the fullest range of options to minimize or mitigate any
adverse effects.
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Procedure
Unless otherwise specified under an existing programmatic agreement (PA):

1. US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir is the lead federal agency for all projects
requiring Section 106 review at Fort Belvoir, regardless of the proponent,
even if the proponent is a mission partner with its own cultural resources
management program and personnel.

2. The Fort Belvoir CRM is the designated coordinator for all Section 106
reviews at Fort Belvoir.

CRM Contact Information (2014)
Supporting Contractor:

Christopher Daniel
URS Corporation
Fort Belvoir, Directorate of Public Works
Environmental & Natural Resources Division, Cultural
Resources
9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5116
(703) 806-3759

christopher.a.danielll.ctr@mail.mil

Government Representative:

Kelly Lease
Fort Belvoir, Directorate of Public Works
Environmental & Natural Resources Division, Chief,
Compliance Branch
9430 Jackson Loop, Suite 200
Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5116
kelly.e.lease.civ@mail.mil

3. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to coordinate with the
CRM at the earliest stage of project development to ensure all applicable
Section 106 requirements are met and no delays are incurred.

4. All organizations and agencies that undertake projects at Fort Belvoir
must (1) designate a point of contact (POC) that will be responsible for
coordinating with the CRM for their projects, (2) provide the CRM with
the name and contact information of the POC, and (3) inform the CRM
when the POC changes.

5. Project coordination with the CRM is normally achieved through the
submission of a Form 4283 or Form 1391 for review by the Fort Belvoir
Directorate of Public Works (DPW). A streamlined summary of the
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process is shown in Figure 13. See SOP 2 for a detailed description of the
various steps of the CRM’s review.

6. It is the responsibility of DPW to ensure that the CRM is included in all
workflows for the review of Forms 4283 and 1391.

7. If the CRM determines that a project may result in adverse effects to
historic properties, the project proponent will work with the CRM and
other parties, as appropriate, to develop a strategy to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate these adverse effects. The project proponent will participate in
the process as a consulting party.

8. As applicable, the project proponent will be a signatory or concurring
party to the memorandum of agreement (MOA) defining the mitigation
strategy agreed upon by the Section 106 signatory parties. The project
proponent will ensure that the terms of the MOA for which it is
responsible are appropriately implemented by itself or its contractors.

9. It is the responsibility of the project proponent not to begin
implementation of any project before receiving notice from the CRM that
the Section 106 review is complete. (Note that emergency actions
necessary to preserve human life or property [e.g., rescue operations in
case of a fire] are not subject to Section 106 review.)

10. It is the responsibility of the CRM to inform the project proponent of the
conclusion of the Section 106 review at the earliest possible time.

11. Contracts that may result in contractors performing tasks at Fort Belvoir
that may affect historic properties (e.g., general maintenance contracts)
should be reviewed by the CRM to ensure any needed avoidance or
minimization measures are included in the terms of the contract.

Standard Operating Procedures 142



Project
Proponent (PP)
initiates
project
planning

PP
submits Form
4283 or 1391 to
Fort Belvoir
DPW

CRM reviews
Form

Does the project

have the potential

to affect historic
properties?

CRM evaluates

the effects of
the project

Does the project
have adverse
effects on historic
properties?

NO

NO

CRM
works with
PP to avoid,

minimize,

or mitigate
adverse

effects

143

Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

CRM
notifies
PP

Memorandum
of Agreement

(MOA) is
executed

Figure 13.
Section 106
Process
Overview

Section
106 review
complete

Section
106
review
complete.

Standard Operating Procedures



US Army Garrison Fort Belvoir

This page intentionally left blank.

Standard Operating Procedures 144



Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

Standard Operating Procedure 2: Section 106 Review
Process

Introduction

This SOP outlines the Section 106 review process as it is conducted under the general Section
106 regulations at 36 CFR Part 800.

At the time of writing, to streamline the Section 106 review process, Fort Belvoir is working on
developing a Maintenance, Operation, and Development Programmatic Agreement (MOD PA) for the
areas covered by the Fort Belvoir Real Property Master Plan (Main Post and Fort Belvoir North Area
[FBNA]). If and when the MOD PA is executed, undertakings at these locations will be reviewed
according to the procedures laid out in the MOD PA. A description of these procedures is contained in
Appendix IV. Undertakings at the other component sites of Fort Belvoir will continue to be reviewed
according to the general Section 106 regulations.

