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loss.  The building of the wall will result in all the mature trees on the federal parkland in front of our 

home and the trees in our front yard needing to be cut down.  Our neighborhood is home to much 

wildlife, and a flood wall would destroy their natural habitat. Cutting down trees completely changes 

the nature and the character of the neighborhood.  It also devalues our property.  Our landscaping relies 

on trees, as we have many shrubs and perennials that thrive in shady locations.  We will need to 

completely redo our landscaping in our front yard.  Currently, our neighborhood feels like an extension 

of the Mount Vernon Trail.  We have so much wildlife, and our established landscaping provides a 

habitat for that wildlife.  We do not want our bucolic way of life and the wildlife habitat in our 

neighborhood to be destroyed.  

 Finally, the infrastructure in the Belle View and Belle Haven neighborhoods cannot sustain 

losing access to the GW Parkway due to a flood wall.  Under the current plan based on where the wall 

will be located, everyone will all have to funnel to Fort Hunt Road.  Fort Hunt Road is already 

overcrowded with traffic heading to and from Route 1, especially at rush hour.  The Belle View 

neighborhood losing its access to the GW Parkway would overwhelm Fort Hunt Road.   

We implore the US Army Corps of Engineers to consider those who live directly on Boulevard 

View and will be directly impacted by this flood wall.  We do not want a permanent eyesore that would 

drastically alter our way of life.  We appreciate your time and consideration.   

      Sincerely,  
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∙      There is no discussion of the impacts of the levee: 
 
o   Would the levee make the picnic area unusable?  
 
o   There is a large grove of mature trees; how many would have to be removed? 
 
o   How would residents (able and disabled) reach River Towers property on the other side of the floodwall / levee?  
 
∙      Would the levee be public access?  What impacts would that have on our private property?  
 
∙      The study mentions two streams (Belle Haven East and West Channels).  There is a third stream: a small stream that 
crosses River Towers property between the picnic area and the community garden area.  What is the provision for this 
stream?  This stream drains the Westgrove Dog Park (carrying dog urine and fecal matter); during storm events, the 
streamflow goes out of bank and across the picnic area.  The levee would block this flow and keep it inside the picnic 
area.  How is this considered in the proposed plan?  
 
 Instead of the current plan, I hope that you will re‐consider other flood mitigation options in more detail, including 
funding additional 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
(b) (6)







 

 

Katie Perkins 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
2 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

 
 
July 30, 2022 
 
RE: Draft Integrated Feasibility Report / Environmental Assessment for the Metropolitan 
Washington, District of Columbia Coastal Storm Risk Management Study 

Dear Ms. Perkins, 

On behalf of our members in Virginia, the undersigned environmental and conservation 

organizations respectfully submit the following comments in response to the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers’ (Corps) Draft Integrated Feasibility Report / Environmental Assessment for the 

Metropolitan Washington, District of Columbia Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM) Study. 

The purpose of this CSRM study is to evaluate solutions to reduce long-term coastal flood risk to 

vulnerable populations, properties, infrastructure, and environmental and cultural resources, while 

considering future climate and sea level change scenarios to support resilient communities in 

Northern Virginia within the Middle Potomac River watershed.  

We appreciate the amount of work that went into the study and the extension of the public 

comment period. However, we have several concerns with the findings, notably the failure to 

incorporate best available science and holistic flood risks into the study analysis, the minimal 

opportunities for meaningful public engagement within the last 18 months, the failure to include 

natural- and nature-based features (NNBF) in the analysis and Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP), and 

the incomplete assessment of potential environmental impacts. Our concerns and recommendations 

are further detailed below. 

1. Examine holistic, long-term flood risk due to climate change. 

a. The study fails to analyze multiple sources of flood risk using best available science. 

The vulnerability assessment included in the study (page 80) fails to adequately identify the planning 

scenarios utilized in the study, including relative sea level rise (SLR) curves and annual exceedance 

probability scenarios. Though it is not clearly stated in the study, if the Corps’ SLR curves from 2013 

are utilized, we recommend using the permitted alternate projection from the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) 2017 Technical Report (NOS CO-OPS 083) or preferably 

NOAA’s 2022 SLR curves1, considered to be the best available science for the federal government. 

 
1 Sweet, W.V., B.D. Hamlington, R.E. Kopp, C.P. Weaver, P.L. Barnard, D. Bekaert, W. Brooks, M. Craghan, G. Dusek, 
T. Frederikse, G. Garner, A.S. Genz, J.P. Krasting, E. Larour, D. Marcy, J.J. Marra, J. Obeysekera, M. Osler, M. 
Pendleton, D. Roman, L. Schmied, W. Veatch, K.D. White, and C. Zuzak, 2022: Global and Regional Sea Level Rise 
Scenarios for the United States: Updated Mean Projections and Extreme Water Level Probabilities Along U.S. 
Coastlines. NOAA Technical Report NOS 01. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Ocean 

 

(b) (6)



 

 

As the foundation upon which the coastal storm surge models are based, it is surprising the Corps 

has not chosen to utilize the best available science from NOAA – for which the Corps provided 

input during development. 

As noted in the study, “the Northern Virginia region supports densely populated areas 

encompassing trillions of dollars of largely fixed public, private, and commercial investment. Coastal 

communities in this region must begin to consider long-term coastal storm risk” (page 5). However, 

this study fails to adequately consider all long-term flood risks for coastal communities in the region. 

Although the study’s data focuses predominantly on coastal storm surge, the phrase ‘coastal 

flooding’ is used frequently. This terminology is misleading to the public, as the study does not 

analyze impacts and develop effective solutions to multiple sources of flooding, or use best available 

data with regards to relative SLR, but only examined how SLR will exacerbate coastal storm extreme 

events over the study period. The study notes that “riverine flooding along the Potomac River and 

its tributaries exacerbates coastal flooding” (page 6) but the Corps has failed to sufficiently model 

riverine flood risk; additionally, the study notes that “the most common flooding problem in [the 

Belle Haven] region is due to summer thunderstorms with high-intensity short duration rainfall” 

(page 11) but the Corps has failed to incorporate precipitation projections into the analysis. In the 

study, rainfall events and relative SLR are viewed as residual risks but the economic, social, and 

environmental costs are far too great to ignore and should be incorporated into the Corps’ analysis.  

Recognizing that climate change is driving increased intensity and duration of rainfall events, 

Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT)2 is already requiring bridge designs to factor in a 

20% increase in rainfall intensity and 25% increase in discharge. Additionally, several efforts are 

underway to update statewide precipitation projections and modeling. The Mid-Atlantic Regional 

Integrated Sciences and Assessments (MARISA) Program, with funding from the Chesapeake Bay 

Trust, VDOT and the Commonwealth Center for Recurrent Flooding Resiliency, updated Intensity-

Duration-Frequency curve data for the entire commonwealth and is available online3. With 

contributions from six mid-Atlantic states including Virginia, the Federal Highway Administration is 

leading the update of NOAA Atlas 14 data is also currently being updated and is scheduled to be 

completed by summer 2024.   

By excluding best available science on SLR projections and precipitation changes due to 

climate change, the study fails to analyze impacts and develop effective, holistic solutions 

that address the compounding flood risks facing Northern Virginia communities. This is a 

short-sighted choice that will leave over 2.5 million Virginians exposed to current and future 

chronic flood risk from SLR and extreme precipitation, and one that is out of step with 

actions that Virginia is already taking to consider multiple sources of flood risk. Instead, the 

Corps should take a holistic approach to flood resilience that integrates social, economic, 

and environmental systems so they function and adapt together for improved outcomes.   

 
Service, Silver Spring, MD, 111 pp. https://oceanservice.noaa.gov/hazards/sealevelrise/noaa-nostechrpt01-global-
regional-SLR-scenarios-US.pdf 
2 Virginia Department of Transportation report, Considerations of Climate Change and Coastal Storms: 
https://www.virginiadot.org/business/resources/bridge/Manuals/Part2/Chapter33.pdf 
3 Projected Intensity-Duration-Frequency (IDF) Curve Data Tool for the Chesapeake Bay Watershed and Virginia 
https://midatlantic-idf.rcc-acis.org/. 



 

 

b. The study fails to consider residual risks within the authorized project area. 

Additionally, because the study area of Northern Virginia is geographically smaller than the 

authorized project area of the Metro Washington, D.C. area, we have concerns about the study’s 

failure to consider impacts to Ward 8 in D.C. and Prince George’s County in Maryland. The study 

notes that constructing a levee in Belle Haven would cause waters to stage higher during a flood 

event, and yet the Corps has failed to model potential impacts to residents in these nearby 

communities because they are outside the modified study area. However, a flood event would surely 

impact both banks of the Potomac – including predominantly Black communities in Prince George’s 

County and historically underserved and predominantly Black communities in Ward 8. The study 

also notes the coastal model will be re-run for the with-project condition to ensure flooding is not 

exacerbated elsewhere in the system with implementation of the TSP but does not specify if this will 

consider impacts, residual risk, and the potential for economic damages specifically in Ward 8 and 

Prince George County. The study also fails to incorporate the costs of mitigation measures into the 

benefit-cost analysis (BCA), which could potentially alter the TSP if project costs escalate due to 

mitigation measures. It is surprising the Corps has elected not to conduct a wave deflection study for 

inclusion in the study because the Belle Haven floodwall would likely alter water circulation patterns, 

may cause induced flooding across the Potomac, and could in fact exacerbate flooding in Alexandria 

in case of catastrophic failure or overtopping of the wall.  

Combined with a lack of public engagement and awareness-building on the part of the 

Corps within the authorized project area, we are concerned that the TSP could cause 

induced flooding in these communities and both officials and residents will be unaware of 

their potential increased flood risk due to the floodwall until they are impacted by a flood 

event. To promote transparency, the Corps should conduct a wave deflection study and fully 

analyze the environmental and economic impacts of the Belle Haven levee and floodwall 

alternative 5c, including for Ward 8 and Prince George’s County, to inform the selection of 

the final preferred alternative.  

c. The TSP may put critical infrastructure at risk by failing to consider comprehensive flood 

risk. 

The Arlington Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) is critical infrastructure that does need to be 

protected from current and future climate impacts and flood risk. However, the study’s analysis of 

the WPCP floodwall proposed in alternative 4c is inadequate because it fails to consider all flood 

risk potential for the WPCP, including increased intensity, duration, and frequency of precipitation. 

This failure to consider holistic sources of flooding will inevitably put this infrastructure at risk and 

could lead to negative impacts for water quality and human health in the case of a combined sewage 

overflow and/or electrical loss at the plant due to inundation during a flood event. This was flagged 

as a concern in the June 16 virtual public meeting and has also occurred in past storms such as 

Superstorm Sandy in 2012.4 

Again, it is surprising the Corps has elected not to conduct a wave deflection study on the WPCP 

floodwall. It is also concerning that the Corps has not identified any potential nonstructural 

measures necessary for alternative 4c including elevation, equipment upgrades, and other resilience 

 
4 Climate Central report, Sewage Overflows from Hurricane Sandy: https://semspub.epa.gov/work/02/210346.pdf.  



 

 

measures to reduce the risk of combined sewage overflows in the case of catastrophic failure or 

overtopping of the floodwall. We recommend the Corps conduct a wave deflection study as 

well as a more complete assessment of nonstructural measures to increase the flood 

resilience of critical equipment and infrastructure in the WPCP. 

2. Increase community engagement in the study area. 

Virginia’s Coastal Resilience Master Plan, completed in 2021, estimates Northern Virginia residents 

will experience $23.8 million in annualized residential structure losses by 2080 without action, an 

increase of over 1,200% from 2020; likewise, non-residential annualized structure losses are expected 

to increase from less than $8 million annually to $37.2 million annually by 2080. With over 2 million 

people living within the CSRM study area, trillions of assets in the form of private, public, and 

commercially owned property – including critical defense and transportation infrastructure including 

the Pentagon and Reagan National Airport – the Corps has a responsibility to ensure public 

awareness of and engagement in the project development. 

Because this CSRM was paused in 2019, restarted in 2021, and publicly noticed in June of this year, 

there has been limited opportunity for public engagement and awareness building about this process, 

including its potential environmental and community impacts. We strongly urge the Corps to 

include additional public meetings in the impacted communities, both in Belle Haven and 

the neighborhoods surrounding the Arlington Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). This 

should include additional in-person as well as virtual options to ensure community 

members can ask questions about the CSRM study, learn about the project alternatives 

analyzed and the TSP and provide their input in a meaningful way before potentially 

impactful decisions have been made without their knowledge. 

It is notable that Corps project recommendations in 2008 and 2014, which included a combination 

levee and floodwall around the Belle Haven area, were not implemented due to community 

opposition. If the Corps intends to move forward with the TSP including the same type of project in 

the area, additional outreach and public engagement in partnership with the local sponsors will be 

critical. Further community engagement would also help elaborate, for instance, why the only 

alternative that would have benefit to an environmental justice community (5a) was not selected for 

inclusion in the TSP (page 148). 

3. Consider full suite of impacts and benefits, including natural- and nature-based features. 

In this, as in all its CSRM studies, the Corps relies heavily on an economic analysis that is biased 

toward costly, environmentally damaging grey infrastructure when less expensive, nature-based 

solutions are available. The Corps’ analysis of alternatives prematurely excludes solutions without 

providing the necessary comparison of potential benefits, costs, and damages including rising costs 

of construction. The faulty foundation of the Corps’ BCA is a critical flaw that threatens to skew the 

Corps’ economic conclusions in this study.  

Given the Corps’ authorization under this study authority to conduct ecosystem restoration in 

addition to floodplain management, we are disappointed that this study fails to evaluate the greater 

benefits to the community and the environment from multi-functional, nature-based solutions to 

flooding that may include ecosystem restoration as a co-benefit. Instead, the study focuses on 

traditional ‘grey infrastructure’ solutions. Grey infrastructure typically refers to human-engineered 



 

 

infrastructure for water resources, such as concrete seawalls, bulkheads, and groins. Grey 

infrastructure differs from NNBF that could deliver multiple benefits, including buffering from 

storms and flood storage capacity and incurs lower maintenance costs. The TSP includes a floodwall 

and levee to protect the Belle Haven community from coastal storm surge but could be improved by 

the inclusion of NNBF on both sides of the proposed floodwall. Additionally, although the study 

mentions the potential to incorporate NNBF and notes the TSP will include nonstructural measures, 

the study fails to include meaningful analysis of what that would entail.  

Notably, both the Corps’ Engineer Development and Research Center (ERDC) and the Engineering 

with Nature® Initiative (EWN) have internal resources, staff, and guidance on how to incorporate 

NNBF into coastal restoration and flood protection initiatives.5 We strongly encourage the Corps 

to incorporate additional NNBF into the TSP to advance important co-benefits for 

community health, water quality, and ecosystem restoration such as described in the EWN 

International Guidelines on NNBF for Flood Risk6  to meet the directive of the study 

authorization. 

The study notes that incorporating a living shoreline along Alexandria’s waterfront would necessitate 

justification through NER benefits if not coupled with flood protection measures (page 102). While 

this project was ultimately not included in the TSP, we encourage the Corps to consider NER that 

also accounts for risk reduction benefits beyond storm damage reduction, particularly given the 

compounding flood risks noted above and the inclusion of ecosystem restoration in the study’s 

authorization. The City of Alexandria is constructing a living shoreline and additional NNBF as part 

of their Waterfront Improvement Plan thanks to a grant from Virginia Department of Conservation 

and Recreation’s Community Flood Preparedness Fund. The Corps could add value to this study 

by working with local sponsors to identify all potential projects where NNBF could be 

incorporated for flood protection as well as ecosystem and community co-benefits. Armed 

with this analysis, local governments could seek out additional resources from federal, state, and 

public-private sources to implement and benefit from additional NNBF solutions. 

4. Conduct additional analysis to ensure all reasonable alternatives are explored with 

sufficient public participation. 

Under federal law, the Corps is required to select the least damaging practicable alternative. Without 

conducting a feasibility analysis of building a floodwall or implementing NNBF and hybrid 

approaches on the eastern side of George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), the Corps 

cannot know if it has in fact selected the least damaging practicable alternative as its preferred 

alternative. As noted in the study, the National Park Service (NPS) is negotiating with FHWA over a 

7-inch raising of the wall along the parkway and is very concerned about any impact to the parkway, 

including changes to the viewshed and its historic integrity. Notably, NPS broke ground on a $161 

million rehabilitation project for GWMP on July 18, 2022, which will include stormwater and road 

drainage improvements and be completed in late 2025. Yet, the study fails to consider how the TSP 

would impact the continued use and maintenance of GWMP in the face of future climate impacts, 

 
5 Engineering with Nature Initiative, Nature-Based Solutions Guidance: https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/?page id=3348.  
6 Engineering with Nature Initiative, International Guidelines on Natural- and Nature-based Features for Flood Risk: 
https://ewn.erdc.dren.mil/?page_id=4351. 



 

 

both as a key transportation thoroughfare for the metro DC region as well as an iconic viewshed and 

historical and recreational resource. 

The Corps’ conclusions that the environmental impacts of the proposal would not be significant is 

premature, as the study has failed to adequately assess how the alterations of hydrology and flooding 

patterns resulting from the project could negatively impact areas outside the modified study area but 

within the authorized project area, and communities in Ward 8 and Prince George’s County in 

particular. A full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is needed to evaluate these impacts and 

their significance, and it would also allow for the more robust consideration of NNBF alternatives 

and the much more extensive public engagement efforts that this project needs.  

In other CSRM studies across the country, the Corps conducted a full EIS to consider potential 

environmental impacts to water quality, ecosystems, and community health of the potential 

alternatives. Should the Corps elect not to conduct a full EIS, the Corps should include far 

more extensive analysis of holistic flood impacts due to precipitation and utilize best 

available science for SLR projections; analyze the ways in which NNBF can be incorporated 

into the TSP; and include additional public meetings in impacted communities before 

further decisions are made. 

