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Abstract 

U.S. General Services Administration (GSA), National Capital Region, has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) for the lease consolidation of U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) offices in Suburban Maryland. Currently, HHS has several leases throughout Suburban Maryland, 

resulting in operational inefficiencies. GSA is proposing to acquire space through leasing in order to collocate four of HHS’s current leased locations in 

Suburban Maryland into one leased location to improve functional efficiency.  The number of federal employees to be collocated is approximately 2,900. 

GSA would enter into a lease agreement for up to 935,401 rentable square feet of space. The delineated area for the lease is Suburban Maryland, within 

Montgomery County and Prince George’s County and within three (3) miles driving distance of a Metrorail station.  GSA has received multiple offers for 

sites that are potential locations for the lease consolidation. 

The EA has been prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended.  Probable environmental impacts and 

potential mitigation measures have been identified for five alternative locations for the HHS Lease Consolidation and the No-Action Alternative. 

Comments must be postmarked no later than October 25, 2010. 

Questions or comments on the Draft EA should be addressed to:  U.S. General Services Administration 
 National Capital Region 
 Attention: Ms. Suzanne Hill 
 Office of Portfolio Management 
 301 7th Street, SW, Room 7600 
 Washington, D.C. 20407 
 Phone:  (202) 205-5821  
 Fax: (202) 708-5610 
 Email: Suzanne.hill@gsa.gov 
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1.0 Introduction 
The U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) is preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA) to 

assess and report potential impacts resulting from the proposed lease consolidation of the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) in Suburban Maryland. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to prepare an EA to 

determine if an action has the potential to significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  

GSA has prepared this report to disclose to the public the potential environmental impacts that the 

lease consolidation of HHS in Suburban Maryland may have on the human environment, including, 

impacts to natural resources such as air and water quality, social resources such as community 

services and facilities, and cultural resources such as historic buildings. 

In addition, GSA is integrating the Section 106 consultation process as required by the National 

Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) with the NEPA process.  GSA is using this EA to provide information 

regarding potential adverse effects on historic resources that may result from the proposed lease 

consolidation of HHS in Suburban Maryland.   

The public is encouraged to review this document to learn more about the proposed HHS lease 

consolidation and its potential impacts.  The public is also encouraged to provide comments on the 

Draft EA.   

Written comments on the Draft EA may be sent to: 

Ms. Suzanne Hill, NEPA Program Specialist 
U.S. General Services Administration 

National Capital Region 

301 7th Street, SW, Room 7600 

Washington, D.C.  20407 

Comments on the Draft EA must be postmarked by October 25, 2010. 
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1.1 What is GSA Proposing?  

U.S. General Services Administration (GSA), National Capital Region, has prepared this 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for the lease consolidation of U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services (HHS) offices in Suburban Maryland. Currently, HHS has several leases throughout Suburban 

Maryland, resulting in operational inefficiencies. GSA is proposing to acquire space through leasing 

in order to collocate four of HHS’s current leased locations in Suburban Maryland into one leased 

location to improve functional efficiency.  The number of federal employees to be collocated is 

approximately 2,900. GSA would enter into a lease agreement for up to 935,401 rentable square 

feet of space. The delineated area for the lease is Suburban Maryland, within Montgomery County 

and Prince George’s County and within three (3) miles driving distance of a Metrorail station.   

The leased facility must be located in one location of no more than four buildings and the Federal 

Government must be the sole tenant.  Specifically, if there is more than one building, the proposed 

consolidation must adhere to the following requirements: 

 One of the buildings must house the entire Health Resources and Services Administration 

(HRSA);   

 If there are more than one building offered, the buildings offered can be no more than 50 

feet apart and no more than 200 feet between the main entrances of the buildings. 

 Each building must follow the most recent Interagency Security Committee’s (ISC) Security 

Standards for Leased Space;  and 

 Covered and enclosed walkways must connect all buildings.   

Other requirements in the Solicitation for Offers (SFO) include: 

 The buildings must meet the requirements of Leadership in Energy and Environmental 

Design for New Construction (LEED®-NC) Silver level; and 

 The buildings must be within three miles driving distance on existing roads of a Metrorail 

Station. If the buildings are more than 2,500 walkable linear feet from the Metrorail Station, 

shuttle service would be provided. 
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Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

Part 1500.1(b) states, “NEPA procedures 

must insure that environmental information 

is available to public officials and citizens 

before decisions are made and before 

actions are taken.”   

In addition, approximately 2,500 square feet (SF) would be reserved for vending facilities in 

accordance with the Randolph Sheppard Act. 

1.2 What is the Purpose for the HHS Lease Consolidation in 

Suburban Maryland? 

HHS is currently occupying several leased locations throughout Suburban Maryland.  The majority of 

the leased office space is in the Parklawn Building located at 5600 Fishers Lane in Rockville, 

Maryland, with smaller offices in three other locations.  The purpose of the proposed action is to 

consolidate HHS components located in the various leased locations into one location in order to 

provide space that would efficiently and effectively meet the needs of HHS.   

1.3 What is the Need for the Lease Consolidation of HHS 

Components in Suburban Maryland? 

Space is needed for HHS that will efficiently and effectively support the agency’s mission.  Efficiency 

can be obtained by consolidating four of HHS’s current leased locations in Suburban Maryland.  This 

collocation would reduce energy consumption, allow support for information technology, attract 

and retain employees in a consolidated facility, provide necessary security measures, and provide 

collaboration and cohesiveness amongst HHS components.  In addition, through consolidation of the 

HHS components into one location, the Federal government would reduce expenses that are 

associated with having multiple leased locations.   

1.4 Relevant Environmental Laws and Regulations  

1.4.1 What is NEPA and the NEPA Process? 

 NEPA is the nation’s legislative charter for protection of the environment.  NEPA requires federal 

agencies to consider environmental impacts of their projects during federal agency planning and 

decision-making.  NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an EA if the significance of the impacts 

that may result from the proposed action is unknown.  Public involvement is an important part of 

the NEPA process.  Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1500.1(b) states, “NEPA 

procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public officials and citizens 

before decisions are made and before actions are taken.”    By involving citizens, stakeholder groups, 

and local, state, and federal agencies, the Federal Government can make better informed decisions.   

NEPA PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 

Scoping    

 June 14, 2010 – July 14, 2010 

Public Review of Draft EA    

 Fall 2010 (30-day review) 
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Through the NEPA process, the public has had and will continue to have opportunities to comment 

on the lease consolidation of the HHS in Suburban Maryland.  GSA initiated the public involvement 

process through the distribution of scoping letters to Federal, State, local agencies, elected officials, 

homeowners associations, and other interested parties.  “Scoping” is a tool for identifying the issues 

that should be addressed in the EA and Section 106 process (See Section 1.4.2).  Scoping allows the 

public to help define priorities and express stakeholder and community issues to the agency through 

written comments.  Scoping letters invited the public to provide comments regarding the proposed 

action.  The scoping period for the proposed action was open from June 14, 2010 through July 14, 

2010.  During that time 13 comments were received.  Key issues identified during scoping included: 

 Impacts of traffic and access to mass transit; 

 Viewsheds; 

 Stormwater management; and 

 Preservation of trees and other natural features. 

Comments received during the scoping period were taken into consideration during the 

development of the EA and GSA is now providing this Draft EA for review and comment.  The Draft 

EA will be made available for a 30-day public comment period.  

1.4.2 What is Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act? 

As with NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA requires that federal agencies take into account the effects 

of their actions on historic resources.  Under NHPA, GSA must evaluate impacts to any district, site, 

building, structure, or object listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) that may be affected by the proposed action.  Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Impacts 

to the Human Environment, describes the potential impacts to historic resources. 

Section 106 review encourages preservation of historic properties; however, at times, impacts to 

historic resources cannot be avoided.  When the government must impact historic resources, they 

are required to consult with local and federal agencies responsible for historic preservation, local 

citizens, and groups with an interest in historic preservation.   GSA has initiated consultations with 

the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) for this project. 

The National Register of Historic Places is 

the nation's official list of cultural 

resources worthy of preservation. 

Properties listed in the register include 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 

objects that are significant in American 

history, architecture, archeology, 

engineering, and culture.  
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The public will also be allowed to comment on historic preservation issues during the public review 

period of this EA. 

1.4.3 What Other Environmental Laws and Regulations are Relevant to This Project? 

GSA must also comply with many statutes, regulations plans, and Executive Orders (EOs) as seen in 

the following text boxes.   GSA is incorporating compliance with these laws and regulations into 

their project planning and NEPA compliance.  In compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA), GSA has requested and received information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (FWS) and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) regarding any known 

threatened or endangered species or their habitat within the project area.  Correspondence can be 

found in Appendix D.    
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STATUTES, REGULATIONS, PLANS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS (EOS) 

 

Statutes 

Clean Air Act of 1970 as amended  

Clean Water Act of 1977 as amended  

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980  

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979  

Endangered Species Act of 1973 

Section 5 of the National Capital Planning Act of 1952  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 

National Energy Conservation Policy Act  

Energy Independence and Security Act 

National Historic Preservation Act 

Regulations 

Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500-1508) 

36 CFR Part 800 – Protection of Historic Properties 

32 CFR Part 229 – Protection of Archaeological Resources: Uniform Regulations 

40 CFR 6, 51, and 93 – Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans 

33 CFR 320-330 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulations 

40 CFR Parts 300 through 399 – Hazardous Substance Regulations 

Secretary of the Interior Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation  

Plans 

Central US 1 Corridor Sector Plan and Section Map Amendment 

City of Rockville Comprehensive Master Plan 

New Carrollton Transportation District Development Plan 
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STATUTES, REGULATIONS, PLANS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS (EOS) (CONTINUED) 

 

Plans (cont.) 

Prince George’s County Approved General Plan 

Prince George’s Plaza Transportation District Development Plan 

Twinbrook Neighborhood Plan 

 

Executive Orders 

Executive Order 11593 – Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 

Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain Management 

Executive Order 11990 – Protection of Wetlands 

Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 13287 – Preserve America 

Executive Order 13327 – Federal Real Property Asset Management 

Executive Order 13423 – Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management 

Executive Order 13514 – Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance 
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2.0 Alternatives Development 

2.1 How Were the HHS Lease Consolidation Alternatives 

Determined? 

GSA issued a SFO Number 08-011 in 2008, as amended (February 2010).  The solicitation outlined 

the minimum requirements that the Government was seeking for the proposed HHS Lease 

Consolidation. From this solicitation, five offers were received.  Each of the five offered sites are 

described below and analyzed in this EA. 

2.2 Alternatives Considered 

2.2.1 What is the No-Action Alternative and Why is it Considered? 

NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider a No-Action Alternative in their impacts analysis.  

Evaluating the No-Action Alternative provides a baseline for comparing the environmental impacts 

of the proposed alternatives for the HHS Lease Consolidation.  Under the No-Action Alternative, the 

lease consolidation of HHS in Suburban Maryland would not occur.  HHS would remain in leased 

space in the Parklawn Building located at 5600 Fishers Lane in Rockville, Maryland and in three other 

leased locations in Suburban Maryland including 6010 Executive Boulevard, Rock Wall 1 Building, 

and Silver Spring Center.  No improvements to these buildings would occur.  Implementation of the 

No-Action Alternative would not provide HHS with a consolidated and more efficient work 

environment.  

2.2.2 What Action Alternatives Has GSA Evaluated in This Document? 

The proposed action assessed in this document is the lease of up to 935,401 rsf of office space for 

the lease consolidation of HHS in Suburban Maryland, which will yield approximately 784,982 SF of 

useable area and house approximately 2,900 federal employees.  The height and massing of the 

building(s) would depend on the layout of the selected site.  The building must also follow the most 

current ISC Security Standards for Leased Space.   
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GSA would utilize the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Rating system to 

apply principles of sustainable design and development to this project. LEED® was developed by the 

U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC).  LEED® consists of a set or prerequisites and credits with 

specific requirements for obtaining points in order to become a LEED® Green Building.    LEED® 

follows consensus-based voluntary standards for sustainable buildings, while still meeting high-

performance expectations.  The LEED® rating system grades building plans on sustainable site 

design, energy savings, water efficiency, C0 emissions, indoor air quality, and building materials 

(USGBC, 2010).  The rating scale is scored on a point system with four levels of certification, in order 

of rating; Certified, Silver, Gold and Platinum. Under any of the action alternatives, the consolidated 

leased space would be required to achieve a LEED® Silver Rating.  This LEED® rating would increase 

energy conservation and water conservation for both building construction and design.   

The EA considers five different sites within Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties (see Figure 

1).  These alternative sites were offered in response to the SFO 08-011 put out by GSA.  All five 

locations are analyzed in further detail in this EA.  They are, in alphabetical order: 
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Figure 1. Location Map for Five HHS Lease Consolidation Sites 
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Irvington Centre at King Farm (Action Alternative) 

The Irvington Centre at King Farm (King Farm) site is located in Gaithersburg, Maryland in 

Montgomery County (See Figure 2).  The site is located along King Farm Boulevard and Piccard Drive.  

The site currently consists of large grass-covered open lots with sparse tree coverage.  In addition, 

the site is located approximately one mile driving distance from the Shady Grove Metrorail Station, 

which is located on the Red Line.  A shuttle service would be provided to bring employees to and 

from the Shady Grove Metrorail Station. To accommodate the requirements of the SFO, this site 

would need to be cleared, graded and new building(s) constructed.   

New Carrollton Metro (Action Alternative) 
The New Carrollton Metro site is located in New Carrollton, Maryland in Prince George’s County (See 

Figure 3).  The site is bounded by the New Carrollton Metrorail Station to the east, undeveloped 

land to the south, Ellin Road to the west, and office buildings to the north.  The site currently 

consists of grass vegetation and some mature trees.  In addition, the site is located within 

approximately 900 walkable linear feet of the New Carrollton Metrorail Station, located on the 

Orange Line.  To accommodate the requirements of the SFO, this site would need to be cleared, 

graded, and new building(s) constructed. 

One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

The One Largo Metro site is located in Largo, Maryland in Prince George’s County (See Figure 4).  

The site is bounded by Lottsford Road to the east, Harry S. Truman Drive to the south, and Grand 

Boulevard to the north.  The site currently consists an open lot with few mature trees.  In addition, 

the site is located within approximately 500 walkable linear feet of the Largo Metrorail Station, 

located on the Blue Line.  To accommodate the requirements of the SFO, this site would need to 

cleared, graded, and new building(s) constructed. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The Parklawn Building site is located in Rockville, Maryland in Montgomery County (See Figure 5).  

The site is bounded by Fishers Lane to the north and Parklawn Drive to the south.   HHS currently 

occupies space in the Parklawn Building.  The site is located within approximately 2,300 walkable 

linear feet of the Twinbrook Metrorail Station, located on the Red Line.   To accommodate the 

requirements of the SFO, this site would need to be renovated. 

New Carrollton Metro Site 

Irvington Centre at King Farm Site 
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University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

The University Town Center site is located in Hyattsville, Maryland in Prince George’s County (See 

Figure 6).  The site is bounded by Toledo Road to the south, Belcrest Road to the west, and a 

forested conservation area to the north and east.  The site currently consists of a surface parking lot. 

The site is located approximately 2,300 walkable linear feet from the Prince George’s Plaza Metro 

Station, located on the Green Line. To meet the requirements of SFO 08-011, the surface parking lot 

would be demolished and the site would be graded and excavated to accommodate construction of 

new building(s).  

  

One Largo Metro Site 

Parklawn Building Site 

University Town Center Site 
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Figure 2.  Irvington Centre at King Farm Site Location Map 
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Figure 3.  New Carrollton Metro Site Location Map 
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Figure 4.  One Largo Metro Site Location Map 

 

Figure 5.  Parklawn Building Site Location Map 
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Figure 6.  University Town Center Site Location Map 
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2.3 What Are the Impacts From Each Alternative?  

Table 1 presents, for comparison purposes, a concise summary of each alternative’s potential 

impacts by resource topic, including the No-Action Alternative. 

 

 Table 1. Comparison of Impacts  

 
No-Action 

Alternative 

Action Alternatives 

 
Irvington Centre at 

King Farm 
New Carrollton 

Metro 
One Largo Metro Parklawn Building 

University Town 
Center 

Soils There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
soils. 

There would be minor, long-term, direct and indirect adverse impacts due to 
clearing, grading and construction of new building(s). 

There would be no 
ground disturbance 
therefore there would be 
no impacts to soils. 

There would be minor, 
long-term, direct and 
indirect adverse impacts 
due to clearing, grading 
and construction of new 
building(s). 

Floodplains There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
floodplains. 

There are no floodplains on-site; therefore there would be no direct impacts to 
floodplains.  Minor, long-term, indirect, adverse impacts would occur to 
floodplains due to stormwater runoff. 

There would be no direct 
or indirect impacts to 
floodplains. 

Even though a portion of 
the site is in the 
floodplain, no direct 
impacts are anticipated.   
Minor, long-term, 
indirect, adverse impacts 
would occur to 
floodplains due to 
stormwater runoff.  

Stormwater 
Management 

There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
stormwater 
management. 

An increase in impervious surfaces would add to stormwater management 
requirements creating a minor, long-term, indirect, adverse impact. 

There would be no 
increase in impervious 
surfaces resulting in no 
increase in stormwater 
flow.  A minor, long-term, 
beneficial impact would 
occur from increased 
stormwater management 
over existing conditions. 

A decrease in impervious 
surfaces would occur 
creating a minor, long-
term, beneficial impact. 
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 Table 1. Comparison of Impacts  

 
No-Action 

Alternative 

Action Alternatives 

 
Irvington Centre at 

King Farm 
New Carrollton 

Metro 
One Largo Metro Parklawn Building 

University Town 
Center 

Coastal Zone 
Management 

Because there would be 
no ground disturbing 
activities, no impacts to 
the coastal zone would 
occur. 

This site is not located 
within Maryland’s 
coastal zone; therefore, 
there is no impact. 

Construction would not impact sensitive resources of 
coastal zone and would comply with all applicable 
federal, state, and local requirements.  Therefore 
minor impacts to the coastal zone would occur and it 
would be consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Act. 

This site is not located 
within Maryland’s coastal 
zone; therefore, there is 
not impact. 

Construction would not 
impact sensitive 
resources of coastal 
zone and would comply 
with all applicable 
federal, state, and local 
requirements.  Therefore 
minor impacts to the 
coastal zone would occur 
and it would be 
consistent with the 
Maryland Coastal Zone 
Management Act. 

Vegetation & 
Wildlife 

There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife. 

There would be a loss of vegetation due to 
construction of building(s) creating minor, long-term, 
direct impacts.  Negligible, short-term, adverse 
impacts would occur during construction. 

There would be a loss of 
vegetation due to 
construction of 
building(s) creating 
minor, long-term, direct 
impacts.  Minor, short-
term adverse impacts 
would occur during 
construction. 

There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
vegetation and wildlife. 

Negligible, long-term, 
beneficial impacts would 
occur from the creation 
of vegetative areas.  
However, during 
construction, negligible, 
short-term, adverse 
impacts would occur. 

Archeology There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
archeology. 

There is little to no 
potential for intact 
archeological resources 
to be present on-site; 
therefore, no impacts 
would occur to 
archeological resources. 

There is a potential to 
affect archeological 
resources creating a 
moderate, long-term, 
adverse impact. 

There is little to no 
potential for intact 
archeological resources 
to be present on-site; 
therefore, no impacts 
would occur to 
archeological resources. 

There would be no 
ground disturbing 
activities; therefore there 
would be no impacts to 
archeology. 

There is a slight potential 
to affect archeological 
resources creating a 
minor, long-term, 
adverse impact. 



HHS Lease Consolidation Alternatives Development    2 
 

 

Environmental Assessment– 2010 2-13 

 Table 1. Comparison of Impacts  

 
No-Action 

Alternative 

Action Alternatives 

 
Irvington Centre at 

King Farm 
New Carrollton 

Metro 
One Largo Metro Parklawn Building 

University Town 
Center 

Air Quality There would be no 
construction activities 
and no change in 
emissions.  Therefore, 
there would be no 
impact to air quality. 

Temporary minor to moderate adverse impacts would occur as a result of 
construction. Increases in traffic would result in minor, long-term, direct, adverse 
impacts.  There would be no appreciable increase in diesel fuel used and the 
project would be in compliance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

Fugitive dust would 
create a minor, short-
term, adverse impact.  
No additional traffic 
would be created and 
there would be no 
appreciable increase in 
diesel fuel that is used.  
The project would be in 
compliance with the SIP. 

Temporary minor to 
moderate adverse 
impacts would occur as a 
result of construction. 
Increases in traffic would 
result in minor, long-
term, direct, adverse 
impacts.  There would be 
no appreciable increase 
in diesel fuel used and 
the project would be in 
compliance with the SIP. 

Land Use 
Planning & 
Zoning  

There would be no 
change in land use or 
zoning; therefore there 
would be no impact. 

The proposed action is 
consistent with existing 
and planned 
development within 
Montgomery County.   

The proposed action is consistent with existing and 
planned development within Prince George’s 
County.   

The proposed action is 
consistent with existing 
and planned 
development within 
Montgomery County.   

The proposed action is 
consistent with existing 
and planned 
development within 
Prince George’s County.   

Economy & 
Employment 

There would be no 
changed in the local or 
regional economy. 

Beneficial impacts would 
occur to local 
businesses.  The short-
term construction 
activities would have 
direct, beneficial, 
impacts on local 
economic conditions as 
employment would 
increase.  Montgomery 
County and the State of 
Maryland would see 
minor, long-term, direct, 
beneficial impacts from 
the lease construction.  
Secondary jobs would 
create negligible, long-
term, beneficial impacts. 

Beneficial impacts would occur to local businesses.  
The short-term construction activities would have 
direct, beneficial, impacts on local economic 
conditions as employment would increase.  Prince 
George’s County and the State of Maryland would 
see minor, long-term, direct, beneficial impacts from 
the lease construction.  Secondary jobs would 
create negligible, long-term, beneficial impacts. 

While the collocation of 
these employees to the 
Parklawn Building may 
result in some increase 
of patronage to area 
businesses that has not 
occurred since previous 
Federal employees 
vacated the Parklawn 
Building, the impact 
would be negligible, 
short-term, and 
beneficial. 

Beneficial impacts would 
occur to local 
businesses.  The short-
term construction 
activities would have 
direct, beneficial, impacts 
on local economic 
conditions as 
employment would 
increase.  Prince 
George’s County and the 
State of Maryland would 
see minor, long-term, 
direct, beneficial impacts 
from the lease 
construction.  Secondary 
jobs would create 
negligible, long-term, 
beneficial impacts. 
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 Table 1. Comparison of Impacts  

 
No-Action 

Alternative 

Action Alternatives 

 
Irvington Centre at 

King Farm 
New Carrollton 

Metro 
One Largo Metro Parklawn Building 

University Town 
Center 

Environmental 
Justice 

There would be no disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income populations. 

Traffic & 
Transportation 

No impacts to traffic and 
transportation would 
occur as there would be 
no change in traffic 
patterns. 

Levels of Service (LOS) 
would be affected 
creating a minor, long-
term, adverse impact.  
There would be no 
changes to Metrorail, 
Maryland Rail 
Commuter Service 
(MARC) rail, or bus 
systems.   Bicycle and 
pedestrian access would 
not be affected. 

LOS would be affected creating a minor, long-term, 
adverse impact.  There would be no changes to 
Metrorail, MARC rail, or bus systems.   However, 
these systems would see an increase in patronage, 
which would create a minor, long-term, adverse 
impact. Bicycle and pedestrian access would not be 
affected 

No traffic impacts would 
occur.  There would be 
no changes to Metrorail, 
MARC rail, or bus 
systems.  Bicycle and 
pedestrian access would 
not be affected. 

LOS would be affected 
creating a minor, long-
term, adverse impact.  
There would be no 
changes to Metrorail, 
MARC rail, or bus 
systems.   However, 
these systems would see 
an increase in patronage, 
which would create a 
minor, long-term, 
adverse impact. Bicycle 
and pedestrian access 
would not be affected 

Utilities No impacts would occur 
to local utilities as 
service would remain 
the same. 

All sites would comply with EO 13423 and Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA).  The lease consolidation would consume a 
negligible portion of the total water consumption.  Electrical useage would consume a negligible portion of the total energy consumption 
throughout Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO), Allegheny Power, BGE and Washington Gas systems.  Small temporary 
disruptions would occur at all sites except for the Parklawn Building site creating direct and indirect minor, short-term adverse impacts. 

Waste 
Management 

No impacts would occur 
as waste management 
would remain the same. 

Waste would be generated during construction/renovation creating a negligible, short-term, adverse impact.  Under any of the 
alternatives, the selected site would operate in a waste efficient manner which would reduce the impact to waste management and a 
recycling program would be established. 
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2.4 What Mitigation Measure Would Be Implemented Under 

Each Action Alternative?  

The following measures would be implemented by the developer/owner for the HHS Lease 

Consolidation. 

Soils 

For the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites, a 

sediment and erosion control plan and Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as silt fencing and 

revegetation would be implemented. 

Floodplains 

For the University Town Center site, development would have to occur outside the floodplain.  A 

detailed survey of the site plan, clearly indicating the development would occur outside the 100-

year floodplain, would be required.  The developer/owner would be required to provide GSA with 

the site plan prior to GSA making a site selection. 

Stormwater Management 

For all sites, environmental site design (ESD) measures would be required in the development of 

stormwater management plans to treat stormwater quantity and quality.  Stormwater management 

plans would need approval of Maryland Department of Environment (MDE). 

Coastal Zone Management 

The development of the New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites 

would be required to meet applicable State of Maryland and Prince George’s County regulations for 

protection of the coastal zone.  Sediment and erosion control and stormwater management plans 

would be required to be submitted to the State of Maryland. 

  

Mitigation includes: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by 

not taking a certain action or parts of an 

action.  

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the 

degree or magnitude of the action and 

its implementation.  

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, 

rehabilitating, or restoring the affected 

environment.  

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact 

over time by preservation and 

maintenance operations during the life 

of the action.  

(e) Compensating for the impact by 

replacing or providing substitute 
resources or environments.  

(40 CFR 1508.20) 



2    Alternatives Development      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

2-16    Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Vegetation and Wildlife 

For all sites, only areas cleared for construction would be impacted.  Parking of vehicles and 

equipment in vegetative areas would be restricted.  Invasive species would be removed and 

controlled.  Native plant species would be planted in landscaped areas that are revegetated. 

For the One Largo Metro site, in addition to the above, a Migratory Bird Permit from FWS Region 5 

permitting office would be obtained prior to disturbance at the site for removal of any nests on site. 

Archeology 

For the New Carrollton Metro or the University Town Center site, prior to construction, the project 

details would be submitted to the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) and the Maryland-National 

Capitol Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) to determine if an archeological survey is 

necessary.  If necessary, the survey would be conducted by a qualified professional archeologist.  If 

resources are identified, a Phase II and, if necessary, a Phases III archeological survey would be 

conducted if requested by MHT and M-NCPPC.  If archeological resources are present, then the 

measures recommended by the MHT and M-NCPPC would be implemented.  While the 

developer/owner would be responsible for conducting the survey should it be required, GSA would 

be responsible for ensuring coordination with MHT and N-NCPPC. 

Visual Quality 

For all sites, parking garage and site lighting would be shielded to eliminate/reduce spillover beyond 

the property lines of the respective site.  Native vegetation and trees would be provided so that a 

view surrounding the site would be of a landscape area. 

Air Quality 

For all sites, accepted MDE construction site air quality control measures would be implemented in 

the handling of materials and as part of any potential demolition or grading activities.  Fugitive dust 

controls and dust abatement/emissions control plan would be implemented.  Employees would be 

encouraged to use public transportation. 
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Land Use Planning and Zoning 

No mitigation required. 