Procedure

Identification of Undertakings Subject to Section 106 Review

The Cultural Resources Manager (CRM) receives notification of proposed projects through
Facilities Engineering Work Requests (Form 4283); the MILCON process (Form 1391); or the internal
NEPA scoping process. The CRM must be included in all project initiation and approval workflows.

If the CRM determines that the undertaking has no potential to affect historic properties even if
such properties are present, Fort Belvoir has no further obligations under Section 106 (36 CFR
800.3(a)(1)) and the undertaking may proceed.

If the CRM determines that the undertaking has the potential to affect historic properties, the
following steps are taken:

1. The CRM determines the draft Area of Potential Effects (APE).As necessary,
consulting parties would be involved in the APE process.

2.  The CRM determines whether historic properties as defined in 36 CFR 800
16(1)(1) exist within the APE. If sufficient information is not available, a
survey may have to be conducted.

3. If no historic properties are determined to be present in the APE, a letter with
a finding of No Historic Properties Present is sent to the appropriate State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) in accordance with 36 CFR
800.4(d)(1). After receipt of concurrence from the SHPO or if the SHPO
does not respond within 30 days, the undertaking may proceed. Figure 14
shows a typical No Historic Properties Present letter.

4. If historic properties are determined to be present in the APE but the
undertaking would have no effect on those properties, a letter documenting a
finding of No Historic Properties Affected is sent to the SHPO and
appropriate consulting parties in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1). After
receipt of concurrence from the SHPO or if the SHPO does not respond
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10.

11.

within 30 days, and no consulting parties object to the undertaking, the
undertaking may proceed. Figure 15 shows a typical No Historic Properties
Affected letter.

If historic properties are determined to be present in the APE and the
undertaking would have no adverse effect on those properties, a letter
documenting a finding of No Adverse Effect is sent to the SHPO and
appropriate consulting parties in accordance with 36 CFR 800.5(b). After
receipt of concurrence from the SHPO or if the SHPO does not respond
within 30 days, and no consulting parties object to the undertaking, the
undertaking may proceed. Figure 16 shows a typical No Adverse Effect
letter.

If the SHPO or any consulting party disagrees in writing with a No Historic
Properties Affected or No Adverse Effect determination within 30 days, the
CRM can either consult further with the objecting party or parties to resolve
the disagreement, or the CRM may request the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) to review the decision in accordance with 36 CFR
800.5(c)(2).

If the CRM determines that the undertaking would have an adverse effect on
historic properties based on either the original evaluation or the objection of
the SHPO or appropriate consulting parties to an initial finding of No
Historic Properties Affected or No Adverse Effect, then consultation
continues with the SHPO and consulting parties to resolve the adverse effect
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6.

The CRM, in consultation with the SHPO and consulting parties, develops
and evaluates alternatives or modifications to the undertaking or other
measures that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic
properties.

The CRM submits documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.11(e) to ACHP to
notify the ACHP of the adverse effect finding. Fort Belvoir may request
ACHP to participate in the consultation or ACHP may decide to enter
consultation proceedings based on the criteria in 36 CFR 800, Appendix A.
ACHP has 15 days to notify the CRM and consulting parties whether it will
participate in adverse effect resolution.

The CRM makes information available to the public (see SOP 3), including
the documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.11(e), and provides an
opportunity for comment on the proposed resolution of the adverse effects.

After the CRM, SHPO, consulting parties, and ACHP (if it has elected to
participate) come to an agreement on how the adverse effect will be resolved,
they execute a memorandum of agreement (MOA) in accordance with 36
CFR 800.6(c). The MOA documents the agreed-upon measures and the
manner in which they will be implemented. The CRM submits a copy of the
executed MOA, along with the documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.11(f),
to ACHP. After the MOA has been submitted, the undertaking may proceed
in accordance with the terms of the MOA.
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Figure 14. Sample Letter Documenting a “No Historic Properties Present”
Finding

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT BELVOIR
9820 FLAGLER ROAD, SUITE 213

FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060-5928
SEPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Directorate of Public Works DEC & 1 20

SUBJECT: Section 106 Consultation, Hazardous Waste Permit Update and Building
1495 Renovation, Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Mr. Marc Holma

Architectural Historian
Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue
Richmond. Virginia 23221

Dear Mr. Holma:

Fort 3elvoir proposes to renew the installation’s hazardous waste permit for
storage fasility Building 1490 and to renovate Waste Processing Facility, Building 1495
to meet current building code, mechanical, energy, safety and accessibility
requirements. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this undertaking is defined as
Buildings 1490 and1495 (map enclosed).