Thank you again for your work on this important initiative to reduce long-term coastal flood risk to 

vulnerable populations, properties, infrastructure, and environmental and cultural resources in the 

face of climate change impacts in Northern Virginia. The decisions the Corps makes today will 

impact the communities who live, work, and recreate in the Metropolitan Washington D.C. region 

and environment for decades to come. We urge the Corps to be thorough and thoughtful to make 

the best decisions for our collective future. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input and 

stand ready to work with you and serve as a resource as this process moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Blackburn 

Advocacy Chair, Audubon Society of 

Northern Virginia 

Victoria Higgins 

Virginia Director, Chesapeake Climate Action 

Network 

 

Abel Olivo 

Executive Director, Defensores de la Cuenca 

 

Emily Steinhilber 

Virginia Director, Climate Resilient Coasts & 

Watersheds, Environmental Defense Fund 

 

Glenda Booth 

President, Friends of Dyke Marsh 

Elizabeth A. Martin 

President, Friends of Little Hunting Creek 

 

Nancy K. Stoner 

President, Potomac Riverkeeper Network 

 

Patrick L. Calvert 

Senior Policy Manager & Campaign Manager, 

Virginia Conservation Network 

 

Chris Leyen 

Policy Director, Virginia League of 

Conservation Voters 

 

Skip Stiles 

Executive Director, Wetlands Watch 
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5)      Defiles a National Park:  The placement of an unsightly barrier does not comport with the theme of keeping the 
GWMP a pristine and natural setting that is awe-inspiring.  Instead the institution of a floodwall/levee would create a 
barrier-lined portion of the parkway, directly taking away from the beauty of the Washington DC area.  

6)      Decreased propriety values:  Erecting a wall would result in a less desirable place to live for many, and directly 
result in the loss of property values associated with the appearance of such an unsightly structure, decreased access out of 
the neighborhood to the Mount Vernon Bike Path, and intensifying increasingly dangerous traffic patterns.    

7)      The exorbitant expense does not justify the potential benefit of protecting against a flood that is not yet to be 
seen.  The cost of constructing the floodwall/levee would pale in comparison to the loss in property values.  This funding 
could be used to help flooding in Old Town, or for another purpose such as repairing the Mount Vernon Trail.  

Overall, the plan is not a rational response for the Belle Haven neighborhood to be protected from potential threat due to 
concerns over rising sea levels.  Instead, it increases the threat to the safety of residents and drivers, decreases quality of 
life, and harms the economic well-being of the community.  

  

This proposal needs to be firmly rejected.  

  

Thank you for considering these points and voting down this effort, 
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June 15, 2022 
 
Hello Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments & U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
  
As a longtime resident of Belle Haven, I am writing in strong opposition to the construction of a 
barrier Levee and Floodwall in the Belle Haven area.  This assessment was recently reviewed 
and rejected, so I am disappointed and surprised to see it resurface so soon.  I am also curious 
why such a significant project would keep returning to haunt our neighborhood, and causes 
concern over the true motivation for such a behemoth project. In support of this opposition, 
please consider the following concerns. 

1)       Poses extreme traffic danger.  The Belle Haven area is already plagued with significant 
and increasing traffic flow.  This is compounded by the Belle Haven Road and Belle View 
Boulevard entrances and exits onto the GW Memorial Parkway (GWMP).  The traffic pattern is 
highly confusing and causes daily traffic struggles and accidents on a regular basis.  The addition 
of a Floodwall/Levee in this area would distressingly and significantly worsen this problem. 

2)      Poses extreme risk and impracticable access to residents looking to use the Mount 
Vernon walking/bike path.  Belle Haven/New Alexandria hosts a diverse socio-economic 
demographic that will be disproportionately impacted by the construction of a 
levee/floodwall.  Many residents of all income levels use established, residential pathways to 
cross the GWMP at various points to go to the Belle Haven Park, the Marina, Dyke Marsh, and 
the Mount Vernon Path.  The Floodwall/Levee would force foot and bike traffic into constricted 
points at Belle View Road and Belle Haven Boulevard, further exacerbating the traffic problem, 
significantly decreasing the ease of access across the parkway, and posing extreme danger to 
residents crossing in these constricted areas- which include children and elderly.  The challenge 
in crossing the GWMP would result in many opting not to take advantage of the public parks 
across the street.  A levee/floodwall would also pose an attractive nuisance for children to jump 
and play along the walled infrastructure.   

3)      Questionable need and design:  The risk does not justify such a permanent and unsightly 
structure.  If any place needs this, it would be Old Town, which is what is pictured/represented in 
the proposal.  Business owners would not stand for this, and neither should residents.  As a 
resident to this area for over 20 years, and living in Belle Haven for the last 8, the only flooding I 
have witnesses is in Old Town.  In our neighborhood the rising water has occurred from 
Huntington Creek.  Concerns about current flooding emanate from Hunting Creek.  A wall may 
actually contain that water in the neighborhood, resulting in the exact opposite issue intended, 
thus magnifying water damage, not preventing it.  Building a wall in anticipation of rising sea 
levels overcompensates for a potential threat, that is yet to come to fruition, and which Old Town 
currently encounters multiple times a year.  In addition, houses are built to Flood Code and/or 
built to the requisite height from ground.  

4)      Encircles an entire neighborhood:  The wonderful, open living conditions for which we 
purchased the property would be morphed into that of claustrophobic, partially walled 
community.  The levee/floodwall would fundamentally and undesirably change the character and 
living conditions of the neighborhood.   









        
        
        
        
       30 July 2022 
 
 
DC Metro Coastal Study 
Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment (May 2022) 

 
As a member of the public, and resident of Fairfax County, I respectfully submit the following comments 
on this project. 
 

1. At the 14 June 2022 public meeting, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) presenter stated 
that the National Park Service (NPS) Superintendent’s position is for ‘no unacceptable impacts to 
George Washington Memorial Parkway/ Park’ (GWMP).  I agree with that position.  The Dyke 
Marsh area of GWMP was designated for conservation, and that designation must be respected.  
No construction should be planned within the Dyke Marsh area. 

2. The public meeting and the study report stated an urgent, current need for flood control at the 
Belle Haven (actually, this area is known as Belle View, not Belle Haven) location.  The report 
includes an unsettling figure of extensive flooding (up to Fort Hunt Road). This projected flood 
elevation was generated by modelling with various assumptions.  I cannot critique the model, 
but the projected urgency seems exaggerated.  In the 35 years I have lived in this area the only 
time Belle View flooded was during Hurricane Isabel.  I therefore have a difficult time accepting 
that there is an urgent, current need for flood control at Belle View.  There IS a need for better 
stormwater management in the area (as well as in all of southern Fairfax County), but this 
project does not address that need. 

3. The Belle View condominium complex and the Belle View Shopping Center were constructed in 
the early 1950’s, making them about 70 years old today.  Property managers would likely say 
that at 70 years old those structures are close to the end of their useful life.  USACE’s cost-
benefit model (which I cannot critique) probably does not take this into account.  The report 
says that the Belle Haven project is estimated to pay for itself in the year 2080 (when the Belle 
View condominium and shopping center buildings would be 130 years old).  Wouldn’t it be more 
realistic to acknowledge that the condominium and commercial buildings are likely to be 
replaced in the next decade or two?  And, that that replacement construction would most likely 
include such alternatives as floodproofing, and raised buildings (not unlike construction in 
coastal beach communities), making them less vulnerable to flood damage?  I feel that this 
would be a more accurate consideration of future structure conditions than what was used by 
the study. 

4. If, upon reassessment, the study can document that flood control structures are truly needed 
now, then I agree with the flood control structures being located within the parcels that they are 
intended to protect (i.e., that they be located on the west side of the Parkway).  That said, every 
effort must be made to minimize/mitigate the impact of the structures on the community.  My 
understanding from the public meeting is that USACE is planning for a 6-foot high brick wall, 
topped with a barbed wire/chain link and cleared to a 15-foot width on both sides.  
Aesthetically, this is unacceptable within a residential area.  No one should have to live with 
such an offensive structure to safeguard against a possible flooding event that might not happen 
for many years.  Also, the structure must be designed to enable wildlife movement between 
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both sides of the Parkway (for both vehicular safety and the well being of the wildlife). The 
concept design as presented in the study needs to be redone 

5. If the risk of flooding truly is what is being shown in the report, why aren’t other areas of Fairfax 
County included in the flood control project?  Shouldn’t the Noman Cole Wastewater Treatment 
Plant be protected? 

6. I am concerned over the ‘public involvement’ on this Study; I don’t feel that that the public has 
been adequately included in the feasibility study.  The development of this Feasibility Report, 
and selection of a preferred alternative, seemed to have happened without any notice 
to/involvement of local residents.  All interested persons – condominium residents, users of 
GMWP, local conservation organizations, etc. - should have been informed and included earlier 
in the process.  Even the 14 June 2022 public meeting posed an impediment to public 
involvement in that the meeting location was not properly signed.  All main doors to the school 
were locked.  No person or sign was in place to direct the public to the hard-to-find door on the 
rear of the building.  There were no hand outs or materials with the project website to take 
away and share with persons who were unable to attend. 

 
 
 
 
 
      Respectfully, 
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Dear Sirs,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report & 
Environmental Assessment of May 2022.    

The report is informative and technically comprehensive, but it does not adequately address how 
the significance of the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP), or how it is negatively 
affected by the National Airport and Belle Haven flood walls (5c/alternative 8) and levies and the 
GWMP floodwalls (4a).  

The GWMP is a Federal Park that is on the Virginia Landmarks Register and National Register of 
Historic Places because of its history, intent and purpose as can be seen in the two links bellow.  It is 
no accident that the segment, which was completed in 1932 to commemorate the bicentennial of 
George Washington’s birth, was credited with following the shore of the Potomac without 
consuming it, and it is considered one of the East's most attractively sited roadways and integral 
part of American heritage tying the past to future generations.  

Historic Registration Designation 
https://www.dhr.virginia.gov/historic-registers/029-0228/ 

Nomination for Registration 
https://www.dhr.virginia.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/029-
0228 George Washington Memorial Parkway 1990 Final Nomination.pdf 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires that the proposals undergo a 
Section 106 review because of the historic designation of the GWMP, especially as to how the vistas 
and view sheds are affected from the GWMP. This road is integral part of the American heritage, 
and future generations should have the opportunity to experience that same perspective.   

Historic preservation considerations for the GWMP are as follows: (a) walls and levies affecting the 
viewshed of the GWMP should be built with compatible materials within the GWMP, which is stone; 
and (b) construction traffic on the GWMP is not permitted if an alternative exists, and should not be 
allowed because they do.  

Most infringing and egregiously, some have proposed that the Belle Haven Floodwall/levee should 
be placed either on the GWMP itself or east of it. However, this violates the intent, purpose, and 
historical heritage of the park by causing irrevocable damage to the intended memorial character of 
the GWMP.  These alternate Belle Haven proposals are therefore unacceptable, especially since a 
reasonable alternative exists as seen in proposal 5c/ alternative 8.   

(See below and in the attachment for a more comprehensive description of the History of the 
GWMP) 
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The George Washington Memorial Parkway 
 (See also attachment) 

 

 

The intent and purpose of the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) was made clear in 
1887 by Edward Fox, who, building on the idea that “every	patriotic	American	who	visits	Washington	
makes	a	pious	pilgrimage	to	the	home	and	tomb	of	the	Father	of	his	Country”, suggested that	
“immediate	steps	should	be	taken	to	make	a	splendid	drive	from	the	Virginia	terminus	of	the	Aqueduct	
Bridge	to	Mount	Vernon”.	  
 
 
These ideals were further refined by the Macmillan Commission, which envisioned that:   

“these	drives	had	certain	definitions:	Parkways	or	ways	through	or	between	parks;	
distinguished	from	highways	or	ordinary	streets	by	the	dominant	purpose	of	
recreation	rather	than	movement;	restricted	to	pleasure	vehicles,	and	arranged	with	
regard	for	scenery,	topography	and	similar	features	rather	than	for	directness”.  
 
 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway and its scenic vistas provide a contemplative and 
memorial sense for the Father of the United States as you drive to Mount Vernon, and, in the words 
of the enabling legislation "a striking and suitable tribute to the Father of our Nation, and one in 
which the people of America will take just pride and enjoyment”.  
 
 

 

The importance of the George Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) can only be properly 
understood in the context of its history and purpose, to which a lengthier paper can be found in the 
attachment  The GWMP was  envisioned as drive with certain definitions: Parkways or ways 
through or between parks; distinguished from highways or ordinary streets by the dominant 
purpose of recreation rather than movement; restricted to pleasure vehicles, and arranged with 
regard for scenery, topography and similar features rather than for directness.  

 

 No words can adequately express just how important the first president was in uniting a young 
nation. George Washington’s residence at Mount Vernon and the city that bore his name could be 
dismissed as cultural icons, if it were not for his importance to the American heritage. The two 
became intertwined through not only George Washington, but also by the road connecting the two. 
This connection was so great, that in “Historic Buildings of America as Seen and Described by 
Famous Writers”, Arthur Shadwell Martin relates how “every patriotic American who visits 
Washington makes a pious pilgrimage to the home and tomb of the Father of his Country. “ But, 
haste was out of the question,” the Family Magazine related in 1837, “for never was worse road 
extant than that to Mount Vernon.” Departing from Alexandria, the road to Mount Vernon went 
inland, rather than along the river as it does today. There was scarcely a glimpse of the scenic 
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Potomac. Instead, one was required to traverse two large hills on an inland road in various state of 
disrepair that sometimes was more like a wooded trail.  

 

  Caroline Gilman described it in her book, "the Poetry of Travelling" as being "intolerably bad," and 
that "no one probably passes it without thinking before he arrives at Mount Vernon, that he has 
paid too dear for his whistle.” The City of Alexandria fared no better than the road, having also 
fallen on hard times. Many authors described it as a dilapidated little town where “no one wishes to 
linger.” Nevertheless, the importance of Mount Vernon was growing in the national conscience, 
even bringing forth calls for the government to take it over.  While the family of George Washington 
had graciously accepted visitors for many years, they eventually could not manage the upkeep of 
the Mansion.  

  

To save this landmark, the Mount Vernon Ladies Association was created in 1856 as the first 
historic preservation effort in America. It raised enough money to purchase the property two years 
later. Although, roads existed to Mount Vernon, they were neither the original one, nor ones that 
lent themselves to contemplative or pleasurable drives. Consequently, in 1887, in an article he 
wrote for the National Republican (a DC paper), Edward Fox came up with the idea to create a 
National Highway from Washington DC to Mount Vernon. Fox called for the "making of a splendid 
drive, a grand avenue and 100 feet wide that was properly graded and shaded between the capital 
city of the nation and the tomb of its great founder.” 

  

Building on the enthusiasm of the Fox article, in 1888, Mayor John B. Smoot of Alexandria founded 
the Mount Vernon Avenue Association in Alexandria to promulgate the creation of a national road 
to George Washington’s home. The road would travel through Alexandria on the basis that many 
existing establishments were there when George Washington walked these streets. Since fortune 
had bypassed Alexandria, the buildings were still there. The Mount Vernon Avenue Association 
appealed to Congress the following year, which then really got started with trying to design this. 
They appropriated money for a Colonel Haines to come up with three routes (one of which came 
through Alexandria). No matter which route was selected along the Potomac, Haines intended it 
always to be in the process of development and embellishment. Envisioned as having a 
monumental character, the proposed “National Road”, was a symbolic link between Mount Vernon 
Estate, the site so closely associated with George Washington, and the city that bore his 
name.  Congress, unfortunately allocated no further money.  

  

By 1898, the Centennial of the Nation’s Capital was impending, so a group of citizens approached 
President McKinley about a plan for celebrating the event. This eventually resulted in the creation 
of the McMillan Senate Park Committee in 1901-1902, which was one of the most important 
committees in the nation’s history, and which was named for Senator James McMillan of Michigan, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia. Park enthusiasts, historians, and 
planners in Washington, DC, often invoke the great and expansive vision of the McMillan Plan as the 
conceptual underpinnings of today's National Mall and Washington, D.C.'s Park System.   
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Although the McMillan Commission did not directly deal with it, they very specifically addressed 
the need for and importance of having a road leading to the home of the father of our nation. The 
McMillan Senate Park Committee had clearly been influenced by landscape architect pioneers 
Olmstead, Vaux, Cleveland, and Eliot, who are credited with creating the term "Parkway." The 
McMillan Committee envisioned that “these drives had certain definitions: Parkways or ways 
through or between parks; distinguished from highways or ordinary streets by the dominant 
purpose of recreation rather than movement; restricted to pleasure vehicles, and arranged with 
regard for scenery, topography and similar features rather than for directness”.  

  

Although WWI had taken its toll, interest in history (particularly Colonial and early American 
history) remained strong. The Bicentennial of George Washington’s birth was the impetus for a 
1924 committee formed by Congress, and in 1932, the road was constructed. The road did travel 
through Alexandria on what is now known as "Washington Street." In doing so, the City of 
Alexandria entered into a 1929 agreement with the Federal Government promising to keep the 
memorial character of the Parkway. However, by 1946, Alexandria had fallen off the memorial 
wagon (so to speak), so the Federal Government indicated that the Parkway was to be moved away 
from Alexandria. At this point, the City of Alexandria offered to create a historic district to protect 
the Parkway, which would then remain in Alexandria. That is the genesis of Alexandria's historic 
district.  

  

The George Washington Memorial Parkway thus shares this heritage with the world, as people from 
all nations and walks of life make a pilgrimage to Mount Vernon to pay their respects to the "Father 
of Our Country." The George Washington Memorial Parkway also represents a trust placed on the 
localities by the Federal Government to maintain the highway for the purpose and dignity it that 
was envisioned to convey, and that the Historic Designation  created as a quid pro quo would 
continue to protect this singular heritage.  

  

To conclude, the George Washington Memorial Parkway inculcates a heritage that warrants sharing 
with the world, as people from all over the globe make a pilgrimage from Washington D.C. to Mount 
Vernon to pay their respects to the Father of this Country. The Parkway also represents a trust 
placed on the Federal Government and localities that they would maintain the highway for the 
purpose and dignity it that was envisioned to convey. No person states this as well as did Caroline 
Oilman in 1838: “indeed, it is a curious step from Alexandria to Mount Vernon; the one teeming 
with the most worldly associations, and the other sacred to the highest feelings of our nature”._ 
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Historic Registers 

DHR administers two programs designed to recognize Virginia’s historic resources and to encourage their continued 
preservation: the Virginia Landmarks Register and the National Register of Historic Places. 