Economy and Employment 

No mitigation required. 

Environmental Justice 

No mitigation required. 

Traffic and Transportation 

For all sites, the developer/owner would work with Montgomery or Prince George’s Counties and 

the State of Maryland to implement necessary roadway improvements. 

Utilities 

The selected site would have to operate in a sustainable and energy efficient manner and a 

minimum rating of Silver on the LEED® scale for building design would be achieved.  A water 

allocation contract would be obtained from Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) for 

the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, or University Town Center site prior to 

construction. 

Waste Management 

For all sites, a recycling program would be established. 

  



2    Alternatives Development      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

2-18    Environmental Assessment – 2010  

This page intentionally left blank.  

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Affected Environment and Impacts to the Human Environment    3 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 3-1 

3.0 Affected Environment and Impacts to the Human 
Environment 

3.1 What is the Affected Environment and How Are Impacts 

Evaluated? 

This chapter of the EA describes the existing conditions of the human environment at each of the 

alternative sites and the impacts the HHS lease consolidation would have on the alternative sites.  

Each of the alternatives described in Chapter 2.0, Alternatives Development would have varying 

impacts to natural resources, the social and economic environment, historic resources, and 

infrastructure (the transportation network and utilities). 

Impacts can occur from construction as well as operations of the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation 

building(s).  Impacts can also occur both directly at each of the alternative sites as well as off-site 

(for instance, employees commuting to the new/renovated building(s) would affect existing traffic 

on roads surrounding each alternative site).  Cumulative impacts from the HHS lease consolidation, 

when added to other past, present, and future projects are further discussed at the end of this 

chapter. 

Potential impacts are described in terms of: 

 Intensity - are the effects negligible, minor, moderate, or major; 

 Type - are the effects beneficial or adverse; 

 Duration - are the effects short-term, lasting through construction or less than one year, or long-

term, lasting more than one year; and 

 Context - are the effects site-specific, local, or even regional. 

The thresholds for the intensity of impacts are defined as follows: 

 Negligible, when the impact is localized and not measurable at the lowest level of detection; 

 Minor, when the impact is localized and slight, but detectable; 

 Moderate, when the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; or 

 Major, when the impact is severely adverse, significant, and highly noticeable. 

Impacts include: 

Direct impacts, which are caused by the 

action and occur at the same time and 

place.  

Indirect impacts, are caused by the 

action and are later in time or further 

removed in distance, but are still 

reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects 

may include growth inducing effects and 

other effects related to induced 

changes in the pattern of land use, 

population density or growth rate, and 

related effects on air and water and 

other natural systems, including 

ecosystems.  

Cumulative impacts result from the 

incremental impact of the action when 

added to other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions 

regardless of what agency (Federal or 

non-Federal) or person undertakes such 

other actions. Cumulative impacts can 

result from individually minor but 

collectively significant actions taking 

place over a period of time.  

(40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8) 
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The effects on the human environment were assessed using best available scientific studies, 

guidance documents, and information.  Resources used to analyze the impacts were obtained from 

federal, state, and local agencies.  These include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) analyses and reports 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) NRCS Soil Surveys 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain Maps 

 Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) 

 MDE soil erosion and stormwater design manuals 

 FWS threatened and endangered species lists 

 Maryland DNR threatened and endangered species lists 

 Metropolitan Washington Council of Government (MWCOG) reports 

 Montgomery County and Prince George’s County guidelines 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) wetland manuals 

 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic guidance 

A complete list of references is included at the end of this EA. For resources that required additional 

analysis, methodologies are summarized later in Chapter 3. 

3.2 What Resource Issues Have Been Eliminated From Further 

Analysis? 

As with any environmental analysis, there are resource issues that are dismissed from further 

analysis because the proposed action would cause a negligible or no impact.  Negligible impacts are 

effects that are localized and immeasurable at the lowest level of detection.  Therefore, these topics 

are briefly discussed and then dismissed from further consideration or analysis.  These resources 

are:  

 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species    

 Aquatic Biota 

 Water Resources 

o Surface Water 

o Wetlands 

o Groundwater, Hydrology, and Quality 
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 Population and Housing 

 Community Facilities and Services 

 Cultural Resources 

o Historic Structures and Landscapes 

 Noise 

 Environmental Contamination 

 Security 

3.2.1 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, and the Nongame and Endangered Species Conservation 

Act (NESCA) (MDNR § 10-2A-01 – 09) both which focus on protecting the ecosystems on which 

endangered species depend, are the two laws for rare, threatened, or endangered species in 

Maryland.  GSA contacted the FWS and Maryland DNR for consultation in compliance with Section 7 

of the ESA and NESCA.     

In a letter dated June 24, 2010, the FWS stated that except for occasional temporary individuals 

there are no listed endangered or threatened species known to exist on the alternative sites.  The 

USFWS also noted that while not listed as threatened or endangered, the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus) was protected under federal law.  During site visits no evidence or observations of 

Bald Eagles were made.  If Bald Eagles are discovered on any of the sites, GSA would require that the 

developer/owner follow the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines, dated May 2007 (FWS, 

2007).   Furthermore, no threatened or endangered species were observed at any of the alternative 

sites. 

In a letter dated, August 11, 2010, the Maryland DNR stated that there are no State or Federal 

records for rare, threatened or endangered species within the boundaries of the alternatives sites.   

Because no known listed or endangered species would be impacted by the proposed actions, 

threatened, endangered, and sensitive species were dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

3.2.2 Aquatic Biota 

There are no streams located on-site for any of the alternative sites.  The New Carrollton Metro, 

One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, and University Town Center alternative sites are near or 

adjacent to streams, all of which have forested buffers.  The University Town Center alternative site 
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is adjacent to a conservation easement, which acts as a forest buffer to an unnamed stream.  The 

development of the University Town Center site would not impact the conservation easement.  No 

impacts to the aquatic biota in these streams would occur during operation of the facility.  Prior to 

construction activities, a number of mitigation activities would be utilized to limit sedimentation and 

runoff from the construction site.  As a result of the mitigation measures, there would be no impact 

to off-site streams or the aquatic biota under any of the Action Alternatives.  Therefore, aquatic 

biota impacts were dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

3.2.3 Water Resources 

Surface Water 

The U.S. EPA and the U.S. ACOE are responsible for enforcing certain provisions of the Clean Water 

Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.) which was enacted by Congress "to restore and maintain the 

chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters." One of the mechanisms adopted 

by Congress to achieve that purpose is a prohibition on the discharge of any pollutants, including 

dredged or fill material, into "navigable waters" except in compliance with other specified sections 

of the Act. In most cases, this means compliance with a permit issued pursuant to CWA §402 or 

§404. The CWA defines the term "discharge of a pollutant" as "any addition of any pollutant to 

navigable waters from any point source" and provides that "[t]he term `navigable waters’ means the 

waters of the United States, including the territorial seas[,]" (33 U.S.C. §1362(7), 33 C.F.R. §328.3(a), 

and 40 C.F.R. §230.3(s))  

Because there would be little to no change to surface water resulting from the proposed action, 

surface water was dismissed from further analysis in this EA. Specific information for surface water 

resources are briefly summarized below for each site. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, & Parklawn Building 

Based on field observations conducted in May 2010 and a review of National Wetlands Inventory 

(NWI) mapping (FWS, 2010), no waters of the U.S. were present on-site at the King Farm, New 

Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, or Parklawn Building sites. Therefore, no impacts to surface 

waters would occur at any of the four sites. 

University Town Center 

The University Town Center site is located in the upper northeast sub-watershed of the Anacostia 

watershed, which flows into the Potomac drainage basin, a tributary of the Chesapeake Bay.  A field 
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observation conducted in May 2010 confirmed the information obtained in a review of NWI 

mapping (FWS, 2010).  The eastern boundary of the property is lined by a stream, which flows in a 

southeasterly direction and traverses the Northeast Branch.  The stream’s northern and southern 

banks are bordered by forested buffers as protected by a conservation easement.  It is anticipated 

that the proposed construction at the University Town Center site would occur outside the 

boundary of this easement and no construction or clearing would occur within the riparian buffer of 

the stream or the stream channel; therefore, would not disturb or impact this easement. Based on 

the information obtained in both field observation and a review of the NWI, the proposed 

construction activity would not directly impact waters of the U.S. adjacent to the University Town 

Center site.  Indirectly, some surface water in the vicinity of the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation 

site could be impacted by runoff during construction.  Implementing BMPs during construction, 

including a sediment and erosion control plan and stormwater management practices would 

manage the quality and quantity of water flowing into adjacent streams; therefore, there would be 

a negligible change to the water quality and quantity flowing to this stream.  

Wetlands 

The U.S. ACOE defines wetlands as “areas saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 

duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 

vegetation typically adapted for line in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3).  Wetlands generally 

include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. The technical approach for the identification and 

delineation of wetlands is that, except in certain abnormal situations, evidence of a minimum of one 

positive wetland indicator from each parameter (hydrology, soil, and vegetation) must be found in 

order to make a wetland determination.  

Based on field observations conducted in May 2010 and a review of the NWI mapping (FWS, 2010), 

no vegetated wetlands are present at any of the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation sites. 

Additionally, during the review of mapping and field observations, no vegetated wetlands were 

observed on adjacent sites. Therefore, wetlands have been eliminated from further study in this EA. 

Groundwater Hydrology and Quality 

The sites being considered for the HHS Lease Consolidation are located within two physiographic 

provinces, the Coastal Plain and the Piedmont.  The Coastal Plain Province borders the Atlantic 

Ocean and is generally comprised of flat to seaward-sloping lowland underlain by semi-consolidated 

and unconsolidated sediments of silt, clay, and sand with minor amounts of lignite, gravel, and 
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limestone. The Northern Atlantic Coastal Plain aquifer system is generally fed by surface water 

infiltration and consists of shallow groundwater which generally follows topography of the area 

(USGS, 1997).  USGS quadrangle maps for each alternative are found in Appendix A (Figures A-1 

through A-5). 

The Piedmont Province forms at the Fall Line of the Piedmont and Coastal Plain Provinces.  It is 

characterized by varied topography including predominantly hard bedrock, crystalline igneous and 

metamorphic rocks of Paleozoic age.  Groundwater in the Piedmont is fed primarily through the 

infiltration of surface water (USGS, 1997). 

The proposed HHS Lease Consolidation would be constructed to meet or exceed all State of 

Maryland and Montgomery or Prince George’s County regulations; as applicable.  Stormwater 

management measures would be incorporated into the construction and operations of each of the 

potential sites.  The developer/owner would be required to comply with the MDE regulations for 

ESD (COMAR 26.17.02), which would improve stormwater management.  Therefore, the effect on 

groundwater quality would be negligible for the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo 

Metro sites and would result in increased impervious surface at these offered sites. In the case of 

the renovated Parklawn Building or the University Town Center sites, which would either result in no 

change in impervious surface or a decrease in impervious surfaces,  there would be minor beneficial 

impacts to groundwater.  Because any resulting adverse impacts to groundwater would be 

negligible, groundwater hydrology and quality was dismissed from further analysis. More specific 

information about each of the sites is summarized below.  

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrolton Metro, and One Largo Metro   

The King Farm, New Carrolton Metro, and One Largo Metro sites are undeveloped parcels and no 

impermeable surface area currently exists on these sites.  The proposed activity would result in the 

addition of impermeable surfaces at all of these sites. 

Parklawn Building 

The Parklawn Building is an existing office building.  It is expected that there would be no change in 

impervious surfaces on the site. 

University Town Center  

The University Town Center site is a paved parcel approximately 9.5 acres and utilized as a parking 

lot for surrounding businesses.  It is expected that the impervious surface would be less than current 
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conditions due to the nature of the proposed project; resulting in a net decrease of impervious 

surface areas on-site. 

3.2.4 Population and Housing  

Currently, GSA has several leased facilities for HHS throughout Suburban Maryland. The total 

number of employees to be collocated would represent a temporary increase in daytime population 

at any of the offered sites.  The alternative sites currently under consideration for the lease 

consolidation of the HHS have no permanent residential populations.   

All of the Action Alternatives are located in the local commuting area/duty station as defined by the 

U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and would not require the relocation of any HHS 

employees.  Over time, some HHS employees may elect to move closer to the lease consolidation of 

HHS with implementation of the Action Alternatives, however, it is not possible to quantify the 

number of employees that would make this transition. Any impacts to population and housing 

would be negligible and handled by available housing in the area. There are several residential 

development projects approved and under construction throughout Montgomery and Prince 

George’s Counties; however, none of these developments have been triggered by the HHS Lease 

Consolidation.  In addition, there is no housing on or immediately adjacent to any of the alternative 

sites that would be directly affected by the proposed action.  Therefore, population and housing was 

not studied in further detail in this EA.  

3.2.5 Cultural Resources 

Section 101(b)(4) of the NEPA, as amended, requires the Federal government to coordinate and plan 

its actions to “preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage.” 

The analysis of potential impact to historic and cultural resources is required of Federal agencies by 

Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

CEQ regulations also encourage coordination between NEPA and the environmental planning and 

review processes required by other federal, state, or local regulations.  Like NEPA, Section 106 of the 

NHPA also requires the evaluation of impacts of federal actions on historic properties eligible for or 

listed in the NRHP.  In addition, Section 800.8(c)(iv) of the NHPA encourages shared public 

involvement with NEPA, which states the public should be involved in accordance with the agency’s 

published NEPA procedures.  The NEPA process is not a substitute for compliance with Section 106, 
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which requires a formal identification, evaluation, and consultation process subject to review by the 

SHPO. 

Historic maps from the mid-nineteenth century show that all five alternative site locations were 

rural in nature. The forerunners of several modern roads were present near all five locations with no 

development other than scattered residences nearby. No Sanborn insurance maps are available for 

any of the alternative sites.  

3.2.5.1 What is the Area of Potential Effect for Each of the Proposed Sites 

Aboveground historic resources both within and in close proximity to the five alternative site 

locations were assessed to determine the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for each alternative. This 

was done to identify historic sites listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP and to evaluate the effects 

of the proposed construction project on those resources. For archeological resources, the APE was 

defined as the boundaries of each alternative location. For aboveground historic resources, the APE 

definition provided in 36 CFR 800.16(d) was used: “...the geographic area or areas within which an 

undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, 

if any such properties exist.” Based on this definition, the proposed APE for historic aboveground 

resources was established as extending from the footprint of the proposed structure to include 

adjacent properties or structures or other properties that are clearly visible in a direct line of sight 

from the footprint of the proposed structure and that are located in such proximity that the 

proposed construction potentially would have a visual effect on the character of the neighboring or 

nearby structure’s setting.  The APE’s can be found in Appendix C. 

Research for historic structures, landscapes, and archeological resources was undertaken at the 

MHT in June 2010. Additionally, historic maps and previous archeological survey reports were 

reviewed. Table 2 is compiled from documentation at MHT and includes information on name, 

address, date of construction, distance to the proposed alternatives, and NRHP designation of each 

property located within one mile of the proposed alternatives. GSA is currently in consultation with 

the MHT for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended. 
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Table 2. Historic Properties Within One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives. 

Action 
Alternative  

Site 
Index Name Address Date Distance Designation 

Ir
vi

n
g

to
n

 C
en

tr
e 

at
 K

in
g

 F
ar

m
 

M: 20-12 Fields-King Farm Fields Rd. circa 1860 3,500’ east Not Evaluated (removed from atlas) 

M: 20-13 Watkins Farmhouse Fields Rd. 1885 3,500’ east Not Evaluated (removed from atlas) 

M: 20-15 Gaither-Howes House 9401 Gaither Rd. 19th century 4,700’ northwest Not Evaluated (removed from atlas) 

M: 20-18 Thompson House 15304 Shady Grove 
Rd. 

19th century 4,200’ southwest Not Eligible (removed from atlas) 

M: 20-31 Allen Selby House 14843 Shady Grove 
Rd. 

Late 19th century 5,000’ southwest Not Eligible 

M: 20-32 Graff/King Property 16100-16115 
Frederick Rd. 

circa 1920s/1930s 3,400’ northeast NRHP Eligible 

M: 20-33 Bridge No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on file 

M: 20-36 Clarence O. and 
Helen V. Crown 
Property 

16101 Shady Grove 
Rd. 

circa 1940 2,750’ north Not Eligible 

M: 21-181 Michael and Anna 
Zetts Property 

8600 Zetts Ave. 1935 2,750’ north Not Eligible 

M: 21-183 Casey Barn 810 S. Frederick Ave. Early 20th century 4,600’ north NRHP Eligible 
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Action 
Alternative  

Site 
Index Name Address Date Distance Designation 

N
ew

 C
ar

ro
llt

o
n

 M
et

ro
 

PG:69-000 No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

Not Evaluated 

PG:69-17 Wormley House 7533 Ardwick-
Ardmore Rd. 

circa 1898 and 1926 2,200’ west Not Evaluated 

PG:69-23 Ardwick Historic 
Community 

Not specified Not specified Alternative is within 
the community 
boundaries 

Not Evaluated 

PG:72-26 Town of Glenarden Multiple 20th century 3,500’ east Not Eligible 

PG:72-55 7941 Piedmont Ave. 7941 Piedmont Ave. Early 20th century 3,200’ southeast Not Eligible 

PG:72-57 Feliciano Property 3504 Watkins Ave. circa 1920/1930 4,000’ southeast Not Eligible 

PG:72-65 No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

No documentation on 
file 

Not Evaluated 

O
n

e 
L

ar
g

o
 M

et
ro

 

PG:72-4 Waring’s Grove 900 Brightseat Rd. 18th – 20th century 3,000’  west NRHP Eligible 

PG:72-5 Ridgely Methodist 
Church 

8900 Central Ave. 1921 3,700’ southwest NRHP Listed 

PG:72-30 Joseph S. Schwalier 
House 

504 Brightseat Rd. 1930s 2,500’ west Not Eligible 

PG:72-31 Charles E. and Marcy 
C. Summers House 

500 Brightseat Rd. circa 1930 2,500’ west Not Eligible 

PG:72-56 Summers Acres 334-416 Brightseat 
Rd. 

No documentation on 
file 

2,400’ southwest Not Eligible 

PG:73-10 Addison Farm McCormick Dr. and 
Peppercorn Pl. 

19th century 4,300’ north Demolished 

PG:73-13 Graden 9900 Central Ave. circa 1865 2,500’ southeast Not Evaluated 
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P
ar

kl
aw

n
 B

u
ild

in
g

 
M: 26-21-2 Tyson Wheeler 

Funeral Home 
1331 Rockville Pike 1899 5,100’ northwest Not Evaluated 

M: 26-21-3 Halpine Store 1600 Rockville Pike Post-1923 3,400’ northwest Not Evaluated 

M: 26-21-4 Sprigg-Poole House 1300 Rockville Pike circa 1900 5,100’ northwest Not Evaluated (removed from atlas) 

M: 26-21-5 Dixie Cream Donut 
Shot 

1402 Rockville Pike 1660s 4,900’ northwest Not Evaluated 

M: 26-21-6 Congressional 
Shopping Plaza 

Rockville Pike circa 1930, 1959 4,000’ west Not Evaluated 

M: 26-25 Twinbrook Area Multiple 1948-1954 4,100’ northwest Not Evaluated 

M: 27-19 Original Veirs Mill Site Viers Mill Rd. 1838 1,800’ northeast Not Evaluated 

M: 30-1 Parklawn 
Cemetery/Wilkins 
Estate 

12800 Viers Mill Rd. Early 20th century Adjacent to northeast Not Evaluated 

M: 30-2 Montrose 

Schoolhouse 

5721 Randolph Rd. 1909 3,400’ southwest NRHP Listed 

M: 30-3 Gaegler House Site 12190 Rockville Pike circa 1860 3,400’ south Demolished 

M: 30-9 Montouri Estate 11609 Rockville Pike circa 1920 4,700’ south Not Eligible 

M: 37-16 Metropolitan Branch, 

B&O Railroad 

Not Applicable 1866+ 3,400’ southeast NRHP Eligible 

  

Action 
Alternative  

Site 
Index Name Address Date Distance Designation 
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Action 
Alternative  

Site 
Index Name Address Date Distance Designation 

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

 T
o

w
n

 C
en

te
r 

PG:66-5 Bloomfield 6404 Queens Chapel 

Rd. 

circa 1814 2,000’ east Not Evaluated 

PG:68-1E Hitching Post Hill 3308 Rosemary Lane circa 1840 3,200’ northwest Not Evaluated 

PG:68-68 Thrift House 6304 47th Ave. circa 1895 5,000’ east Not Evaluated 

PG:68-69 Grimes-Clayton House 6304 46th Ave. 1919 5,000’ east Not Evaluated 

PG:68-76 Freeman House 6122 42nd Ave. circa 1912 3,300’ southeast Not Evaluated 

PG:68-94 3903 Nicholson St. 3903 Nicholson St. Early 20th century 3,800’ south Not Eligible 

Calvert Hills HD Multiple (PG:66-37) Multiple Late 19th/Early 20th 

century 

4,000-5,000’ feet east NRHP Listed 

Hyattsville HD Multiple (PG:68-10) Multiple Late 19th/Early 20th 

century 

4,000’-5,000’ 

southeast 

NRHP Listed 

Riverdale Park HD Multiple (PG:68-4) Multiple Late 19th/Early 20th 

century 

4,000’-5,000’ east NRHP Listed 

University Park HD Multiple (PG:66-29) Multiple Late 19th/Early 20th 

century 

4,000’-5,000’ east NRHP Listed 

West Riverdale HD Multiple (PG:68-93) Multiple Late 19th/Early 20th 

century 

4,000-5,000’ feet east NRHP Listed 

3.2.5.2 Historic Structures and Landscapes 

Irvington Centre at King Farm (Action Alternative) 

Neither nineteenth-century atlases nor twentieth-century topographic maps show any structures at 

the proposed King Farm site. Ten historic properties have been recorded within one mile of this 

alternative (Table 2 Historic Properties Within One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives). Four of the 

ten properties were previously determined to be not eligible for NRHP listing (M: 20-18, M: 20-31, 

M: 20-36, and M: 21-181). Three of the ten properties (M: 20-12, M: 20-13, and M: 20-15), while not 

formally evaluated for the NRHP, were found not suitable for regulation under the Historic 
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Preservation Ordinance and removed from the Montgomery County Locational Atlas and Index of 

Historic Sites (M-NCPPC, 1976) in the 1980s. Two of the ten historic properties (M: 20-32 and M: 21-

183) have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP. The final property (M: 20-33), a bridge, 

has no documentation on file. 

The lease consolidation of HHS at the King Farm site would be consistent with the surrounding 

existing development. The viewshed of the three remaining properties, including the bridge with no 

documentation available (M: 20-33) and the two properties determined eligible for NRHP listing (M: 

20-32 and M: 21-183), would not be altered by construction of the King Farm alternative site. The 

present-day viewshed of these three properties includes modern (post-1990) construction 

consisting of multi-story offices, commercial buildings, parking lots and structures, and residential 

structures.  Therefore, there would be no additional impacts to historic properties under this 

alternative. 

New Carrollton Metro (Action Alternative) 

No structures are depicted on nineteenth-century atlases within the New Carrollton Metro site. A 

structure first appears at this location on the 1951 Washington East 7.5-minute topographic map 

and remains on later versions. Seven historic properties have been recorded within one mile of this 

alternative (Table 2 Historic Properties Within One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives). Three of 

these properties have been determined not to be eligible for listing in the NRHP (PG:72-26, PG:72-

55, and PG:72-57). The remaining four properties are unevaluated (PG:69-000, PG:69-17, PG:69-23, 

and PG:72-65). Two of these (PG:69-000 and PG:72-65) lack documentation in the MHT files, and it 

is unclear whether they are in the New Carrollton Metro APE. The Wormley House (PG:69-17) has 

the potential to be within the New Carrollton Metro APE.  In addition, this alternative appears to be 

within the Ardwick Historic Community (PG:69-23); however, no formal boundaries have been 

defined for the Ardwick Historic Community. Based on the information in the Maryland Inventory of 

Historic Properties at MHT, the historic community would appear to include the residences around 

the Wormley House. 

The Wormley House is approximately 2,200 feet west of the proposed New Carrollton Metro site. 

The intervening distance contains a significant cover of mature trees, Veterans Parkway, and a 

residential subdivision. Given these factors, it is unlikely that the viewshed of the Wormley House 

and Ardwick Historic Community would be significantly altered by construction of the New 
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Carrollton Metro site, even though a tall building is likely to be developed for this alternative site. 

Therefore, there would be no additional impacts to historic properties under this alternative. 

One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

No structures are illustrated on nineteenth-century atlases or twentieth-century topographic maps 

within the One Largo Metro site. Seven historic properties have been recorded within one mile of 

this alternative (Table 2 Historic Properties Within One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives). Three of 

the seven properties were previously determined not to be eligible for listing in the NRHP (PG:72-30, 

PG:72-31, and PG:72-56). Two of the seven properties have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility 

(PG:73-10 and PG:73-13), however, PG:73-10 was previously demolished. One of the seven 

properties (PG:72-4) has been determined to be NRHP eligible, and one of the seven properties 

(PG:72-5) is listed in the NRHP. 

The lease consolidation at the One Largo Metro site would be consistent with the surrounding 

existing development. The viewshed of the three closest properties (unevaluated PG:73-13, NRHP-

eligible PG:72-4, and NRHP-listed PG:72-5) would not be significantly altered by construction at the 

One Largo Metro site. The present-day viewshed of these three properties includes modern (post-

1990) construction consisting of multi-story offices, commercial buildings, parking lots and 

structures, and residential structures.  Therefore, there would be no additional impacts to historic 

properties under this alternative. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Neither nineteenth-century atlases nor middle twentieth-century topographic maps show any 

structures in the Parklawn Building alternative site prior to construction of the existing building at 

5600 Fishers Lane. Twelve historic properties have been recorded within one mile of this alternative 

(Table 2 Historic Properties Within One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives). One property (M: 30-9) 

has been determined not to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. One property, the Montrose 

Schoolhouse (M: 30-2), is listed in the NRHP. Another property, the Metropolitan Branch of the B&O 

Railroad (M: 37-16), has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The remaining nine 

properties are unevaluated (M: 26-21-2, M: 26-21-3, M: 26-21-4, M: 26-21-5, M: 26-21-6, M: 25-26, 

M: 27-19, M: 30-1, and M: 30-3). 

Only one of the properties, the Wilkins Estate/Parklawn Cemetery (M: 30-1), is within the Parklawn 

Building APE. Since this alternative entails the renovation of the existing facility, in keeping with 
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existing development, this property would not be impacted by the proposed project. There would 

be no impacts to historic properties under this alternative. 

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

No structures are illustrated on nineteenth-century atlases within the University Town Center 

alternative. Six individual historic properties and multiple properties associated with five historic 

districts have been recorded within one mile of this alternative (Table 2 Historic Properties Within 

One Mile of the Proposed Alternatives). One of the six individual properties (PG:68-94) has been 

determined not to be eligible for listing in the NRHP, and the other five (PG:66-5, PG:68-1E, PG:68-

68, PG:68-69, and PG:68-76) have not been evaluated for NRHP listing. Portions of the Calvert Hills, 

Hyattsville, Riverdale Park, University Park, and West Riverdale Historic Districts are located 4,000 to 

5,000 feet from the University Town Center site. 

The proposed University Town Center alternative site is consistent with the existing development 

around it. The viewshed of the five unevaluated properties (PG:66-5, PG:68-1E, PG:68-68, PG:68-69; 

and PG:68-76) and the nearby historic districts would not be significantly altered by construction of 

the University Town Center alternative site. The present-day viewshed of these five properties and 

historic districts includes post-1990 construction consisting of multi-story offices, commercial 

buildings, parking lots and structures, and residential structures.  The lease consolidation of HHS at 

the University Town Center site is in keeping with the character of the University Town Center 

development.  Therefore, there would be no impacts to historic properties under this alternative. 