The undertaking involves the renewal of Fort Belvoir's Hazardous Waste
Managemant Permit (VA7213720082) with Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality for the storage of hazardous waste in storage containers at Building 1490.
Building 1490, has used for the storage of hazardous wastes since 1988, and operation
is expected to continue for the foreseeable future.

The undertaking also includes the interior and exterior renovation of Building 1495,
which will include the demolition and replacement of all existing interior and exterior
finishes, windows, doors, fixtures, furniture, and specialty equipment; the
reconfiguration of interior spaces to better meet facility needs; and the installation of
new mech:anical, electrical, and plumbing equipment with all necessary exterior fit-outs
and connections.

Building 1490, constructed in 1966, is less than 50 years of age and lacks the
exceptionsl significance required for National Register listing. Building 1495,
constructed in 1970, was evaluated as part of the 2006 Historical Resource Survey and
Evaluation and was determined ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (VDHR File #: 2007-0971). Additionally, Fort Belvoir has conducted
archaeolorical investigations within the APE and no sites were identified.

Fort Belvoir has applied the criteria of adverse effect and determined that no
historic properties will be affected by the Hazardous Waste Permit Update and
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Renovation of Building 1495 [36CFR800.4]. Please provide comment on our
determination of no historic properties affected in accordance with 36CFR800.4(d). If
we do not receive your comments within the required 30 days, we will assume no
comment and proceed with the project as planned.

Point of contact is Ms. Kelly Lease, Acting Environmental Compliance Branch
Chief, at 703-806-0020.

Sincerely,

ill Sanders
Director

Enclosures
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US Army (Garrison Fort Belvoir

Section 106 Consultation; Hazardous Waste Permit Update and Building 1495
Renovaticn, Fort Belvoir, Virginia

VDHR File #: 22| -0l i

VDHR has reviewed the above referenced Hazardous Water permit renewal request
and concurs with the Army's determination of No Historic Properties Present

VDHR has reviewed the above referenced project and concurs with the Army's
determination of No Historic Properties Present

Wi ?4 - ] (oA
‘Marc Qolr.‘.a, Arcfitectural Historian Date

Office of Feview'and Compliance

Virginia Dzpartment of Historic Resources
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Figure 15. Sample Letter Documenting a “No Historic Properties Affected”
Finding

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES ARMY GARRISON, FORT BELVOIR
9820 FLAGLER ROAD, SUITE 213

FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060-5928
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

March 18, 2013
Directorate of Public Works

SUBJECT: Section 106 Consultation, Building 1425, Mechanical and Safety Upgrade, Fort
Belvoir, Virginia

Mr. Marc Holma

Architectural Historian
Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue
Richmond, Virginia 23221

Dear Mr. Holma:

Fort Belvoir proposes to upgrade Building 1425 to meet existing mechanical, safety and
accessibility requirements. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this undertaking is defined as
Building 1425 (map enclosed).

The undertaking involves the installation of a wet sprinkler system, the construction of an
exterior elevator to service the second floor, the demolition and replacement of existing windows
with energy efficient windows, the repair of an existing accessibility ramp, and the installation of
new mechanical equipment with all necessary exterior fit-outs and connections.

Building 1425, located along Jackson Loop, was constructed in 1960. The building was
previously evaluated in 2012 and determined ineligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (VDHR File # 2012-0166). Fort Belvoir has conducted archaeological
investigations within the APE and no sites were identified.

Fort Belvoir has applied the criteria of adverse effect and determined that no historic
properties will be affected by the Building 1425, Mechanical and Safety Upgrade Project
[36CFR800.4]. Please provide comment on our determination of no historic properties affected
in accordance with 36CFR800.4(d). If we do not receive your comments within the required 30
days, we will assume no comment and proceed with the project as planned.

Paint of contact is Ms. Kelly Lease, Acting Environmental Co