The Virginia Landmarks Register (VLR): 

 Was created in 1965 by the General Assembly in the Code of Virginia; 
 Is the Commonwealth’s official list of places of historic, architectural, archaeological and/or cultural 

significance; 
 Is managed by staff of the Department of Historic Resources on behalf of the Virginia Board of Historic 

Resources; 

The National Register of Historic Places 

 Was established in 1966 by the National Historic Preservation Act; 
 Is the official list of structures, sites, objects, and districts that embody the historical and cultural foundations 

of the United States; 
 Includes places of local, state, and national significance; 
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To: Rinehart, Nicholas   
Subject: FW: Flooding in the Belle View area and The National Park Service 
 
 
 
Respectfully yours in public service, 
 
Nick Rinehart 
Land Use & Development Liaison 
Supervisor Dan Storck 
Mount Vernon District 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
2511 Parkers Lane 
Mount Vernon, VA 22306 
O: 703‐780‐7518 

 
 

 
 

Undergrounding Richmond Highway – the Time is NOW! Click here to 
learn how you can help make this happen! 
 

 
https://www.fxva.com/southcounty/ 
 
For the latest updates on Coronavirus (COVID‐19), visit the County’s webpage and subscribe 
to our newsletter. 
 

 
Please be advised, unless otherwise requested, that your email address will be added to our Mount Vernon District 
Advisor (newsletter) distribution list.  Additionally, correspondence with Supervisors is subject to the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA). This means that your correspondence may be made public if someone requests it. Only a few 
matters are exempt from disclosure, including personnel information about individual employees. 
 

From:    
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 9:15 AM 
To:   
Cc:   
Subject: Flooding in the Belle View area and The National Park Service 
 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)





33
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To:   
Subject: FW: Flooding in the Belleview area and the National Park Service 
 
 
 
Respectfully yours in public service, 
 
Nick Rinehart 
Land Use & Development Liaison 
Supervisor Dan Storck 
Mount Vernon District 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors 
2511 Parkers Lane 
Mount Vernon, VA 22306 
O: 703‐780‐7518 

 
 

 
 

Undergrounding Richmond Highway – the Time is NOW! Click here to 
learn how you can help make this happen! 
 

 
https://www.fxva.com/southcounty/ 
 
For the latest updates on Coronavirus (COVID‐19), visit the County’s webpage and subscribe 
to our newsletter. 
 

 
Please be advised, unless otherwise requested, that your email address will be added to our Mount Vernon District 
Advisor (newsletter) distribution list.  Additionally, correspondence with Supervisors is subject to the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA). This means that your correspondence may be made public if someone requests it. Only a few 
matters are exempt from disclosure, including personnel information about individual employees. 
 

From:    
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 9:15 AM 
To:   
Cc:   
Subject: Flooding in the Belleview area and the National Park Service 
 
 

Dear Senator Kaine, 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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My name is  ; I am a   year resident at River Towers.  I have a front row 
seat, from my window, to the marsh/creek that runs under the GW parkway and into the Potomac 
River.  
 

The proposal to build a barrier across my backyard is one I do not support.  I have already written 
to and spoken with Supervisor Storck and copied the Army Corps of Engineers on my email.  
 

My message to you is this: now is the time for the National Park Service 
to participate in solving the flooding problems in our area. That land is 
managed by the Park Service but they don't own it.  It is public land. They 
cannot continue to sit on the sidelines as residents try to figure this out 
when an obvious answer is to do something to protect the GW Parkway. 
 

Every time it floods it causes problems.  In a real flood emergency, it 
would bar any emergency vehicles from getting into Belleview from that 
direction.  
 
 

We have lost dozens of older trees along the Parkway across from the golf course.  Why has 

there not been a massive tree planting initiative to replace them?  Trees (indigenous to 
this climate) are natural barriers to flooding. They help absorb 
groundwater that contributes to the rise in the water table. How simple 
an answer but nothing has been done. 
 

It makes no sense at all.   
 

I am a fan of conservation and I respect the historic value of the land around the parkway. But, a 
flood doesn't care about who owns what or the symbolic value of a piece of land.   
 

Those are my thoughts on this.   
 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)





2022 FLOOD WALL RESOLUTION 

 

 

1. WHEREAS, the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and the Washington Metropolitan Council 

of Governments (WMCOG) have proposed a Flood Wall on private property in New Alexandria, 

River View, Belle View Condominium, and River Towers Condominium; along with the 

commercial properties on Belle Haven Rd and  

 

2. WHEREAS, the COE and WMCOG failed to notify the affected homeowners and business 

owners ahead of their report and failed to invite the commercial owners to the in-person meeting 

held on June 14; and  

 

3. WHEREAS, the COG chose their flood wall plan without citizen input and, further, set the 

comment period deadline for June 30; and  

 

4. WHEREAS, after the COE in-person meeting on June 14, 2022, with citizens/homeowners, 

county staff, Supervisor Storck plus representatives for our state elected officials, and Delegate 

Paul Krizek, the COE agreed to provide more details of their decision-making process and 

alternate plans they discarded, plus look into how they can extend the comment period deadline  

 

THEREFORE, be it resolved, the MVCCA demands true community engagement and full 

disclosure by the COE, to include a new presentation of details and alternate plans for the 

residential areas and commercial areas; and 

 

 THEREFORE, be it resolved, the MVCCA demands a several-month extension for the comment 

period. 

 





 

 

We engage all Northern Virginia communities in enjoying, conserving, and restoring 

nature for the benefit of birds, other wildlife, and people. 

 
 
 

Comments on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Proposed Belle View Floodwall and Levee, Draft 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 
 
On behalf of the more than 5,000 members of the Audubon Society of Northern Virginia, I submit these 
comments to point out the deficiencies in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (ACE) “tentatively selected 
plan” and study posted at https://www.nab.usace.army.mil/DC Coastal Study/ and to share our 
objections.   
 
The study proposes a floodwall, levee and pump stations in the Belle Haven-New Alexandria-River 
Towers area.  It fails to fully consider all alternative coastal flooding management approaches, the ACE’s 
rationale and the reasons for eliminating certain approaches.  
 
Among other flaws this study – 
• ignores the total river ecosystem of the middle Potomac River Basin; 

• fails to include or provide for an “impairment assessment” by the National Park Service; 

• under-recognizes the historic designation and character of the George Washington Memorial 

Parkway; 

• ignores further restoration of Dyke Marsh;  

• understates wetlands flood control potential; 

• inadequately addresses environmental impacts; and 

• inadequately evaluates possible threatened and endangered species. 

 
Rivers Do Not Behave in “Halves”  
 
It is puzzling that the draft report omits the District of Columbia and Maryland shorelines, which are as 
much an integral part of the middle Potomac River watershed ecosystem as the Virginia shoreline. The 
draft report states that Washington, D.C., and Prince George’s County "declined to participate" since they 
"determined that their needs did not align with the proposed study," but fails to explain what those needs 
are.  
 
Storms and floods would affect both sides of the river.  The entire river in this area is tidal, not half the 
river.  Coastal flooding and opportunities to address coastal flooding management affect the Virginia, 
Washington, D.C., and Maryland shorelines, all three.  The study authority cited on page 1 specifically 
includes those jurisdictions. 
 
Recommendation: Include all jurisdictions in the middle Potomac River watershed in the analysis and 
recommendations.  
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Some Relevant Laws Are Missing  
 
While the study on page 180 lists “environmental laws . . . required for the project alternatives under 
consideration,” it omits the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act, the law directing construction of the 
GW Memorial Parkway and P.L. 86-41 which added the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve to the national park 
system. 
 
The 1916 Organic Act that authorized the National Park Service, enacted at 39 Statutes at Large 535, ch. 
408, §1 (Aug. 25, 1916) and now codified at 54 U.S.C. § 100101(a), declares that the National Park 
System’s purpose is to conserve federal parklands scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife, and 
provide for its enjoyment in such manner and by such means “as will leave them unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations.”   
 
Any analysis of an approach affecting national park lands must include the National Park Service’s own 
assessment whether the recommended alternative would constitute an unacceptable “impairment” to 
park resources and values. 
 
The National Park Service’s Management Policies (2006) explain that “[t]he impairment of park 
resources and values may not be allowed by the Service unless directly and specifically provided for by 
legislation or by the proclamation establishing the park”; and “[b]efore approving a proposed action that 
could lead to an impairment of park resources and values, an NPS decision-maker must consider the 
impacts of the proposed action and determine, in writing, that the activity will not lead to an impairment 
of park resources and values.”   

The phrase “park resources and values” subject to the no-impairment standard is very inclusive. It 
includes “the park’s scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife, and the processes and conditions 
that sustain them, including, to the extent present in the park: the ecological, biological, and physical 
processes that created the park and continue to act upon it; scenic features; natural visibility, both in 
daytime and at night; natural landscapes; natural soundscapes and smells; water and air resources; soils; 
geological resources; paleontological resources; archeological resources; cultural landscapes; 
ethnographic resources; historic and prehistoric sites, structures, and objects; museum collections; and 
native plants and animals…”   National Park Service’s Management Policies (2006) §§ 1.4.4 - 1.4.7. 

Page 101 of the draft report states that "[d]uring agency coordination meetings, NPS has voiced that they 
are very concerned with any impact to the parkway, which includes anything that detracts from the 
character or viewshed of the road and its historic integrity. This includes changes to views of the river, 
disconnection from the natural landscape, alterations of other views, impact to the historical character of 
the road itself, impacts from induced flooding to trails or other NPS resources, and other cultural 
resource impacts. NPS has been negotiating with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) over a 7-
inch raising of the wall along the parkway, and therefore there is little viability for a floodwall that would 
be significantly higher than what is currently under negotiation."   
 
Recommendation:  Include the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act as one of the applicable 
environmental laws and do not choose, fund or otherwise proceed with a final approach without this 
official, legally-required “impairment” analysis from the National Park Service. Include the other two laws 
cited above. 
 
More fully evaluate the floodwall/levee’s negative impacts on federal park resources and values, 
including the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve, visitors and the local community and the survivability of 
Dyke Marsh.   
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Habitat and Environmental Impacts Analyses Are Inadequate 
 
The draft study understates or ignores adverse environmental impacts. Starting on page 3, the study 
states “reasonably foreseeable effects to the human environment are not expected to be significant and 
that “adverse environmental effects (undefined) will be offset by mitigation (undefined).”  
 
The study lacks an explanation or scientific justification for many of its conclusions.  
 
Among many potential environmental impacts that warrant further analysis are these: 
 

• “Construction of the proposed culvert crossings would result in roughly 2,250 sq ft of new permanent fill 
impacts to two streams.” (page 175). More fill will reduce an already diminished floodplain, a natural 
flood control system, and therefore could create more flooding. 
 

• Hardened approaches like floodwalls and levees can increase erosive forces on adjacent properties.  

• If the floodwall/levee system requires 40 feet on both sides, many trees and other vegetation will 
presumably be destroyed, in an area already suffering from serious tree loss.   
 

• The study has no time-of-year restrictions for construction of the levee, which can affect nesting 
waterfowl and other wildlife in west Dyke Marsh. 
 
The Study Relies on Questionable Data 
 
The study identifies some federal and state-listed species “that have the potential to be present in the 
study area.” The study on page 13 states, “Each species was further assessed to determine if suitable 
habitat conditions are present.”   
Whether “suitable habitat conditions are present” for species that “have the potential to be present” is 
not a definitive assessment of what is in fact documented to be present.  For example, the ACE study cites 
the peregrine falcon and the monarch butterfly, a federal candidate species, as having the “potential” to 
be present. They have, in fact, been documented as present in recent years. 
The study on page 129 cites bald eagle nests nearby confirmed in 2018.  Three bald eagle nests have been 
active and successful in the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve in recent years, including three active nests in 
2022.  The study data is four years out of date.  
The study refers to a 40-year-long bird list of 296 species in Dyke Marsh compiled by the Friends of Dyke 
Marsh, 2021. The Friends of Dyke Marsh and others have prepared several bird lists over the years, 
including studies of breeding birds and others. 
The Friends of Dyke Marsh, the Audubon Society of Northern Virginia, George Mason University, the 
Virginia Herpetology Society, the National Park Service and others have other survey data for flora and 
fauna. That should be utilized in analyzing the impact of the proposed construction.  
Table 2-1 on page 14 lists only three species of bats “that have the potential to be present in the study 
area.” However, observers have documented the ten species of bats in Dyke Marsh, including west Dyke 
Marsh near the site for a proposed levee, including the three listed on table 2-1: 
 

• Big brown bat, Eptesicus fuscus (very common) 

• Silver-haired bat, Lasionycteris noctivagans (common during spring and autumn) 
• Eastern red bat, Eptesicus fuscus (very common) 
• Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus (common during spring and autumn) 
• Northern long-eared bat, Myotis septentrionalis (occasional) 
• Evening bat, Nycticeius humeralis (common) 













 The plan does not address how wildlife will traverse the flood 
wall and levee 

 The plan creates noise from the construction and the proposed 
pumping station, which will negatively affect the quality of life 
of both residents and wildlife 

 
Instead of the current plan, I hope that you will re-consider other 
water mitigation options that were proposed earlier by the USACE, 
including funding additional restoration of Dyke Marsh and elevating 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 (b) (6)
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Wall, 400 linear feet of earthen levee, and include five aluminum stop-log closures and two 
culvert crossings. Pump stations will be located in uplands at the location of the two culvert 
crossings.” 

  

The project’s location is described as follows on page 168: “At Belle Haven, a floodwall would be 
constructed just north of Belle Haven Road from Barrister Place to 10th Street with a closure 
structure at 10th Street and the GWMP. Closure structures would also be constructed along Belle 
Haven Road and Belle View Blvd.  A floodwall would tie into the closure structure at 10th Street 
and run south along the west side of the GWMP, curving around Boulevard View to 10th Street.  
The floodwall would then run west to East Wakefield Drive tying into both sides of a closure 
structure on Potomac Avenue.  The floodwall would continue west to West Wakefield Drive and 
tie into a small portion of earthen levee ending at Westgrove Dog Park.” 

  

Page 140 indicates that it "may permanently obstruct the view of the natural areas located south 
of Belle Haven and the GWMP [for] the residents of the Belle Haven community."  

  

Study Ignores the Total River Ecosystem 

  

The draft report does not include the District of Columbia and Maryland shorelines, potential 
flooding there or approaches to address it.  Those shorelines are as much a part of the middle 
Potomac River watershed ecosystem as the Virginia shoreline.  Prince George’s County is 
directly across from Belle Haven/Belle View/Dyke Marsh. Page i of the draft report states that 
Washington, D.C., and Prince George’s County "declined to participate" since they "determined 
that their needs did not align with the proposed study."  

  

It is critical to understand what “their needs” are and how those needs differ from Virginia’s since 
the same river flows next to all three jurisdictions and affects all three jurisdictions. Storms, 
floods and other river events affect both sides of the river.  Additionally, it is critical to understand 
those jurisdictions’ adopted or considered coastal flooding management approaches, in 
evaluating management approaches for the Virginia side of the river. 

  

When a river rises, the entire river rises, not just half the river.  The entire river has tides, not half 
the river. Building structures on only one side of a tidal river ignores the entire river and its 
potential behavior. This is a piecemeal approach that ignores the full coastal flooding potential 
and opportunities for various approaches, including nonstructural, coastal flooding management 
approaches on the Washington, D.C., and Maryland shorelines. Ignoring the entire river also 
fails to identify opportunities for wetland restoration, creation and migration as alternatives. 
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The May 23, 2001, Senate resolution cited on page 1 as the study authority specifically includes 
“conducting a study, in cooperation with the States of Maryland and West Virginia, the 
Commonwealths of Pennsylvania and Virginia, and the District of Columbia, their political 
subdivisions and agencies and instrumentalities thereof . . .” 

  

Recommendation: Include all jurisdictions in the middle Potomac River watershed in the 
analysis and recommendations and the coastal flooding management measures that all affected 
jurisdictions have considered or implemented.  

  
The Study Lacks an Assessment of Impairment of National Park Resources and Values 
Required by Law 
  

The 1916 Organic Act that created the National Park Service, enacted at 39 Statutes at Large 535, ch. 408, §1 (Aug. 25, 1916) 
and now codified at 54 U.S.C. § 100101(a), declares that the National Park System’s purpose is to conserve Federal parklands 
scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife and provide for its enjoyment in such manner and by such means “as will 
leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”   

  

Assuming a coastal flooding alternative would impact the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway, the National Park Service must first have the opportunity to make its own assessment 
and determine whether the recommended approach would constitute an unacceptable 
“impairment” to park resources and values 

  

Consistent with Congress’s no‐impairment mandate, the National Park Service’s Management Policies (2006) explain that 
“[t]he impairment of park resources and values may not be allowed by the Service unless directly and specifically provided for 
by legislation or by the proclamation establishing the park”; and “[b]efore approving a proposed action that could lead to an 
impairment of park resources and values, an NPS decision‐maker must consider the impacts of the proposed action and 
determine, in writing, that the activity will not lead to an impairment of park resources and values.”  The phrase “park 
resources and values” subject to the no‐impairment standard include “the park’s scenery, natural and historic objects, and 
wildlife, and the processes and conditions that sustain them, including, to the extent present in the park: the ecological, 
biological, and physical processes that created the park and continue to act upon it; scenic features; natural visibility, both in 
daytime and at night; natural landscapes; natural soundscapes and smells; water and air resources; soils; geological resources; 
paleontological resources; archeological resources; cultural landscapes; ethnographic resources; historic and prehistoric sites, 
structures, and objects; museum collections; and native plants and animals…”   National Park Service’s Management Policies 
(2006) §§ 1.4.4 ‐ 1.4.7. 

The study on page 180 lists “environmental laws . . . required for the project alternatives under consideration.”  It omits at 
least three relevant laws: the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act, the law directing construction of the GW Memorial 
Parkway and P.L. 86‐41 which added the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve to the national park system. 

  

The draft report and the Corps comments at the June 14, 2022, public meeting acknowledge 
that the National Park Service has concerns about a proposed floodwall. 
 
Page 101 of the draft report noted that "[d]uring agency coordination meetings, NPS has voiced 
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that they are very concerned with any impact to the parkway, which includes anything that 
detracts from the character or viewshed of the road and its historic integrity. This includes 
changes to views of the river, disconnection from the natural landscape, alterations of other 
views, impact to the historical character of the road itself, impacts from induced flooding to trails 
or other NPS resources, and other cultural resource impacts. NPS has been negotiating with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) over a 7-inch raising of the wall along the parkway, and 
therefore there is little viability for a floodwall that would be significantly higher than what is 
currently under negotiation."   
 
 

Recommendation:  Include the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act and other laws cited above as applicable 
environmental laws and do not choose, fund or otherwise proceed with a final approach without this official, legally‐required 
“impairment” analysis from the National Park Service. 