3.2.6 Noise 

Noise is regulated at local, state, and federal levels.  The Noise Control Act of 1972 authorizes EPA to 

promulgate regulations establishing maximum permissible noise characteristics for products 

manufactured for interstate commerce.  In addition, EPA was directed to publish information about 

the kind and extent of effects of various conditions to protect public health and welfare.  This 

information has been used by other Federal agencies in establishing criteria applicable to their 

programs.  

Noise levels at all five alternatives sites are similar and average for developed areas.  Current noise 

sources include: traffic; heat, ventilation, air conditioning (HVAC) units; pedestrians; and nearby 

Metrorail Stations.  If the proposed action occurs at any of the five sites, the primary source of noise 

would be temporary and associated to construction activities.  The operation of the HHS Lease 
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Consolidation would generate additional noise similar to the current sources at the alternative sites, 

such as traffic and HVAC units.  Because the additional noise would be negligible, except for 

temporary construction noises, noise was dismissed from further analysis. 

3.2.7 Environmental Contamination 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was performed at each of the alternative sites.  No 

Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) exist at any of the proposed sites.  Therefore, 

environmental contamination was dismissed from further analysis.  More specific information 

regarding the Phase I ESAs at each of the sites is discussed below. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

A Phase I ESA was conducted in December 1998 for a 430- acre parcel.  The Phase I ESA report 

encompassed the area of the King Farm site (Loiederman Associates, 1998).  The assessment 

revealed no records, database entries, or visible indications that there were (RECs) on-site.  No 

information is available to determine if there have been RECs on-site within the last 12 years; 

however, a site visit in 2010 did not show visual signs of dumping or other contamination and the 

site has not changed ownership during that time period. 

New Carrolton Metro 

A Phase I ESA was conducted on the New Carrollton Metro site in March 2008 (Specialized 

Engineering, 2008).  The site was not listed on any databases, did not have any environmental liens, 

or prior landuse that would indicate a REC, or have any other evidence to suggest RECs on-site.  

Several properties within a half mile were listed on the Oil Control Program Cases (OCP Cases) 

database; however, none of these were determined to be a REC for the New Carrollton Metro site.  

No RECs were recognized in association with the New Carrollton Metro site.  

One Largo Metro 

A Phase I ESA was conducted in August 2008 on the One Largo Metro site (G&O, 2008).  The site was 

not listed on any databases, did not have any environmental liens, or prior land use that would 

indicate a REC, or have any other evidence to suggest RECs on-site.  An off-site gas station was twice 

listed in the OCP Cases database.  These cases were closed.  No identified RECs exist on the One 

Largo Metro site. 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Affected Environment and Impacts to the Human Environment    3 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 3-17 

Parklawn Building 

A Phase I ESA was conducted for the Parklawn Building site in August of 2009 (Advantage 

Environmental, 2009).  Adjacent to the Parklawn Building site is an underground storage tank (UST) 

removal case, closed in 2005.  Parklawn Mechanical Service located on the opposite side of 

Parklawn drive, removed a UST from the site in 2003.  A spill and cleanup occurred during the 

removal.  Six additional USTs exist on the Parklawn Mechanical Service site.   

Three potential historical RECs were noted for the Parklawn Building site.  First, the site was 

formerly listed on the OCP Cases database for a release and cleanup of 800 metric tons of impacted 

soils, associated with two USTs removed from the site in 1999.  Prior soil remediation is a historical 

REC.  Two new USTs, 10,000 gallons and 30,000 gallons, were installed and are currently on-site.  

The two new tanks are used for the storage of diesel fuel for emergency generators.  The new USTs 

are constructed of fiberglass reinforced plastic.  In 2009 the systems were tested, and the 

installation of a replacement overfill catchment basin was required for the 10,000 gallon tank.  

Second, according to interviews, the Parklawn Building site was host to labs operated by the HHS, 

but were moved off-site years ago.  The previous lab use is not a REC.  Third, prior inspection of the 

Parklawn Building identified 12 percent chrysotile asbestos in floor tile mastic.  Any Asbestos 

Containing Material (ACM) or other hazardous building materials would need to be properly 

identified and remediated prior to renovation activities. 

The investigation of the Parklawn Building site concluded that no RECs existed on-site, however, 

petroleum-impacted soils likely exist on-site and future plans to renovate the site would require 

remediation of ACMs within the building.   

University Town Center 

In August of 2005, a Phase I ESA was performed on a 12 acre area that includes the University Town 

Center site (ATC, 2005).  The assessment revealed no records, database entries, or visible indications 

that there were RECs associated with the University Town Center site.  No information is available to 

determine if there have been RECs on site within the last 5 years. 
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3.2.8 Security 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, 
& University Town Center 

The safety of HHS employees would be provided by a number of security measures for each of the 

proposed site alternatives.  The site design for all sites would comply with the most recent ISC 

Security Standards for Leased Space.  Due to the security measures that would be implemented at 

any of the alternative sites, security impacts have been dismissed from further analysis.  

3.2.9 Public Health and Safety 

If the lease consolidation of HHS occurs at any of the proposed alternative sites, emergency services 

would not change, nor would the operation of the HHS facility put undue stress on these services.  

All of the alternative sites are included within each county’s planning forecast.  Emergency services 

were taken into consideration in the approval of the developments by each of the counties 

Furthermore; the HHS lease consolidation at any of the proposed alternative sites is not expected to 

affect the ability of the local fire and police departments, and area hospitals to provide service to 

the surrounding residents.  Therefore, public health and safety impacts have been dismissed from 

further analysis. 

3.2.10 Community Facilities 

A wide variety of parks, recreation, community facilities, and open space are present in 

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties. Montgomery County’s park system includes 30,000 

acres consisting of community parks, trails, historic sites, and nature centers (Montgomery County, 

2010). There are more than 26,000 acres of parkland in Prince George’s County, including 

community parks, trails, historic sites, and other recreational facilities (PGCDPR, 2010a). The trail 

systems in both counties include walking, bicycling, and horseback riding opportunities. Additionally 

there are a wide variety of state and federal parks in both counties such as Seneca Creek State Park, 

Northwest Branch Recreational Park, Patuxent National Wildlife Research Refuge, and the C&O 

Canal National Historic Park. 

The Montgomery County public school system has 131 elementary schools, 38 middle schools, 25 

high schools, 1 career and technology center, and 5 special schools. For the 2009-2010 school year, 

141,777 students were enrolled in the county (Montgomery County Public Schools [MCPS 2010a]). 

Prince George’s County public school system includes 133 elementary schools, 32 middle schools, 30 
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high schools, and 15 specialized schools and centers. Enrollment in 2009-2010 was 127,129 (PGCPS, 

2010a, b). Both counties also have a number of private schools that service preschool through high 

school students. 

Under the Action Alternatives, the lease consolidation would not remove any existing library, 

education/child care facility, parks and recreational facility, or religious facility.  Nor would it result 

in a substantial change to community population that would adversely affect library or church 

capacity.  The surrounding child care facilities are able to handle the need for child care services 

provided by the surrounding daycare facilities. The HHS lease consolidation is not expected to affect 

their ability to provide service to the surrounding residents.  In addition, a child care facility may be 

provided at each of the sites that would provide child care to Federal employees and would 

potentially alleviate the need for child care services by the commuting population. 

Most of the park and recreation facilities would be only slightly impacted from the consolidation of 

the HHS at any of these sites.  There may be a slight increase in use of community facilities and 

services, but the existing facilities and services would be able to handle the additional patronage 

and would not be adversely affected. Overall, the impact to community facilities and services at 

these sites would be negligible and this resource has been dismissed from detailed analysis. 

3.3 What Resource Issues Have Been Included For Further 

Analysis? 

As with any environmental analysis, there are resource issues that are analyzed in further detail to 

compare the environmental consequences of the No-Action and the five Action Alternatives.  Each 

of the alternatives described in Chapter 2 would have varying impacts to natural resources, the 

social and economic environment, cultural resources, and infrastructure.  The resources analyzed in 

detail in this EA are:  

 Soils 

 Floodplains 

 Stormwater Resources 

 Coastal Zone Management 

 Vegetation and Wildlife 

 Archeology 

 Visual Quality 

 Air Quality 

 Land Use Planning and Zoning 

 Economy and Employment 
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Soil Types  

Loam - Soil material that is 7 to 27 

percent clay particles, 28 to 50 

percent silt particles, and less than 52 

percent sand particles. 

Silt - Soil that is 80 percent or more silt 

and less than 12 percent clay. 

Gravelly soil material - Material that is 

15 to 50 percent by volume, rounded 

or angular rock fragments, not 

prominently flattened, up to 3 inches 

in diameter. 

Urban land - An area where more 

than 75 percent of the surface is 

covered by asphalt, concrete, 

buildings, or other structures. 

 

 Environmental Justice 

 Traffic and Transportation 

 Utilities 

 Waste Management 

 

3.4 Soils 

3.4.1 What Are the Soil Conditions at Each of the Proposed Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The soils of the King Farm site are predominately Glenelg silt loam, roughly three percent are Baile 

silt loam (NRCS, 2010) (See Table 3).  The site is flat and previously graded.  The Glenelg silt loam 

soils are classified as prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance.  Although previously in 

farm production, the King Farm site was developed in the 1990s.  Currently there is a mixed-use 

development in the broader King Farm site, including office buildings, a hotel, and apartments.  The 

King Farm site is not subject to the requirements of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 

because an area recognized as prime farmland must be in production of food or fiber to be 

considered for protection. Urban and developed land, as defined in the FPPA, does not qualify as in 

production.  A soils map for this alternative can be found in Appendix A, Figure A-6. 

New Carrollton Metro 

The soils in the New Carrollton Metro site consist of urban complex and highway soils; 

approximately eight percent are Christiana-Downer-Urban land and approximately 80 percent are 

Russett-Christiana-Urban land (See Table 3).  The remaining 12 percent of the site consists of 

Udorthents.  None of these soils on-site are recognized as prime farmland or hydric soils.  Slopes on 

site vary from 0 to 15 percent.  A soils map for this alternative can be found in Appendix A, Figure A-

7. 

One Largo Metro 

The One Largo Metro site is composed of Collington-Wist complex soils (NRCS, 2010).  

Approximately 15 percent of the One Largo Metro site is composed of Collington-Wist-urban land 

complex soils (See Table 3).  These soils are not hydric.  Collington-Wist complex soils vary from 0 to 

10 percent slopes, are listed as prime farmland soils, and cover roughly 85 percent of the site.  The 

site is not subject to the requirements of the FPPA because it is a Major Activity Center (MAC), 

which is an area set aside for a mixture of uses designed to serve the regional residential market or 

provide concentrated employment (MNCPPC, 2002).  Further, an area recognized as prime farmland 
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must be in production of food or fiber to be considered for protection.  Urban and developed land, 

as defined in the FPPA, does not qualify as in production.   A soils map for this alternative can be 

found in Appendix A, Figure A-8. 

Parklawn Building 

Soils of the Parklawn Building site are mapped as urban land (NRCS, 2010) (See Table 3).  The 

Parklawn site does not have any hydric soils nor is it subject to the FPPA. Slopes on the site vary 

from 0 to 10 percent.  A soils map for this alternative can be found in Appendix A, Figure A-9. 

University Town Center 

Christiana-Downer-Urban land complex, Issue-Urban land complex, and Urban land-Christiana 

complex soils make up the University Town Center site (NRCS, 2010) (See Table 3). The soils vary 

from 0 to 15 percent slopes, though only flat land was observed during site visits in June 2010.  The 

site soils are not considered prime farmland.  The Issue-Urban land complex soils are classified as 

partially hydric.  A soils map for this alternative can be found in Appendix A, Figure A-10. 

Table 3.  Soil Types, Classifications, and Ratings at the Proposed Sites 

Site Soil Types 
Prime Farmland Soils? 

(Y/N) 
Hydric Rating 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 
Gleneg silt loam Y Partially Hydric 

Balle silt loam N Hydric 

New Carrollton Metro 

Christiana-Downer-Urban 
land complex 

N Not Hydric 

Russett-Christiana-Urban 
land complex 

N Not Hydric 

Udorthents, highway N Not Hydric 

One Largo Metro 

Collington-Wist complex Y Not Hydric 

Collington-Wist complex-
Urban land 

N Not Hydric 

Parklawn Building Urban Land N Not Hydric 

University Town Center 

Christiana-Downer-Urban 
land complex 

N Not Hydric 

Issue-Urban land complex N Partially Hydric 

Urban land-Russett-
Christiana complex 

N Not Hydric 
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3.4.2 How Would Soils be Affected by the Proposed Project? 

No- Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  Therefore, under this alternative there would be no impacts 

to soils. 

 Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center 
(Action Alternative) 

Under the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center 

alternatives, the sites would be cleared and graded for construction of new buildings.  There would 

be a direct loss of soil from construction.  Indirectly soil erosion could cause sediments to enter 

storm drains and eventually streams.  To mitigate the impacts of soil erosion and sedimentation, an 

erosion and sediment control plan would be developed, approved by MDE, and followed during 

construction.  The impact from soil erosion and sedimentation would be expected to be minor, 

indirect, adverse, and short-term.     

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Under the Parklawn Building alternative, the building would be renovated.  No clearing or grading 

activities would occur.  Soils would not be impacted under this alternative.  

3.4.3 What Measures Will be Taken to Ensure That Erosion and Sedimentation Are 
Controlled? 

For the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites, the 

developer/owner would be responsible for developing and implementing an erosion and sediment 

control plan for approval by MDE and local jurisdictions.  The plan would aim to reduce and control 

sediments entering storm drains and streams.  The developer/owner would be required to follow 

the erosion and sediment control plan during grading and other ground disturbing activities to 

ensure soil stability is maintained.  BMPs would be used to control and minimize sediments; which 

include but are not limited, to using hay bales and silt fences and revegetation of exposed soils.  

Information about the erosion and sediment control plan is also found in Section 3.6.  No mitigation 

measures are proposed for the Parklawn Building site. 
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3.5 Floodplains 

Federal activities within floodplains must comply with Floodplain Management: EO 11988, 33 C.F.R. 

1977. Per EO 11988, federal agencies are required to avoid adverse effects associated with the 

occupancy and modification of floodplains to the extent possible, thereby minimizing flood risk and 

risks to human safety (FEMA, 2006). An eight-step decision-making process for floodplain 

management and wetlands protection has been outlined by 44 CFR 9.6 and in GSA’s Floodplain 

Management Desk Guide.  GSA will follow this eight-step process to ensure compliance with EO 

11988 when it is determined that a proposed action is located within a wetland and/or the 100-year 

floodplain. 

Per Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 26.17.04 a “Joint Federal/State Application for the 

Alternation of any Floodplain, Waterway, Tidal or Nontidal Wetland in Maryland” would need to 

completed and submitted to the MDE for a letter of authorization for any action located within the 

100-year floodplain. 

3.5.1 Are there Floodplains on the Proposed Sites? 

According to FEMA and local Prince George’s County floodplain mapping only the University Town 

Center site is partially located within a floodplain.  Floodplain maps for each of the sites are located 

in Appendix A (Figures A-11 through A-15). 

Irvington Centre at King Farm  

The floodplains of the King Farm site are mapped on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) panel 

number 24031C0331D.  The King Farm site is located in Zone X, outside the 100-year floodplain.  

New Carrollton Metro  

According to the Prince George’s County Lower Beaverdam Creek Watershed Study (G&O, 1990), the 
New Carrollton Metro site is located outside the 100-year floodplain1.    

                                                           
1
 Prince George’s County participates in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Under this program local 

municipalities are encouraged to exceed the minimum NFIP standards.  As such Prince George’s County has 

studied several of the streams within the county to re-evaluate the floodplain.  A floodplain study was 

conducted and approved for the New Carrollton Metro site in the early 1990s and for the University Town 

Center site on October 31, 2001. 
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One Largo Metro  

The floodplains of the One Largo Metro site are mapped on FEMA FIRM panel number 

24522080045D. The One Largo Metro site is located in Zone X, outside the 100-year floodplain.  No 

floodplain study has been conducted by Prince George’s County for this area. 

Parklawn Building  

The floodplains of the Parklawn Building site are mapped on FEMA FIRM panels numbered 

24031C0361D and 24031C0353D. The Parklawn Building site is located in Zone X, outside the 100-

year floodplain.  

University Town Center  

According to the Prince George’s County Anacostia River Watershed Study (G&O, 2001), portions of 

the University Town Center site are located within the 100-year floodplain1. The University Town 

Center site is bordered to the east by a stream, flowing southeasterly to Northwest Branch.    

3.5.2 How Would the Proposed Project Affect Floodplains? 

EO 11988 provides floodplain management requirements for Federal projects.  The objective of this 

order is to avoid to the maximum extent practicable long- and short-term impacts associated with 

the occupancy and modification of floodplains, and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain 

development whenever there is a practicable alternative.  

The Maryland Stream and Floodplain Regulations (COMAR 26.17.04) applies to floodplain issues for 

the proposed action.  Construction activities in these areas need a Non-tidal Wetland and Waterway 

Permit which are reviewed to (1) assure that construction activities within waters of the state will 

not contribute to flooding on upstream or downstream property and/or cause stream bank erosion; 

(2) assure that the structure will withstand the passage of floodwaters; and (3) to evaluate the 

safety, operation and maintenance of a structure.  Furthermore, one of the requirements of SFO 08-

011 is that the selected property will not be located within a base floodplain unless GSA has 

determined that there is no practicable alternative.   

No-Action Alternative  

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 
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Building and the other currently leased locations in Suburban Maryland.  Therefore, under this 

alternative there would be no impacts to the floodplains. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

Under the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo Metro Alternatives, the sites would be 

cleared and graded for construction of new buildings.  There are no floodplains located on any of 

these sites.  Therefore, there would be no direct impacts to floodplains at these sites. 

Development of these alternative sites could indirectly affect floodplains by increasing stormwater 

runoff.  By implementing appropriate stormwater management measures outlined in Section 3.6.3, 

this alternative would have a minor, long-term, adverse impact on floodplains. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The Parklawn Building is not located within a floodplain.  If this action is selected, the building would 

be renovated and minor site alterations may occur.  Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect 

impact to floodplains at this site. 

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Construction at the University Town Center site could result in direct impacts to the 100-year 

floodplain if proposed construction should occur within the floodplain.  However, because it is 

assumed that the proposed facility and associated infrastructure would avoid construction in the 

100-year floodplain, no direct impacts to floodplains are anticipated under this alternative. 

Construction at the University Town Center site could indirectly affect floodplains by increasing 

stormwater runoff.  By implementing appropriate stormwater management measures outlined in 

Section 3.6.3, runoff to the floodplain would be minimized and this alternative would have a minor, 

long-term, adverse impact on floodplains. 

3.5.3 What Measures Would be Taken to Protect Floodplains? 

Because floodplains are located on the University Town Center site, the developer/owner would be 

required to develop the site outside of the 100-year floodplain.  The developer/owner of the 

University Town Center site would be required to provide a detailed survey of the site plan, prior to 

GSA making a site selection, clearly indicating that development would occur outside the 100-year 

floodplain.   
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Indirectly, floodplains in the vicinity of the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and 

University Town Center sites could be impacted by runoff during and after construction.  The 

developer would be required to implement stormwater management practices to manage the 

quantity of water flowing into area streams.  By doing this, there would be no increase in flood 

levels during storm events.   

3.6 Stormwater Resources 

According to COMAR 26.17.01, Water Management, and 26.17.02, Stormwater Management, 

construction activities that disturb more than 5,000 SF (0.11 acre) of land area and/or more than 

100 cubic yards of earth require a sedimentation and erosion control plan and a stormwater 

management plan consistent with the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes I and II 

(revised 2009), and as supplemented by the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State 

and Federal Projects (revised April 2010). Additionally, the State of Maryland enacted the 

Stormwater Management Act of 2007, which requires the use of ESD and low-impact development 

practices for all new development and redevelopment projects. 

3.6.1 How Has Stormwater Management at Each of the Project Sites Been Provided? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is currently undeveloped and is part of a larger Irvington Centre/King Farm 

Development.  In the Development Concept Plan submitted to the City of Rockville for approval in 

October 2005, four quality and quantity stormwater management facilities were proposed and 

approved to treat on-site runoff.  Stormwater management facilities for this larger development 

have been fully constructed in accordance with state and federal regulations.  They have since been 

conveyed to the City of Rockville, Maryland for maintenance. 

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metro site is presently an undeveloped parcel flanked to the north by Ellin Drive 

and Marc/Metrorail lines to the south.  West of the site the topography slopes downwards to an 

existing stormwater management facility and a tributary to Beaver Dam Creek.  Based upon the 

topography of the site, it is assumed that existing stormwater flows off-site to this facility. 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Affected Environment and Impacts to the Human Environment    3 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 3-27 

One Largo Metro 

The One Largo Metro site is presently an undeveloped parcel surrounded by commercial offices and 

mixed-use land areas.  This site is part of the larger Largo Town Center Development for which, 

stormwater management facilities have been fully approved and constructed in accordance with 

state and federal regulations.  Stormwater runoff primarily flows towards the existing Largo Lake.   

Parklawn Building 

The existing office building on the property site was constructed in the 1970’s prior to stormwater 

management regulations.  An on-site child care facility was added to the site in the 1990s and 

stormwater management was provided for construction which included quality control in 

accordance with the regulations that existed at that time.   

University Town Center  

Presently the University Town Center site is a fully paved parking area, occupying approximately 9.5 

acres of impervious surface.  Minimal stormwater treatment and storage facilities are provided on-

site.  Stormwater currently flows into storm drains near the site.  This parcel is part of the larger 

University Town Center Development.  

3.6.2 How Would the Proposed Project Affect Stormwater? 

No-Action Alternative  

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  HHS would continue to occupy office space at the Parklawn 

Building and other currently leased buildings in Suburban Maryland.  With the No-Action Alternative 

there would be no additional direct or indirect impacts to stormwater. 

Irvington Center at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

With the proposed activity at the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo Metro sites 

impervious surface would be created on currently undeveloped parcels.  This would result in 

additional stormwater flow to existing stormwater management facilities within the project area at 

each of these sites. However, each of these proposed sites would include the installation of 

additional stormwater management facilities to minimize these impacts as discussed in Section 
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3.6.3.   In general, it is anticipated that the impact to stormwater would be minor, adverse, long-

term, and indirect for each of these sites.  

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Renovation of the Parklawn Building site would qualify as a redevelopment project and the 

developer/owner would be required to follow Maryland’s Stormwater Act of 2007, which specifies a 

50 percent reduction in impervious surface area below existing conditions (MDE, 2010b).  If this is 

impractical then ESD measures would be implemented to the maximum extent practicable to meet 

the equivalent of a 50 percent reduction in impervious surface to control water quality (MDE, 

2010b).  With the required stormwater management practices put in place, no additional 

impervious surface would be planned on-site.  There would be no increase in stormwater flow.  

Therefore, there would be a minor, long-term, beneficial, impact to stormwater.   

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Construction of the HHS Lease Consolidation at the University Town Center site would result in the 

redevelopment of the existing parking area.  Some of the areas that are paved would likely be 

replaced with a building while some portions of the site could be landscaped reducing on-site 

impervious surface area.  If the University Town Center site is selected it would result in minor, 

beneficial, long-term impacts due to the improved treatment of stormwater on-site and the 

reduction in impervious surfaces.   

3.6.3 What Types of Stormwater Control Measures Would be Implemented Under the 
Proposed Action? 

For each of the alternative sites for the HHS lease Consolidation, the developer/owner would be 

required to comply with the MDE regulations for ESD (COMAR 26.17.2), which would improve 

stormwater management.  This would include developing plans to treat stormwater quantity and 

quality as required by Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes I & II (Effective May 2009) and 

obtain necessary approvals from MDE.  MDE requirements for stormwater management facilities 

include but are not limited to, the installation of green roofs, bioretention areas, grass channels, and 

underground sand filter structures.    
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3.7 Coastal Zone Management 

The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) encourages states to “preserve, protect, 

develop, and where possible, restore or enhance the resources of the nation’s coastal zone” (16 

U.S.C. § 1456). All federal development projects inside the coastal zone must comply with Section 

307 of the CZMA, which require federal agencies to determine whether construction and 

operational activities are would affect any coastal use or resources, and requiring a consistency 

determination.  Actions that have been identified as having a direct effect on the coastal zone must 

be consistent with the enforceable policies of Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program (MDE, 

2004).   

3.7.1 What Makes Up Maryland’s Coastal Zone? 

Maryland’s Coastal Zone is comprised of 16 counties and Baltimore City.  This boundary 

encompasses the political boundaries of communities with the water and land areas which border 

the Atlantic Ocean, Chesapeake Bay, and Potomac River (MDE, 2004).  The Maryland Coastal Zone 

includes Prince George’s County, but not Montgomery County.  The One Largo Metro, New 

Carrollton Metro, and University Town Center sites are located within Prince George’s County and 

are located in the Maryland Coastal Zone.  Therefore, these sites are subject to Federal Consistency 

Review pursuant to the CZMA and Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program.  The HHS Lease 

Consolidation at any of these three alternative sites would result in a direct federal action under the 

CZMA. The following section provides GSA’s CZM Plan consistency determination for the proposed 

sites in Prince George’s County.  This EA is being submitted to the MDE Coastal Program for their 

concurrence with GSA’s consistency determination. 

3.7.2 Is the Proposed Project Consistent with Maryland’s Coastal Zone Program? 

The New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites are located in the 

coastal zone.  Therefore, GSA has prepared and analyzed each of these sites for consistency with 

Maryland’s Coastal Zone Plan.   

 “Overall management *in the State of Maryland+ is achieved through the use of existing state 

regulatory programs, an EO mandating the Program, and Memoranda of Understanding between 

appropriate state departments,” (MDE, 2004). Maryland’s Coastal Zone consistency determination is 

conducted through the Coastal Zone Consistency Division in the Water Management Administration 

within the MDE (MDNR, 2004).   
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Table 4 summarizes permitted activities within the Maryland coastal zone that may affect 

consistency with the Maryland CZM Plan and indicates their applicability to the three alternative 

sites located for which a consistency determination is required. 

The New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites are located in 

Maryland’s Coastal Zone and are located within areas currently planned for future development.  

The developers/owners of these sites would be required to install stormwater management controls 

to minimize impacts of stormwater flows off-site in accordance with MDE regulations.  Construction 

of the HHS Lease Consolidation at the New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, or University Town 

Center sites that are located within Maryland’s Coastal Zone would not impact sensitive resources 

within the coastal zone including air quality, wetlands, and water quality.  All construction activities 

on the selected alternative site would comply with applicable federal, state, and county laws and 

regulations that affect the Coastal Zone, including sediment and erosion control and stormwater 

management regulations.  Therefore, the proposed action would have minor impacts to the Coastal 

Zone and would be consistent with Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program. 

3.7.3 What Measures Will be Taken to Protect the Coastal Zone? 

The developers/owners would be required to develop the site for the HHS Lease Consolidation to 

meet all applicable State of Maryland and Prince George’s County regulations.  The 

developer/owner of the site selected would be required to submit sediment and erosion control and 

stormwater management plans to the State of Maryland. These plans would incorporate measures 

into the site development which would minimize impacts to any tributaries to coastal waters.   
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Table 4: Permitted Activities Within Maryland’s Coastal Zone 

Permit/Approval Issuing Agency Applicability to the HHS Lease Consolidation Project 

Air Quality Permit Air Quality Permits Program, Air and Radiation 
Management Administration, MDE 

If necessary, air quality permits would be obtained by the developer for the 
installation of air handling equipment 

Aquaculture Permit Fisheries Service, DNR Not applicable 

Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays 
Critical Area Approval 

Critical Area Commission for the Chesapeake and 
Atlantic Coastal Bays 

Alternative sites are not located in the Critical Area 

Controlled Hazardous Substances 
Facility Permit 

Hazardous Waste Program, Waste Management 
Administration, MDE 

Facility would not treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste 

Erosion and Sediment Control and 
Stormwater Management Plan 

Nonpoint Source Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

The developer/owner will submit erosion and sediment control plans and 
stormwater management plans to MDE for the selected alternative site 

Nontidal Wetlands and Waterways 
Permit 

Wetland and Waterways Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

Development of any of the alternatives sites would not require the fill of wetlands.  
If necessary for the discharge of stormwater, the developer of the chosen site 
would obtain a wetland and waterways permit 

Oil and Gas Exploration and 
Production 

Mining Program, Water Management Administration, 
MDE 

Not applicable 

Oil Operations Permit Oil Control Program, Waste Management Administration, 
MDE 

Facility would not store more than 10,000 gallons of oil in above-ground tanks, 
transport oil, or operate oil transfer facilities 

Refuse Disposal Permit Solid Waste Program, Waste Management 
Administration, MDE 

Facility would not include a refuse disposal system 

Tidal Wetlands License or Permit Wetland and Waterways Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

No tidal wetlands would be affected by the proposed action on any of the 
alternative sites 

Water Appropriation and Use Permit Water Supply Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

The proposed action would not use surface water or underground waters 

Water Quality Certification Wetland and Waterways Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

Development of any of the alternatives sites would not require the fill of wetlands.  
If necessary for the discharge of stormwater, the developer of the chosen site 
would obtain a water quality certification  

Water Discharge Permit Wastewater Permits Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

Wastewater would not be disposed of into the State’s groundwater or surface 
water under any of the alternatives 

Wetlands Mitigation Plan Wetland and Waterways Program, Water Management 
Administration, MDE 

Development of any of the alternatives sites would not require the fill of wetlands.   
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3.8 Vegetation and Wildlife 

3.8.1 What Type of Vegetation and Wildlife is Located On or Near Each of the 
Proposed Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is a large grass covered open lot.  Sparse tree covered on-site are characterized 

by sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua) and locust (Gleditsia triacanthos).  No other vegetation was 

observed on-site. The King Farm site could provide habitat for birds (e.g. American robin (Turdus 

migratoris)) and small mammals (e.g. grey squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis)).  During a site visit in June 

2010, a burrow was observed.  The burrow may provide habitat for native mammals, including 

groundhog (Marmota monax) or red fox (Vulpes vulpes).  No animals were observed using the 

burrow at the time of the site visit and it is unclear if the burrow is currently being used.  No other 

animals were observed during the site visit.   

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metro site is characterized by different stands of trees.  A deciduous stand 

occupies the majority of the site containing callery pear (Pyrus calleryana), sweet gum (Liquidambar 

styraciflua), and locust (Gleditsia triacanthos).  A smaller stand of Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana) of 

uniform size is located in the center of the property.  All trees are estimated to be ten years or 

younger.  The understory consists of grasses and shrubs, consistent with other urban, undeveloped 

lots of the area.  No wildlife was observed during the site visit.  The forest stands and the proximity 

of the site to Beaverdam Creek, make the site suitable for short-term habitat for native wildlife such 

as white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), grey squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), American robin 

(Turdus migratoris), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura). 

One Largo Metro  

The One Largo Metro site visit was conducted in June 2010.  The vegetation on-site is characterized 

by colonizing species, indicative of recent disturbance to the site.  Locust (Gledistia trancanthos), 

tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), grasses, and shrubs were observed on-site.  The trees observed 

were less than ten feet tall and appeared to be less than five years old.  During the site visit, 

common birds and evidence of native mammals were observed.  Bird species observed include the 

America robin (Turdus migratoris), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), and hooded warbler (Wilsonia 

citrina).  A mallard nest was also observed, with ten un-hatched eggs.  
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Parklawn Building 

The Parklawn Building site is largely developed, with potted plants and deciduous trees that line 

walkways in front of the existing building.  The plants are a mix of ornamental and native plants. The 

site may provide habitat for a small population of birds (e.g. American robin) and small mammals 

(e.g. grey squirrels).   

University Town Center 

The University Town Center site consists of a paved lot and does not include any vegetation.  

Adjacent to the lot is a forested stream buffer.  It consists of deciduous trees including sycamore 

(Plantanus occidentalis), red maple (Acer rubrum), and sweetbay magnolia (Magnolia virginiana).  

No habitat for wildlife exists on-site.  Adjacent to the site is a conservation easement, which may 

provide habitat for wildlife and act as a corridor for animal movement.   

3.8.2 How Would Vegetation and Wildlife be Affected by the Proposed Project? 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the Parklawn Building 

and buildings in Suburban Maryland.  Under this alternative there would be no impacts to the 

vegetation or wildlife at the proposed sites.   

Irvington Centre at King Farm (Action Alternative) 

The King Farm site was previously cleared, and construction activities would not disturb any mature 

forest or important vegetative communities.  There would be loss of vegetative areas in place of 

buildings, but many open areas would be re-vegetated after construction.  If this site is developed, 

wildlife may be temporarily displaced during construction activities, however, wildlife activity would 

return after the development of the site.  Therefore, there would be negligible, short-term, adverse 

impacts to vegetation and wildlife from this alternative.  

New Carrollton Metro (Action Alternative) 

The New Carrollton Metro site was previously developed and consists of an immature deciduous 

stand and immature evergreen stand.  If construction were to occur at the New Carrollton Metro 

site, vegetation would be removed and following construction, the bare land would be landscaped.  

If this site is developed wildlife may be temporarily displaced but, following construction activities 
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animals would be able to return.  The potential impacts to vegetation and wildlife are minor, 

adverse, and short-term. 

One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

The One Largo Metro site was previously cleared.  If the HHS Consolidation occurs at this site 

construction activities would remove grasses, immature trees, and invasive tree species.  The area of 

the site that is not used for the proposed facility would be landscaped with grass and trees, 

following construction activities.  If this site is developed, wildlife would be temporarily displaced; 

however, following construction activities, animals would be able to return to the landscaped areas 

of the site.  The mallard and hood warbler are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA); consequently, it is illegal to “take” individual birds, eggs, feathers or nests.  It is likely that 

construction on-site would not impact migratory birds.  However, if any nests are present on-site, 

they would be removed in accordance with a Migratory Bird Permit obtained by the FWS Region 5 

permit office.  There would be minor, adverse, and short-term impacts to vegetation and wildlife 

from this alternative. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The Parklawn Building site is a developed area and the renovation activities on-site would not 

disturb or remove any vegetation.  If this site is developed, birds and small mammals may be 

temporarily displaced, but following construction activities, wildlife would not be impacted.  There 

would be no impacts to vegetation and wildlife from this alternative.  

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

The University Town Center site is currently a parking lot.  Vegetation would not be removed during 

construction activities.  The proposed site would include landscape around buildings and parking 

lots after construction and there is the potential for a decrease in impervious surfaces thus creating 

additional vegetative areas.  In addition, the conservation area adjacent to the University Town 

Center site would not be affected.  Therefore, the impact to vegetation and wildlife from this 

alternative would be negligible, beneficial, and short-term.   

3.8.3 What Efforts Would be Made to Protect the Vegetation and Wildlife? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, University Town Center  

The developer/owner of the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University 

Town Center proposed sites could minimize impacts to vegetation and wildlife by limiting the area 
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of ground clearing for structural components (e.g., building, parking lot).  Open space with no plans 

for development should not be used for parking or other construction related clearing unless it is 

the only feasible option.   

Additional mitigation can be accomplished by improving remaining open space after construction 

activities.  Landscaping would be accomplished using native plants to the extent feasible.  Non-

native plants would be removed and replaced with native plants to fill open spaces cleared during 

construction activities.  

One Largo Metro 

In addition to the mitigation measures outlined above, the developer/owner of the One Largo Metro 

site would need to obtain a Migratory Bird Permit from FWS Region 5 permitting office prior to 

disturbance at the site for removal of any nests on site.  If any nests are present on site, they would 

be removed in accordance with the Migratory Bird Permit. 

3.9 Archeology 

3.9.1 What Archeological Resources Are Located At Each of the Proposed Sites? 

Except for the Parklawn Building alternative, which entails only renovation, construction at the 

proposed alternative sites would involve earth-disturbing activities, which would impact 

archeological resources. However, the areas in which the five alternatives are located have all seen 

significant levels of development, which decreases the likelihood that significant intact archeological 

resources are present. The status of archeological research for each alternative is presented below. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

Seven archeological sites have been recorded within 1-mile of the King Farm alternative site; none 

are located within the archeological APE. Seven archeological surveys and assessments have been 

conducted within this 1-mile radius (Fiedel et al. 2000; G&O, 1995; Harris 2007; Hill et al. 2007; 

Kavanagh 1981; LeeDecker and Friedlander 1986; and Thomas 1979). Although the 1995 assessment 

report by Greenhorne & O’Mara includes the King Farm site, a full archeological investigation was 

not conducted (G&O, 1995). 
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New Carrollton Metro 

One archeological site has been recorded within 1-mile of the New Carrollton Metro site; it is not 

located within the archeological APE. Three archeological surveys have been conducted within this 

1-mile radius (Gardner 1976; Gardner and Stewart 1978; and Papson 2007). The single recorded 

archeological site, 18PR861, is a small deposit of domestic artifacts dating to the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries (Papson 2007). Given the limited previous investigations in the area, it is unclear 

if archeological sites are present in this location. 

One Largo Metro 

Nine archeological sites have been recorded within 1-mile of the One Largo Metro site; none are 

located within the archeological APE. Seven archeological surveys have been conducted within this 

1-mile radius (Balicki and Corle 2007; Dixon et al. 1996; Fischler and Ziegler 1997; Gardner and 

Stewart 1978; Gibb 2004; Handsman and Quinn 1974; Hopkins and Boulton 1996; Rule and Evans 

1982). Additionally, a field reconnaissance conducted by Greenhorne & O’Mara in 2006 included this 

site (G&O, 2008). 

Parklawn Building 

No archeological sites have been recorded within 1-mile of the Parklawn Building alternative. Five 

archeological surveys conducted nearby did not identify any archeological sites within the 1-mile 

radius (Comer et al. 2006; Curry 1983; Epperson 1980; Gardner 1976; Mid-Atlantic Archaeological 

Research, Inc. 1979; and Thomas 1979). The Parklawn Building alternative entails renovation of the 

existing building at 5600 Fishers Lane.  Given this fact, no impacts to archeological resources would 

be anticipated for the Parklawn Building site. 

University Town Center 

Five archeological sites have been recorded within 1-mile of the University Town Center alternative, 

none of which has been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. Six archeological surveys have been 

conducted within the 1-mile radius (Anderson 1981; Barrett 2004; Baumgardt 1994; Taylor et al. 

1980; Tyler et al. 2008; and Williams and Roth 2007).  The recorded archeological sites represent 

prehistoric lithic scatters (18PR81, and 18PR212), the remains of a burned nineteenth-century house 

(18PR259), temporary World War II housing (Calvert Homes, 18PR260), and a railroad bridge 

approach for the never constructed Washington, Westminster & Gettysburg Railroad (18PR432). 
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3.9.2 How Would Archeological Resources be Affected by the Proposed Project? 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 

Building and buildings in Suburban Maryland.  Under this alternative there would be no ground-

disturbing activity; therefore, there would be no impacts to archeological resources. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm (Action Alternative) 

Site inspection of the King Farm site for preparation of this EA shows that the area appears to have 

been previously graded, most likely during the construction of nearby buildings. If these grading 

activities extended into the subsoil, it is unlikely that significant archeological deposits would 

remain, if they had been present originally. Prehistoric archeological sites in this setting are usually 

confined to the upper 30 to 40 centimeters of soil. If there has been extensive erosion or grading, 

the sites would be even shallower, often remaining only as surface scatters of artifacts. There is little 

to no potential to impact archeological resources under this alternative. 

New Carrollton Metro (Action Alternative) 

No archeological investigations have been conducted previously on this parcel.  There is a moderate 

potential that intact historic archeological deposits associated with the former twentieth-century 

structure in this location are present. Prehistoric archeological deposits or pre-nineteenth-century 

historic sites also could be present.   The developer/owner would be required to conduct 

archeological investigations to determine the presence or absence of archeological resources.  If no 

resources are found there would be no impact to archeological resources.  If resources are found, 

the developer/owner would be required to conduct detailed archeological studies such as Phase II 

or III evaluations  in consultation with the Maryland SHPO and M-NCPPC.  These studies would 

determine the significance of archeological sites and recover important data and information from 

the archeological site prior to development of the property.  With these studies the impact to 

archeological resources would be moderate, long-term, and adverse.  

One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

The One Largo Metro site was subject to previous archeological investigations (G&O, 2008). In a 

letter report M-NCPPC, it was concluded that the project area had been graded previously and was 

unlikely to retain intact archeological sites or deposits (G&O, 2008). M-NCPPC concurred with the 
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findings (M-NCPPC, 2008). There is little to no potential to impact archeological resources under this 

alternative. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The Parklawn Building alternative entails renovation of the existing Parklawn Building; no new 

construction is proposed. Given this fact, no ground disturbing activities are anticipated; therefore 

there is no potential to impact archeological resources under this alternative. 

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Currently the parcel is a parking lot paved with asphalt. Given the degree of prior development, it is 

unlikely that archeological resources are present for the University Town Center site. However, 

there is a minor potential that intact archeological resources are present under the asphalt if there 

was little or no previous ground disturbance. The developer/owner would be required to conduct 

archeological investigations to determine the presence or absence of archeological resources.  If no 

resources are found there would be no impact to archeological resources.  If resources are found, 

the developer/owner would be required to conduct detailed archeological studies such as Phase II 

or III evaluations in consultation with the MHT and M-NCPPC.  These studies would determine the 

significance of archeological sites and recover important data and information from the 

archeological site prior to development of the property. With these studies the impact to 

archeological resources would be minor, long-term, and adverse. 

3.9.3 What Measures Would Be Taken To Protect Archeological Resources? 

Should either the New Carrollton Metro or University Town Center site be selected for the HHS 

Lease Consolidation, the developer/owner would be required to submit the project details to the 

MHT and to M-NCPPC to determine if an archeological survey would be necessary. If an 

archeological survey were required by the MHT or M-NCPPC, the developer/owner would be 

responsible for having a qualified professional archeologist undertake the work. If archeological 

resources were identified, the developer/owner would also be required to have a Phase II 

evaluation study conducted if requested by the MHT or M-NCPPC to determine if the archeological 

resources were significant. If the archeological deposits were determined to be significant, the 

developer/owner would be responsible for implementing the measures recommended by the MHT 

or M-NCPPC to reach a finding of no adverse effect. GSA would facilitate the coordination with MHT 

and M-NCPPC in accordance with the NHPA. 
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3.10 Visual Quality 

3.10.1 What Are the Existing Visual Elements (Aesthetics) That Exist Near Each of the 
Proposed Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is located on a 430-acre mixed-use development that includes residential, 

commercial, and office buildings.   The site is situated on the west side of Piccard Drive, across both 

sides of its intersection with King Farm Boulevard. New multi-story corporate office buildings, 

Sheraton Hotel, and parking structures are adjacent to the King Farm site from the northeast to 

southeast. Redland Boulevard is located to the south, Shady Grove Road runs diagonally from the 

southwest to northeast, and Interstate-270 (I-270) is located to the west of the parcel. Other nearby 

commercial, retail, and office buildings are associated with Shady Grove Center to the north and 270 

Center to the northwest. 

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metro site is located on a vacant parcel between Ellin Road and the 

Metrorail/MARC/Amtrak railroad tracks. A PEPCO substation is adjacent to the property to the 

northeast; the New Carrollton Metrorail Station, parking lots, and tracks are to the east and 

southeast; the IRS New Carrollton Financial Services Center is to the northeast across Ellin Road; and 

a residential neighborhood is to the northwest. Mature trees and a large berm located directly 

across Ellin Road to the west and northwest screen the residential area from this parcel. 

One Largo Metro 

The One Largo Metro site is located on a vacant parcel north of Harry S. Truman Drive North and 

west of Lottsford Road. The Largo Metrorail Station and parking facility are immediately to the west; 

the U.S. Building Interiors building, townhouses, and apartments are to the south and east across 

Harry S. Truman Drive North and Lottsford Road; and a vacant area lies to the north across Grand 

Boulevard. Large shopping centers are located to the northwest beyond the Largo Metrorail Station 

and to the south/southeast across Largo Avenue. 
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Parklawn Building 

The Parklawn Building site is located at 5600 Fishers Lane in Rockville. This location is extensively 

developed with multi-story commercial, retail, office buildings and parking structures. New 

construction is underway to the north across Fishers Lane. The Parklawn Cemetery is located to the 

northeast and wooded areas associated with Rock Creek Regional Park and Rock Creek extend from 

the north/northeast to the southeast. 

University Town Center 

The University Town Center site is located within an existing multi-use development.  The site is 

bounded by Toledo Road to the south and Belcrest and Adelphi Roads to the west and east, which 

then converge to the north. Multi-story commercial, retail, and office facilities surround the parcel. 

Prince George’s Plaza lies to the southwest, apartment buildings to the northwest across Belcrest 

Road, new retail facilities to the south and southeast at the intersection of Route 410 and Belcrest 

Road, and a conservation area to the east and northeast of the parcel. 

3.10.2 How are Viewsheds Going to be Impacted by the Proposed Action? 

The impacts of the five alternative sites on the existing visual environment are assessed below. 

Factors that were considered include the nature and scale of existing development, the nature and 

scale of the proposed construction, and the existing quality of the visual environment. 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 

Building and buildings in Suburban Maryland.  Since there would be no changes to the Parklawn 

Building or the other three HHS leased buildings, no impact on the visual environment would occur. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm (Action Alternative) 

The lease consolidation of HHS on the King Farm site would add additional multi-story building(s) to 

the visual environment, which would be noticeable from the north and northwest of the parcel.  The 

new construction would replace grassy areas with a new building, thus changing the existing 

aesthetics. However, the scale, design, and use of the proposed facility would be consistent with the 

surrounding development.  Nighttime views would be impacted from light spillover from security 
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lighting.  Overall, there would be a negligible, long-term, adverse, impact to the visual quality of the 

area under this alternative. 

New Carrollton Metro (Action Alternative) 

The existing train stations, railroad tracks, parking facilities, and electrical substation do not provide 

an aesthetically significant view.  Development in the area includes multi-story buildings, the IRS 

New Carrollton Financial Services Center, and the Metroplex Building.  However, based upon the 

narrow length of the site and the need for the 935,401 SF of office space, it would be reasonably 

assumed that the scale of any building on-site would be several stories taller than any surrounding 

development.  Construction for the HHS Lease Consolidation at this site would add a tall, multi-story 

building to the visual environment that is visible from all sides, including, the residential 

neighborhoods.  While some of the views looking towards the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation 

would be partially screened by the mature trees to the north, west, and southwest, construction at 

this location would replace a grass- and tree-covered area with a new building, resulting in a change 

to the existing aesthetics.  Nighttime views from nearby residential areas would also be impacted 

from light spillover from security lighting.  With mitigation, the visual impact of the proposed action 

would be minor, long-term, direct, and adverse. 

One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

Consolidation of HHS Lease Consolidation on the One Largo Metro site would add another multi-

story building to the visual environment. This would be most visible from the apartments located 

east of the proposed facility. Construction for this location would replace grassy areas with a new 

building, resulting in a change to the existing aesthetics. However, the scale, massing, and use of the 

proposed facility are consistent with development in the surrounding area. Nighttime views from 

nearby residential areas would also be impacted from light spillover from security lighting. Overall, 

there would be a negligible, long-term, adverse, impact to the visual quality of the area under this 

alternative. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Since there would be no changes to the building footprint of the Parklawn Building, renovation of 

the Parklawn Building would have no impact on the visual environment. The scale, design, and use 

of the facility would be consistent with the surrounding development. Nighttime views from nearby 

residential areas would be impacted from light spillover from security lighting. Overall, there would 

be a negligible, long-term, adverse, impact to the visual quality of the area under this alternative. 
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University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

The HHS Lease Consolidation at the University Town Center site would add another multi-story 

building(s) to the visual environment. This would be most visible from the apartment buildings 

located to the west and northwest across Belcrest Road.  An older, established residential 

neighborhood in University Park to the east is located across Adelphi Road and is screened by the 

mature trees of the conservation area and existing buildings.  Nighttime views from nearby 

residential areas would also be impacted from light spillover from security lighting. Construction in 

this location would replace an asphalt parking lot with a new building, resulting in a change to the 

existing aesthetics. However, the scale, massing, and use of the proposed facility are consistent with 

development in the surrounding area. Overall, there would be a negligible, long-term, adverse, 

impact to the visual quality of the area under this alternative. 

3.10.3 What Measures Would be Taken To Reduce Impacts to Viewsheds? 

The developer/owner would be required to reduce the impacts of light spillover onto adjacent 

properties or into residential areas.  The following mitigation measures would be implemented by 

the developer/owner for any of the Action Alternatives:  

 Light fixtures would be shielded with little or no spillover beyond the property lines of the 

respective site; 

 Parking garage and site lighting would be shielded to eliminate/reduce spillover; and 

 Landscaping of any of the sites with native vegetation and trees to provide a view of a 

landscaped area.  

3.11 Air Quality 

3.11.1 Are There Any Air Quality Issues in the Washington Metropolitan Region? 

Under the authority of the Clean Air Act (CAA) (U.S.C. Title 42, Chapter 85, 1970, as amended in 

1990), the US EPA has developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for certain air 

pollutants (criteria pollutants) deemed harmful to public health and the environment.  These criteria 

pollutants include: nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), 

particulate matter (PM2.5/PM10), and lead (Pb). The EPA designates areas where ambient 

concentrations are below the NAAQS as being in “attainment” and designates areas where a criteria 

pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS as being in “nonattainment.”   
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Each state (or regional government) is required by EPA to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP) 

that identifies the NAAQS attainment status for each pollutant and accounts for planned projects 

within the region that have potential to increase pollutant emissions.  

The Washington Metropolitan Region is designated as a non-attainment area for PM2.5, and for 

ground-level ozone under the 8-hour standard (MWCOG, 2008). The 8-hour standard is defined as 

the 3-year average of the fourth highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentration. The 

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) prepared SIPs to reduce O3 and PM2.5 

in the region.  The SIP to meet O3 attainment standards was adopted in May 2007 and the SIP to 

meet PM2.5 standards was adopted in March 2008. 

The CAA identified 188 air toxics also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this 

expansive list of toxics and identified a group of 21 as mobile source air toxics (MSATs), which are 

set forth in an EPA final rule, Control of Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources 

(66 FR 17235). The EPA also extracted a subset of this list of 21 that it now labels as the six priority 

MSATs.  These are benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, diesel particulate matter/diesel exhaust 

organic gases, acrolein, and 1, 3-butadiene.  These MSATs are considered the priority transportation 

toxics. 

3.11.2 Will The Proposed Project Impact Air Quality in the Area? 

Federal actions including the lease construction of new office facilities such as the HHS Lease 

Consolidation must be in conformity with the provisions of the CAA.  General conformity 

requirements are applied to certain Federal actions within air quality nonattainment and 

maintenance areas.   

No-Action Alternative  

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 

Building and the three other buildings in Suburban Maryland.  There would be no construction 

activities, changes in emissions from building equipment, or changes in traffic patterns.  Therefore, 

the No-Action Alternative would be in conformance with the CAA and there would be no impacts to 

the air quality at the alternative sites. 
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Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo Metro (Action Alternative) 

Air quality may be temporarily impacted by construction activities at the King Farm, New Carrollton 

Metro and One Largo Metro sites.  Fugitive dust would be generated during construction resulting 

from site grading, wind erosion, and vehicular activities.  Emissions from construction equipment, 

including earth moving equipment and paving equipment would generate particulate matter, VOCs, 

and NOx which are the precursors to ozone.  Construction activities for each of these alternative site 

locations would extend over a multi-year period.  The adverse impact would be minor to moderate, 

and would occur during the construction period of the selected site. 

Under the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, and One Largo Metro Action Alternatives, the addition 

of facilities and employees to the proposed sites and subsequent increase in traffic would 

potentially result in a minor, long-term, direct, adverse increase in emission levels surrounding the 

project site.   

EPA has developed a “Hot Spot Analysis” for determining if a project will have adverse impacts on 

levels of PM2.  This analysis is not required for the HHS Lease Consolidation because the project does 

not meet EPA’s criteria (40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as amended), and, in accordance with FHWA guidance, 

“40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) should be interpreted as applying only to projects that would involve a 

significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses and diesel trucks on the facility.”  The HHS 

Lease Consolidation project would not result in an appreciable increase in diesel vehicles over the 

No-Action Alternative.   

Under these alternatives, heating and cooling equipment for the building(s) would be modern, 

efficient units and it is not anticipated that they would generate emissions above de minimis 

thresholds.  Projects with emission levels below de minimis thresholds are considered to be in 

conformity with the CAA.  If the proposed development would produce more emissions or VOCs or 

NOx than 25 tons per year, the developer/owner would be required to undergo a New Source 

Review through MDE.  In this case, the developer/owner would be required to offset emissions at a 

ratio of 1.15 to 1.00.  By following these requirements, the project would be in compliance with the 

MWCOG SIP and therefore in compliance with the CAA. 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Under this alternative, renovation of the Parklawn Building site would generate fugitive dust from 

interior demolition and construction activities.  Fugitive dust would be contained within the existing 
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building and measures would be taken to protect construction workers and HHS employees from 

exposure to particulate matter.  Therefore, there would be a minor, short-term, adverse impact to 

air quality from the renovation of the Parklawn Building site. 

This alternative would not generate additional traffic as the additional employees that are to be 

collocated at the Parklawn Building site would backfill space vacated by other federal tenants nor 

would it result in additional emissions from building equipment.  Therefore, this alternative would 

be in conformity with the CAA. 

EPA has developed a “Hot Spot Analysis” for determining if a project will have adverse impacts on 

levels of PM2.5 .  This analysis is not required for the HHS Lease Consolidation because the project 

does not meet EPA’s criteria (40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as amended), and, in accordance with FHWA 

guidance, “40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) should be interpreted as applying only to projects that would 

involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses and diesel trucks on the facility.”  

The HHS Lease Consolidation project would not result in an appreciable increase in diesel vehicles 

over the No-Action Alternative.   

With the renovation of the Parklawn Building under this Action Alternative, heating and cooling 

equipment would be modern, efficient units and it is not anticipated that they would generate 

emissions above de minimis thresholds.  Projects with emission levels below de minimis thresholds 

are considered to be in conformity with the CAA.  If the proposed development would produce 

more emissions or VOCs or NOx than 25 tons per year, the developer/owner would be required to 

undergo a New Source Review through MDE.  In this case, the developer/owner would be required 

to offset emissions at a ratio of 1.15 to 1.00.  By following these requirements, the project would be 

in compliance with the MWCOG SIP and therefore in compliance with the CAA. 

University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Air quality may be temporarily impacted by demolition and construction activities at the University 

Town Center site.  Fugitive dust would be generated during demolition and construction resulting 

from site grading, wind erosion, and vehicular activities.  Emissions from construction equipment, 

including earth moving equipment and paving equipment would generate particulate matter, VOCs, 

and NOx which are the precursors to ozone.  Construction activities for each of the alternative site 

locations would extend over a multi-year period.  The adverse impact would be minor to moderate, 

and would occur during the construction period of the selected site.   
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Under this alternative, the addition of facilities and employees to the proposed sites and subsequent 

increase in traffic would potentially result in a minor, long-term, direct, adverse increase in emission 

levels surrounding the project site.   