  

More fully evaluate the floodwall/levee’s negative impacts on federal park resources and values, 
including the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve, visitors and the local community and the 
survivability of Dyke Marsh.   

  

The Study Minimizes the Historic Designation of the George Washington Memorial Parkway 

  

The George Washington Memorial Parkway is listed on the Virginia Department of Historic Resources register, 029‐0228 
https://www.dhr.virginia.gov/historic‐registers/029‐0228/ because of its “important contributions to landscape design” and 
because “extended verdant parks offer constantly unfolding scenic views.” 

  

It is listed as 95000605 on the National Register of Historic Places at https://catalog.archives.gov/id/117691603.  Both 
nomination forms explain that Congress’s intent was “a public project memorializing George Washington.” 

  

The Virginia nomination document states “The landscape values for the George Washington Memorial Parkway have always 
been the preservation of scenic and esthetic qualities associated with the Potomac River valley . . . the palisades and the tree 
covered slopes, flowering understory, steep‐sided creek valleys (runs) and hilltop vistas.” 

  

A floodwall/levee system would likely be inconsistent with these values and compromise the historic, natural and aesthetic 
integrity of the parkway. 

  

Starting on page 29, the study explains that certain consultations are required for “federal actions that may affect historic 
properties.” Table 2‐8 includes the George Washington Memorial Parkway as an “archaeological and architectural/Above‐
ground “resources with 0.5 miles of Alternative 5c (Belle Haven and other alternatives. Presumably, all alternatives affecting 
the parkway’s resources and values, as defined in NPS management policies, would require a review by the federal Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. 
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Presumably, depending on the sponsor (the study cites Fairfax and Arlington Counties), local and state actions could also 
affect historic properties, such as the George Washington Memorial Parkway.   

  

Dyke Marsh potentially has archaeological resources. 

  

Recommendation:  Thoroughly evaluate other alternatives and their environmental impacts and impacts on historic 
properties.  Assuming a coastal flooding management alternative would impact the George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
as impacts are described in the Park Service’s management policies above, explain how a floodwall/levee system would be 
consistent with the parkway's state and federal historic designations and Congress’s intent in directing the building of the 
parkway. 

 
Some Alternatives Could Compromise the Parkway’s Historic Character 

  

Floodwalls, levees and similar structures as described in the study are contrary to the parkway’s character and Congress’s 
intent. 

  

The George Washington Memorial Parkway, a Unique Gateway to Mount Vernon:  In 1928, Congress authorized the 
construction of the Mount Vernon Memorial Parkway to honor the bicentennial of George Washington’s birth.  Lt. Col. Peter 
Hains, who conducted the first land survey told Congress that the parkway should “have the character of a monumental 
structure, such as would comport with the dignity of this great nation . . . and the grandeur of character of the man to whom 
it is dedicated. . . It should be such a work as no American need feel ashamed of.” 

  

The U.S. Department of Agriculture completed the first segment, the southern part, in 1932. Planners envisioned a unique 
roadway to preserve and enhance the Potomac River valley, keep both shorelines in public ownership and create a grand 
gateway to Mount Vernon Estate, the first president’s plantation.  

  

They sought to integrate the road with the undulating terrain following natural contours and winding in gentle curves and to 
highlight natural areas and scenic vistas of the river.  They included forested and grassy areas, minimized signs and lights and 
prohibited billboards.  Builders used then‐modern highway design approaches like overpasses, limited access, widely‐spaced 
exits and entrances, tree‐lined rights‐of‐way and bridges made of reinforced concrete faced with hand‐laid, rough‐cut stone 
for a natural look.   

  

Assuming a coastal flooding management alternative would impact the George Washington Memorial Parkway, as impacts 
are described in the Park Service’s management policies above, a floodwall/levee system would be contrary to Congress’s 
intent and the planners’ goals and design.  
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Wildlife Habitat Paramount:  The 1959 law (P.L. 86‐41) that added Dyke Marsh to the National Park Service system clearly 
states Congress’s intent in preserving Dyke Marsh as a wildlife preserve:  “. . . so that fish and wildlife development and their 
preservation as wetland wildlife habitat shall be paramount.” 

  

Nature does not respect artificial, manmade boundaries.  Wildlife, pollinators and water, for example, move throughout the 
environment.  A floodwall/levee system in, near or next to a wildlife preserve and wetland could have adverse impacts 
inconsistent with Congress’s intent.   

  

Recommendation:  Eliminate alternatives inconsistent with the parkway’s character. Assuming a coastal flooding 
management alternative would impact the George Washington Memorial Parkway, as impacts are described in the Park 
Service’s management policies above, fully examine alternative approaches and their impacts. 

  

The Study Ignores Further Dyke Marsh Restoration 

  

The study cites on page 1 as the authority for the study a May 23, 2001, U.S. Senate Committee 
on the Environment and Public Works resolution and acknowledges that the Senate resolution 
includes ecosystem restoration, but “this study will focus solely on CSRM” (coastal storm risk 
management). The study does not explain why the Corps ignores the resolution’s language 
addressing “ecosystem restoration.” 
 
 

Wetlands act as “nature’s sponges” to control floodwaters.  See The Study Understates 
Wetlands’ Flood Control Potential below. 

  

The study on pages 102-3 acknowledges the potential for further Dyke Marsh restoration. The 
study states, “Further information is required to understand how much marsh restoration would 
mitigate storm impact and restoration was not retained as a measure.” Therefore, the Corps has 
excluded wetland restoration as an approach.  

  

Dyke Marsh was once far larger before dredge mining occurred between 1940 to 1972.  Dyke 
Marsh has only been partially restored under the 2016 George Washington Memorial Parkway’s 
Record of Determination. This Record of Determination provided that the marsh would be 
restored in a “phased approach up to the historic boundary of the marsh,” where 
“[i]mplementation of the different phases will be dependent upon available funding and fill 
material,” where “[f]uture phases will continue marsh restoration until a sustainable marsh is 
achieved,” where “[t]the outer edges of the containment cell structures will be placed at the park 
boundary in the river,” with “[r]estoration of 16 acres of wetlands south of the breakwater will also 
be included as an option,” and with “[a]pproximately 180 acres of various wetland could be 
created overall….” 2016 Record of Determination, pages 3-4, found 
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at https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=186&projectID=20293&documentID=738
50. 
 
One reason the study apparently dismisses further Dyke Marsh restoration is because of the 
“state’s reluctance.” The “state’s reluctance” apparently refers to one permit considered and 
granted by the Virginia Marine Resources Commission.  What the report calls the “state’s 
reluctance” is unexplained.  Other permits could presumably be approved. State leadership and 
decision-makers change. Conditions change. Designs can change. 

  

Virginia has committed to wetlands restoration in the interstate Chesapeake Bay agreement and 
in its tidal wetlands law. 

  

Recommendation:  Analyze the survivability of Dyke Marsh under various alternatives and 
analyze the potential of further Dyke Marsh and other area wetlands restoration and restoration’s 
impacts. Analyze alternatives’ adverse environmental impacts and propose mitigation on-site 
and in-kind if an alternative would have adverse impacts.  

 
The Study Inadequately Analyzes Many Other Alternative Approaches 

  

Table 3-2 lists “management measures screened with study objectives.”  

  

One measure is “improve resiliency of critical infrastructure,” but the study fails to include or 
analyze how some alternative approaches can improve natural resiliency.  

  

Importantly, the study does not include a full evaluation of the 20 risk management measures for 
coastal communities subject to flooding that are in the ACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive 
Study Report (https://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy/ ).  It is unclear why the Corps did 
not start with evaluating more alternatives. The Corps’ screening process is unclear and the 
study fails to adequately explain why these alternatives were eliminated. 

  

The study fails to fully analyze for the public many alternatives to a floodwall and levee system 
that can address potential flooding, including the following: 

  

                     flood management measures on the District of Columbia and Prince Georges County 
shorelines; 
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                     retrofitting or flood proofing non-elevated buildings;  
                     buyouts of at-risk properties; 
                     the creation of additional storm water drainage; 
                     upgrades of stormwater controls; 
                     reduction of impervious surfaces; 
                     building of living shorelines; and  
                     wetlands creation and restoration. 

  

Consistent with the ACE North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study Report 
(https://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy/ ), the Corps of Engineers should at a minimum 
evaluate the following risk management measures as alternatives to a floodwall/levee system: 
 
A. ALTERNATIVE: RETROFIT FOR NON-ELEVATED BUILDINGS. 
For a non-elevated structure in the flood zone that is prone to flooding, Study Report #2 
recommends building retrofit to address flooding, which “include elevation of a structure or 
possibly dry flood proofing of a structure. Elevation of a structure is usually limited to smaller 
residential and commercial buildings. Whether a structure may be elevated depends on a 
number of factors, including the foundation type, wall type, size of structure, condition, etc.” 
 
There are two types of flood proofing for buildings according to the Corps of Engineers’ Local 
Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) found at https://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-
Works/Project-Planning/nnc/. Dry flood proofing involves “[m]aking the building walls and floor 
watertight so water does not enter, while wet flood proofing involves “[m]odifying the structure 
and relocating the contents so that when floodwaters enter the building there is little or no 
damage.” 
 
Dry Flood Proofing deals with “[s]ealing a building to ensure that floodwaters cannot get 
inside…. All areas below the flood protection level are made watertight. Walls are coated with a 
waterproofing compound, or plastic sheeting is placed around the walls and covered. Openings, 
such as doors, windows, sewer lines and vents, are closed temporarily, with sandbags or 
removable closures, or permanently.” Local Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 6. 
 
Wet Proof Flooding addresses “[h]ydrostatic water pressure [which] increases with the depth of 
water. Depths over 3 feet have been shown to collapse the walls of a typical house. Basements 
can be subject to 6 or 7 feet of water pressure when the ground is saturated. As a result, 
watertight walls and floors may crack, buckle or break from shallow surface flooding. One way to 
deal with this is simply to let the water in and remove or protect everything that could be 
damaged. … Wet flood proofing measures range from moving a few valuable items to rebuilding 
the flood prone area.” Local Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 7. 

 
The Corps of Engineers has stated that “flood proofing has also been shown to be less 
expensive than other flood protection measures.” “Flood protection studies in Fairfax County, 
Virginia, and King County, Washington, reviewed a variety of structural and nonstructural 
alternatives. Where flood proofing was found to be the most economical solution, the community 
favored it instead of a more expensive structural project. Fairfax County noted that flood proofing 
is cheaper than ‘chasing the system a mile downstream to fix the overland route.’” Local Flood 
Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 9. 
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B. ALTERNATIVE: DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS. 
Study Report #15 recommends drainage improvements as an option to address flooding. “A 
drainage system can carry water away via conveyance systems and, during times of high water, 
may store water until it can be carried away in storage facilities. Conveyance systems utilize 
measures such as pump stations, culverts, drains, and inlets to remove water from a site quickly 
and send it to larger streams. Storage facilities are used to store excess water until the storm or 
flood event has ended.” 
 
C. ALTERNATIVE: CREATION OF LIVING SHORELINES 
Study Report #16 recommends the creation of living shorelines as an option to address flooding. 
“Open and exposed shorelines are prone to erosion due to waves. Living shorelines are 
essentially tidal wetlands constructed along a shoreline to reduce coastal erosion. Living 
shorelines maintain dynamic shoreline processes, and provide habitat for organisms such as 
fish, crabs and turtles. An essential component of a living shoreline is constructing a rock 
structure (breakwater/sill) offshore and parallel to the shoreline to serve as protection from wave 
energy that would impact the wetland area and cause erosion and damage or removal of the 
tidal plants.” 
 
D. ALTERNATIVE: CREATION OR ADDITION OF WETLANDS 
Study Report #20 recommends the creation or addition of wetlands as an option to address 
flooding. “The dense vegetation and shallow waters within wetlands can slow the advance of 
storm surge somewhat and slightly reduce the surge landward of the wetland or slow its arrival 
time. Wetlands can also dissipate wave energy; potentially reducing the amount of destructive 
wave energy propagating on top of the surge, though evidence suggests that slow-moving 
storms and those with long periods of high winds that produce marsh flooding can reduce this 
benefit.” 

  

Recommendations:  More fully evaluate other alternatives and using a combination of 
alternatives; explain to the public the selection of an initial limited list of alternatives and the 
Corps’ screening process and explain, in terms of their effectiveness, why alternatives were 
eliminated.  
 
 

The Study Fails to Adequately Address Environmental Impacts 

 
The draft study offers minimal analysis of environmental impacts and in fact (page 3) says 
“reasonably foreseeable effects to the human environment are not expected to be significant and 
that “adverse environmental effects (undefined) will be offset by mitigation (undefined).” The 
report includes a “finding of no significant environmental impact” to justify an environmental 
assessment instead of a full-blown environmental impact statement.  

  

The study states on page 174 that – 
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                     the floodwall/levee system “may result in temporary and minor effects to natural and 
physical environmental resources during construction . . . Long-term effects include permanent 
fill impacts to the Belle Haven East Channel and obstruction of the view.” 
                     A potential change in inundation depth in the wetlands following construction of the 
floodwall/levee is not expected to affect the health, character or integrity of the wetlands.” 

  

The study lacks an explanation or scientific justification for these conclusions.  

  

Hardened approaches can increase erosive forces on adjacent properties. The study fails to 
analyze the impact of a floodwall/levee system on adjacent properties. 

On page 175, the study states that “Construction of the proposed culvert crossings would result 
in roughly 2,250 sq ft of new permanent fill impacts to two streams.”  Presumably more fill will 
reduce the floodplain, a natural flood control system, and therefore could create more flooding. 

  

40 CFR 1502.14(a)(b) requires that “[t]he alternatives section should present the environmental 
impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives in comparative form based on the 
information and analysis presented in the sections on the affected environment and the 
environmental consequences. In this section, agencies shall: (a) Evaluate reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action, and, for alternatives that the agency eliminated from detailed 
study, briefly discuss the reasons for their elimination. (b) Discuss each alternative considered in 
detail, including the proposed action, so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. . . 
.” 

  

If the floodwall/levee system requires a space of 40 feet on both sides, trees and habitat on 
federal and private property will presumably be destroyed or degraded.  The study fails to 
document which trees or how many trees and related vegetation would be destroyed or the 
impact.   

 
The study includes no time-of-year restrictions for construction, such as fish spawning and 
waterfowl nesting in west Dyke Marsh. 

  

Recommendation:  Thoroughly evaluate all environmental impacts of all approaches, including 
the floodwall/levee system, no action and others. 

  

The Study Understates Wetlands’ Flood Control Potential 
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Wetlands play a key role in flood protection, which the study minimally recognizes on page 11.  
“Nowhere is this function more important than along coastal areas . . . Preserving and 
reconstruction coastal marshes can help reduce storm damage. Coastal wetlands serve as 
storm surge protectors when hurricanes or tropical storms come ashore.”  (Wetlands:  Protecting 
Life and Property from Flooding, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)) 

  

Other EPA findings: 

  

                     “A one-acre wetland can typically store about three-acre feet of water, or one million 
gallons.  An acre-foot is one acre of land, about three-quarters the size of a football field, 
covered one foot deep in water.”  (Wetlands:  Protecting Life and Property from Flooding) 

  

                     “Wetland restoration and preservation is an important component of a comprehensive 
flood protection strategy.”  (Wetlands:  Protecting Life and Property from Flooding) 

  

                     “The ability of wetlands to store floodwaters reduces the risk of costly property damage 
and loss of life – benefits that have economic value to us.  For example, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers found that protecting wetlands along the Charles River in Boston, Massachusetts, 
saved $17 million in potential flood damage.” (Functions and Values of Wetlands)  

  

The study on page 10 acknowledges that “wetlands historically lined the Potomac River, the Old 
Town Alexandria waterfront, Hunting Creek and Cameron Run. . . most of these wetlands are 
gone. . . .”  The study fails to evaluate the creation and restoration of wetlands. 

  

Recommendation:  Evaluate the creation and restoration of wetlands, including their flood 
control potential. 

  

The Study Inadequately Examines Wetlands Migration  

 
The study fails to identify areas for potential tidal wetlands migration anticipated because of sea 
level rise. 
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Many of the jurisdictions along both sides of the Potomac River have areas which could 
accommodate the creation or addition of wetlands and areas to which existing wetlands can 
migrate landward.  

  

Recommendation:  Identify and evaluate potential areas for wetlands to migrate inland. 
 
The Study Inadequately Examines Wetlands’ Value, Intertidal Activity and Habitat 

  

Tidal shorelines are dynamic, transitional areas between land and water.  Shoreline structures 
can sever the connection between land and water, block natural tidal exchange and impact 
shallow water habitats essential to fish, birds and other wildlife. “Freshwater marshes are one of 
the most productive ecosystems on earth.”  (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 

The Corps proposes to build concrete structures, culverts and pump houses on both the creeks 
that feed into Dyke Marsh, just upstream from the marsh. 
  
On page 122, "Flap gates would be installed at the ends of the culverts at the proposed culvert 
crossings. Flap gates are mounted by hinges at the top of the culvert pipe and open and close in 
response to water pressure. Flap gates allow the free flow of water through the culvert pipe 
during normal water flows. During a high-water event, when the depth of water is greater on the 
riverside of the floodwall, the flap will close automatically to prevent back flow." 
  
The study fails to acknowledge that these two creeks are tidal. If the flap gates are down, except 
during discharge events, the effect, as described in the study, will be to stop the tidal flow and 
intertidal exchange of these creeks.  The east creek has tides of over one foot, even north of 
Olde Towne Road, approximately 50 yards from Belle Haven Road. 
 
The study on page 121 concludes that “the structural measures proposed at Belle Haven would 
have no direct effects to wetlands,” without substantiation. It is widely agreed that structures in 
tidal wetlands block intertidal exchange.   
  
Amphibious wildlife, for example, use both water and land. Turtles leave the marsh and dig nests 
and lay eggs on properties adjacent to Dyke Marsh, for example. 
  

Recommendations:  Recognize and describe the value of the various habitats that would be 
affected and evaluate the full environmental impacts of a floodwall/levee system, including 
impacts on amphibious wildlife, shallow water habitats and downstream environments. 

Do not alter or compromise streams that flow into and out of Dyke Marsh. 

  

Cost vs. Life of Project 
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The study cites as the cost of the Belle Haven floodwall/levee system $25 million and that the 
federal government will pay 65 percent and non-federal entities will pay 35 percent of that cost 
for pre-construction engineering and design and construction.  The study cites as the annualized 
cost “$16,000 for Belle Haven.” 

The study describes the “period of analysis” as 50-years per ER 1105-2-100 Planning Guidance 
Notebook, but it fails to explain the projected life of the floodwall/levee system under various sea 
level rise scenarios, updated rainfall projections and other events, whether the cost estimate 
covers future maintenance, repairs and replacement if it fails. The study does not examine its 
potential to fail. 

  

The study’s purpose is “to evaluate the feasibility of federal participation in the implementation 
solutions,” but fails to evaluate funding sources or the feasibility of local or state participation, 
except for two letters from two Fairfax County officials and none from state or federal officials. 

  

Recommendations:  Provide a projection of the total life of the Belle Haven floodwall and levee 
project and other alternatives considered and the costs over time. Identify committed sources of 
funding. 

  

The Study Omits Stronger Stormwater Control Systems 

  

Sudden, intense storms like derechos can generate and overwhelm stormwater systems and 
cause flooding. 

It is not clear what rainfall projections the Corps is using (see, for example, NOAA’s Mid-Atlantic 
RISA team, https://midatlantic-idf.rcc-acis.org/, 2022 to 2070 projected intensity-duration-
frequency). 

Most of the immediate area west of the parkway has lost much of its natural flood control 
potential because Fairfax County has allowed development, fill and impervious surfaces to be 
built. For example, part of the Belle Haven Golf Course is on former wetlands, land created by 
fill.  Some of the land, buildings and development are in former floodplains and wetlands.  
Fairfax County operates tide gates and pumping stations in the area. 

The National Park Service has a national mission to manage a system of national parks for the 
greatest public good.  Localities should address the local problems, including adverse 
environmental conditions, that they have created. 

  

Recommendation:  Use the most current rainfall projections. Evaluate local stormwater control 
systems’ ability to manage rainfall and stormwater runoff using the most current rainfall 
projections. Identify opportunities and approaches for Fairfax County to upgrade the current 
stormwater control system to better respond to flooding from all types of storms.   
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The Study Inadequately Evaluates Endangered and Threatened Species 

  

On page 13, the study identifies some federal and state-listed species “that have the potential to 
be present in the study area.” 

The study on page 13 states, “Each species was further assessed to determine if suitable 
habitat conditions are present.”  Some in fact have been documented as present, including the 
peregrine falcon and the monarch butterfly, a federal candidate species. 

Table 2-1 on page 14 lists three species of bats “that have the potential to be present in the 
study area.”  

Observers have documented the following bats in Dyke Marsh, including west Dyke Marsh near 
the site for a proposed levee, including the three listed on table 2-1: 

                     Big brown bat, Eptesicus fuscus (very common) 
                     Silver-haired bat, Lasionycteris noctivagans (common during spring and autumn) 
                     Eastern red bat, Eptesicus fuscus (very common) 
                     Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus (common during spring and autumn) 
                     Northern long-eared bat, Myotis septentrionalis (occasional) 
                     Evening bat, Nycticeius humeralis (common) 
                     Brazilian free-tailed bat Tadarida brasiliensis (new migrant to Virginia, common) 
                     Seminole bat, Lasiurus seminolus (occasional) 
                     Little brown bat, Myotis lucifugus (rare)  
                     Tri-colored bat, Perimyotis subflavus (rare) 

While no longer listed as federally endangered the bald eagle is protected by other laws.  The 
study on page 129 cites bald eagle nests confirmed in 2018.  This data is very out of date. The 
Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve has had active bald eagle nests every year in recent years, 
including three active nests in 2022.   

On page 19, the study refers to a 40-year-long bird list of 296 species in Dyke Marsh compiled 
by the Friends of Dyke Marsh, 2021. It is not clear which bird survey this is referring to.  The 
annual breeding bird survey is only one of several bird surveys available. 

The Friends of Dyke Marsh, the Audubon Society of Northern Virginia, George Mason 
University, the Virginia Herpetology Society, the Virginia Native Plant Society, the National Park 
Service and others have survey data. 

  

Recommendation:  Use existing survey data that confirms actual species present, as opposed 
to those potentially present and conduct comprehensive surveys to determine others that are in 
fact present.  Document how the destruction of trees and other vegetation would impact wildlife. 
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Community Opposition Continues 
 
 

When the Corps recommended a combination levee/floodwall around the area in 2014, the 
“project was not implemented due to community opposition to the project” (page 76).  It appears 
that such a proposed floodwall and levee still face significant community concerns, some of 
which were expressed at the Corps’ June 14, 2022, public meeting. 

  

Recommendation:   Continue to invite public comments and hold additional public meetings. 
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would seem foolish to abandon the 4-lane parkway to flooding 
when it might be saved by moving the levee a few hundred feet 
to the east. In fact, when I heard mention of a levee, my first 
thought was a seawall structure running right along the banks 
of the river. 
    As for River Towers itself, it should be noted that during 
Isabel many years ago, the flooding reached almost to the front 
and back door of building 41, but it came up the street from 
the east, and from the west via our sludgy little canal. None 
of it came from the marsh behind the buildings on the south. 
Although no deterrent is needed in that area, the proposal 
places a levee and pumping station there, destroying the tennis 
courts and picnic area. 
    Our beloved buildings are the epitome of function, not 
elegance; the majesty of RT is our grounds. Anything that 
detracts from their natural beauty is an insult.  
    Our grounds are lovely in every direction but the marsh is 
unique. After a day of being functional at work and coming home 
to functional architecture, a few minutes standing on the bank 
of the marsh can provide a wonderful moment of mind 
restoration. Having to view our marsh over a levee and pumping 
station in the foreground would be like viewing an ancient, 
magnificent cathedral with a sleazy hot-dog stand on the front 
lawn. 
    I am certainly in favor of the levee to prevent flooding, 
but put the thing where it belongs on the other side of the 
parkway.  
    Regards, ,  
  

 

  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Introducing Potomac Banks – Explore Fairfax South!  

 

  

For the latest updates on Coronavirus (COVID‐19), visit the County’s webpage and subscribe to our newsletter. 

  

 

Please be advised, unless otherwise requested, that your email address will be added to our Mount Vernon District 
Advisor (newsletter) distribution list.  Additionally, correspondence with Supervisors is subject to the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA). This means that your correspondence may be made public if someone requests it. Only a few 
matters are exempt from disclosure, including personnel information about individual employees. 

  

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 1:53 PM 
To: Storck, Dan   
Cc:  

 
 

Subject: US Army Corps of Engineers Regarding the Flood Mitigation Plan 

  

Dear U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

  

I am writing to you about the Metropolitan Washington District of Columbia Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility 
Study. I deeply appreciate that you are invested in helping prevent flooding to structures in our community.  

  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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However, I have concerns about the specific proposal in the study for the USACE to build a flood wall, levee, and 
pumping station in the Alexandria section of Fairfax County, which would directly impact the neighborhoods of New 
Alexandria, Belle View and River Towers. This plan has many flaws in it, namely: 

 It does not address stormwater flooding, which has already proven to be a significant problem in our area 

 It does not address the aesthetic and pragmatic needs of the community and the loss of amenities 

 The current plan includes destruction of property and will negatively impact the property values of the 
affected neighborhoods 

 The current plan would destroy many of our natural resources, including trees and wetlands, which 
naturally mitigate flooding and global warming, and which should be enhanced, not destroyed 

 The plan negatively affects Dyke Marsh, a sensitive wetland ecosystem, and the protected Resource 
Protection Area designated by Fairfax County 

 The plan does not address how wildlife will traverse the flood wall and levee 

 The plan creates noise from the construction and the proposed pumping station, which will negatively 
affect the quality of life of both residents and wildlife 

  

Instead of the current plan, I hope that you will re‐consider other water mitigation options that were proposed earlier 
by the USACE, including funding additional restoration of Dyke Marsh and elevating the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway. 

  

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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From:    
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 1:53 PM 
To: Storck, Dan   
Cc:

 
 

Subject: US Army Corps of Engineers Regarding the Flood Mitigation Plan 
 
Dear U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
 
I am writing to you about the Metropolitan Washington District of Columbia Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility 
Study. I deeply appreciate that you are invested in helping prevent flooding to structures in our community.  
 
However, I have concerns about the specific proposal in the study for the USACE to build a flood wall, levee, and 
pumping station in the Alexandria section of Fairfax County, which would directly impact the neighborhoods of New 
Alexandria, Belle View and River Towers. This plan has many flaws in it, namely: 

 It does not address stormwater flooding, which has already proven to be a significant problem in our area 
 It does not address the aesthetic and pragmatic needs of the community and the loss of amenities 
 The current plan includes destruction of property and will negatively impact the property values of the affected 

neighborhoods 
 The current plan would destroy many of our natural resources, including trees and wetlands, which naturally 

mitigate flooding and global warming, and which should be enhanced, not destroyed 
 The plan negatively affects Dyke Marsh, a sensitive wetland ecosystem, and the protected Resource Protection 

Area designated by Fairfax County 
 The plan does not address how wildlife will traverse the flood wall and levee 
 The plan creates noise from the construction and the proposed pumping station, which will negatively affect the 

quality of life of both residents and wildlife 

 
Instead of the current plan, I hope that you will re‐consider other water mitigation options that were proposed earlier by 
the USACE, including funding additional restoration of Dyke Marsh and elevating the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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(b) (6)
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Sincerely, 

 

 

  

(b) (6)
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additional restoration of Dyke Marsh and elevating the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 

 

Sincerely, 

                         
 
Sent from my iPhone 

(b) (6)
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 The plan creates noise from the construction and the proposed 
pumping station, which will negatively affect the quality of life of 
both residents and wildlife 

 
Instead of the current plan, I hope that you will re‐consider other water 
mitigation options that were proposed earlier by the USACE, including 
funding additional restoration of Dyke Marsh and elevating the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. 
Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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FOUR MILE RUN CONSERVATORY FOUNDATION 
3905 Elbert Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22305           

	

www.fourmilerun.org 

30 June 2022 
 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
2 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
 
RE: DC Metro Area Coastal Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study Draft 

Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Assessment 
 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
Having reviewed the draft report and assessment for the Coastal Storm Risk Management 
Study, the Four Mile Run Conservatory Foundation would like to submit comments on 
the report and request clarification on several points relating to the study. Our non-profit 
volunteer organization promotes nature, culture, and community at lower Four Mile Run 
through restoration, advocacy, recreation, and education, and as a community- and place-
based organization, we are very familiar with the natural and recreational resources of the 
tidal stretch of Four Mile Run and Four Mile Run Park. 
 
We have several comments specific to the Tentatively Selected Plan and to Alternative 
5a, both of which involve lower Four Mile Run. We support the protection of the 
Arlington Water Pollution Control Plant (Alternative 4c), as coastal flooding at this site 
would be a disaster for human health and for the environment, though we have concerns 
about archaeological and natural resources that seem to have been overlooked in the 
study. We have stronger concerns about the floodwall/levy proposed under Alternative 
5a, specific to the alignment and to impacts and affected uses that are missing from the 
study. Our concerns include the following: 
 
● Section 4.1.5 (Anadromous Fish) suggests that diversity of fish is limited at Four 

Mile Run Park, which is incorrect. Photo observations posted to the iNaturalist 
citizen-science platform show that lower Four Mile Run supports at least 22 fish 
species. In addition, anadromous alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus) have been observed 
in the Hume Spring tributary (“East Stream” in the report) during the spring spawning 
season, right at the concrete bridge where the proposed floodgate would be installed. 

 
● Although in section 4.1.6 (Migratory Birds) the report states that no bird habitat is 

known to occur at or adjacent to these project areas, we doubt this to be the case. 
Lower Four Mile Run and Four Mile Run Park feature a variety of bird habitats, 



particularly in the time since wetland and meadow restoration projects were 
completed in 2016-2017. The park has become a well-loved birding destination 
because of the biodiversity here. Many breeding-season migratory bird species are 
found in the park, and at least one (chimney swift) is listed as a Bird of Conservation 
Concern by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. In addition, the forested wetland areas 
are important wintering habitat for rusty blackbirds, also a BCC-listed species. 

 
● In section 4.2.7 (Aesthetics), the report finds no adverse impact. While we agree that 

routing the levee under the footprint of the existing asphalt path minimizes some of 
the visual impact within the park, we are very concerned that the associated alignment 
of the floodgate at the concrete trail bridge location will tend to trap litter that comes 
through the storm drain system into the Hume Spring tributary (“East Stream” in the 
report), as is currently observed behind the floodgate located on the Sunnyside 
tributary. The Hume Spring tributary upstream of the concrete bridge is steep-banked 
and/or vegetated along most of its length, difficult to access on foot, and thus land-
based clean-ups are unlikely to see success in keeping the area trash-free. Our kayak-
based volunteer clean-ups are currently able to remove litter throughout the Hume 
Spring tributary, but kayak access will no longer be possible should a floodgate be 
installed at the location pictured in Figure 4-5. A floodgate at this location will 
definitely lead to the adverse impact of trashy appearance, and a loss of aesthetic 
value to neighboring residents and park visitors. 

 
● The report maintains in section 4.2.8 (Recreation) that Alternative 5a would have no 

permanent recreational impact, which we strongly dispute. The Hume Spring 
tributary (referred to in the report as the “East Stream”) is regularly accessed from the 
Run by canoe and kayak, and paddling in this nearby nature is a treasured outdoor 
activity for many local residents and visitors, including neighborhood youth who 
participate in our Nature Explorers And Restorers program. Today, one can easily 
paddle the course of the stream 200 meters above where the proposed floodgate 
would be situated, at the location of the concrete trail bridge. 

 
● For all the reasons listed above, we object to the positioning of a floodgate at the 

location of the present-day concrete bridge, as depicted in Figures 3-17, 4-1, and 4-2, 
as well as to the notion that streambed impacts are unavoidable, requiring 
compensatory mitigation as described in Table 4-3. We believe a levee alignment 
crossing the Hume Spring tributary (“East Stream”) farther upstream at or near the 
existing concrete spillway, as shown in Figure 3-13, is preferable. There may be 
opportunities to route a floodwall/levee such that it ties into planned development, 
such as the Cora Kelly School replacement. 

 
● In Section 4.2.6 (Cultural Resources), the Arlington WPCP project (Alternative 4c) is 

not expected to adversely affect historical resources. We include, attached, a 
georeferenced map overlay projecting the positions of what are believed to be canal 
barge wrecks from the Potomac flood of 1889 (apparently hauled up the Run to divert 
the channel prior to construction of the Washington, Alexandria & Mount Vernon 



electric railway), drawn from 1927 aerial imagery. This archaeological resource may 
still be buried beneath the WPCP and/or the trail in the vicinity of the proposed 
floodwall construction. 

 
● The study’s treatment of environmental justice is cursory. In section 4.2.10 

(Environmental Justice), the study notes that Alternative 5a is the only one located in 
a census tract identified as an EJ community. While the benefit of coastal flood 
protection is noted in Table 4-2, the adverse EJ impacts of the project – permanent 
and temporary losses of recreational access, particularly for children in a community 
with a high proportion of children and youth – are not mentioned. 

 
We have questions about some of the study’s underlying assumptions and models, as 
follows: 
 
● Characterization of the study area around the park lacks sufficient detail to determine 

if adopted land use plans for the study area were used. There will be an increase in 
density in this study area, including low and moderate income housing, that is 
associated with the “Amazon Bump.” Please clarify what land use forecasts were 
used in making assumptions about overall impacts. 

 
● Similarly, there appears to be cursory references to the Four Mile Run Park Master 

Plan. What effects will the alternatives have on development of the park? 
 
● There appears to be no reference or use of the new Intensity, Duration, Frequency 

(IDF) Curves now available for the Commonwealth. This data is crucial to accurate 
flood hazard forecasting. Please affirm that these revised IDF curves were used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

 
● We’re unable to ascertain the catchments used to model projected flood hazards. 

Could a map with catchments be provided? Do the calculations take into account 
hazard mitigation and Green Infrastructure already in place or contemplated? Is there 
a control limit on the stormwater runoff for the watershed that jurisdictions have 
adopted, perhaps as part of the TMDL? Has that been factored in? 

 
● For the flood hazard modeling, were the only parameters used the projected SLR? 

Was flooding due to rainfall intensity, etc. not also modeled in addition to the SLR 
projections? If not, why not? 

 
● Was tree canopy loss characterized? There is a heat island effect currently in this EJ 

community. 
 
● Recreational fishing is currently an activity that occurs in the park daily. Please 

characterize the effect of the alternatives on fishing. 
 
A few additional notes/corrections: 
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 All stakeholders have not been invited or included in the development of this proposal.  It is a 
very narrow look at a non‐existent problem. This study was funded by only one source ‐ 
developers with deep pockets ‐ who want a certain action to be taken and are paying to have 
this phony study.  But when it comes time for actually paying for the work, it will be U.S. tax 
payers who will have to foot the bill.  

 It is unfair to have outside groups deliver a study without our people ‐ the people who live here ‐ 
being part of the discussion from the very inception of the problem.  

Why haven't experts been brought in to look at all aspects of the problem? Experts including 
environmental agencies to determine if a need really exists for the Belle Haven community.  This study is 
too generalizable to the Potomac river as a whole.  No evidence has been presented that shows that the 
river will directly impact Belle Haven community along the route of the proposed wall nor at the levels 
that the wall is given (6 feet). 
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while addressing only narrow pieces of the original problem, especially if the planning begins 
with artificial self-imposed constraints that ignore alternative options.

As a final note: the National Park Service also protects the Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve.  
Signboards at the preserve entrance decry the loss of wetland over the past century, and 
highlight the value of such wetland as a stormbreak.  The Coastal Study did not consider 
rebuilding the lost wetland – perhaps that should be examined as an elegant solution to 
multiple problems, while benefiting all parties.

Very Respectfully,

(b) (6)





Thank you for your work preparing and releasing for comment the draft Integrated Feasibility Report 

and Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Metropolitan Washington District of Columbia Coastal 

Storm Risk Management Feasibility Study in the Northern Virginia coastal areas of the Middle Potomac 

River Watershed.  I have some comments on the draft, and am acknowledging up front my involvement 

in the earlier phases of the study (ending 18 months ago) while at MWCOG.  These comments are mine 

and do not reflect the views of MWCOG or any other organization.  

My comments include: 

 I support continuing action to further develop the two TSP projects at the Arlington County 

Water Pollution Control Plant and in Belle Haven portion of Fairfax County.  However, I request 

that the Corps consider an additional alternative in Belle Haven.   