EPA has developed a “Hot Spot Analysis” for determining if a project will have adverse impacts on 

levels of PM2.5 .  This analysis is not required for the HHS Lease Consolidation because the project 

does not meet EPA’s criteria (40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as amended), and, in accordance with FHWA 

guidance, “40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) should be interpreted as applying only to projects that would 

involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses and diesel trucks on the facility.”  

The HHS Lease Consolidation project would not result in an appreciable increase in diesel vehicles 

over the No-Action Alternative.   

Under this alternative, heating and cooling equipment for the building(s) would be modern, efficient 

units and it is anticipated that they would not generate emissions above de minimis thresholds.  

Projects with emission levels below de minimis thresholds are considered to be in conformity with 

the CAA.  If the proposed development would produce more emissions or VOCs or NOx than 25 tons 

per year, the developer/owner would be required to undergo a New Source Review through MDE.  

In this case, the developer/owner would be required to offset emissions at a ratio of 1.15 to 1.00.  

By following these requirements, the project would be in compliance with the MWCOG SIP and 

therefore in compliance with the CAA. 

3.11.3 What Would be Done to Protect Air Quality During Construction? 

Air quality impacts at any of the Action Alternative sites could be considered significant during 

construction, even on a temporary basis, if MDE regulations (COMAR26.11.02) and BMP control 

measures are not implemented. These short-term impacts can be minimized by adhering to 

accepted MDE construction site air quality control measures in the handling of materials and as part 

of any potential demolition or grading activities.  The developer/owner would be required to 

implement fugitive dust controls such as water spraying of access roads and stockpiles, the 

employment of dust covers on vehicles transporting dust-emitting materials, keeping disturbed 

areas to a minimum by developing the site in stages have been shown to be effective in controlling 

emissions.  The developer/owner would also be required to implement a dust abatement/emissions 

control plan for any construction activities. The plan would include control measures to reduce 

emissions from construction equipment and control fugitive dust.  With these mitigation measures 
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in place, construction activities would be expected to have minor, direct, short-term, adverse 

impacts on air quality.   

3.11.4 What Permanent Measures Would be Taken to Reduce Long-Term Impacts to 
Air Quality? 

Under each of the action alternatives, minimal changes in mobile source emissions would be 

anticipated.  The HHS Lease Consolidation would provide convenient access to public transportation 

with each of the Action Alternatives.  HHS employees would be encouraged to use public 

transportation to commute to and from work.  Each of the proposed alternatives provides 

employees with the benefits and amenities of being situated in a mixed-use development, with 

services and housing options located in close proximity to the proposed sites. Trip generation would 

be minimized.  Additionally, the project would attract light-duty gasoline vehicles, not heavy-duty 

diesel vehicles, which generally result in greater PM2.5 impacts.   

For each of the Action Alternatives a LEED®-Silver rated building is proposed, which is consistent 

with the voluntary measures package presented in the Plan to Improve Air Quality in the 

Washington, DC-MD-VA Region, State Implementation Plan. Through the use of green building 

materials such as low-emitting materials in adhesives and sealants, paints and coatings, flooring 

systems, composite wood, and agrifiber products, indoor air quality would be maximized.  Through 

the integration of design elements such as the use of modern heating and cooling equipment, on-

site renewable energy sources, and the maximization of daylight, the demand for electricity would 

be reduced.  This decreased demand would displace the power generation required from coal, oil, 

and/or gas fired sources, resulting in reduced emissions in the region (MWCOG, 2008).  

3.12 Land Use Planning and Zoning 

3.12.1 What is the Land Use On and Surrounding Each of the Proposed Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is currently undeveloped, however it is located in the larger King Farm 

Development which was approved in a concept plan by the City of Rockville in 1996.  The King Farm 

Development Plan consists of a vital mixed-use community in close proximity to existing 

transportation and transit networks.  All land surrounding the King Farm site has been developed or 

is in the process of being developed.  Directly west of the site stands a recently built Sheraton Hotel 
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and a parking garage.  Further west of these structures is I-270. East of the site, across Piccard Drive, 

stands additional office space. The King Farm Development, also located within the municipal 

boundaries of the City of Rockville, is included in the Comprehensive Master Plan for the City of 

Rockville where Comprehensive Planned Development encourages the integration of low intensity 

industrial, commercial and residential development areas. 

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metro site is an undeveloped parcel located in Prince George’s County, 

Maryland.  Directly adjacent to the western boundary of the property is a stormwater management 

facility and tributary to Beaver Dam Creek. Serving as the southeast boarder of the property is the 

New Carrollton Metrorail and New Carrollton Marc stations. Single-family residential homes are 

located across Ellin Road, north and southwest of the subject parcel, separated by foliage screening..   

One Largo Metro 

This parcel is surrounded by commercial offices and mixed-use land areas.  The northern boundary 

of the parcel is marked by Grand Boulevard which provides access to the Largo Metro Station 

parking garage and separates the subject parcel from an undeveloped parcel.  To the east the parcel 

is delineated by Lottsford Road with the Towns at Lake Largo; a townhome community, situated 

north of Grand Boulevard; and the Vistas, senior housing apartments, situated south to Harry S.  

Truman Drive.  Immediately south of the subject parcel, across Harry S. Truman Drive, is a one-story 

warehouse and a four-story Metropolitan at Lake Largo Apartments situated to the southeast.  

Immediately west of the site is the Largo Center Metrorail Station and associated parking areas.   

Parklawn Building 

Built in 1970, the Parklawn Building is situated in the Twinbrook neighborhood of Rockville, 

Maryland.  The present office space houses numerous offices of HHS.  The office itself is surrounded 

by a secure parking area.  Adjacent to the site, is the Parklawn Cemetery.  The surrounding buildings 

are of similar style and design. 

University Town Center 

The University Town Center site is currently a fully paved parking area, located in Prince George’s 

County, Maryland.  Directly south of the site and across Toledo Road stands a large office complex. 

At the southwest corner of Toledo Road and Belcrest Road, Prince George’s Plaza provides retail 
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services to the surrounding offices and residential areas.  Apartment complexes are set back from 

the roadway in the northwest quadrant of the Toledo and Belcrest Road intersection. 

3.12.2 What Are the Local and Federal Planning and Zoning Ordinances? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is located within the municipal boundaries of the City of Rockville, and included in 

the City’s Comprehensive Master Plan.  The Comprehensive Master Plan encourages the integration 

of low intensity industrial, commercial and residential development areas.  The King Farm site is 

currently zoned Principally Mixed-Use Residential and Commercial Development (PD) under the City 

of Rockville.  The office suites east of the site and across Piccard Drive are zoned PD.  Additional land 

areas in the surrounding vicinity of the proposed site are zoned PD and Mixed-Use Employment 

(MXE).  Based on the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Rockville, MXE areas are recommended for 

development of office and light industrial uses.  A zoning map for this site is located in Appendix A, 

Figure A-16. 

New Carrollton Metro 

Development at the New Carrollton Metro site is guided by the Prince George’s County Approved 

General Plan which promotes development as described above.  The site is further guided by the 

New Carrollton Transportation District Development Plan.  This plan was adopted by the County 

Council of Prince George’s County, in May 2010 and promotes growth of the area within a half mile 

radius of the New Carrollton Metrorail Station.  The plan (as amended) states that the area is to be 

developed to feature a mix of high-intensity commercial office, retail, and residential spaces up to 

16 stories in height except if HHS is to be the tenant (M-NCPPC, 2009b).  In this case, “the height 

shall be adjusted to address federal tenant requirements, (M-NCPPC, 2009b).”  Zoning for this area 

(PGAtlas, 2010) indicates that the New Carrollton Metro site is zoned for commercial office space (C-

O) in a Transit District Overlay (T-D-O) area.  T-D-O areas are often designated in the vicinity of 

Metrorail stations to promote development which would maximize transit ridership while serving 

the economic and social goals of the area. Serving as the southeast border of the property is the 

New Carrollton Metrorail station, zoning adjacent to the Metrorail and immediately north of the 

parcel is for Mixed Use – Transportation Oriented (M-X-T) development.  M-X-T promotes the 

development of office, retail, and dwelling spaces in areas with a transportation network to support 

the anticipated traffic volumes. Across Ellin Road, north and southwest of the subject parcel, 
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however, not adjoining it is zoned Single-Family, Small-lot Residential Subdivisions (R-55).   -A zoning 

map for this site is located in Appendix A, Figure A-17. 

One Largo Metro 

This parcel is an undeveloped parcel situated in the larger mixed-use development of One Largo 

Metro which received approval for development from the Prince George’s County Planning Board in 

June 2009. This site is located within the planning area guided by the Prince George’s County 

Approved General Plan which promotes economic development to provide jobs and increase the tax 

base for future residents, along with green building and increasing the role of transit in the county’s 

transportation system.  Infill development areas are encouraged while developments of rural areas 

are avoided to conserve land resources throughout the county (M-NCPPC, 2002b).  The One Largo 

Metro site is zoned Major Activity Center (M-A-C) in Prince George’s County, Maryland, which is a 

mixture of uses designed to serve the regional residential market or provide concentrated 

employment (MNCPPC, 2002). Directly north of Grand Boulevard and the site is a separate parcel 

similarly zoned M-A-C.  Surrounding residential areas to the east of the site are zoned M-A-C. 

Immediately south of the subject parcel, across Harry S. Truman Drive, is a one-story warehouse and 

the four-story Metropolitan at Lake Largo apartments are situated to the southeast.  This area is 

zoned Mixed-Use Infill (M-U-I) where the efficient use of land, facilities, and services are encouraged 

to be consistent with Smart Growth Principles (MNCPPC, 2002).  Immediately west of the site is the 

Largo Center Metrorail and associated parking areas.  This area is zoned Commercial Office (C-O).  A 

zoning map for this site is located in Appendix A, Figure A-18. 

Parklawn Building 

The Twinbrook Neighborhood Plan, adopted by the City of Rockville in April 2009, directs any future 

development towards areas currently utilized for commercial and industrial purposes. The Parklawn 

Building is currently zoned for Transit Mixed-Use (TMX-2).  This same zoning designation mandates 

much of the development in the surrounding area as part of the Twinbrook Sector Plan, which 

gained approval from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on January 21, 

2009.  The Twinbrook Sector Plan calls for redevelopment that focuses on the community’s 

proximity to the Twinbrook Metrorail station and integrates a community of jobs, homes, and retail 

with green and sustainable features (M-NCPPC, 2009).  A zoning map for this site is located in 

Appendix A, Figure A-19. 
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University Town Center 

Development throughout the county is guided by the Prince George’s County Approved General Plan 

which promotes development as described above.   The site is further guided by the Prince George’s 

Plaza Transit District Development Plan (June, 1998). Zoning mapping for this area indicates that this 

parcel is zoned for M-X-T development in the TDO area (M-NCPPC, 1998).  Directly south of the site, 

across Toledo Road zoning remains the same (PGAtlas, 2010).  West of the site, across Belcrest 

Road, residential type zoning is designated Multi-Family Medium Density (R-18) and Multi-Family 

High Density (R-10), while north and east of the site is zoned R-55.  A zoning map for this site is 

located in Appendix A, Figure A-20. 

3.12.3 Is the Proposed Project Consistent With Federal and Local Planning and Zoning 
Ordinances?  

No-Action Alternative  

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the Parklawn Building 

and buildings in Suburban Maryland.  There would be no change in land use or zoning. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building and 
University Town Center (Action Alternatives) 

Under all of the Action Alternatives, office space would be provided for approximately 2,900 HHS 

employees.  The King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building and 

University Town Center sites are each located in areas presently planned and zoned by their 

applicable County and Municipal governments for further development.  This proposed HHS Lease 

Consolidation would integrate the use of green and sustainable technologies in the design of the 

building facility while promoting the use of existing transit networks and community facilities by 

employees.  These qualities and missions are reflected in the zoning mandated by Montgomery and 

Prince George’s Counties as well as the City of Rockville for each of the Action Alternative sites. 

Therefore, the proposed activity is consistent with the existing and planned development at each of 

Action Alternative sites for the HHS Lease Consolidation. 
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3.12.4 What Efforts Would be Taken to be Consistent with Federal and Local Planning 
and Zoning Ordinances? 

The proposed development at the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn 

Building and University Town Center sites would be consistent with area zoning and planning 

ordinances for each of the Action Alternative sites, no additional efforts would be required to 

ensure that the proposed activity is consistent with Federal and local ordinances.   

3.13 Economy and Employment 

3.13.1 What is the Economic Make-up of the Community Surrounding Each of the 
Proposed Sites? 

Table 5 provides a summary of employment by occupation in the State of Maryland, Montgomery 

and Prince George’s Counties based on 2000 Census data.  Construction related employment, which 

could be affected by the proposed lease consolidation, is 8.6 of the population within the State of 

Maryland, 5.2 percent in Montgomery County, and 8.2 within Prince George’s County.  In addition, 

the table includes the 2006-2008 American Community Survey (ACS) 3-Year Estimates of 

employment for Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties.   

Table 5: Employment by Occupation (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010) 

 State of Maryland Montgomery County Prince George’s County 

Occupation 2000 Census (%) 
2000 

Census (%) 
2006-2008 
ACS (%) 

2000 
Census (%) 

2006-2008 
ACS (%) 

Management, professional, and 
related occupations 

41.3 56.6 55.5 38.9 39.1 

Service Occupations 13.9 11.5 14.4 14.8 17.3 

Sales and office occupations 26.4 22.0 19.9 29.0 25.5 

Farming, fishing, and forestry 
occupations 

0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Construction, Extraction, 
maintenance, and repair 
occupations 

8.6 5.2 6.0 8.2 9.8 

Production, transportation, and 
material moving occupations 

9.5 4.6 4.2 9.0 8.1 
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According to the 2000 Census, the median household income in Montgomery County was $71,551, 

$55,256 in Prince George’s County, and $52,868 in Maryland. Unemployment rates from 

Montgomery and Prince George’s counties were also reviewed in comparison with those of the 

State of Maryland.  Due to the recent economic downturn, these rates were reviewed for a 

timeframe from 2007 to the present.  The results are shown in Table 6 Unemployment Rates:  2007 

Through June 2010.  

Table 6: Unemployment Rates: 2007 Through June 2010 

Timeframe Maryland Montgomery County Prince George’s County 

Jan – May 2010 7.6 5.6 7.4 

2009 7.0 5.3 6.9 

2008 4.4 3.3 4.5 

2007 3.5 2.7 3.7 

(MDLLR, 2010) 

3.13.2 What Impact Would the Proposed Project Have on the Local and Regional 
Economy?   

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 

Building and other buildings in Suburban Maryland.  There would be no change in the economy from 

the No-Action Alternative.    

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, University Town Center 
(Action Alternatives) 

For the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center Action 

Alternatives, new retail services and business employment would likely result from the HHS Lease 

Consolidation as new businesses in the area are created to serve additional HHS employees. Existing 

businesses would experience beneficial impacts from HHS employees frequenting these 

establishments. Beneficial economic effects may occur from contractual obligations with vendors to 

support the proposed action. The categories of services include maintenance and repair contractors 

such as HVAC, plumbing, and electrical; printing and publishing; equipment rental; and business 

service providers.   This impact would be localized, minor, long-term, and beneficial. In addition, 
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there would be an economic benefit from payroll spending by HHS employees to local businesses. 

These impacts would be minor, long-term, and beneficial.  

If King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, or University Town Center site is selected, the 

Parklawn Building and the space occupied by HHS in the other three buildings in Suburban Maryland 

would be left vacant until such time they are leased.  Given the rate of office vacancies in 

Montgomery County, which has risen from 15.7 percent during the first quarter of 2010 to 16.3 

percent, the Parklawn Building  and the three other buildings may remain vacant for a period of 

time should another site be selected for the HHS Lease Consolidation (Cushman & Wakefield, 2010). 

 However, given the location of the Parklawn Building and the other three buildings in a major 

commercial area with access to Metrorail, it is anticipated that the Parklawn Building and the space 

vacated by HHS in the other three buildings would be leased and/or redeveloped in the future. 

 Therefore, a moderate, short-term, adverse impact to the local economy would occur until such 

time as new tenants occupy the buildings.  

Economic activity would directly increase in the short-term as construction contractors and 

construction firms are hired for the project. The purchase of building materials, construction 

supplies, and construction equipment would add income to the economy. These activities would 

have a short-term, direct, beneficial effect on local economic conditions.  

 

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

Under this alternative, approximately 200 additional HHS employees would be collocated to the 

Parklawn Building.  They would backfill existing space left vacant by other federal employees.  While 

the collocation of these employees to the Parklawn Building may result in some increase of 

patronage to area businesses that has not occurred since previous Federal employees vacated the 

Parklawn Building, the impact would be negligible, short-term, and beneficial. 

3.13.3 Would the Proposed Project Affect Employment Within the Area? 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, HHS would not develop or renovate any of the proposed sites. 

 HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn Building and buildings in Suburban 

Maryland.  Therefore, existing employees would not be concentrated at one main office.  There 

would be no change in employment within the area.  
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Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, University Town Center 
(Action Alternative) 

The proposed action involves the collocation of existing components of HHS.  It is not anticipated at 

this time that the collocation would result in additional hires by HHS; therefore, there would be no 

direct long-term impact to area employment.   However, the aforementioned beneficial impacts to 

area businesses would potentially result in increased hires by these businesses to serve the needs of 

HHS employees. These impacts would be minor, long-term and beneficial.  In the short-term, with 

the selection of the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro or University Town Center 

sites there would be an increase in area employment during the construction period.    

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The proposed action involves the collocation of existing components of HHS to the Parklawn 

Building.   There would be no direct long-term impact to area employment as it is not anticipated at 

this time that the collocation would result in additional hires by HHS.  With the selection of the 

Parklawn Building site there would be a short-term increase in area employment during renovation 

of the Parklawn Building.    

3.13.4 How Would the Proposed Project Impact Taxes and Revenue? 

The State of Maryland levies an 8.5 percent corporate tax on businesses; a 4.75  percent personal 

income tax on incomes from 3,001 to $150,000 for single taxpayers and on incomes from $3,001 to 

$200,000 for joint tax payers; and a tax of $0.112 per assessed $4,100 on real estate (DBED, 2010).  

A six percent sales and use tax is imposed upon the sale or use of tangible personal property and 

certain services (Comptroller of Maryland, 2010).  County and City governments have the authority 

to impose an additional personal income tax beyond the State tax.  The Montgomery and Prince 

George’s Counties personal income tax rate is 3.2 percent (DBED, 2010). 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, HHS would not develop or renovate any of the proposed sites. 

 HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn Building and buildings in Suburban 

Maryland.  Therefore, existing employees would not be concentrated at one main office.  There 

would be no change to taxes or revenues within the area.  

 



3    Affected Environment and Impacts to the Human Environment      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

3-56  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, University Town Center 
(Action Alternative) 

The proposed action is the acquisition of space through leasing. GSA would lease space from a 

private developer/owner and the proposed site would remain under private ownership. The 

ownership of the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro and the University Town 

Center sites would remain owned and maintained by a private developer/owner under the 

proposed action.  Therefore, the local and state governments would see a minor, long-term, direct, 

and beneficial impact to tax revenue from the proposed action because the developer/owner would 

be required to pay local and State property taxes.  

Additionally, there would be an increase in spending by HHS employees at local businesses if any of 

these sites are selected for the purchases of materials and goods because office space at these sites 

does not currently exist.  Therefore, bringing an additional 2,900 people to any of the sites would 

increase activity at local businesses, which in turn would generate additional sales taxes and 

revenues for local and state governments.  Secondary jobs related to the increased economic 

activity stimulated by the proposed action may also result in additional retail services and business 

employment opportunities through a multiplier effect, yielding additional sales and income tax 

revenues for local and state governments. This impact would have a minor, long-term, indirect, and 

beneficial impact on sales and income taxes and revenues.   

In the short-tem, construction workers would be employed during the construction period.  The 

workers would be residing and paying taxes within the State they reside in.  This would create a 

negligible, short-term, beneficial impact.  

Parklawn Building (Action Alternative) 

The proposed action involves the collocation of HHS employees to the Parklawn Building.   In the 

long-term there would be no change to property taxes, sales taxes, or income taxes under this 

alternative as there would be no change over existing conditions.  However, in the short-tem, 

construction workers would be employed during the construction period.  The workers would be 

residing and paying taxes within the State they reside in.  This would create a negligible, short-term, 

beneficial impact. 
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3.13.5 What Measures Would be Taken to Reduce the Impact on the Local and 
Regional Economy? 

Because the proposed activity would result in negligible beneficial impacts to the local and regional 

economy, mitigate measures have not been identified. 

3.14 Environmental Justice 

3.14.1 What Is Environmental Justice? 

EO 12898 directs that “…each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of it s 

mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and averse human 

health and environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

and low-income populations…”.  Although GSA is not a member of the Interagency Federal Working 

Group (IWG) on Environmental Justice, the agency, in accordance with the EO, complies with the 

provisions of the EO and assesses Environmental Justice issues as part of its NEPA review and 

analysis. 

3.14.2 Are There Any Low-Income and/or Minority Populations Located Near Each 
Project Site? 

Low-income and minority populations were identified through the review of U.S. Census Data.  The 

minority community in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties is approximately 35.1 percent 

and 72.3 percent, respectively.  The minority community in Montgomery County is slightly lower 

while the minority community in Prince George’s County is almost double the minority community 

in the State of Maryland (38.8 percent) (Census, 2010).  According to the 2000 Census2, the median 

household income in Montgomery County was $71,551 and $55,256 in Prince George’s County.  The 

median income in Maryland was $52,868.  The percentage of all individuals living below the poverty 

level in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties is approximately 5.2 percent and 7.4 percent, 

which is lower than the national average of 13.2 percent and the State of Maryland average of 8.0 

percent (Census, 2010).  Table 7 provides the total population, poverty level percentages, and 

                                                           
2
 While the 2010 Census was recently conducted throughout the U.S., the data has not been analyzed and is 

not currently available.  Therefore, 2000 Census information was used in this analysis.  The information was 

pulled from the U.S. Census website in June 2010, which is why the reference for 2000 Census statistics shows 

the year 2010. 
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minority populations within the State of Maryland, Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, and 

at each of the offered sites. 

Table 7.  Percentages of Low-Income and Minority Populations 

 
Total Population 

(Ppl) 

Individuals Living 
Below Poverty Level 

(%) 
Minority Population (%) 

Maryland 5,164,376 13.2 38.8 

Montgomery County 872,341 5.270 35.1 

Prince George’s County 801,515 7.4 72.3 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

(7007.05) 
6,871 11.5 47.3 

New Carrollton Metro 

(8036.12) 
3,308 12.5 86.1 

One Largo Metro 

(8035.14) 
2,736 2 97.4 

Parklawn Building 

(7012.04) 
7,632 10 35 

University Town Center 

(8059.01) 
6,160 9.8 78.6 

Census, 2010 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The King Farm site is located within Census Tract 7007.05.  Based upon Census data, the percentage 

of low-income population is lower than the state average, but higher than the county average.  The 

minority population is higher than the average for Montgomery County and the State of Maryland 

(See Table 7 Percentages of Low-Income and Minority Populations) (Census, 2010). 

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metro site is located within Census Tract 8036.12.  Based upon 2000 Census 

data, the percentage of low-income population is lower than the state average, but higher than the 

county average.  The minority population is higher than the average for Prince George’s County and 
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the State of Maryland (See Table 7 Percentages of Low-Income and Minority Populations) (Census, 

2010). 

One Largo Metro 

The One Largo Metro site is located within Census Tract 8035.14.  Based upon the Census data, the 

percentage of low-income population is lower and the minority population is higher than the 

averages State of Maryland and Prince George’s County (See Table 7 Percentages of Low-Income 

and Minority Populations) (Census, 2010). 

Parklawn Building 

The Parklawn Building is located within Census Tract 7012.04.  Based upon Census data, the 

percentage of low-income population is lower than the state average, but higher than the county 

average.  The minority population is lower than the average for Montgomery County and the State 

of Maryland (See Table 7 Percentages of Low-Income and Minority Populations ) (Census, 2010). 

University Town Center 

The University Town Center Site is located within Census Tract 8059.01.  Based upon Census data, 

the percentage of low-income population is lower than the state average, but higher than the 

county average.  The minority population is higher than the average for Prince George’s County and 

the State of Maryland (See Table 7 Percentages of Low-Income and Minority Populations) (Census, 

2010). 

3.14.3 Would These Populations Be Disproportionately Impacted by the Proposed 
Project? 

While there are minority and low-income populations in the vicinity of each of the proposed sites, 

the HHS Lease Consolidation at any of the offered sites would not disproportionately affect these 

groups.  For example, low-income and minority populations may be affected by increased traffic as 

described in Section 3.12, Traffic and Transportation; however, this impact would be similar to that 

experienced by the overall population.  Low-income and minority populations would not be 

disproportionately affected by long-term increases in noise levels or changes in air quality.  

Therefore, the HHS Lease Consolidation to any of the proposed sites would not have 

disproportionate ecological or human health effects on low-income or minority populations. 
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3.14.4 What Measures Would be Taken to Reduce the Impacts to Low-Income and/or 
Minority Populations? 

None required. 

3.15 Traffic and Transportation 

3.15.1 What Makes Up the Local Roadway Network? 

The main roadways in the vicinity of each of the proposed sites include the following: 

The Irvington Centre at King Farm site is located in the northwest and southwest quadrants of the 

King Farm Boulevard/Piccard Drive intersection with one office building and one parking garage 

located in each quadrant.  King Farm Boulevard bisects the property. The main roadways in the 

vicinity of the King Farm site are: 

 Interstate 270 (I-270).  In the vicinity of the site, I-270 is a 12-lane divided interstate highway 

with four express and two collector-distributor lanes in each direction separated by barrier 

with a posted speed of 55 miles per hour (mph).  It carries approximately 230,900 vehicles 

per day (VPD) at Shady Grove Road.  

 Interstate 370 (I-370)/Intercounty Connector (ICC).  I-370 is a six-lane interstate highway 

which runs in an east-west direction.  The ICC, currently under construction, will be a toll 

facility and will connect to I-370 and continue east as a six-lane expressway.  It will operate 

as a bypass to I-495 by directly connecting I-270 with I-95.  The ICC is expected to be 

complete in 2012. 

 South Frederick Road (MD 355).  MD 355 is a six-lane divided roadway which runs in a north-

south direction.  It has a posted speed of 40 mph.  Its intersections with Shady Grove Road, 

Ridgemont Avenue, King Farm Boulevard, and Redland Road are signalized.  MD 355 carries 

approximately 46,900 VPD at King Farm Boulevard. 

 Shady Grove Road.  This roadway runs in a north-south direction and has a posted speed 

limit of 40 mph.  Shady Grove Road is a six-lane roadway with a grade separated interchange 

at I-270.  Its intersections with the I-270 Ramps, Choke Cherry Road, Gaither Road, Comprint 

Court, Pleasant Road, and MD 355 are signalized.  
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 King Farm Boulevard.  This is a two-lane divided roadway which runs in an east-west 

direction.  King Farm Boulevard has a parking lane in each direction.  Its intersection with 

Gaither Road, Pleasant Drive, and MD 355 are signalized. 

 Redland Boulevard.  This is a four-lane divided roadway which runs in an east-west 

direction.  Its intersections with Piccard Drive, Gaither Road, Crestfield Drive, Pleasant Drive, 

and MD 355 are signalized.     