 

While I recognize the complications of undertaking a project on federal Park Service land, I 

encourage the Corps to work with the Park Service to develop an option that would be located 

primarily on the east side of the George Washington Memorial Parkway.  Such an option could 

be integrated with raising the elevation of the pedestrian‐bicycle Mount Vernon Trail along the 

Parkway.  While this would require removal of some trees and adaptation of the motor vehicle 

entry points to the Belle Haven Marina and Picnic Area and Mount Vernon Trail Parking, it would 

minimize the disruption to the residential developments west of the Parkway, and protect the 

Parkway as well as the neighboring community from future flooding.  This could be integrated 

into resiliency plans for the Parkway.   

 

This change would likely increase the community acceptance of this option. 

 

 I also ask the Corps to encourage the Park Service to consider additional flood‐protection 

measures along portions of the George Washington Memorial Parkway that would not be 

protected from coastal and other flooding by the TSP.  These should be incorporated into 

resiliency planning for the Parkway. 

 

 The proposed levee and floodwall along the Alexandria side of Four Mile Run would provide 

protection to the environmental justice communities along this stretch of Four Mile Run.  This 

area is identified as an Equity Emphasis Area by MWCOG and the National Capital Regional 

Transportation Planning Board.  Specifically, the Hume Springs and close‐by neighborhoods in 

Arlandria contain a concentration of Central American/Latino and African‐American residents 

and businesses.  Alexandria recently completed a small area plan to encourage development 

and preservation of affordable housing and small businesses in Arlandria.  Neighboring 

Lynhaven, while going through a period of change, has historically been home to mnany African‐

American households.  Alexandria also is spending millions of dollars in stormwater 

management projects in this area.  Protecting the area from coastal, as well as riverine and 

overland flooding, will be critical to maintaining the cultural viability of the neighborhoods and 

the success of these community and affordable housing development efforts. 

 

While the report notes that the Four Mile Run levee would be beneficial to this environmental 

justice community, I did not see how the environmental justice consideration was explicitly 



incorporated in the selection of the TSP.  The TSP selection appears to be based on economics 

alone.  It should give weight to provision of benefits to the EJ community. 

 

 The proposed location of the Alexandria side levee along the Four Mile Run Park trail offers 

advantages in using existing open space to construct a levee.  However, an alignment along the 

western edge of Four Mile Run Park, and then tied into flood protection as part of construction 

of a new Cora Kelly Elementary School, would provide greater environmental benefits while 

providing the same or better flood control.  While not part of the TSP, this alignment is shown in 

Figure 3‐13 on page 98 of the report.  The report should more completely include this alignment 

to better reflect the broader environmental protection the alignment would provide. 

 

For example, this alignment would better maintain the hydrologic link between the upstream 

wetlands along the East Stream and Four Mile Run (note the Four Mile Run Conservatory has 

found anadromous fish and a regular presence of birds such as Osprey that feed off of the fish, 

in this upstream reach). Such an alignment also would avoid creating a barrier at the to the 

regular water‐based trash cleanup along the East Stream; and, while having short‐term 

disruptions to the fields during flood events, would provide more room for floodwaters to 

spread out along Four Mile Run in the areas of the existing ball fields. 

 

This alignment, as well as the proposed alignment along the current trail, would have to be 

constructed in a manner that allowed the neighborhoods to continue access to Four Mile Run 

Park. This could be done by limiting the slope of any levee, and providing for openings (with 

flood‐control closures) at walkways where a floodwall was needed.  Such designs could create 

greater acceptance in nearby communities.  

 

Thanks again for providing the opportunity to comment on the draft Integrated Feasibility 

Report and Environmental Assessment (EA). 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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To:   
Subject: Message from 10.160.3.142 
 
 

(b) (6)
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The Mount Vernon Council of Citizens Associations, Inc. 

P.O. Box 203, Mount Vernon, VA 22121-9998     http://www.mvcca.org 

 

 

 

June 27, 2022 
 

Dear Supervisor Storck, Chairman McKay, and the Corp of Engineers 
 

Subject: COE Proposed Flood Walls and Pump Station Resolution (Board 2022-01) 
 

 

The MVCCA voted on June 22, 2022, to support the concerns of the communities that will be 

seriously impacted by the proposed COE’s flood walls and pump station. Our resolution is 

attached and outlines the concerns.  

 

Furthermore, we learned after our General Council meeting that the COE, at their 6-16-2022 

virtual meeting, stated that the pumping station they intend to put on River Towers property 

would only be working when there are storm surges. And that they intended to shut down the 

pre-existing pump station and tide gates that mange the water in the canals in this community 

area.   See attachment 2 for the full details.  Their removal would be catastrophic for the 

communities.  

 

We strongly request that you stop the COE from moving forward and that you ensure they work 

with the impacted communities, the National Park Service and commercial businesses before 

they go any further with their ill-conceived planning. 

 

Regards, 

Cochair 

MVCCA 

 

 

Attached: 1. MVCCA Resolution -- Flood Wall Impacting the residential areas of Belleview and 

River Towers Condominiums, New Alexandria and River View Single Family residential 

communities and the commercial properties on Belle Haven Rd (Board 2022-01) 

2. Info sheet on Tide Gates functionality and purpose. 

 

(b) (6)



 2 

 

Attachment 1 

 

MVCCA Resolution -- Flood Wall Impacting the residential areas of Belleview and River 

Towers Condominiums, New Alexandria and River View Single Family residential communities 

and the commercial properties on Belle Haven Rd (Board 2022-01) 

 

WHEREAS, the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and the Washington Metropolitan Council of 

Governments(WMCOG) has proposed a Flood Wall on private property in New Alexandria, 

River View, Belle View Condominium, and River Towers Condominium; and along the 

commercial properties on Belle Haven Rd and 

 

WHEREAS, the COE and WMCOG failed to notify the affected homeowners and business 

owners ahead of their report and failed to invite the commercial owners to the in-person meeting 

held on June 14; and 

 

WHEREAS, the COG chose their flood wall plan without citizen input, and, further, set the 

comment period deadline for June 30; and 

 

WHEREAS, after the COE in person meeting on June 14, 2022 with citizens/home owners, 

county staff, Supervisor Storck plus representatives for our state elected officials and Delegate 

Paul Krizek the COE agreed to provide more details of their decision making process and 

alternate plans they discarded, plus look into how they can extend the comment period deadline. 

 

THEREFORE be it resolved, the MVCCA demands true community engagement and full 

disclosure by the COE, to include a new presentation of details and alternate plans for the 

residential areas and  commercial areas; and 

 

THEREFORE be it resolved, the MVCCA demands a several month extension for the comment 

period. 

Approved June 22, 2022, at the MVCCA General Council Meeting 
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Attachment 2 

Purpose and Function of the New Alexandria Pump Station and Tide Gate 

New Alexandria has two unique stormwater facilities designed to protect the community from tidal 

flooding: the New Alexandria Stormwater Pumping Station and the New Alexandria tide gate.  Should 

strong northeasterly winds or a tidal surge (associated with a tropical storm or hurricane) cause water 

levels in the Potomac River to increase above the highest normal tide elevations expected in a typical 

month, these two facilities were designed to mitigate flooding in this community.  Before these facilities 

were installed, two tidal creeks connected the New Alexandria community directly to the Potomac River. 

Most of the neighborhood still lies in the Potomac’s 100-year floodplain, but protection is now provided for 

the less extreme tidal flooding events. 

The Pump Station: The tidal creek in the western part of the community, which runs along 13th street, now 
meets a closed gate at the pump station, instead of continuing up into the New Alexandria neighborhood. 
This creek rises and falls with the tide and cannot move past the pump station, as long as the tide 
elevation remains below 7.5 ft.  Any rain which falls in the 50-acre watershed upstream, is piped 
underground into a wet well inside the pump station, then pumped out into the 13th street channel    

The Tide Gate: Approximately 1/10 mile east, the eastern channel, which still runs under I street into the 

community between Woodhaven Road and 10th Avenue, has two 4’x8’ cast iron sluice gates which close 

and isolate the upstream side of I street from the tidal creek, and hence, the Potomac.  The two sluice 

gates remain open at all times unless the water surface elevation on the downstream side of the gate 

structure exceeds 3.5ft, which is several inches higher than the highest expected tide in any given month.  

Once the sensor on the downstream side of the gate measures an elevation over 3.5ft, the gates close 

and will not open unless the sensor on the upstream side of the gate detects a level that is 0.7ft (8.5 

inches) greater than the downstream level.   That difference causes the gates to open long enough for the 

water surface elevation upstream and downstream to equalize, then the gates close again.  Because 

there are no pumps at the tide gate, should severe rainfall ever occur at the same time an abnormally 

high tide comes in, the elevations upstream of the gate could approach the same elevation as is being 

experienced in the Potomac.  Fortunately, these two conditions do not often occur simultaneously. The 

top of the wall at this facility is at elevation 8.0ft, so like the pump station, it can only protect up to that 

elevation.  (Case in point:  In 2003, the tidal surge associated with Hurricane Isabel topped this wall by 

1.5ft flooding streets and numerous houses.)  

The most important thing to know about this community is that the flood event used to create FEMA’s 

floodplain map (with a flood elevation of 11.0ft) was  the 1% chance tidal surge which moves up the 

Potomac, not the 1% fluvial flow down the Potomac (i.e. from West Virginia down to DC).  Simply put, 

residents need to pay particular attention whenever hurricanes or tropical storms approach the east coast 

and especially when any tidal surges are being forecast for the Potomac River.  Those are the storms to 

watch. 

Sign up for FAIRFAX ALERTS at http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/alerts/ and when doing so, make sure you 

request weather alerts tailored to your area.        

   

         DTL- 04/17/15 (Rev 04/29/15 & 5/11/15) 
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To:   
Cc:   
Subject: RE: levee 
 

Hi , 
Thank you for your comments. I know that we all agree that something needs to be done and this is not it.  Will 
keep working with everyone until we get one.  
 
Respectfully yours in public service, 
 
Dan Storck 
Supervisor 
Mount Vernon District  
2511 Parkers Lane 
Alexandria, VA 22306 
Main: 703-780-7518 
www.fairfaxcounty.gov/MountVernon 
 

Introducing Potomac Banks – Explore Fairfax South!  

 
 
For the latest updates on Coronavirus (COVID‐19), visit the County’s webpage and subscribe to our newsletter. 

 

 
Please be advised, unless otherwise requested, that your email address will be added to our Mount Vernon District 
Advisor (newsletter) distribution list.  Additionally, correspondence with Supervisors is subject to the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA). This means that your correspondence may be made public if someone requests it. Only a few 
matters are exempt from disclosure, including personnel information about individual employees. 

 
From:    
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2022 7:43 AM 
To: Storck, Dan   
Subject: levee 
 

Dear Supervisor Storch, 
  
    Thank you for defending us here in Belle View—and River 
Towers, in regard to the proposed levee. I believe the 
engineers are about to make a mistake, and an ugly one at that. 

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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    I am reminded of the ancient saying from down home: 
  
Beauty is but skin deep, and ugly is to the bone. 
Beauty will fade away, but ugly will hold its own. 
  
    This ugliness proposed is surely needed; it just needs to 
be placed a few hundred feet to the east.  
  
    Here is the note I sent to the Corps of Engineers: 
  
For the Engineers: 
  
    I have not read the various documents pertaining to the 
levee at Belle-View. I doubt I would understand the technical 
points. I am certainly not capable of commenting on them. 
    But looking at the aerial photos, there is one obvious 
question: Why is the levee on the west side of the Parkway? It 
would seem foolish to abandon the 4-lane parkway to flooding 
when it might be saved by moving the levee a few hundred feet 
to the east. In fact, when I heard mention of a levee, my first 
thought was a seawall structure running right along the banks 
of the river. 
    As for River Towers itself, it should be noted that during 
Isabel many years ago, the flooding reached almost to the front 
and back door of building 41, but it came up the street from 
the east, and from the west via our sludgy little canal. None 
of it came from the marsh behind the buildings on the south. 
Although no deterrent is needed in that area, the proposal 
places a levee and pumping station there, destroying the tennis 
courts and picnic area. 
    Our beloved buildings are the epitome of function, not 
elegance; the majesty of RT is our grounds. Anything that 
detracts from their natural beauty is an insult.  
    Our grounds are lovely in every direction but the marsh is 
unique. After a day of being functional at work and coming home 
to functional architecture, a few minutes standing on the bank 
of the marsh can provide a wonderful moment of mind 
restoration. Having to view our marsh over a levee and pumping 
station in the foreground would be like viewing an ancient, 
magnificent cathedral with a sleazy hot-dog stand on the front 
lawn. 
    I am certainly in favor of the levee to prevent flooding, 
but put the thing where it belongs on the other side of the 
parkway.  
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    Regards,   
  

 

  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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                                                                           (b) (6)
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(b) (6)
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From:    
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2022 3:05 PM 
To:   
Subject: USACE Tentatively Selected Plan ‐ Alternative 8 
 

 – Thank you for visiting the two meetings last week that were held to provide info on the USACE feasibility study 
and tentatively selected plan.  
 
I am writing to STRONGLY OPPOSE the tentatively selected plan as outlined by the USACE on June 14, 2022 at our 
neighborhood briefing. 
 
I am a resident/owner at River Towers Condominiums. I believe there are better alternatives to the tentatively selected 
plan. 
 
I also believe that what is essentially a two‐week comment period is not sufficient to allow area residents time to study 
and contemplate the proposed tentatively selected plan. 
 
I have many objections to this idea. I also believe it would be more beneficial for the USACE to study an option to build 
floodwalls, levees and other stormwater and rain drainage mitigation efforts on the EAST side of the GW Parkway, in 
areas such as those owned and managed by the National Park Service. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 

 
 
Good to see you! 
 

 
 

 

              
 

 your environmental responsibility before printing this e‐mail & any documents. 
 
 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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 No response needed 
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Best Regards, 
 

 

------------------------------------------------- 
 

(b) (6)
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The alignment of the BHFL appears to be sited completely on private lands.  This has a huge impact 
on property values as well as the landowners’ accessibility to their own properties (e.g., how do single 
family homes access their driveways if a floodwall – as depicted in the diagram above – is built 
across the properties’ frontage?).  In my specific circumstance – as a resident of River Towers – the 
alignment of the floodwall and levee would enter River Tower property and:  interfere with access to a 
parking area for both vehicles and boats (and two trash collection areas), be located very close to two 
of the three residential buildings, cut off direct access to our tennis courts and basketball court, and 
restrict access to the picnic area and garden.  This alignment on River Tower property cannot achieve 
an appropriate balance of flood control and maintain property usage, access, and value.  Further, this 
imbalance of negative impacts is applicable to all of the BHFL study area. 
 
A potential solution which would protect not only the BHFL study area but also the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway (GWMP) would be to site the floodwall on the east side of the 
GWMP.  I realize the difficulty in dealing with the National Park Service (NPS) in that there would 
have to be a Special Use Permit or, possibly, an Act of Congress to make this option 
work.  Nevertheless, this option is simplistic in design, preserves property values and uses, does not 
necessarily result in diminished use of GWMP amenities (with proper design), would not complicate 
already dangerous intersections on the GWMP at Belle Haven Road and Belle View Boulevard, and 
would save the GWMP from flooding that would impair use and cause damage to the roadway. 
 
If the proposal above is not feasible, then I would ask that the Corps realign the floodwall and levee 
on the River Towers property.  The realignment I propose would be at the River Towers property line, 
either on the River Towers side or on the National Park Service side.  This would avoid a large 
sacrifice of land and functions for the River Towers residents with minimal, if any, impact on NPS 
lands.  
 
If realignment to the GWMP or to the River Towers’ property line is not adopted in the Final Study, I 
must then oppose the currently proposed Draft Study. 





To Whom It May Concern: 
 
My name is  and I live at the River Towers Condominiums (specific address 
in signature line at end) in the Belle View area.  I worked for the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission and was the Director of the Office of Energy Projects.  My staff 
had numerous interactions with US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE or Corps) on 
many natural gas pipeline and hydroelectric projects and I always valued the 
professional and productive interaction that occurred between my staff and the staff of 
various Corps districts, including the Baltimore District.  Given my background, I can 
appreciate the work performed so far on the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Assessment (Draft Study) by the Corps.  I have examined the Draft 
Study (and appendices) and attended the June 14, 2022, public meeting and recognize 
that, at this point, the work done by the Corps is leading to a Final Study.  Much more 
must be done to make any recommendations made by the Final Study into reality. 
 
At the outset, I state that I have no argument or do not debate that flood risks are 
increasing for the Belle View area and believe that a solution is necessary.  In this vein, 
the “No Action” alternative required for NEPA documents is not a viable alternative.  I 
also believe that the “Tentatively Selected Plan” – Alternative 8 – is the best suited 
option for the situation.  My concerns will focus specifically on the alignment of the Belle 
Haven Floodwall and Levee (BHFL) and I hope they will be considered in the Final 
Study.   
 

 
 
The alignment of the BHFL appears to be sited completely on private lands.  This has a 
huge impact on property values as well as the landowners’ accessibility to their own 

(b) (6)
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Cc:
 

 
Subject: Belle Haven Watershed Flood Mitigation 
 

Supervisor Storck, Chairman McKay, Virginia Delegate Krizek, Virginia Senator Surovell, Congressman Beyer, 
Fairfax County Stormwater: 
  
I’ve spoken with many of you over the past 2 weeks and since Hurricane Isabel in 2003.  As some of you know the 

 are 32 year residents of this community.  I was honored to sit on Gerry Hyland’s Flood Mitigation Task 
Force along with  and 5 other individuals from this community.   Many thanks to 
and his staff over the years for keeping me informed and answering/returning calls during storm events  
  
Gerry’s task force concluded when he retired; however, we are at a monumental crossroads regarding tonight’s 
WMCOG/USACE presentation of flood mitigation for the Belle Haven watershed.   Our task force’s meetings with 
Representatives Moran and Beyer concluded that the only viable solution to flooding would be with and on National 
Park Service land. See  Report to Don Beyer.       A wall on VDOT/private land to the west of the GWMP was 
rejected 3 to 1 by our community.   A 5’ high wall with all trees removed within 40’ is not palatable.   We did then 
and still do support a levee or levee/wall combination on the east side of the parkway per alignment PLAN A in the 
2014 report.   We also strongly support a more permanent traffic solution at the Belle Haven and Belle View 
intersections with funding from the Great American Outdoors Act.  Our community Zoom last Tuesday reinforced 
a combined effort to solve both flood and traffic issues. .    
  