 Piccard Drive.  This is a two-lane roadway which runs in a north-south direction.  Its 

intersection with Redland Road is signalized. 

The New Carrollton Metro site is located along Ellin Road between Hanson Oaks Drive and the New 

Carrollton Metro Station.  The main roadways in the vicinity of the New Carrollton Metro site are:  

 Veterans Parkway (MD 410).  This is a four-lane roadway which runs in an east-west 

direction and has a posted speed of 45 mph.  Its intersections with Ellin Road and Annapolis 

Road (MD 450) are signalized.  Its intersection with John Hanson Highway (US 50) is grade 

separated.  MD 410 carries approximately 20,800 VPD west of MD 450. 

 Annapolis Road (MD 450). This is a six-lane roadway which runs in an east-west direction 

and has a posted speed of 35 mph. Its intersections with MD 410, Harkins Road, Riverdale 

Road, and 85th Avenue are signalized. It carries approximately 37,000 VPD west of MD 410. 

 Ellin Road/85th Avenue.  This is a four-lane roadway named Ellin Road from MD 410 to just 

north of Harkins Road where it becomes a two-lane roadway named 85th Avenue.  It runs in 

a north-south direction and has a posted speed of 30 mph.  Its intersections with MD 410, 

Harkins Road, and MD 450 are signalized.   

 Harkins Road. This is a four lane divided roadway which runs in a north-south direction 

between MD 450 and Ellin Road.  Its intersections with MD 450, W Lanham Drive, and Ellin 

Road are signalized. 

The One Largo Metro is located in the northwest corner of the intersection of Lottsford Road and N. 

Harry S. Truman Drive. The main roadways in the vicinity of the One Largo Metro site are: 

 Interstate 95/495 (I-95/495).  I=95/495 is an eight-lane freeway which runs in a north-south 

direction in the vicinity of the site and has a posted speed limit of 55 mph.  It has 
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interchanges with Central Avenue (MD 214), Arena Drive, and Landover Road (MD 202).  It 

carries approximately 210,000 VPD at MD 202. 

 Landover Road (MD 202).  In the vicinity of the site this roadway is six-lanes divided and runs 

in a north-south direction.  The posted speed limit is 50 mph and it carries approximately 

54,700 VPD south of Arena Drive. Its intersections with McCormick Drive, Lottsford Road, 

Technology Way, and Arena Drive/Lake Arbor Way are signalized. Its intersections with I-

95/495 and MD 214 are grade separated.  

 Arena Drive: The six-lane divided roadway runs in an east-west direction and has a posted 

speed of 35 mph. The roadway is four lanes in the vicinity of the I-95/495 interchange. It 

intersections with the I-95/495 ramps, two entrances to the Boulevard at the Capital Center 

shopping center, Lottsford Road, Largo Center Drive/Apollo Drive, and MD 202 are 

signalized. It is grade separated from I-95/495. 

 Lottsford Road.  This six-lane divided roadway runs in a north-south direction and has a 

posted speed of 40 mph.  Its intersection with Landover Road, Arena Drive, Grand 

Boulevard, N. Harry S. Truman Drive, and W Largo Drive are signalized. 

 N. Harry S. Truman Drive.  This roadway is a one-way roadway with 3 through lanes from 

Largo Drive (south) to Largo Drive (north).  To the north and south of Largo Drive it is a two-

way roadway.  It runs in a north-south direction and its intersections with Lottsford Road 

and Largo Drive (south) are signalized. Its intersection with MD 214 is grade separated. 

 Central Avenue. This six-lane divided roadway runs in an east-west direction and has a 

posted speed of 40 mph. It carries approximately 76,500 VPD west of Harry S. Truman Drive. 

Its intersections with I-95/495, Harry S. Truman Drive, and MD 202 are grade separated. 

The Parklawn Building site is located between Fishers Lane and Parklawn Drive, just east of 

Twinbrook Parkway.  The main roadways in the vicinity of the Parklawn Building site are: 

 Veirs Mill Road (MD 586).  This is a four-lane divided roadway with a posted speed limit of 

40 mph.  It runs in an east-west direction.  MD 586 carries approximately 47,800 VPD west 

of Twinbrook Parkway.  Its intersections with Twinbrook Parkway and Atlantic Avenue are 

signalized.   
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 Rockville Pike (MD 355).  This is a six-lane divided roadway which runs in a north-south 

direction and has a posted speed limit of 40 mph.  MD 355 carries approximately 52,000 

VPD north of Twinbrook Parkway.  Its intersections with Randolph Road, Hubbard Drive, Bou 

Avenue, Twinbrook Parkway, and Halpine Road are signalized.   

 Twinbrook Parkway.  This is a four-lane roadway which widens to a six-lane roadway 

between Ardennes Avenue and Parklawn Drive with a posted speed limit of 30 mph.  

Twinbrook Parkway runs in a north-south direction with signalized intersections at Veirs Mill 

Road, Ardennes Avenue, Fishers Lane, Parklawn Drive, Chapman Avenue, and Rockville Pike.   

 Parklawn Drive.  This is a four-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 30 mph.  Parklawn 

Drive generally runs in an east-west direction in the vicinity of Twinbrook Parkway. Its 

intersections with Twinbrook Parkway, Wilkens Avenue, Braxfield Court, and Randolph Road 

are signalized as well as a signalized pedestrian crossing near the Parklawn Building. 

The University Town Center site is located in the northeast corner of the intersection of Belcrest 

Road and Toledo Road. The main roadways in the vicinity of the University Town Center site are: 

 East-West Highway (MD 410).  This four-lane divided roadway runs in an east-west direction 

and has a posted speed of 40 mph.  In the vicinity of the project site (between Adelphi 

Road/Queens Chapel Road (MD 500) and Toledo Terrace) there is a third through-lane in the 

westbound direction.  Its intersections with Toledo Terrace, the Prince Georges Plaza 

Entrance, Belcrest Road, and MD 500 are signalized.  There is also a pedestrian signal 

between Toledo Terrace and the Prince Georges Plaza Entrance. MD 410 carries 

approximately 44,000 VPD east of Adelphi Road. 

 Belcrest Road.  This four-lane divided roadway runs in a north-south direction with a posted 

speed of 35 mph.  Its intersections with MD 410, Toledo Road, and Adelphi Road are 

signalized. 

 Adelphi Road.  This four-lane divided roadway runs in a north-south direction with a posted 

speed of 30 mph.  Its intersection with MD 410, Toledo Road, and Belcrest Road are 

signalized. 

As of June 2010, all of the intersections studied operate at an acceptable level with the exception of 

Lottsford Road/MD 202 which operates at or above capacity in the evening peak hour.  
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3.15.2 How were impacts to the Local Roadway Network Assessed? 

A traffic analysis was conducted for the HHS Lease Consolidation project.  The results of the analysis 

are summarized in the following sections.  Impacts to the local roadway networks were assessed by 

adding traffic that would be generated by the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation, along with other 

planned developments, to existing traffic levels.  

Analysis was performed using the Critical Lane Analysis Technique as directed by Montgomery and 

Prince George’s Counties guidelines. The CLV analysis examines the combination of vehicular 

streams with conflicting movement during a peak period.  The maximum number of conflicts is 

termed the critical lane volume (CLV).  This CLV value is then compared to a range of values, to 

determine the approximate Level of Service (LOS) at an intersection.  LOS is described in the 

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) as a “qualitative measure describing operational conditions within 

a traffic stream, and their perception by motorist and/or passengers.”  The HCM defines six LOSs 

ranging from A to F, with A presenting the optimal operating conditions with minimal delays and F 

representing congestion. 

The Critical Lane Analysis Technique determines the overall operational LOS for an entire signalized 

intersection. Unsignalized intersections are assumed to be simple two-phase signalized intersections 

for the analysis.  

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties have different requirements and thresholds for traffic 

assessments.  The thresholds in Montgomery County are based on the Policy Area guidelines where 

the intersection is located.  The thresholds in Prince George’s County are based on whether the area 

is considered to be developed, developing, or rural.  The thresholds for each site based on the 

County requirements are shown in Table 8 below: 

Table 8.  Critical Lane Volume (CLV) Thresholds 

Site Threshold CLV 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 1,500 

New Carrollton Metro Center 1,600 

One Largo Metro 1,450 

Parklawn Building 1,550/1,800* 

University Town Center 1,600 

* The Parklawn Building study area falls within two different Policy Areas  
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In Montgomery County the CLV is considered “Acceptable” or “Unacceptable” based one the CLV 

threshold for the appropriate Policy Area where the intersection is located (See Table 8). In the City 

of Rockville this limit is 1,500 or less, in North Bethesda this limit is 1,550 or less, and in Twinbrook 

this limit is 1,800 or less.     

In Prince George’s County, this CLV value is compared to a range of values, to determine the 

approximate LOS at an intersection (see Table 9).  Intersections in Prince George’s County with a CLV 

of 1,600 (LOS E) or lower are considered to be operating at acceptable level of service in “developed 

areas” and those operating with a CLV of 1,450 (LOS D) or lower are considered to be acceptable in 

“developing areas” (see Table 10). 

Table 9.   Level of Service Ranges (for sites located in Prince George’s County) 

Service Level Description Critical Lane Volume (CLV) 

A Free flow, very low delay Less than 1,000 

B Stable flow, some platooning, less than 10% of cycles 
loaded 

1,000-1,150 

C Stable flow with less than 30% of the cycles loaded.  
Number of vehicles stopped is significant 

1,151-1,300 

D Approaching unstable flow with less than 70% of the 
cycles loaded.  Longer delays  

1,301-1,450 

E Capacity with less than 100% of cycles loaded.  Long 
delays. 

1,451-1,600 

 

F Unacceptably high levels of delay Greater than 1600 

Table 10. Prince George’s County Policy Standards and Technical Criteria 

Site Type LOS Standards CLV Threshold Values 

Developed E 1,600 

Developing D 1,450 

Rural C 1,300 
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Each of the sites was analyzed for two different cases, Future Conditions without the HHS Lease 

Consolidation (No-Action) and Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action 

Alternative).  

Under the No-Action analysis each of the intersections were analyzed to determine future traffic 

levels without the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation, this provides a baseline for the comparison of 

the potential traffic impacts from the proposed action. The No-Action Alternative volumes were 

obtained by combining the existing traffic volumes with the traffic levels from planned 

development. Approved developments which are not yet constructed or occupied are included in 

the planned development traffic.  A list of approved developments was obtained from the City of 

Rockville, Montgomery County, and Prince George’s County resources.   

The Action Alternative analysis is an analysis of the future anticipated traffic volumes at the study 

intersections with the HHS Lease Consolidation. The Action Alternative analysis includes, existing 

traffic volumes, approved developments which have not been constructed or occupied in the 

surrounding area, and the traffic that would be generated by the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  

The number of trips generated was based on the approximate square footage of the new building 

and the trip generation rates from the Montgomery County guidelines for office space and the 

Prince George’s County guidelines for general office space. No reductions in traffic were made for 

transit or carpooling in the trip generation. Table 11 summarizes the site trip generation which is the 

peak hour trips generated by the HHS Lease Consolidation for the King Farm site, Table 12 

summarizes them for the Prince George’s County sites (New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, 

and University Town Center sites), and Table 13 summarizes them for the Parklawn site.  
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Table 11: HHS Consolidation Site Trip Generation (King Farm site) 

 
Morning Evening 

HHS Employees 2,900 2,900 

Gross Floor Area 935,401 935,401 

Percent in Peak Hour (peak direction) 87% 83% 

Percent in Peak Hour (non-peak direction) 13% 17% 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (peak direction) 1,484 1,223 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (non-peak direction) 222 251 

Total Peak Hour Vehicle Trips 1,705 1,474 

 

Table 12: HHS Consolidation Site Trip Generation (New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, 
University Town Center sites) 

 
Morning Evening 

HHS Employees 2,900 2,900 

Gross Floor Area 935,401 935,401 

Percent in Peak Hour (peak direction) 90% 81% 

Percent in Peak Hour (non-peak direction) 10% 19% 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (peak direction) 1,684 1,403 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (non-peak direction) 187 327 

Total Peak Hour Vehicle Trips 1,871 1,730 
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Table 13: HHS Consolidation Site Trip Generation (Parklawn site) 

 
morning evening 

Additional HHS Employees 200 200 

Gross Floor Area 935,401 935,401 

Percent in Peak Hour (peak direction) 87% 83% 

Percent in Peak Hour (non-peak direction) 13% 17% 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (peak direction) 67 61 

Peak Hour Vehicle Trips (non-peak direction) 10 12 

Total Peak Hour Vehicle Trips 77 73 

 

3.15.3 How Would the Local Roadway Network Be Affected by the Proposed Project? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

Future Conditions without the HHS Lease Consolidation (No-Action) 

Results of the analysis indicate that most of the intersections analyzed would operate at acceptable 

LOSs during both the morning (peak hour between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m.) and evening (peak hour 

between 4 p.m. and 7 p.m.) peak hours (see Table 14). The following intersection is expected to 

operate at unacceptable LOSs during one or both peak hours: 

 Shady Grove Road/Choke Cherry Road (evening peak hour) 

Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) 

Results of the analysis indicate that, with the addition of HHS employees, most of the intersections 

would operate at unacceptable LOSs during the peak hours. Overall, there would be changes in CLV 

at all of the intersections due to the HHS traffic. A summary of these results can be seen in Table 14.  

Under the Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) analysis, the 

following intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS: 

 King Farm Boulevard/Piccard Drive (morning and evening peak hours) 

 Shady Grove Road/Choke Cherry Road (evening peak hour) 

 King Farm Boulevard/South Frederick Road (MD 355) (evening peak hour) 
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Overall, under this alternative, the LOS would be affected creating a minor, long-term adverse 
impact.   

Table 14: Irvington Centre at King Farm Traffic Volume LOS Results 

Intersection 

Existing* 

Future Condition without 
HHS Lease Consolidation 

(No-Action) 

Future Condition with HHS Lease 
Consolidation 

(Action Alternative) 

% Change in CLV Between 
Existing and Future without 

HHS Lease Consolidation 

% Change in CLV Between 
Future without and Future 
with Lease Consolidation 

morning 
(CLV) 

Evening 
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning (CLV) 
evening  

(CLV) 
morning 

(CLV) 
evening  

(CLV) 
morning 

(CLV) 
evening  

(CLV) 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

King Farm 
Boulevard/Picc
ard Drive 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 
19.9% 24.8% 82.3% 71.7% 

326 472 407 628 2,295 2,222 

Shady Grove 
Road/ Choke 
Cherry Road 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 
12.8% 11.1% 17.8% 15.2% 

958 1,349 1,098 1,517 1,336 1,789 

Piccard Drive/ 
Redland Road 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable 
1.0% 0.7% 20.8% 39.0% 

706 607 713 611 900 1,002 

King Farm 
Boulevard/Sout
h Frederick 
Road (MD 355) 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 

3.3% 1.7% 15.1% 16.5% 

1,191 1,266 1,232 1,288 1,451 1,542 

*Existing conditions as of June 2010 
___  Depicts intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS 

New Carrollton Metro 

Future Conditions without the HHS Lease Consolidation (No-Action) 

Results of the analysis indicate that most of the intersections analyzed will operate at acceptable 

LOSs during both the morning and evening peak hours (see Table 15). None of the intersections are 

expected to operate at unacceptable LOSs. 

Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) 

Results of the analysis indicate that, with the addition of HHS employees, two of the intersections 

would operate at unacceptable LOSs during the peak hours. A summary of LOS analysis and the 

percent changes at each of the intersection can be seen in Table 15.  
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Under the Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) analysis, the 

following intersection is expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS: 

 Veterans Parkway (MD 410)/Ellin Road (evening peak hour) 

 85th Avenue/Annapolis Road (MD 450) (evening peak hour) 

 

Overall, under this alternative, the LOS would be affected creating a minor, long-term adverse 

impact.   

Table 15: New Carrollton Metro Traffic Volume LOS Results 

Intersection 

Existing* 
Future Condition without HHS 

Lease Consolidation 
(No-Action) 

Future Condition with HHS 
Lease Consolidation 
(Action Alternative) 

% Change in CLV 
Between Existing and 
Future without HHS 
Lease Consolidation 

% Change in CLV Between 
Future without and 

Future with HHS Lease 
Consolidation 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

New Carrollton Metro 

Veterans 
Parkway (MD 
410)/Ellin Road 

C B C B E F 
0.8% 1.1% 20.9% 31.1% 

1,178 1,121 1,188 1,134 1,502 1,647 

Ellin 
Road/Harkins 
Road 

A A A A A A 
2.8% 1.5% 26.0% 15.0% 

525 669 540 679 730 799 

85th 
Avenue/Annapoli
s Road (MD 450) 

B E C E E F 
4.3% 2.4% 20.9% 14.6% 

1,102 1,476 1,152 1,513 1,456 1,771 

*Existing conditions as of June 2010 

___  Depicts intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS 

One Largo Metro 

Future Conditions without the HHS Lease Consolidation (No-Action) 

Results of the analysis indicate that most of the intersections analyzed would operate at acceptable 

LOSs during both the morning and evening peak hours (see Table 16). The following intersection is 

expected to operate at unacceptable LOSs during one or both peak hours: 

 Lottsford Road/Landover Road (evening peak hour) 
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Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) 

Results of the analysis indicate that, with the addition of HHS employees, three of the intersections 

would operate at unacceptable LOSs during the peak hours. Overall, there would be changes in CLV 

at three of the intersections due to the HHS traffic (Lottsford Road/N. Harry S. Truman Drive, 

Lottsford Road/Arena Drive, and Arena Drive/MD 202). A summary of these results can be seen in 

Table 16.  

Under the Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) analysis, the 

following intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS: 

 Lottsford Road/N. Harry S. Truman Drive (morning and evening peak hours) 

 Lottsford Road/Arena Drive (evening peak hour) 

 Lottsford Road/Landover Road (evening peak hour) 

Overall, under this alternative, the LOS would be affected creating a minor, long-term adverse 
impact.   

Table 16: One Largo Metro Traffic Volume LOS Results 

Intersection 

Existing* 
Future Condition without HHS 

Lease Consolidation 
(No-Action) 

Future Condition with HHS 
Lease Consolidation 
(Action Alternative) 

% Change in CLV Between 
Existing and Future without 

HHS Lease Consolidation 

% Change in CLV 
Between Future without 

and Future with HHS 
Lease Consolidation 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning (CLV) 
evening    

(CLV) 
morning (CLV) evening    (CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

One Largo Metro 

Lottsford Road/North 
Harry S. Truman Drive 

A A A A F E 
0.0% 0.0% 61.4% 58.4% 

738 660 738 660 1,910 1,587 

Lottsford Road/Arena 
Drive 

A A A B C E 
21.9% 24.0% 37.5% 27.7% 

632 828 809 1,090 1,295 1,507 

Lottsford Road/ 
McCormick Drive 

A A A A A A 
27.1% 16.5% 6.7% 1.6% 

504 526 691 630 741 640 

Lottsford Road/ 
Landover Road (MD 
202) 

C F D F D F 
5.8% 11.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

1,263 1,686 1,341 1,900 1,341 1,900 

Arena Drive/Lake 
Arbor Way/Landover 
Road (MD 202) 

B B C D D D 
8.2% 12.7% 15.7% 4.2% 

1,091 1,148 1,188 1,315 1,409 1,373 

*Existing conditions as of June 2010 ___  Depicts intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS 
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Parklawn Building 

Future Conditions without the HHS Lease Consolidation (No-Action) 

Results of the analysis indicate that most of the intersections analyzed will operate at acceptable 
LOSs during both the morning and evening peak hours (see Table 17). The following intersections 
are expected to operate at unacceptable LOSs during one or both peak hours: 

 Twinbrook Parkway/Veirs Mill Road (MD 586) (evening peak hour) 

 Twinbrook Parkway/Rockville Pike (MD 355) (evening peak hour) 

Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) 

Under the Parklawn alternative, 200 additional HHS employees would be transferred to the existing 

Parklawn Building.  These 200 employees would generate additional peak hour trips as shown in 

Table 11.  Under this alternative, the projected traffic increase is not expected to have an impact on 

the LOS.   

 

Table 17: Parklawn Building Traffic Volume LOS Results 

Intersection 

Existing* 
Future Condition without HHS 

Lease Consolidation 
(No-Action) 

Future Condition with HHS 
Lease Consolidation 
(Action Alternative) 

% Change in CLV 
Between Existing and 
Future without HHS 
Lease Consolidation 

% Change in CLV Between 
Future without and 

Future with HHS Lease 
Consolidation 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

Parklawn Building 

Twinbrook 
Parkway/Veirs Mill 
Road (MD 586) 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 
4.1% 12.9% 0.2% 0.4% 

1,435 1,398 1,496 1,605 1,499 1,611 

Twinbrook 
Parkway/Fishers 
Lane 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable 
39.0% 28.8% 5.8% 1.0% 

590 913 967 1,283 1,027 1,296 

Twinbrook 
Parkway/Rollins 
Avenue/Rockville 
Pike (MD 355) 

Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 

31.3% 44.9% 1.9% 1.5% 
996 1,248 1,450 2,265 1,478 2,300 

*Existing conditions as of June 2010 

___  Depicts intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS 
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University Town Center 

Future Conditions without the HHS Lease Consolidation (No-Action) 

Results of the analysis indicate that most of the intersections analyzed will operate at acceptable 

LOSs during both the morning and evening peak hours (see Table 18). The following intersection is 

expected to operate at unacceptable LOSs during one or both peak hours: 

 East-West Highway (MD 410)/Belcrest Road (evening peak hour) 

Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) 

Results of the analysis indicate that, with the addition of HHS employees, most of the intersections 

would operate at unacceptable LOSs during the peak hours. Overall, there would be changes in CLV 

at each of the intersections due to the HHS traffic. A summary of these results can be seen in Table 

18.  

Under the Future Conditions with the HHS Lease Consolidation (Action Alternative) analysis, the 

following intersections are expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS: 

 East-West Highway (MD 410)/Belcrest Road (morning and evening peak hours) 

 Belcrest Road/Toledo Road (evening peak hour) 

Overall, under this alternative, the LOS would be affected creating a minor, long-term adverse 
impact.  
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Table 18. University Town Center Building Traffic Volume LOS Results 

Intersection 

Existing* 
Future Condition without HHS 

Lease Consolidation 
(No-Action) 

Future Condition with HHS 
Lease Consolidation 
(Action Alternative) 

% Change in CLV 
Between Existing and 
Future without HHS 
Lease Consolidation 

% Change in CLV Between 
Future without and 

Future with HHS Lease 
Consolidation 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

morning 
(CLV) 

evening    
(CLV) 

University Town Center 

East-West Highway 
(MD 410)/Belcrest 

Road 

B C E F F F 
30.4% 36.0% 19.4% 7.1% 

1,015 1,256 1,458 1,961 1,810 2,110 

Belcrest Road/Toledo 
Road 

A B A E A F 
41.0% 30.5% 23.7% 21.8% 

434 1,045 735 1,504 963 1,924 

Belcrest 
Road/Adelphi Road 

A A A C A D 
27.8% 25.8% 3.3% 4.8% 

648 928 897 1,250 928 1,313 

*Existing conditions as of June 2010 
___  Depicts intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS 

 

3.15.4 What Public Transportation Facilities and Services are Available in the Vicinity of 
Each of the Proposed Sites? How Would They Be Affected By the Proposed 
Project? 

There are existing public transportation facilities which service each of the proposed consolidation 

sites. These facilities may include Metrorail, commuter rail, and/or bus routes. 

Metrorail System 

The Metrorail system connects downtown Washington, D.C. to the adjoining areas in Maryland and 

Virginia (see Appendix A, Figure A-21). There are five lines on the Metrorail system which are all 

connected at some point within Washington, DC. Metrorail opens at 5:00 a.m. on weekdays and at 

7:00 a.m. on weekends and closes at 12:00 a.m. Monday-Thursday and at 3:00 a.m. Friday and 

Saturday. Trains arrive approximately every six minutes during the peak and every twelve minutes 

during the non-peak hours. 

The Metrorail Red Line operates between Shady Grove and Glenmont in Montgomery County. This 

line has 27 stations and has transfer points with the Orange and Blue Lines at Metro Center and the 

Yellow and Green Lines at Gallery Place and Fort Totten. 
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The Metrorail Blue Line operates between Franconia-Springfield in Fairfax County and Largo Town 

Center in Prince George’s County. This line has 27 stations and has transfer points with the Red Line 

at Metro Center and the Yellow and Green Lines at L’Enfant Plaza. The line runs along the same path 

as the Yellow Line between King Street and Pentagon, and runs along the same path as the Orange 

Line between Rosslyn and Stadium-Armory. 

The Metrorail Orange Line operates between Vienna/Fairfax-GMU in Fairfax County and New 

Carrollton in Prince George’s County. This line has 26 stations and has transfer points with the Red 

Line at Metro Center and the Yellow and Green Lines at L’Enfant Plaza. The line runs along the same 

path as the Blue Line between Rosslyn and Stadium-Armory. 

The Metrorail Green Line operates between Branch Avenue and Greenbelt in Prince George’s 

County. This line has 21 stations and has transfer points with the Red Line at Gallery Place and Fort 

Totten and with the Orange and Blue Lines at L’Enfant Plaza. The line runs along the same path as 

the Yellow Line from L’Enfant Plaza to Fort Totten. 

The Metrorail Yellow Line operates between Huntington in Fairfax County and Fort Totten in 

Washington, DC. This line has 17 stations and has transfer points with the Red Line at Gallery Place 

and the Orange and Blue Lines at L’Enfant Plaza. The line runs along the same path as the Blue Line 

between King Street and Pentagon, and it runs along the same path as the Green Line from L’Enfant 

Plaza to Fort Totten. 

A new Purple Line is being proposed.  The Preferred Alternate would run across Montgomery and 

Prince George’s Counties connecting Bethesda to New Carrollton.  The project is currently in the 

preliminary engineering phase and is anticipated to complete final design in five years and begin 

construction once funding is in place. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes to the Metrorail system are anticipated.  Under any of 

the Action Alternatives, no changes to the Metrorail system are expected.  Depending on which site 

is selected, the Metrorail Blue, Orange, or Yellow Lines may see an increase in patronage during 

rush-hour times.  This impact would be minor, long-term, and adverse. 

MARC Rail System 

The MARC Rail system is a commuter rail system that connects Washington, DC to the surrounding 

counties in Maryland and West Virginia (see Appendix A, Figure A-22).  There are three lines 
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operated by MARC and all of the lines connect at Union Station (which also connects to the 

Metrorail system).  

The MARC Brunswick Line operates between Brunswick, Maryland and Union Station in Washington, 

DC.  This line also includes extensions to Frederick, Maryland and Martinsburg, West Virginia.  This 

line connects with the Metrorail system at Rockville, Silver Spring, and Union Station along the Red 

Line. The Brunswick Line operates in the eastbound direction in the morning peak hour beginning at 

5:00 a.m. and in the westbound direction in the evening peak hour beginning at 1:45 p.m.. 

The MARC Camden Line operates between Camden Yards in Downtown Baltimore, Maryland and 

Union Station in Washington, DC.  This line connects with the Metrorail system at Union Station on 

the Red Line and Greenbelt and College Park on the Green Line. The Camden Line operates 

northbound beginning at 6:42 a.m.in the morning peak hour and at 4:13 p.m. in the evening peak 

hour.  It operates southbound beginning at 5:10 a.m. in the morning peak hour and at 3:30 p.m. in 

the evening peak hour. 

The MARC Penn Line operates primarily between Baltimore’s Penn Station and Union Station in 

Washington, DC with four additional stops up to Perryville in Harford, Maryland operating on limited 

service.  It connects to the Metrorail system at New Carrollton along the Orange Line and Union 

Station along the Red Line.  Service along the Penn Line begins southbound at 4:40 a.m. in the 

morning peak hour and at 12:40 p.m. along in the evening peak hour.  In the northbound direction, 

service begins at 6:02 a.m. in the morning peak hour and at 12:20 p.m. in the evening peak hour. 

Under the No-Action Alternative and the Action Alternatives, no changes to the MARC system are 

anticipated.  If the New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, or University Town Center site is 

selected, there could be an increase in patronage to the MARC rail system.  This impact would be 

minor, long-term, and adverse. 

Public Transportation Facilities 

Irvington Centre at King Farm  

The Shady Grove Metrorail Station, which is along the Red Line, is approximately 1 mile from the 

proposed King Farm Site. MARC Rail Brunswick Line has a station at Rockville which is one station 

from Shady Grove along the Red Line. The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is planned to connect the 

King Farm community to the Shady Grove Metrorail Station and COMSAT in Germantown, Maryland. 

Additionally, there is a King Farm Shuttle which operates between the Shady Grove Metrorail 
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Station and the proposed King Farm Site, as well as, many Montgomery County Ride-On bus routes 

which service the Shady Grove Metrorail Station (see Appendix A, Figure A-23). 

New Carrollton Metro 

The New Carrollton Metrorail Station, which is along the Orange Line, is approximately 934 WLF 

from the proposed New Carrollton Metro site. MARC Rail Penn Line and Amtrak also have stations at 

New Carrollton.  Additionally, there are several Metrobus and Prince George’s County’s The Bus 

routes which operate in the vicinity of the proposed site (see Appendix A, Figure A-24). 

One Largo Metro Site 

The Largo Town Center Metrorail Station, which is along the Blue Line, is approximately 488 

walkable linear feet (WLF) to the One Largo Metro Site. Additionally, there are several bus routes 

operated by Metrobus and Prince George’s County’s The Bus which service the proposed site (see 

Appendix A, Figure A-25). 

Parklawn Building 

The Twinbrook Metrorail Station, which is along the Red Line, is approximately 2,300 WLF from the 

entrance to the Parklawn Building.  MARC Rail Brunswick has a station at Rockville which is one 

station from Twinbrook along the Red Line.  Additionally, there are several bus routes operated by 

Metrobus and Montgomery County Ride-On which service the Parklawn building (see Appendix A, 

Figure A-26). 

University Town Center 

The Prince George’s Plaza Metrorail Station, which is along the Green Line, is approximately 2,296 

WLF from the proposed University Town Center Site. MARC Rail Camden Line has a station at 

College Park which is one station from Prince George’s Plaza along the Green Line. Additionally, 

there are several bus routes operated by Metrobus and Prince George’s County’s The Bus which 

service the proposed facility (see Appendix A, Figure A-27). 

Under the No-Action Alternative, no changes to the bus system are anticipated.  Under the Action 

Alternatives, there is the potential that the frequency of bus routes to increase.  This would create a 

minor, long-term, adverse impact to the bus system. 
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3.15.5 How Would Pedestrians and Bicycle Commuters Access Each of the Proposed 
Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm Site –There are sidewalks and pedestrian crossings which service the 

walking route between the Shady Grove Metrorail Station and the site as well as connect to the 

surrounding residential areas.  There is a signed bike route along King Farm Boulevard, Gaither 

Road, and Piccard Drive as well as an asphalt path along Redland Road and Gaither Road.  This bike 

route connects to the Millennium Trail, which encircles the City of Rockville.  

One Largo Metro site - There are proposed sidewalk facilities which would connect the Largo Town 

Center Station with the proposed site.  There are also sidewalks along Lottsford Road, Arena Drive, 

and N. Harry S. Truman Drive in the vicinity of the site. There are no dedicated bicycle facilities that 

connect with this site. 

New Carrollton Metro site –There are sidewalk facilities that connect the New Carrolton Metrorail 

Station and the proposed site.    There are additional sidewalk facilities located along Ellin Road, 

Harkins Road, 85th Avenue, and Annapolis Road (MD 450) which connect to the surrounding 

residential areas.  There are no dedicated bicycle facilities which connect to this site. 

Parklawn Building Site –There is sidewalk and pedestrian crossings along the walking route from the 

Twinbrook Metrorail Station to the Parklawn Building.  Also, there are sidewalks along Twinbrook 

Parkway, Fishers Lane, and Parklawn Drive which connect to the surrounding residential and 

commercial areas.  There are no dedicated bicycle facilities which connect to the site. 

University Town Center Site –There are sidewalk facilities and pedestrian crossings which connect 

the Prince George’s Plaza Metrorail Station to the proposed site, as well as, a raised pedestrian 

crossing over East-West Highway (MD 410).  There are additional sidewalk facilities along MD 410, 

Belcrest Road, and Adelphi Road which connect to the surrounding residential areas.  Queens 

Chapel Road (MD 500), Belcrest Road, and Adelphi Road are On-Road Bicycle Routes which connect 

to the Anacostia Tributary Trail System. 

3.15.6 How Would Pedestrian and Bicycle Access be Affected by the Proposed Project? 

Pedestrian and bicycle access would not be impacted at any of the proposed sites. 

Developers/owners would be required to build sidewalks on site to connect to the existing sidewalk 

network. 
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3.15.7 What Measures Would be Taken to Reduce Impacts to the Transportation 
Network? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center 

Currently, 10-20% of HHS employees use public transit and participate in the SmartBenefits 

program.  HHS currently provides employees with transit subsidies, telecommuting programs, 

carpool/vanpool incentives, and flexible work hours.  These programs would be continued 

under this alternative which would reduce the number of peak hour vehicle trips and mitigate 

some of the traffic impacts. However, these strategies may not be sufficient to negate the need 

for roadway improvements.   

 

GSA would require the developer/owner to coordinate with the applicable local and/or State 

transportation planning agencies to determine the appropriate transportation mitigation measures 

to mitigate the traffic impacts associated with the HHS Lease Consolidation.  The developer/owner 

would be required to implement any necessary roadway improvements and other potential 

transportation mitigation measures.  

Parklawn Building 

Under the proposed Action Alternative there are no additional improvements which would need to 

be made to bring the intersections up to an acceptable level of service. HHS currently provides 

employees with transit subsidies, telecommuting programs, carpool/vanpool incentives, and flexible 

work hours.  These programs would be continued under this alternative which would reduce the 

number of peak hour vehicle trips and mitigate traffic impacts. 

3.16 Utilities 

3.16.1 Who Provides Utility Service to Each of the Proposed Sites? 

Water and sewer utilities are provided to all of the alternative sites by Washington Suburban 

Sanitary Commission (WSSC).  For all sites, electricity would be provided by Allegheny Power, 

PEPCO, or Baltimore Gas & Electric, and natural gas would be provided by Washington Gas.  

Telecommunications would be provided by Verizon (Montgomery County, Prince George’s; 2010).  

3.16.2 How Would Utilities be Impacted by the Proposed Project? 

No-Action Alternative 
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Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  HHS would continue to operate at the existing Parklawn 

Building and other buildings in Suburban Maryland.  Under this alternative there would be no 

changes to the utilities serving the existing facilities.  Recent studies have shown that there are 

significant heating and cooling losses at the Parklawn Building due to the design of the currently 

leased Parklawn Building, which is in the shape of a capital “E” (TEAG, 2001).  In many cases, heating 

and cooling systems have reached the end of their useful life, resulting in energy inefficiencies 

(TEAG, 2001). The existing heating and cooling system would continue to pump conditioned air 

down from the prime movers on the roof to each vertical segment of the building (TEAG, 2001).  

There would continue to be no climate control once the air leaves the movers (TEAG, 2001).  There 

would be no impact to utilities.  

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, 
University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Operation of the buildings under any of the Action Alternatives would be in accordance with EOs 

13423 and 13514 and the EISA of 2007.  The EO 13423 requires each Federal agency to: 

 Reduce energy consumption per square foot by 30 percent by 2015, relative to 2003 baseline; 

 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions related to facility energy use by 30 percent by 2015, relative 

to the  2003 baseline; 

 Reduce water consumption intensity by two percent per year through 2015, relative to the 2007 

baseline; 

 Procure at least half of statutorily required renewable energy comes from new renewable 

sources; and  

 Place energy generation project on agency property for agency use, were feasible. 

In addition to the above requirements, the EO 13514 requires each Federal agency to meet a 

number of energy, water, and waste reduction requirements, including: 

 Reduce vehicle fleet petroleum use by 30 percent by 2020; 

 Improve water efficiency by 26 percent by 202; 

 Divert recyclable materials and waste by 50 percent by 2015; 
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It also requires Federal agencies to identify and analyze impacts from energy usage and alternative 

energy sources in all NEPA documents. 

The utilities systems required to serve the new or renovated site would not over burden existing 

systems.  Water consumption would be a result of sanitary uses, human consumption, and 

landscaping.  Due to the water conservation measures described above and the SFO requirement for 

LEED® Silver certification, the HHS Lease Consolidation would consume a negligible portion of the 

total water consumption in WSSC’s wastewater and potable water systems. 

Electricity consumption would be a result of lighting systems, space heating, and mechanical and 

electrical devices.  New energy efficient equipment would be used for the HHS Lease Consolidation 

to minimize its energy demand and to meet the requirements of EOs 13423 and 13514, EISA, and 

SFO 08-011 requirement for LEED® Silver certification.  Therefore, the total energy consumption 

from electrical usage would consume a negligible portion of the total energy consumption 

throughout PEPCO, Allegheny Power, and BGEs’ systems. 

Natural gas may be used for space heating purposes.  Because operation of the buildings under any 

of the Action Alternatives would be in compliance with EOs 13423 and 13514, EISA and SFO 08-011 

requirement for LEED® Silver certification, the HHS Lease Consolidation would consume a negligible 

portion of the total energy consumption in Washington Gas’ systems. 

At all sites, except for the Parklawn Building site, small temporary disruptions to services to adjacent 

properties, from construction activities, may occur.  Any disruptions would be advertised to affected 

areas and care would be taken to minimize these disruptions.  The action would result in direct and 

indirect, minor, short-term, adverse local impacts.  

3.16.3 What Conservation Measures Would be Incorporated Into the Development at 
Each Site to Mitigate Impacts to Utilities? 

While SFO 08-011 does not require the developer/owner to utilize alternative energy sources, the 

selected offeror would have to operate their facility in a sustainable and energy efficient manner for 

all Action Alternatives.   Furthermore, in accordance with SFO 08-011, the developer/owner would 

be required to meet a minimum rating of Silver on the LEED® scale for building design.  This LEED® 

rating would increase energy conservation and water conservation for both building construction.  

Energy conservation measures used to meet LEED® Silver requirements follow tenets of 

sustainability outlined in EO13423 and EO13514.  Sustainable design measures incorporated into 

achieving LEED® Silver rating include: energy efficient lighting, HVAC systems, and passive solar 
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heating and lighting.  Water conservation measures include low flow water fixtures, automatic 

fixture sensors, drought tolerant plants, and potentially rainwater harvesting.  Last, all proposed 

sites are in close proximity to Metrorail stations providing employees and visitors opportunity to 

reduce energy consumption from personal car use.  At the chosen facility a recycling program would 

be used and the developer would be responsible for maintaining energy conservation measures (e.g. 

use of energy star appliances and lights).   

For the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites, the 

developer/owner would also be required to apply to WSSC to obtain a water allocation contract, 

which would need to be approved prior to construction. 

3.16.4 How Will Operation at Each of the Proposed Sites Impact Energy Usage? 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.  HHS would continue to operate at the Parklawn Building 

and three other currently leased buildings in Suburban Maryland.   Under this alternative there 

would be no changes to the HVAC systems serving the existing buildings.  The existing heating and 

cooling system at Parklawn would continue to pump conditioned air down from the prime movers 

on the roof to each vertical segment of the building (TEAG, 2001).  There would continue to be no 

climate control once the air leaves the movers (TEAG, 2001).   This impact on energy efficiency 

would be minor, long-term, and adverse.  However, each Federal agency is required to reduce 

building energy consumption per square foot by 30 percent by 2015 relative to the 2003 baseline in 

accordance with EO 13423.  Once these measures are put in place, the adverse impact would be 

reduced. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, and 
University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Each of the proposed action alternatives are required at a minimum to achieve a LEED® Silver rating, 

which would increase energy efficiency and sustainability.  Furthermore, in accordance with SFO 08-

011, the developer/owner would be required to meet a minimum rating of Silver on the LEED® scale 

for building design.  This LEED® rating would increase energy conservation and water conservation 

for both building construction.  Energy conservation measures used to meet LEED® Silver 

requirements follow tenets of sustainability outlined in EO13423 and EO13514.  Sustainable design 
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measures incorporated into achieving LEED® Silver rating include: energy efficient lighting, HVAC 

systems, and passive solar heating and lighting.  Water conservation measures include low flow 

water fixtures, automatic fixture sensors, drought tolerant plants, and potentially rainwater 

harvesting.   

In addition, the HHS Lease Consolidation project would comply with EOs 13423 and 13514 and EISA 

by reducing building energy consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, and water consumption 

relative to GSA’s baseline.  Furthermore, EO 13514 requires federal agencies to identify and analyze 

impacts from energy usage and alternative energy sources in their NEPA documents for new or 

expanded Federal facilities.  While SFO 08-011 does not require the developer/owner to utilize 

alternative energy sources, the selected offeror would have to operate their facility in a sustainable 

and energy efficient manner.    A recent study conducted by GSA found that sustainably designed 

buildings outperform buildings of the same type and that fully integrating sustainable design helps 

GSA meet it the mandates of EOs 31423 and 13514 by delivering buildings that use substantially less 

energy, and cost less to operate and maintain (GSA, 2008). 

3.17 Waste Management 

3.17.1 How Will Waste be Managed at Each of the Proposed Sites? 

In Maryland general waste is regulated under the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) Title 25, 

Subtitle 4, Chapter 7.  In Prince George’s County, general waste is regulated under Prince George’s 

County Code Section 21 and in Montgomery County it is regulated under Montgomery County Code 

of Regulations Section 48.  At each site, waste would be handled in accordance with these 

regulations.  Two waste streams would be generated: solid waste and liquid waste.  Solid waste 

would consist of non-hazardous, paper or food based waste that is not recycled or composted.  Solid 

waste would be placed into designated waste receptacles in office and common use areas.  On a 

regular basis the waste receptacles would be emptied and the waste would be collected in 

dumpsters.  From the dumpsters the waste would be collected on a weekly basis by a contracted 

waste service.  The waste service would be responsible for removing waste from the site and 

disposing of it at a licensed disposal facility.  

Liquid waste would be generated in kitchens and bathrooms, and would be disposed of into the 

sewer system through the plumbing network of the facility.  The sewer system would be operated 
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by WSSC, it would be WSSC responsibility to treat and dispose of the waste stream once the waste 

water left the HHS consolidation site.  

The Maryland Recycling Law, (COMAR, Title 9, Subtitle 17) mandates that counties establish 

recycling plans.  In Montgomery County the Division of Solid Waste Services introduced the Smart 

Organizations Reduce and Recycle Tons (SORRT) program (Montgomery County; 2010).  Prince 

George’s County has a single stream recycling plan, which removes the need for businesses to sort 

recyclable material prior to shipping.   

The developer/owner would be required to divert recyclable material from the municipal solid 

waste to the maximum extent practical and in accordance with EO 13423, SFO 08-0114, and Prince 

George’s or Montgomery County Code.  Furthermore, to meet the objectives of EO 13423, EISA, and 

SFO 08-011, the developer/owner would reduce construction waste by recycling and reusing 

materials whenever possible.  All recycled material would be shipped from the selected HHS Lease 

Consolidation site to end users by a contractor.  All non-recyclable waste generated during 

construction would be disposed of at licensed facilities and would be the responsibility of the 

developer/owner.  The developer/owner would also be responsible for the proper management and 

disposal of any hazardous waste generated during construction. 

3.17.2 How Would the Proposed Project Affect Waste Management? 

No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, none of the alternative sites would be developed or renovated for 

the proposed HHS Lease Consolidation.   HHS would continue to operate at the Parklawn Building 

and buildings in Suburban Maryland.  Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have no additional 

impact to waste management. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, and 
University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

Under any of the Action Alternatives, during construction or renovation and/or demolition, waste 

would be generated.  The impact to the solid waste stream would be negligible, short-term, and 

adverse.   

Under any of the Action Alternatives, general waste would be generated by HHS employees 

collocated at a central location.  Overall, the amount of waste generated by the HHS would have a 

minor, long-term, adverse impact on the overall waste stream in the region.  However, regardless of 
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which of the Action Alternative site is selected, the new facility would operate in a sustainable and 

waste efficient manner in compliance with EO 13423 and EISA, which would reduce the impact to 

waste management. 

3.17.3 What Measures Would be Implemented to Reduce Waste Generated at Each of 
the Proposed Sites? 

Irvington Centre at King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, Parklawn Building, and 
University Town Center (Action Alternative) 

To meet the objectives of EO 13423, EISA and SFO 08-011, the developer/owner would reduce 

construction waste by recycling and reusing materials whenever possible in accordance with Prince 

George’s County Code Section 21 or Montgomery County Code of Regulations Section 48.  The 

developer/owner would be required to divert recyclable material from the municipal solid waste to 

the maximum extent practical and in accordance with EO 13423 and Prince George’s or 

Montgomery County Code by establishing a recycling program for (at a minimum) paper, 

corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, metals, mercury containing lamps, toner and inject 

cartridges, and pallets.  Recyclable and non-recyclable waste generated during construction 

would be disposed of at licensed facilities and would be the responsibility of the 

developer/owner.  Furthermore, the developer/owner would be responsible for the proper 

management and disposal of any hazardous waste generated during construction. 

No matter which offered site is selected, the developer/owner would operate the HHS Lease 

Consolidation facility in a sustainable and waste efficient manner in accordance with the 

conservation requirements of SFO 08-011 and in compliance with EO 13423 and EISA. 

3.18 Cumulative Effects 

3.18.1 What are Cumulative Effects and Why Are They Discussed? 

CEQ regulations require federal agencies to assess the cumulative effects of federal projects 

during the decision making process.  Cumulative effects are defined as: 

“the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action 

when added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions regardless 

of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions”  

 (40 CFR 1508.7).   

Cumulative Effects: An Example 

There is evidence that the majority of 

environmental effects may result not 

from the direct effects of a single action, 

but from the combination of individually 

minor effects of multiple actions over 

time.  A hypothetical example of the 

type of cumulative effects that could 

result from GSA projects is as follows: 

A change in the character of a 

neighborhood resulting from federal 

office construction when added to 

local development. 

In other words, a residential 

neighborhood may become increasingly 

more commercial as federal office and 

other local developments (office or 

mixed use retail) are constructed. 
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In other words, would the proposed federal project add to or interact with the environmental 

impacts of past, present, or future projects, regardless of the agency or group implementing those 

actions?  This section of the EA provides a description of the cumulative impacts that the proposed 

action, combined with other projects in the area, may have on the human environment.  To help the 

reader gain a better understanding of cumulative effects, the text box provides further explanation.   

3.18.2 What Past, Present, and Future Projects Could Add to or Interact With the 
Impacts of the Proposed Project? 

Past and Present Actions 

Each of the alternative sites for the HHS Lease Consolidation are located in the suburbs of 

Washington, D.C.  Following settlement of the region by English settlers, the areas in which the 

alternative sites are located were farmed for over 300 years.  Development of the land spread out 

from Washington, D.C. with the earliest suburbs being located near the railroad and streetcars that 

provided access to the city.  This development accelerated following World War II and during the 

1950s and 1960s with the expansion of the Federal government.  This development continued to 

expand with the construction of the Washington, D.C. beltway (I-495) and I-95 which runs between 

Washington and Baltimore, Maryland. 

Irvington Centre at King Farm 

The area surrounding the King Farm site developed as a mix of farmland, residential areas, and small 
commercial areas during the 1960s and 1970s.  Farming continued in the area until the 1990s.  
Vacant lots such as the King Farm site are now surrounded by mixed development consisting of 
residential, commercial, and office spaces.   The 435-acre former King Farm has been developed 
over the last 15 years into a mixed-use community consisting of 3,600 dwelling units, 3.2 million 
square feet of office space and 125,000 square feet of retail space.  Development of this community 
continues at the present time. 
 

New Carrollton Metro 

The area surrounding the New Carrollton Metro site began transitioning from farmland to 

residential at the turn of the 20th century.  In the vicinity of the New Carrollton Metro site, the West 

Lanham Hills neighborhood was developed between 1900 and 1940s with infill development 

continuing until the 1960s.  With the construction of the Metrorail Orange Line and the New 

Carrollton Station in the 1970s, development accelerated in the vicinity.  The Hanson Oaks 
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neighborhood was built in the 1970s, and commercial and office development has been constructed 

adjacent to the Metrorail Station.  Current development consists primarily of infill development. 

One Largo Metro 

The area surrounding the One Largo Metro site developed as a mix of farmland, residential areas, 

and small commercial areas during the 1960s and 1970s.  Farming continued in the area until the 

1980s.  Vacant lots such as the One Largo Metro site are now surrounded by mixed development 

consisting of residential, commercial, and office spaces.  With the construction of the Largo Town 

Center Metro Station on the Metrorail Blue Line in the early 2000s along with the construction of 

FedEx Field, new residential, commercial, and office development has occurred adjacent to the 

Metro Station, I-495, Lottsford Road, and Arena Drive.  Current development includes infill 

development surrounding the Metro Station. 

Parklawn Building 

Development along Rockville Pike (MD 355) occurred during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s.  

Residential areas in the vicinity of the Parklawn site and supporting commercial centers were 

constructed in the 1950s and 1960s with expansions occurring throughout the 1970s, 1980s, and 

1990s.  Expansion of the Federal government through the 1970s necessitated the expansion of 

offices outside of Washington resulting in development of offices in locations such as North 

Rockville including the Parklawn site. Current development consists of renovations to existing 

commercial and retail spaces. 

University Town Center 

The area surrounding the University Town Center site began transitioning from farmland to 

residential at the turn of the 20th century.  In the vicinity of the University Town Center site, 

residential development began in Hyattsville in the 1920s.  The neighborhoods of University Park 

and College Heights Estates were constructed in the 1940s.  Prince George’s Plaza, now called the 

Mall at Prince George’s, opened in 1958. With the construction of the Metrorail Prince George’s 

Plaza Station in the early 1990s, redevelopment of office and commercial space began in the area 

with renovations to the Mall at Prince George’s and construction of the University Town Center.  

Current development includes infill development surrounding the Metro Station. 
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Future Actions 

Information on approved future developments was obtained from City of Rockville, Montgomery 

County and Prince George’s County.  Tables 19 through 23 provide a list of planned developments in 

the vicinity of each alternative site.   

Table 19:  Irvington Centre at King Farm Approved Background Developments 

Land Use Size Unit 

Upper Rock Development     

Garden Mid-Rise Apartments 750 Dwelling  

Shady Grove Parcels 6 & 7     

Office 329,300 Square Foot 

Single-Family Attached 144 Dwelling 

Multi-Family Apartment/Condo 196 Dwelling 

 

Table 20:  New Carrollton Metro Approved Background Developments 

Land Use Size Unit 

New Carrollton Town Center     

Office 37,246 Square Foot 

Residential Condominium 106 Dwelling 
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Table 21:  One Largo Metro Approved Background Developments 

Land Use Size Unit 

Inglewood Business Community     

General Office, Lot 27  60,984  Square Foot  

Inglewood Business Community     

General Office, Lot 43  60,984 Square Foot 

Largo Metro Center     

Major Activity Center 160,000 Square Foot 

Capital Commerce Park     

Mixed Use – Office/Restaurant/Retail/Hotel 134,504/159 Square Foot/Rooms 

Largo Park, Lots 1 & 2      

Dwelling 318 Dwelling 

Mixed-Use - Office/Retail/Rest 98,621 Square Foot 

Capital Commerce Park     

Restaurant 1,500 Square Foot 

Inglewood Business Community, Lot 39     

General Office 25,368 Square Foot 

Hotel 143,216 Square Foot 

Largo Center West     

General Office 201,672 Square Foot 

Largo Park, Lot 5B     

General Office 144,000 Square Foot 
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Table 22:  Parklawn Building Approved Background Developments 

Land Use Size Unit 

Spring Lake Park     

General Office 93,000 Square Foot 

Research & Development Cent 98,790 Square Foot 

Thompson's Property     

General Office 150,000 Square Foot 

Twinbrook Commons East     

Retail 70,000 Square Foot 

Garden Mid-Rise Apartments 144 Dwelling 

High-Rise Apartments 690 Dwelling 

Suburban Propane     

High-Rise Apartments 110 Dwelling 

Boland Campus Development     

General Office 69,500 Square Foot 

Twinbrook Commons West     

Retail 80,000 Square Foot 

General Office 325,000 Square Foot 

High-Rise Apartments 481 Dwelling 

North Bethesda Town Center     

High-Rise Apartments 1,350 Dwelling 

General Office 1,148,000 Square Foot 

Retail 202,037 Square Foot 

Movie Theater, Matinee 3,500 Seats 

MO County Conference Center     
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Land Use Size Unit 

Hotel Rooms 225 Rooms 

White Flint Crossing     

Retail 173,000 Square Foot 

High Turnover Restaurants 30,000 Square Foot 

Garden Mid-Rise Apartments 172 Dwelling 

High Rise Apartments 268 Dwelling 

Tower Oaks - West of Lakes     

Garden Mid-Rise Apartments 172 Dwelling 

6000 Montrose Parkway     

General Office 308,400 Square Foot 

 

Table 23:  University Town Center Approved Background Developments 

Land Use Size Unit 

University Town Center     

Safeway 57,000  Square Foot  

Belcrest Center, Phase III     

Mixed-Use, Retail & Office 328,574  Square Foot  

Belcrest Center, Phase IV     

Hotel 93,000 Square Foot 

Prince George's Plaza     

Restaurant 6,574  Square Foot  

Belcrest Plaza Mixed Use     

Multi-Family Dwellings 2,618 Dwelling 
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Land Use Size Unit 

Townhouses  58 Dwelling 

Retail 62,100  Square Foot  

Office 176,000  Square Foot  

 

3.18.3 What Are the Cumulative Effects? 

Past, present and future development has affected and will continue to affect the natural, cultural, 

and social environment at each of the alternative sites and surrounding areas.  Current and future 

development continues to result in a loss of vegetation, putting pressure on natural habitats and 

adversely affecting wildlife.  In addition, development increases impervious surfaces, which in turn 

increase stormwater runoff.  Additional development continues to put pressure on community 

services and increases demand for utilities, particularly electrical and water supplies.  With an 

increase in development there also comes an increase in roadway congestion and the LOS on our 

roadways becomes problematic.  Congestion and worsening LOSs contribute to poor air quality.  The 

traffic analysis conducted for this EA took into account future development and thus represents 

cumulative impacts for traffic (See Section 3.15).  Finally, future development projects may present 

views of a more densely developed environment and could affect historic and archeological 

resources.   

Beneficial cumulative impacts associated with past, current, and future development include 

increased job opportunities, improved housing, and an increase in the regional and state tax base. 

3.19 Are There Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot 

be Avoided Associated with the Proposed Project? 