The Corps did not develop detailed graphics of an east side levee option in 2014.  Before tonight’s meeting,  please 
take a look at the at conceptual ideas for 2014 Study PLAN A.  PLAN B (a wall down the center) is also 
included.  Additionally, below are 3 short “Walkthroughs” of a levee from a motorists and bicyclists vantage point.  
  
East Side of GWMP Levee Conceptual Plan 
“Drive up the GWMP – Levee”    90 second video 
“Bike Trail on Top of Levee - 1”   15 second video 
“Bike Trail on Top of Levee - 2”   30 second video 
  
It’s time for a reset.  Our efforts from 2003 through 2015 have not gone to waste.  We need to convince  the 
MWCOG and USACE to use their 2022 first draft as a starting point for a solution that truly addresses the needs 
of this community of 3,000 with a tax base in excess of $700,000,000.   Let’s revisit and further develop the 2014 
study options. 
  
We also need your support to engage with the NPS and ultimately Congress to allow for modification of the 
memorial to our first president.    George Washington was a surveyor and explorer. He sought passage to the 
interior of a new nation building trails, roads, canals, etc.  He transformed land and water to set a budding nation 
on an historical path.   Our community of New Alexandria (founded 1892) predates his GWMP memorial.  If it were 
not for the 4 Pennsylvania businessmen that founded New Alexandria and the New Alexandria and Mount Vernon 
Railway, the memorial could very well have been the original Washington-Rochambeau route further inland 
that  George traveled from his Mount Vernon home to Alexandria and on to Philadelphia.   I think George would 
whole-heartedly approve a tasteful, environmentally sound modification of his memorial and solution for our 
wonderful community.    
  
Respectfully, 
 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)
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From: Storck, Dan    
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2022 7:37 PM 
To:   
Subject: FW: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee 
 

 
 
Respectfully yours in public service, 
 
Dan Storck 
Supervisor 
Mount Vernon District  
2511 Parkers Lane 
Alexandria, VA 22306 
Main: 703-780-7518 
www.fairfaxcounty.gov/MountVernon 
 

Introducing Potomac Banks – Explore Fairfax South!  

 
 
For the latest updates on Coronavirus (COVID‐19), visit the County’s webpage and subscribe to our newsletter. 

 

 
Please be advised, unless otherwise requested, that your email address will be added to our Mount Vernon District 
Advisor (newsletter) distribution list.  Additionally, correspondence with Supervisors is subject to the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA). This means that your correspondence may be made public if someone requests it. Only a few 
matters are exempt from disclosure, including personnel information about individual employees. 

 
From:    
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2022 10:01 AM 
To: OEEC Info   
Cc:   
Subject: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee 
 

To The Fairfax County Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination: 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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My name is  ; I am a  ‐year resident in the  building at River 
Towers.  I have a front row seat to the effects of rain and flooding at River Towers (see the 
attached photos from my window). 

  

This plan is unacceptable for the following reasons: 

  

1.  A wall across the back of our property will not stop water, it will cause it to pool. Having 
nowhere to retreat, the only place for it to go would be the first floor of our building.  

  

2.  Water that is pushed back into the creek will have to go somewhere.  I don’t think our 
neighbors on Tulane Drive in the Westgrove neighborhood would want it landing in their 
backyards. 

  

3.  Belle View flooded (from Hurricane Isabel in 2003) because their sewage pumps failed.  

  

3.  River Towers Buildings did not flood in 2003 from Hurricane Isabel.  Period. We carry flood 
insurance on all three buildings in case they ever do. We are fully aware of the risk. 

  

4.  Water from the tidal surge (from Isabel) came up the creek and receded later. It was 
mitigated by our trees and vegetation throughout the back of our property (the picnic grove in 
particular). The tennis court, basketball court and the parking lot behind the 6621 building all 
acted as first lines of defense. The surge did not cause our buildings to flood, nor did it cause 
Belle View to flood. 

  

In short:  Walling off the back of River Towers will not save Belle View. 

  

Further concerns: 

(b) (6) (b) (6) (b) (6)
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1.  Building a connective wall behind River Towers would require the removal of hundreds of 
trees, as well as the parking lot (behind 6621), the basketball court, and the tennis court, the 
very things that have protected us from flooding all these years! 

  

Our trees help protect the ground from erosion and flooding. The canopy they provide keeps 
the ground from being more saturated when it rains.  This is not news!  We are already having 
success with recently planted trees.   

  

2.  Digging into the ground would upset the water table causing the water to seep into our 
building foundation, the very thing we want to avoid. 

  

Alternative Proposal  

  

1.  Implement a massive tree planting initiative now, at River Towers, in Belle View/ New 
Alexandria/ Belle Haven and along the GW Parkway.  Plant indigenous trees that will thrive in 
this environment. 

  

2.  Replace the old pumps with newer, more efficient ones.  Replace old pipes with newer, 
larger ones that can accommodate more water. 

  

If this is truly about preventing future flooding, please do this intelligently and strategically in 
line with current data and in partnership with already existing tools: our trees. 

 

Thank you. 

  

 (b) (6)
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Resident concerns / opposition ‐ It was evident at the public meeting that there are still significant concerns among 
potentially affected residents across an array of topics.  I expect these concerns will be well covered by others so I have 
restricted my comments to technical items above.   

 
 

Web site suggestion:  

NOVA Coastal Study (army.mil)  

It would be helpful to list the Appendix topics on the web site links, rather than just the Appendix alphabetical label.  

 
 

Respectfully, 

 

 

River Towers Resident 

Alexandria, VA 

 

(b) (6)
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The plan as shown in FIGURE 2. TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN - 
BELLE HAVEN FLOODWALL AND LEVEE, appears to place the wall 
along the sidewalk at the rear of building 6621 and 6631, dividing River 
Towers’ open spaces and severing its recreational assets, garden beds, 
tennis courts, lawns, community garden, and basket ball court from the 
rest of the property.   
 
Is it necessary to erect an intrusive wall of this size so close to the 
building when there is easily 150 feet from the building to the property 
line?   
 
There will be considerably more disruption to daily lives and landscape 
than if it were built near or along the back of the property.  Mature trees 
and gardens near the building that add to the value of our property 
would be sacrificed. 
 
I seek to understand how the close proximity of the wall to the buildings 
6631 & 6621 is preferred since it would potentially bring flood waters 
much closer to the foundation of the buildings than if it were built near 
or on the federal property line.   This is especially concerning given the 
structural degradation, subsequent resident evacuation, and 
refurbishment of building 6631 three years ago. 
 
This plan requires two costly storm gates at the base of building 6621.  
 
I have considered that to some residents on upper south facing 
units,  locating the floodwall at the base of the building may provide a 
preferred uninterrupted green view of the marsh.  However, the cost of 
that uninterrupted view for the few, is the elimination of any view for 
others.   
 
The cost is just too great for all residents: 
 
-the severing of five (5) recreational assets 
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-dramatic division of our open parklike spaces 
-installation of two ugly storm gates at the East lot that will be visible 
from the front of the building 
-loss of landscaping and gardens near construction sites 
-loss of mature trees near the buildings 
-risk to two building foundations 
-inconvenience navigating construction site and equipment to access 
homes during 2-3 year installation, especially for our elderly, 
handicapped, and young families 
-devastating property values of more than 500 home owners 
 
(Haven't we suffered enough economic loss through Covid and the war 
in Ukraine?) 
 
We ask you to move the wall to the outer edge of the property to 
preserve the open spaces and recreational assets that give our property 
it’s unique beauty and value.   
 
Building the wall at the edge of the eastern and southern property lines 
as shown in the attachment would eliminate the necessity for two flood 
doors at the east parking lot, making it less expensive and less 
hazardous during storm surge. It would keep the flood waters further 
from the base of the buildings.  It would still provide marsh views for 
upper floors, and maintain reasonable views for lower floors. Most 
importantly, it would keep the value of our property in tact. 
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I am also including an article from the Washington Post from 2016.  If 
my letter has not outlined adequately what is at stake here for our 
property owners, perhaps this may help.  
 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/realestate/where-we-live-river-
towers-is-a-hidden-away-gem/2016/03/31/3d002ad4-e4b6-11e5-
b0fd-073d5930a7b7 story.html 
 

I thank you for your time, consideration, and respectful sensitivity to 
those of us that truly love and have invested in this beautiful property. 
 

Sincerely, 
 and family 

 
(b) (6)
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To:   
Cc:   Meyers, Matthew 

 
Subject: RE: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" 
 
Dear  : 
 
Thank you for your feedback on behalf of your community! We want to ensure that your valuable comments reach the 
correct entity.  The Tentatively Selected Plan is conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), rather than our 
office. I have CC’d them here, but to ensure your comments are received (if you haven’t already), please reach out to the 
USACE email address at DC‐Metro‐CSRM‐Study@usace.army.mil. For additional clarification on the difference between 
the USACE plan plan and our “Resilient Fairfax” initiative, please see the email attached here.  
 
However, in the spirit of responsive local government and in case it is helpful, we would like to provide clarity on one 
historical piece that we felt could have been more clearly explained at the public meeting. The tidal surge during 
Hurricane Isabel was indeed the original source of the flooding in Belle View. River Towers is at a slightly higher 
elevation than other parts of the neighborhood, which is why it did not flood during Isabel, but is projected to be 
vulnerable to flooding with a larger storm event combined with sea level rise. The wastewater infrastructure systems 
were overwhelmed and inundated by the tidal flooding during Isabel, which caused backups and additional flooding in 
homes. If additional information on Hurricane Isabel, tidal flooding, or how the pump stations and tide gates work to 
prevent some of the concerns listed would be helpful,  I have cc’d Matt Meyers, who was part of the Department of 
Public Works and Environmental Services (DPWES) response team at the time of the hurricane.  
 
Thank you again, 
 
Allison 
 

 
Allison Homer, AICP, LEED AP ND 
Planner IV, Senior Community Specialist 
Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination 
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 533 
Fairfax, Virginia  22035 
571‐460‐8385 
Follow us on Twitter  
Follow us on Facebook  
 

 
 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:24 PM 
To:   
Subject: Fwd: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" 
 

Dear   and  , 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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Please note well my opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" below. 

Respectfully, 

 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
From:    
To:    
Date: June 15, 2022 at 9:11 PM  
Subject: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee"  

To The Fairfax County Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination: 

My name is  .  I am a 31‐year resident of the   building at River Towers.  I have a 
front‐row seat to the effects of rain and flooding at River Towers. 

This plan is unacceptable for the following reasons: 

1.  A wall across the back of our property will not stop water, it will cause it to pool. Having nowhere to 
retreat, the only place for it to go would be the first floor of our building. 

2.  Water that is pushed back into the creek will have to go somewhere.  I don’t think our neighbors on 
Tulane Drive in the Westgrove neighborhood would want it landing in their backyards. 

3. Belle View flooded (from Hurricane Isabel in 2003) because their sewage pumps failed. 

3. River Towers Buildings did not flood in 2003 from Hurricane Isabel.  Period. We carry flood insurance 
on all three buildings in case they ever do. We are fully aware of the risk. 

4.  Water from the tidal surge (from Isabel) came up the creek and receded later. It was mitigated by our 
trees and vegetation throughout the back of our property (the picnic grove in particular). The tennis 
court, basketball court, and the parking lot behind the 6621 building all acted as first lines of defense. 
The surge did not cause our buildings to flood, nor did it cause Belle View to flood. 

In short: Walling off the back of River Towers will not save Belle View. 

Further concerns: 

1.  Building a connective wall behind River Towers would require the removal of hundreds of trees, as 
well as the parking lot (behind 6621), the basketball court, and the tennis court, the very things that 
have protected us from flooding all these years! 

Our trees help protect the ground from erosion and flooding. The canopy they provide keeps the ground 
from being more saturated when it rains. This is not news! We are already having success with recently 
planted trees.  

2.  Digging into the ground would upset the water table causing the water to seep into our building 
foundation, the very thing we want to avoid. 

Alternative Proposal 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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1.  Implement a massive tree‐planting initiative now, at River Towers, in Belle View/ New Alexandria/ 
Belle Haven and along the GW Parkway. Plant indigenous trees that will thrive in this environment. 

2.  Replace the old pumps with newer, more efficient ones.  Replace old pipes with newer, larger ones 
that can accommodate more water. 

If this is truly about preventing future flooding, please do this intelligently and strategically in line with 
current data and in partnership with already existing tools: our trees. 

Thank you. 

 

 
  

(b) (6)
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This plan doesn’t mitigate against regular storm water 
flooding, which is a frequent problem in the community. 
The floodwall (and its construction) potentially threatens 
the Dyke Marsh protected zone, and its wildlife.  
 

The wall cuts across much of River Towers property, where 
I’ve lived for 14 years, leaves questions about resident 
access to the property’s amenities such as the gardens, 
parking lots, basketball courts, etc. Construction would 
likely take years and be very disruptive. The pumping 
station would be a noisy eyesore. The homes we love and 
have hoped to spend our lives in would be permanently 
changed if not ruined.  
 

Thank you for your time and for your service to the 
community, 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Sent from my iPhone, please excuse brevity or typos. 

(b) (6)
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571‐460‐8385 
Follow us on Twitter  
Follow us on Facebook  
 

 
 
 
 
 

From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:51 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Flood wall concerns 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:23 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: Flood wall concerns 
 

To whom it may concern:  
 
I am a resident of River Towers on Wakefield Drive.  I have lived here since 1995 and would 
like to comment on the proposed flood wall. 
 
First of all and what will become very obvious, I am against a wall encasing the New 
Alexandria, Belle View, and River Towers' areas.  Here are my main concerns: 
 
1) It is already hard enough to get out onto the GW Parkway.  How will we do that with a wall 
obstructing our view up and down the Parkway? 
 
2) In the event of a major storm, how does water escape this area?  Storm drains area already 
over taxed in a storm.  If that water is boxed in, they will be overcome even more. 
 
3) Has the Army Corps of Engineers considered doing something like the New Bedford, MA. 
Hurricane Protection Wall?  It just seems to make more sense to build something like this at a 
narrow point in the Potomac further downstream than to try to wall off a few small 
neighborhoods.  This way, Alexandria and Georgetown would be protected as well from a 
storm surge. 
 
4) Now to River Towers in particular: The proposed wall would destroy our view of Dyke 
Marsh West and therefore, would destroy our property values.  We would lose access to our 
picnic grounds and our garden plots - two major amenities currently enjoyed by many.  And, 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:51 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Comments on Resilient Fairfax Plan/USACE Belle View floodwall 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:35 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Cc:   
Subject: Comments on Resilient Fairfax Plan/USACE Belle View floodwall 
 

Firstly, let me make clear that I believe we will face 
increasingly worse flooding and extreme weather events in 
the coming years, and that we all must be willing to make 
compromises to our lifestyles to mitigate these risk. 
 

That said, I feel the US Army Corps of Engineers’  specific lay 
down of the floodwall and pumping stations in the Belle 
View and River Towers grounds is unacceptable to the 
aesthetics, the property values and the environment of the 
community.  
 

This plan doesn’t mitigate against regular storm water 
flooding, which is a frequent problem in the community. 
The floodwall (and its construction) potentially threatens 
the Dyke Marsh protected zone, and its wildlife.  
 

The wall cuts across much of River Towers property, where 
I’ve lived for 14 years, leaves questions about resident 
access to the property’s amenities such as the gardens, 
parking lots, basketball courts, etc. Construction would 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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likely take years and be very disruptive. The pumping 
station would be a noisy eyesore. The homes we love and 
have hoped to spend our lives in would be permanently 
changed if not ruined.  
 

Thank you for your time and for your service to the 
community, 
 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:52 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Resilient Fairfax Plan: Flood Walls and Levee in Belle View area 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:44 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: Resilient Fairfax Plan: Flood Walls and Levee in Belle View area 
 
To Fairfax County Members, 
 
I am writing to you about the Resilient Fairfax Plan.  I would like to comment on the plan proposed by the USACE  to 
built a Floodwall and Levee in the Belle View and River Towers area.  The extensive work done by the USACE has not 
discussed or involved the community to determine the  full issues and needs of the community.  The plan only addresses 
one potential issue and does not address how it will enhance already occurring issues in the area.  The plan also makes 
short shrift of the property values of the tax paying property tax paying Fairfax County residents.  
 
There are concerns over flooding and climate change, yes, but destroying the community and the wetlands is a much 
larger problem. Therefore, an analysis of the larger picture of the needs of the residents, human and wildlife, must be 
made before any plan is put into place.  
 
Thank you, 
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Follow us on Twitter 
Follow us on Facebook  
 
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:52 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: ACE Proposed Plan 5C: Fairfax County Resilient Plan 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 8:53 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: ACE Proposed Plan 5C: Fairfax County Resilient Plan 
 
Dear OEEC: 
 
I am writing to you regarding the Fairfax County Resilient Plan and would like to comment on the proposal by the Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACE) to build a flood wall around Belle View and river Towers.   
 
While I understand the need for forward planning and appreciate the County’s efforts to mitigate potential flooding in 
our community, I am very concerned about the plan to build a flood wall proposed by ACE.  This plan is flawed in many 
ways, including: 
 
—It does not address stormwater flooding, which the cause of flooding in Belle View during Hurricane Isabel.   
—It does not address the aesthetic and pragmatic needs of the community or loss of amenities that would occur as a 
result of building a wall.   
—It does not address the destruction of property and property values of our neighborhoods. 
—It does not address the destruction of natural resources, including mature trees and established wetlands, which 
naturally mitigate flooding and global warming.  These should be enhanced, not destroyed. 
—The plan does not address how it would will affect Dyke Marsh and the protected Resource Protection Area 
designated by Fairfax County. 
—It does not address how wildlife would traverse the flood wall and levee. 
—I am also concerned about the impact on the quality of life for residents and wildlife from the noise from construction 
of the wall and proposed pumping station. 
—Finally, I am concerned about the impact of this plan on our historic community — one with a rich history that should 
be preserved, not destroyed. 
 
I would like the OEEC to work with the residents of Belle View and River Towers to address these concerns and feel 
certain that working together, we can find a solution that will address the threat of flooding as it meets our community’s 
needs. 
 
Sincerely, 
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‐‐ 
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Follow us on Twitter  
Follow us on Facebook  
 

 
 
 
 
 

From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:52 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:11 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" 
 

To The Fairfax County Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination: 

My name is .  I am a 31‐year resident of the   building at River Towers.  I have a front‐row seat to the 
effects of rain and flooding at River Towers. 

This plan is unacceptable for the following reasons: 

1.  A wall across the back of our property will not stop water, it will cause it to pool. Having nowhere to retreat, the only 
place for it to go would be the first floor of our building. 

2.  Water that is pushed back into the creek will have to go somewhere.  I don’t think our neighbors on Tulane Drive in 
the Westgrove neighborhood would want it landing in their backyards. 

3. Belle View flooded (from Hurricane Isabel in 2003) because their sewage pumps failed. 

3. River Towers Buildings did not flood in 2003 from Hurricane Isabel.  Period. We carry flood insurance on all three 
buildings in case they ever do. We are fully aware of the risk. 

4.  Water from the tidal surge (from Isabel) came up the creek and receded later. It was mitigated by our trees and 
vegetation throughout the back of our property (the picnic grove in particular). The tennis court, basketball court, and 
the parking lot behind the 6621 building all acted as first lines of defense. The surge did not cause our buildings to 
flood, nor did it cause Belle View to flood. 

In short: Walling off the back of River Towers will not save Belle View. 

Further concerns: 

(b) (6)
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1.  Building a connective wall behind River Towers would require the removal of hundreds of trees, as well as the 
parking lot (behind 6621), the basketball court, and the tennis court, the very things that have protected us from 
flooding all these years! 

Our trees help protect the ground from erosion and flooding. The canopy they provide keeps the ground from being 
more saturated when it rains. This is not news! We are already having success with recently planted trees.  

2.  Digging into the ground would upset the water table causing the water to seep into our building foundation, the very 
thing we want to avoid. 

Alternative Proposal 

1.  Implement a massive tree‐planting initiative now, at River Towers, in Belle View/ New Alexandria/ Belle Haven and 
along the GW Parkway. Plant indigenous trees that will thrive in this environment. 

2.  Replace the old pumps with newer, more efficient ones.  Replace old pipes with newer, larger ones that can 
accommodate more water. 

If this is truly about preventing future flooding, please do this intelligently and strategically in line with current data and 
in partnership with already existing tools: our trees. 

Thank you. 

 (b) (6)
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From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:52 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Resilient Fairfax Plan 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 10:26 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: Resilient Fairfax Plan 
 

Dear Office of Environmental and Energy 
Coordination, 

I am writing to you about the Resilient Fairfax 
Plan. I would like to comment on the proposal 
by the Army Corps of Engineers  (ACE) to build 
a flood wall around Belle View and River 
Towers. While I deeply appreciate the resolve 
of Fairfax County to mitigate potential flooding 
in our neighborhoods, I am deeply concerned 
about the specific plan proposed by ACE. This 
plan has many flaws in it including: 
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 It does not address stormwater flooding, 
which has already proven to be a problem 
in our area. 

  
  

 It does not address the aesthetic 
and  pragmatic needs of the community and 
the loss of amenities. 

  
  

 The destruction of the property and 
property values of our neighborhoods 

  
  

  Destruction of natural resources, including 
trees and wetlands, which naturally 
mitigate flooding and global warming, and 
should enhanced, not destroyed 

  
  

 How the plan will affect Dyke Marsh and 
the protected Resource Protection Area 
designated by Fairfax County. 
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 How wildlife will traverse the flood wall and 
levee. 

  
  

 How the noise from the construction and 
the proposed pumping station will affect 
the quality of life of residents and wildlife. 

  
  

 The effect of destruction on a historic 
community that should preserved. 

  

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 9:52 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Flood wall plan has many flaws 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 10:34 PM 
To: OEEC Info   
Subject: Flood wall plan has many flaws 
 

Dear Fairfax County Office  of Environmental and Energy Coordination 

I am writing to you about the Resilient Fairfax Plan. I would like to comment on the proposal by the Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACE) to build a flood wall around Belle View and River Towers. While I deeply appreciate the resolve of 
Fairfax County to mitigate potential flooding in our neighborhoods, I am deeply concerned about the specific plan 
proposed by ACE. This plan has many flaws in it including: 

 ●  It does not address stormwater flooding, which has already proven to be a problem in our area. 
 ●  It does not address the aesthetic and pragmatic needs of the community and the loss of amenities. 
 ●  The destruction of the property and property values of our neighborhoods 
 ●  Destruction of natural resources, including trees and wetlands, which naturally mitigate flooding and global 

warming, and should enhanced, not destroyed 

 ●  How the plan will affect Dyke Marsh and the protected Resource Protection Area designated by Fairfax 

County. 

 ●  How wildlife will traverse the flood wall and levee. 
 ●  How the noise from the construction and the proposed pumping station will affect the quality of life of 

residents and wildlife. 

 ●  The effect of destruction on a historic community that should preserved. 

Thank you for your consideration,  

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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From:    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:24 PM 
To: Homer, Allison   Storck, Dan  
Subject: Fwd: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" 
 

Dear Dan Storck and Allison Homer, 

Please note well my opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee" below. 

Respectfully, 

 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original Message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
From:    
To:    
Date: June 15, 2022 at 9:11 PM  
Subject: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee"  

To The Fairfax County Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination: 

My name is  .  I am a 31‐year resident of the   building at River Towers.  I have a 
front‐row seat to the effects of rain and flooding at River Towers. 

This plan is unacceptable for the following reasons: 

1.  A wall across the back of our property will not stop water, it will cause it to pool. Having nowhere to 
retreat, the only place for it to go would be the first floor of our building. 

2.  Water that is pushed back into the creek will have to go somewhere.  I don’t think our neighbors on 
Tulane Drive in the Westgrove neighborhood would want it landing in their backyards. 

3. Belle View flooded (from Hurricane Isabel in 2003) because their sewage pumps failed. 

3. River Towers Buildings did not flood in 2003 from Hurricane Isabel.  Period. We carry flood insurance 
on all three buildings in case they ever do. We are fully aware of the risk. 

4.  Water from the tidal surge (from Isabel) came up the creek and receded later. It was mitigated by our 
trees and vegetation throughout the back of our property (the picnic grove in particular). The tennis 
court, basketball court, and the parking lot behind the 6621 building all acted as first lines of defense. 
The surge did not cause our buildings to flood, nor did it cause Belle View to flood. 

In short: Walling off the back of River Towers will not save Belle View. 

Further concerns: 

1.  Building a connective wall behind River Towers would require the removal of hundreds of trees, as 
well as the parking lot (behind 6621), the basketball court, and the tennis court, the very things that 
have protected us from flooding all these years! 

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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Our trees help protect the ground from erosion and flooding. The canopy they provide keeps the ground 
from being more saturated when it rains. This is not news! We are already having success with recently 
planted trees.  

2.  Digging into the ground would upset the water table causing the water to seep into our building 
foundation, the very thing we want to avoid. 

Alternative Proposal 

1.  Implement a massive tree‐planting initiative now, at River Towers, in Belle View/ New Alexandria/ 
Belle Haven and along the GW Parkway. Plant indigenous trees that will thrive in this environment. 

2.  Replace the old pumps with newer, more efficient ones.  Replace old pipes with newer, larger ones 
that can accommodate more water. 

If this is truly about preventing future flooding, please do this intelligently and strategically in line with 
current data and in partnership with already existing tools: our trees. 

Thank you. 

 

 
  

(b) (6)
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From: Meyers, Matthew    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 11:51 AM 
To: Homer, Allison   
Subject: FW: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee 
 
 
 

From: OEEC Info    
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 9:09 AM 
To: Meyers, Matthew  
Subject: FW: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee 
 
FYI - 
 

From:    
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2022 10:01 AM 
To: OEEC Info   
Cc:   
Subject: Opposition to “Tentatively Selected Plan – Alternative 8 – Belle Haven Floodwall and Levee 
 

To The Fairfax County Office of Environmental and Energy Coordination: 

 

My name is  ; I am a 27‐year resident in the   building at River 
Towers.  I have a front row seat to the effects of rain and flooding at River Towers (see the 
attached photos from my window). 

  

This plan is unacceptable for the following reasons: 

  

1.  A wall across the back of our property will not stop water, it will cause it to pool. Having 
nowhere to retreat, the only place for it to go would be the first floor of our building.  

  

2.  Water that is pushed back into the creek will have to go somewhere.  I don’t think our 
neighbors on Tulane Drive in the Westgrove neighborhood would want it landing in their 
backyards. 

  

3.  Belle View flooded (from Hurricane Isabel in 2003) because their sewage pumps failed.  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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3.  River Towers Buildings did not flood in 2003 from Hurricane Isabel.  Period. We carry flood 
insurance on all three buildings in case they ever do. We are fully aware of the risk. 

  

4.  Water from the tidal surge (from Isabel) came up the creek and receded later. It was 
mitigated by our trees and vegetation throughout the back of our property (the picnic grove in 
particular). The tennis court, basketball court and the parking lot behind the 6621 building all 
acted as first lines of defense. The surge did not cause our buildings to flood, nor did it cause 
Belle View to flood. 

  

In short:  Walling off the back of River Towers will not save Belle View. 

  

Further concerns: 

  

1.  Building a connective wall behind River Towers would require the removal of hundreds of 
trees, as well as the parking lot (behind 6621), the basketball court, and the tennis court, the 
very things that have protected us from flooding all these years! 

  

Our trees help protect the ground from erosion and flooding. The canopy they provide keeps 
the ground from being more saturated when it rains.  This is not news!  We are already having 
success with recently planted trees.   

  

2.  Digging into the ground would upset the water table causing the water to seep into our 
building foundation, the very thing we want to avoid. 

  

Alternative Proposal  
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1.  Implement a massive tree planting initiative now, at River Towers, in Belle View/ New 
Alexandria/ Belle Haven and along the GW Parkway.  Plant indigenous trees that will thrive in 
this environment. 

  

2.  Replace the old pumps with newer, more efficient ones.  Replace old pipes with newer, 
larger ones that can accommodate more water. 

  

If this is truly about preventing future flooding, please do this intelligently and strategically in 
line with current data and in partnership with already existing tools: our trees. 

 

Thank you. 

  

 

 

(b) (6)
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storm flood mitigation solutions, which could include the creation of enhanced drainage, living 
shorelines and wetlands. 
  
Indeed, the Corps of Engineers’ North Atlantic Coast Comprehensive Study Report [hereafter 
Study Report], found at https://www.nad.usace.army.mil/CompStudy/, details twenty various 
risk management measures for coastal communities subject to flooding.  Among the twenty 
measures detailed by the Study Report, I request that the Corps of Engineers reexamine the 
issue and consider the following risk management measures as alternatives to a Belle Haven 
floodwall: 
  

A.   ALTERNATIVE: RETROFIT FOR NON-ELEVATED BUILDINGS. 
For a non-elevated structure in the flood zone that is prone to flooding, Study Report #2 
recommends building retrofit to address flooding, which “include elevation of a structure or 
possibly dry flood proofing of a structure.  Elevation of a structure is usually limited to smaller 
residential and commercial buildings. Whether a structure may be elevated depends on a 
number of factors, including the foundation type, wall type, size of structure, condition, etc.” 
  
There are two types of flood proofing for buildings according to the Corps of Engineers’ Local 
Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) found at https://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-
Works/Project-Planning/nnc/.  Dry flood proofing involves “[m]aking the building walls and 
floor watertight so water does not enter, while wet flood proofing involves “[m]odifying the 
structure and relocating the contents so that when floodwaters enter the building there is little or 
no damage.”  
  
Dry Flood Proofing deals with “[s]ealing a building to ensure that floodwaters cannot get 
inside…. All areas below the flood protection level are made watertight. Walls are coated with a 
waterproofing compound, or plastic sheeting is placed around the walls and covered. Openings, 
such as doors, windows, sewer lines and vents, are closed temporarily, with sandbags or 
removable closures, or permanently.” Local Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 6. 
  
Wet Proof Flooding addresses “[h]ydrostatic water pressure [which] increases with the depth of 
water. Depths over 3 feet have been shown to collapse the walls of a typical house. Basements 
can be subject to 6 or 7 feet of water pressure when the ground is saturated. As a result, 
watertight walls and floors may crack, buckle or break from shallow surface flooding. One way 
to deal with this is simply to let the water in and remove or protect everything that could be 
damaged. … Wet flood proofing measures range from moving a few valuable items to 
rebuilding the flood prone area.” Local Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 7. 

The Corps of Engineers has stated that “flood proofing has also been shown to be less 
expensive than other flood protection measures.”   “Flood protection studies in Fairfax County, 
Virginia, and King County, Washington, reviewed a variety of structural and nonstructural 
alternatives. Where flood proofing was found to be the most economical solution, the 
community favored it instead of a more expensive structural project. Fairfax County noted that 
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flood proofing is cheaper than ‘chasing the system a mile downstream to fix the overland 
route.’” Local Flood Proofing Programs (February 2005) page 9. 

B.    ALTERNATIVE: DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS. 
Study Report #15 recommends drainage improvements as an option to address flooding.  “A 
drainage system can carry water away via conveyance systems and, during times of high water, 
may store water until it can be carried away in storage facilities.  Conveyance systems utilize 
measures such as pump stations, culverts, drains, and inlets to remove water from a site quickly 
and send it to larger streams. Storage facilities are used to store excess water until the storm or 
flood event has ended.” 
  
Yet has the Corps considered the drainage improvements as an alternative, especially since the 
District’s Clean Rivers Project deals with drainage improvements that are located just upstream 
from Belle Haven? 
  
We understand that huge deep tunnels have been constructed to address sewage and prevent 
storm water overflow in the District of Columbia.   DC Water has stated that its Clean Rivers 
Project will reduce combined sewer overflows into the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers and Rock 
Creek, and it is designed to capture and clean wastewater during rainfalls before it ever reaches 
the river.  Once the Northeast Boundary Tunnel is connected to its other Clean Rivers tunnels, 
DC Water states that the combined sewer overflows to the Anacostia River will be reduced by 
98 percent and that it “will reduce flooding in the neighborhoods it serves by between 7% and 
50%.” 
  

C.    ALTERNATIVE:  CREATION OF LIVING SHORELINES 

Study Report #16 recommends the creation of living shorelines as an option to address 
flooding.  “Open and exposed shorelines are prone to erosion due to waves.  Living shorelines 
are essentially tidal wetlands constructed along a shoreline to reduce coastal erosion.  Living 
shorelines maintain dynamic shoreline processes, and provide habitat for organisms such as 
fish, crabs and turtles.  An essential component of a living shoreline is constructing a rock 
structure (breakwater/sill) offshore and parallel to the shoreline to serve as 
protection from wave energy that would impact the wetland area and 
cause erosion and damage or removal of the tidal plants.” 
  
Has the Corps considered living shorelines as an alternative?   The District of Columbia, Prince 
George’s County and Fairfax County have streams, coves and shorelines that could 
accommodate living shorelines. 
  

D.   ALTERNATIVE: CREATION OR ADDITION OF WETLANDS 

Study Report #20 recommends the creation or addition of wetlands as an option to address 
flooding.  “The dense vegetation and shallow waters within wetlands can slow the advance of 
storm surge somewhat and slightly reduce the surge landward of the wetland or slow its arrival 
time.  Wetlands can also dissipate wave energy; potentially reducing the amount of destructive 
wave energy propagating on top of the surge, though evidence suggests that slow-moving 
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storms and those with long periods of high winds that produce marsh flooding can reduce this 
benefit.” 
  
Has the Corps considered the creation of wetlands or enlargement of existing wetlands like 
Dyke Marsh Wildlife Preserve as an alternative?   The District of Columbia, Prince Georges 
County and Fairfax County have coves, streams and shorelines which could accommodate the 
creation or addition of wetlands.   
  
Indeed, it appears that the Corps did not consider increasing the wetlands of nearby Dyke Marsh 
Wildlife Preserve, which is in need of wetland restoration.  Once far larger before dredge 
mining occurred between 1940 to 1972, Dyke Marsh has only been partially restored under the 
2016 George Washington Memorial Parkway’s Record of Determination.  This Record of 
Determination provided that the marsh would be restored in a “phased approach up to the 
historic boundary of the marsh,” where “[i]mplementation of the different phases will be 
dependent upon available funding and fill material,” where “[f]uture phases will continue marsh 
restoration until a sustainable marsh is achieved,” where “[t]the outer edges of the containment 
cell structures will be placed at the park boundary in the river,” with “[r]estoration of 16 acres 
of wetlands south of the breakwater will also be included as an option,” and with 
“[a]pproximately 180 acres of various wetland could be created overall….” 2016 Record of 
Determination, pages 3-4, found at 
https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=186&projectID=20293&documentID=738
50. 
  

E.    A FLOODWALL WILL HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON FEDERAL 
PARKLAND, ITS VISITORS AND THE LOCAL COMMUNITY 

The Draft Report states that a Belle Haven floodwall may negatively impact on the 
community’s views of the George Washington Memorial Parkway.  But the Draft Report, and 
the Corps comments at the June 14 public meeting, acknowledges that the National Park 
Service has a negative opinion of a proposed floodwall.  
  
Page 101 of the Draft Report noted that "[d]uring agency coordination meetings, NPS has 
voiced that they are very concerned with any impact to the parkway, which includes anything 
that detracts from the character or viewshed of the road and its’ historic integrity. This includes 
changes to views of the river, disconnection from the natural landscape, alterations of other 
views, impact to the historical character of the road itself, impacts from induced flooding to 
trails or other NPS resources, and other cultural resource impacts. NPS has been negotiating 
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) over a 7-inch raising of the wall along the 
parkway, and therefore there is little viability for a floodwall that would be significantly higher 
than what is currently under negotiation." (emphasis added).  As such, these negative impacts to 
Federal parkland, its visitors and the local community should counsel against consideration of a 
Belle Haven floodwall. 
  
In conclusion, I request that the Corps of Engineers revisit its Draft Study and more fully 
consider reasonable risk management measures instead of the proposed Belle Haven floodwall 
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cannot/will not address all comments, than please cancel further development of this alternative as it is a non‐starter as 
presented and should not continue.  
 
Thank you,    (b) (6)
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_ The current study fails, to an almost hilarious degree, to quantify the effect this will have on local trees.  The ACoE 
should quantify the number of trees to be eliminated during construction, and to include funding for a 2:1 tree 
replacement program (i.e. plant twice as many trees within the Belle Haven area as are displaced by the wall).   
 
Regards, 

 
(b) (6)




