Environmental Impact for all action alternatives have been described in detail in the previous 

sections of this chapter.  In general, there would be unavoidable adverse effects due to the type of 

lease consolidation project that is proposed.  There would be a loss of land to building space under 

the King Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro and University Town Center sites for the 

HHS lease Consolidation, which will include some vegetative areas.  While some space would remain 
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open, some areas would be paved, thereby not allowing vegetative growth.  Under the Parklawn 

Building alternative, there would be no additional loss of vegetation.  There would be permanent 

changes to the views surrounding the sites especially with the New Carrollton Metro site due to the 

shape of the site and the potential placement of building(s).  There would also be an increase in 

traffic densities in the area surrounding each of the sites, due to commuting employees.  This 

increase would be less for the Parklawn Building alternative, as the increase of employees to this 

site would be 200 in addition to the number of HHS employees currently at the Parklawn Building. 

3.20 What Relationships Exist Between the Local Short-Term Uses 

of the Proposed Project and Maintenance and Enhancement 

of Long-Term Productivity? 

The long-term benefits of the HHS Lease Consolidation would occur at the expense of short-term 

impacts in the vicinity of the selected site.  These short-term effects would occur during the period 

of construction or renovation, and would include localized noise and air pollution, as well as some 

traffic detours and delays.  However, these impacts are temporary and proper controls would be 

utilized to prevent these impacts from having a lasting effect on the human environment. 

Short-term gains to the local economy would occur as local companies and workers are hired and 

local businesses provide services and supplies during the construction or renovation of buildings.  

However, upon completion of the project, the gains to the local economy would evolve into a long-

term benefit as HHS employees move into the facilities and provide consistent business to the 

surrounding merchants.  These gains would be less under the Parklawn Building alternative as HHS 

currently resides in this building and under the proposed action only an additional 200 employees 

would be relocated to this building. 

Furthermore, upon completion of the HHS Lease Consolidation, there would be a long-term increase 

in efficiency of HHS operations, as coordination among various components would occur because 

they would be in one centralized location. 
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3.21 Are There Any Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 

Resources Associated with the Proposed Project? 

The HHS Lease Consolidation would require the commitment of land for construction under the King 

Farm, New Carrollton Metro, One Largo Metro, and University Town Center sites.  The total 

commitment would include a loss of vegetation currently present at each of the sites.  The loss of 

vegetation would be permanent. 

A commitment of fuel, including natural gas and energy would be required to construct or renovate 

building(s) under any of the proposed alternative sites.  Other resource commitments during the 

construction or renovation period would include construction materials and labor.  Once the HHS 

Lease Consolidation is in place, there is a commitment of utilities, fuel, and power.  All of these 

resources relating to the construction and maintenance of the HHS Lease Consolidation and its 

infrastructure are considered irretrievably committed. 

While there will be the above commitment of resources, through conservation and sustainability 

practices some of these resources, such as water supply, may be retrieved.  In addition, the HHS 

Lease Consolidation would require a lower expenditure of funds, energy, and fuel than presently 

committed under the existing Parklawn Building and the three other leased facilities in Suburban 

Maryland.  The HHS Lease Consolidation would reduce some of these expenditures once the lease 

consolidation occurs.  HHS employees would be collocated into one building and would not be 

spread amongst four separate buildings in Suburban Maryland. 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation References   4 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 4-1  

4.0 References 
Anderson, Elizabeth W., 1981. Historic and Prehistoric Archeological Survey of the S-Curve Alignment 

Metrorail E Route, Prince George’s Co., Md. Soil Systems, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware. 

Balicki, Joseph, and Bryan Corle, 2007. Phase IB Archeological Survey of the Waring’s Grove (72-4) 

Historic Site and the Adjacent Six Acres, Prince George’s County, Maryland. John Milner Associates, 

Inc., West Chester, Pennsylvania. 

Baumgardt, Kenneth, 1994.  Phase I and II Cultural Resource Survey for the Anacostia River Basin 

Environmental Restoration Project, Montgomery and Prince George’s Cos., Md. and Washington, 

District of Columbia. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Planning Division. 

City of Rockville, April, 2009a. Twinbrook Neighborhood Plan. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.rockvillemd.gov/masterplan/twinbrook.  

City of Rockville, Maryland, March 2009b. Zoning Map. Accessed June 2010 from,  

http://rockvillemd.gov/zoning/map.htm.  

City of Rockville, 2002. Comprehensive Master Plan. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.rockvillemd.gov/masterplan.  

Comer, Elizabeth A., Benjamin R. Fischler, Jean W. French, and Jennifer L. Friend, 2006.Identification 

(Phase I) and Evaluation (Phase II) of Archaeological Resources Within the Phase One Part Four 

Parcel, Fairwood Development, Prince George’s County, Maryland. Elizabeth A. Comer Archaeology, 

Baltimore. 

Comptroller of Maryland, 2010. Spotlight on Maryland. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.comp.state.md.us/.  

Curry, Dennis C., 1983. Archeological Reconnaissance of the Proposed Inter-County Connector, 

Montgomery and Prince George’s Cos., Md. MGS File Report No. 184. 

Dixon, Stuart P., Elizabeth L. Roman, Alan D. Beauregard, and Richard A. Geidel, 1996. Phase IB 

Archeological and Historic Architectural and Identification Survey and Phase II Archeological 

http://www.rockvillemd.gov/masterplan/twinbrook
http://rockvillemd.gov/zoning/map.htm
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/masterplan
http://www.comp.state.md.us/


4    References      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

4-2  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Investigations at 18PR505 and 18PR506 for the Proposed Highway Improvements Along I-95 

Between U.S. 50 and MD 214, Prince George’s Co, MD. SHA Archeological Report No. 143. 2 vols. 

Epperson, Terrence W., 1980. Preliminary Archeological Assessment of Proposed Inter-County 

Connector Alignments, Anne Arundel, Montgomery, and Prince George’s Cos., Md. MGS File Report 

No. 160. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2006.  Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management.  

Accessed June 2010 from, http://www.fema.gov/plan/ehp/ehplaws/eo11988.shtm.  

Fiedel, Stuart J., Sandra Smith, Charles Goode, Kerri Culhane, and Charles D. Cheek, 2000. Phase IB 

Archeological Survey, I-270/US 15 Multi-modal Corridor Study, Montgomery and Frederick Counties, 

Md. John Milner Associates, Inc., West Chester, Pennsylvania. 

Fischler, Benjamin R., and Danica L. Ziegler, 1997. Phase I Archeological Survey of the Proposed 

Addison Road to Largo Town Center Extension of the Metrorail Blue Line, Prince George's Co., Md. 

Greenhorne & O’Mara, Inc., Greenbelt. 

Gardner, William M., and R. Michael Stewart, 1978. Phase I Archeological Survey of 12 Miles of 

Proposed Watermain in Prince George’s Co, Md., Parallel to I-495. 

Gardner, William M., 1976. An Archeological Survey of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 

Authority’s Rockville, Glenmont, New Carrollton and Addison Routes in Maryland. Thunderbird 

Research Corporation, Front Royal, Virginia. 

Gibb, James G., 2004. Phase IA Intensive Archival Research on Waring’s Grove, Landover, Prince 

George’s County, Maryland. Gibb Archaeological Consulting, Annapolis. 

Greenhorne & O’Mara, Inc., 2008. Archaeological Review of Largo Town Center Parcel “D” A-

9280/81/07 & A-9903/03. Letter report submitted to Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 

Commission. 

Greenhorne & O’Mara, Inc., 1995 Archeological Resources Assessment, Food and Drug 

Administration Consolidation, Montgomery Co., Maryland. 



HHS Lease Consolidation References   4 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 4-3  

Greenhorne & O’Mara, Inc. (G&O), 2004.  Phase I Archaeological Survey for the Proposed NOAA 

Center for Weather and Climate Prediction, Prince George’s County, Maryland.  

Handsman, Russell G., and Kathleen Quinn, 1974. An Archeological Survey of Central Avenue (Rt. 

214), Prince George’s Co., Md. MGS File Report No. 15. 

Harris, Tery, 2007. Midcounty Corridor Study, Gaithersburg, Middlebrook, and Clarksville areas, 

Montgomery County, Maryland. Elizabeth Anderson Comer/Archaeology, Baltimore. 

Hill, Phillip J., Kathleen Rogers, Samantha Kuray, 2007. Phase I Archeological Survey of a 70-acre+/- 

Portion of the Crown Property: a 177.9-acre Parcel Located on Fields Road in Gaithersburg, 

Montgomery County, Maryland.  Archeological Testing and Consulting, Inc., Silver Spring. 

Hopkins, Joseph, W. III, and Alexander O. Boulton, 1996.  Phase IA and IB Archeological Investigation 

and Historic Architectural Assessment of Redskins Stadium Off-Site Roadway Improvements, Prince 

George’s Co., Md. Joseph Hopkins Associates, Inc. Baltimore. 

Kavanagh, Maureen, 1981. Archeological Reconnaissance of I-270 from Miles Corner north of Md. Rt. 

121 to the I-270 spur, Montgomery Co., Md. MGS File Report No. 166. 

LeeDecker, Charles H., and Amy Friedlander, 1986. Preliminary Archeological Reconnaissance of Md. 

Rt. 28 from Jones Lane to I-270 and Rt. 124 from Raven Rock Drive to Md. Rt. 28, Montgomery Co., 

Md. Berger Burkavage, Inc., Clarks Summit, Pennsylvania. 

Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development, 2010.  Choose Maryland Facts and 

Stats. Accessed June 2010 from http://www.choosemaryland.org/factsstats/Pages/default.aspx. 

Maryland Department of the Environment, 2010a.  Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines 

For State & Federal Projects 

Maryland Department of the Environment, 2010b.  Maryland’s Stormwater Management Act of 

2007.  Accessed July 30, 2010 from 

http://www.mde.state.md.us/Programs/WaterPrograms/SedimentandStormwater/swm2007.asp. 

Maryland Department of the Environment, 2009.  Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, Volumes I 

& II 

http://www.choosemaryland.org/factsstats/Pages/default.aspx


4    References      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

4-4  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Maryland Department of the Environment, 2004. A Guide to Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management 

Program Federal Consistency Process. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.dnr.state.md.us/ccp/coastal_policy.asp. 

Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (MDLLR), 2010. Employment, 

Unemployment and Unemployment Rate by Place of Residence. Accessed June 2010 from 

http://www.dllr.state.md.us. 

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, January, 2009a. Twinbrook Sector Plan: 

An Amendment to the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan.Accessed June 2010 from,  

http://montgomeryplanning.org/community/twinbrook/index.shtm.  

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, March 2009b. New Carrollton 

Preliminary Transit District Development Plan and Proposed Transit District Overlay Zoning Map 

Amendment. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.pgplanning.org/projects/Ongoing_Plans_and_Projects/Community_Plans.htm.  

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, May 2002a. Guide to Zoning Categories: 

Prince George’s County, Maryland. Accessed June 2010 from.  http://pgplanning.org.  

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, October, 2002b. Prince George’s County 

Approved General Plan. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.pgplanning.org/Projects/Prince_George_s_County_Approved_General_ Plan.htm.  

Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission, June 1998. Prince George’s Plaza 

Approved Transit Development Plan for the Transit District Overlay  

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, 1976. Locational Atlas and Index of 

Historic Sites. Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, March 2008. Plan to Improve Air Quality in the 

Washington DC-MD-VA Region. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://www.mwcog.org/environment/air/downloads/pmp/.  

http://www.dnr.state.md.us/ccp/coastal_policy.asp
http://www.dllr.state.md.us/
http://www.pgplanning.org/projects/Ongoing_Plans_and_Projects/Community_Plans.htm
http://pgplanning.org/
http://www.pgplanning.org/Projects/Prince_George_s_County_Approved_General_%20Plan.htm
http://www.mwcog.org/environment/air/downloads/pmp/


HHS Lease Consolidation References   4 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 4-5  

Montgomery County, 2010a.  Business Recycling and Waste Reduction.  Accessed: July 2, 2010.  

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/swstmpl.asp?url=/content/dep/solidwaste/education/sorrt

/index.asp  

Montgomery County Government, 2010b. Montgomery County Fire & Rescue Service. 

Accessed July 2010 from, 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/firtmpl.asp?url=/Content/FireRescue/Index.asp 

Montgomery County, 2010c.  Newcomer Information.  Accessed:  June 24, 2010.  

(http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cittmpl.asp?url=/content/citizen/newbie.asp#utili

ties  

Montgomery County Government, 2010d. Parks and Gardens. Accessed July 8, 2010 from, 

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cultmpl.asp?url=/content/culture/parks.asp,  

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS), 2010a.  Montgomery County Public Schools At a Glance. 

accessed July 9, 2010, from 

http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/regulatoryaccountability/glance/,  

Montgomery County Public Schools,  2010b. School Service Area and Facility Information. accessed 

July 9, 2010, from http://gis.mcpsmd.org/gis/facilityInformation.asp,  

Papson, Ryun, 2007. Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Mount Calvary Baptist Church 

Cell Tower Site Located at 5120 Whitfield Chapel Road in Lanham, Prince George’s County, 

Maryland. Archaeological Testing and Consulting, Inc., Silver Spring. 

Prince George’s County Department of Parks and Recreation (PGCDPR), 2010a. Accessed July 8, 

2010 from, http://www.pgparks.com/Your_Parks/Locations.htm,. 

Prince George’s County Department of Parks and Recreation, 2010b. Prince George’s Plaza 

Community Center.  Accessed July 8, 2010 from, 

http://www.pgparks.com/Things_To_Do/Community_Centers/Prince_George_s_Plaza_Community_

Center.htm,  

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/swstmpl.asp?url=/content/dep/solidwaste/education/sorrt/index.asp
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/swstmpl.asp?url=/content/dep/solidwaste/education/sorrt/index.asp
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/firtmpl.asp?url=/Content/FireRescue/Index.asp
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cittmpl.asp?url=/content/citizen/newbie.asp#utilities
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cittmpl.asp?url=/content/citizen/newbie.asp#utilities
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/cultmpl.asp?url=/content/culture/parks.asp
http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/regulatoryaccountability/glance/
http://gis.mcpsmd.org/gis/facilityInformation.asp
http://www.pgparks.com/Your_Parks/Locations.htm
http://www.pgparks.com/Things_To_Do/Community_Centers/Prince_George_s_Plaza_Community_Center.htm
http://www.pgparks.com/Things_To_Do/Community_Centers/Prince_George_s_Plaza_Community_Center.htm


4    References      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

4-6  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Prince George’s County, 2010a. Prince George’s County Fire/EMS Department. Accessed July 

2010 from, http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Government/PublicSafety/Fire-

EMS/index.asp 

Prince George’s County, 2010b. PG Atlas. Accessed June 2010 from http://www.pgatlas.com.  

Prince George’s County, 2005.  Utilities Information in Prince George’s County,Maryland.  

Accessed:  June 24, 2010.  

http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Residents/MovingGuide/utilities.asp 

Prince George’s County Public Schools, 2010a. Department of Pupil Accounting & School 

Boundaries. Accessed July 8, 2010 from, http://schools.pgcps.org/SchoolFinder/findschool2.asp,  

Prince George’s County Public Schools, 2010b. Prince George’s County Board of Education, Prince 

George’s County Public Schools, Annual Report 2009.  Accessed July 9, 2010 from, 

http://www1.pgcps.org/WorkArea/showcontent.aspx?id=113564. 

Rule, Pamela, and June Evans, 1982. Preliminary Archeological Reconnaissance of Willow Hills 

Watermain, Prince George’s Co., Md. Potomac River Archeology Survey. 

Stabler, Jennifer, 2008. Response Letter Indicating No Archeological Survey Needed For Largo Town 

Center Parcel D. Email letter dated July 15, 2008, sent to Paul P. Kreisa at Greenhorne & O’Mara, 

Inc., Laurel, Maryland. Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Historic 

Preservation Section. 

Taylor, Randolph K., Antonio V. Segovia, John E. Foss, and William A. Gardner, 1980. Archeological, 

Geological and Pedological Archival Investigations of the Proposed Washington Metropolitan Area 

Transit Authority’s Greenbelt Route in Prince George’s Co., Md. Thunderbird Research Corporation, 

Front Royal, Virginia. 

The Environmenttal Analysis Group (TEAG), 2001. Rating of Serviceability of the Parklawn Building 

5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857 

http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Government/PublicSafety/Fire-EMS/index.asp
http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Government/PublicSafety/Fire-EMS/index.asp
http://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/Residents/MovingGuide/utilities.asp
http://schools.pgcps.org/SchoolFinder/findschool2.asp
http://www1.pgcps.org/WorkArea/showcontent.aspx?id=113564


HHS Lease Consolidation References   4 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 4-7  

Thomas, Ronald A., 1979. Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Investigations for the Metropolitan 

Washington Area Water Supply Study Early Action Report. Mid-Atlantic Archaeological Research, 

Inc., Newark, Delaware. 

Tyler, Jason L., Jeanne L. Ward, Katherine D. Birmingham, 2008. Phase I Archaeological Investigation 

of the Cafritz Property, Prince George’s County, Maryland. Applied Archaeology and History 

Associates, Inc., Annapolis. 

Williams, Martha R., and Joshua Roth, 2007. Phase I Archeological Survey of the Proposed Mosaic at 

Turtle Creek Development, Prince George’s County, Maryland. R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, 

Inc., Frederick. 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2010. American FactFInder. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://factfinder.census.gov.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2008. The Green Book Nonattainment Areas for Criteria 

Pollutants. Accessed June 2010 from, http://www.epa.gov/air/opqps/greenbk/.. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, November 2005. Guideline on Air Quality Models (Revised). 

40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2007a.  Air Data: Access to Air Pollution Data. Accessed June 

2010 from, http://www.epa.gov/air/data/index.html.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2007b.  Summary of Coastal Zone Management Act 

and Amendments. Accessed June 2010 from,  http://www.epa.gov/oecaagct/lzma.html .  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2010a.  Birds Protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Accessed July 2010 from, 

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/RegulationsPolicies/mbta/mbtandx.html 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 2010b. National Wetlands Inventory. Accessed June 2010, from, 

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/mapper.html.  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, May 2007.   National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines. Accessed 

June 2010 from, 

http://factfinder.census.gov/
http://www.epa.gov/air/opqps/greenbk/
http://www.epa.gov/air/data/index.html
http://www.epa.gov/oecaagct/lzma.html
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/RegulationsPolicies/mbta/mbtandx.html


4    References      HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

4-8  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/BaldEagle/NationalBaldEagleManagementGuide

lines.pdf).  

U.S. General Services Administration (GSA), 2008.  Assessing Green Building Performance:  A Post 

Occupancy Evaluation of 12 GSA Buildings. GSA Public Buildings Service, Office of Applied Science, 

Washington, DC.   

U.S. Geological Survey, 1997. Ground Water Atlas of the United States: Delaware, Maryland, New 

Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia. Accessed June 2010 from, 

http://pubs.usgs.gov/ha/ha730/gwa.html. 

U.S. Green Building Council, 2010.  Intro – What LEED Is.  Accessed:  June 23, 2010.  

(http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=1988.   

  

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/BaldEagle/NationalBaldEagleManagementGuidelines.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/issues/BaldEagle/NationalBaldEagleManagementGuidelines.pdf
http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPageID=1988


HHS Lease Consolidation List of Preparers    5 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 5-1  

5.0 List of Preparers 
U.S. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
National Capitol Region 
7th & D Streets, SW 
Washington, DC 20407 
 
Suzanne Hill  
NEPA Lead 
Portfolio Management  
Public Building Service 
National Capital Region 
 
Seyi B. Gbadegesin 
Leasing Specialist 
Public Building Service 
National Capital Region 

Carla Knode 
Acting Director  
Portfolio Management 
Public Building Service 
National Capital Region 
 
 
 

 

 
GREENHORNE & O’MARA, INC. 
6110 Frost Place 
Laurel, MD 20707 
 
Elizabeth Edelen Estes 
M.S. Environmental Management 
University of Maryland University College 

John Christman, P.E. 
BCE Civil Engineering 
Villanova University 
 
Alem T. Hagos, P.E., P.T.O.E. 
M.S.C.E. Civil/Transportation Engineering,. 
Virginia Tech 
 
Caesar Hatami 
Associate of Arts, General Studies 
Community College of Baltimore County 

Lori Huffman, P.E. 
B.S. Civil Engineering 
University of Maryland 
 
Elisa Prange 
B.S. Civil Engineering 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
 
Duncan Simpson 
M.S. Biology 
Towson University, 2009 

Alexis Zimmerer Morris 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Barton College, 2003 



5    List of Preparers   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

5-2  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

Jacqueline McDowell 
M.A. Anthropology 
Northern Illinois University, 1986 
 
Belinda Calabrese-Connor, MBA 
B.S. Accounting  
University of Maryland 
MBA University of Phoenix 
.



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010   6-1 

6.0 Distribution List 
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

U.S. SENATORS 

The Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin 

United States Senate 

509 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 

United States Senate 

503 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

 

The Honorable Roscoe G. Bartlett 

House of Representatives 

2412 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

The Honorable Elijah Cummings 

House of Representatives 

2235 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

The Honorable Donna F. Edwards 

House of Representatives 

318 Cannon House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Steny H. Hoyer 

House of Representatives 

1705 Longworth House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

The Honorable Frank Kratovil 

House of Representatives 

314 Cannon House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

The Honorable C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 

House of Representatives 

2453 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable John Sarbanes 

House of Representatives 

426 Cannon House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

The Honorable Christopher Van Hollen 

House of Representatives 

1707 Longworth House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-2 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

 

Mr. Horst Greczmiel 

Associate Director for NEPA Oversight 

Council on Environmental Quality 

722 Jackson Place, NW 

Washington, DC 20503 

 

Mr. Jeff Lape, Director 

Chesapeake Bay Program Office 

 EPA - Region 3 

410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109 

Annapolis, MD 21403 

 

Mr. Oliver Miranda 

District Conservationist 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Prince George's Field Service Center 

5301 Marlboro Race Track Road 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Dr. Henry M. "JH" Bahn, Ph.D. 

National Program Leader 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Economic and Community Systems 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW, 

Mail Stop 2215 

Washington, DC 20250-2215 

 

Mr. Willie R. Taylor, Director 

U.S. Department of Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance 

1849 C Street, NW, Room 2340-MIB 

Washington, DC 20240 

 

Ms. Barbara J. Rudnick 

NEPA Team Leader 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Office of Enviornmental Programs 

1650 Arch Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Dr. Mary J. Ratnaswamy, Ph.D. 

Program Supervisor 

U.S. Fish and  Wildlife Service 

Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

Mr. Leopoldo Miranda 

Field Supervisor 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

Mr. Jon Hall 

State Conservationist 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

339 Busch's Frontage Road, Suite 301 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

MARYLAND STATE GOVERNMENT 

The Honorable Martin O'Malley 

Office of the Governor 

100 State Circle 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Paul G. Pinsky 

Maryland Senate, District 22 

James Senate Office Building, Room 220 

11 Bladen St 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Jamie B. Raskin 

Maryland Senate 

Miller Senate Office Building 

11 Bladen Street, Room 422 

Annapolis, MD 21401



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 6-3  

The Honorable James Rosapepe 

Maryland Senate 

James Senate Office Building 

11 Bladen Street, Room 314 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Tawanna P. Gaines 

District 22 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen St, Room 416 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Anne Healey 

District 22 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen St, Room 350 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Justin D. Ross 

District 22 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen St, Room 151 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Sheila E. Hixson 

District 20 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 131 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Tom Hucker 

District 20 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 220 

Annapolis, MD 21041 

 

The Honorable Heather Mizeur 

District 20 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 219 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Benjamin S. Barnes 

District 21 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 209 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Barbara Frush 

District 21 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 412 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

The Honorable Joseline Pena-Melnyk 

District 21 

Maryland House of Delegates 

House Office Building 

6 Bladen Street, Room 209 

Annapolis, MD 21041 

 

Ms. Michelle D. Jackson 

Federal Facilities Director 

Maryland Department of Business and 

Economic Development 

401 East Pratt Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

Mr. Christian S. Johansson, Secretary 

Maryland Department of Business and 

Economic Development 

World Trade Center 

401 East Pratt Street, 15th Floor 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-4 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

Mr. Frank Dawson 

Director, Watershed Services 

Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources 

Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

Mr. John R. Griffin, Secretary 

Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources 

Office Of The Secretary Executive Director 

Tawes State Office Building C4 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, MD 21401-2397 

 

Mr. Paul Peditto, Director 

Maryland Department  

of Natural Resources 

Wildlife and Heritage Services 

Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Richard E. Hall, Secretary 

Maryland Department of Planning 

Office of the Secretary 

301 W. Preston St 

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365 

 

Ms. Beverly K. Swaim-Staley 

Acting Secretary 

Maryland Department of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

PO Box 548 

Hanover, MD 21076 

 

Mr. Kenneth Briggs 

Assistant Division Chief 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

707 North Calvert Street, MS C-102 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Administrator 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

707 N. Calvert Street, MB Post C502 

Baltimore, MD 21203 

Mr. Glen Smith 

Regional Planner 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

707 N. Calvert Street, MB Post C502 

Baltimore, MD 21203 

 

Mr. Rodney Little 

Director and  State Historic Preservation  

Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place 

Crownsville, MD 21032-2023 

 

Ms. Linda C. Janey. J.D., Director 

Maryland Office of Planning 

Attn: Bob Rosenbush 

301 W. Preston Street, Room 1104 

Baltimore, MD 21201-2305

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 6-5  

REGIONAL ORGANIZATION 

 

Mr. Gerald Francis 

Deputy General Manager 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

600 5th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20001

 

MONGTOMGERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

 

The Honorable Ike Leggett 

County Executive 

Montgomery County 

Executive Office Building 

101 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Ms. Diane Schwartz Jones 

Assistant Chief Administration Officer 

Montgomery County  

Office of the County Executive 

101 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Phil Andrews 

Council Member 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

 

The Honorable Marc Erlich 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable Nancy Floreen 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Ms. Nancy Florren 

President 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable George Leventhal 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable Duchy Trachtenberg 

Montgomery County Council 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable Roger Berliner 

Montgomery County Council, District 1 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable Mike Knapp 

Montgomery County Council, District 2 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-6 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

The Honorable Phil Andrews 

Montgomery County Council, District 3 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

The Honorable Valarie Ervin 

Montgomery County Council, District 5 

100 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Bill Barron 

Team Leader, Community Based Planning 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Cherian Eapen 

Transportation Planner/Coordinator 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Eric Graye 

Transportation Supervisor 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Rollin Stanley 

Director of Planning 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Michael Zamore, Project Manager 

MNCPPC 

Green Infrastructure Project 

8787 Georgia Ave. 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

Historic Preservation Commission 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Royce Hanson, Chairman 

MNCPPC - Montgomery County 

Planning Board 

8787 Georgia Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Mr. Arthur Holmes, Jr., Director 

Montgomery County 

Department of Transportation 

101 Monroe Stret, 10th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Patrick Lacefield, Director 

Montgomery County 

Office of Public Information 

101 Monroe Street, 4th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Richard Y. Nelson, Jr., Director 

Montgomery County 

Department of Housing  

and Community Affairs 

100 Maryland Avenue, 4th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Steven Silverman 

Director, Department of Economic 

Development 

Montgomery County Department of 

Economic Development 

101 Monroe Street, 15th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Robert G. Hoyt, Director 

Montgomery County Department of 

Environmental Protection 

255 Rockville Pike, Suite 120 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 6-7  

Mr. Gary Smith, Deputy Director 

Montgomery County Department of 

General Services 

101 Monroe Street, 9th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. J. Thomas Manger 

Chief of Police 

Montgomery County Department of Police 

2350 Research Boulevard 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Director 

Montgomery County  

Department of Transportation 

Transportation Policy 

101 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Bob Simpson, Team Leader 

Master/Sector Plan Transportation Review  

Montgomery County  

Department of Transportation 

101 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Scott A Gutschick 

Planning Section Manager 

Montgomery County Fire & Rescue Service 

Executive Office Building 

101 Monroe Street, Room 1228 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Richard Bowers, Fire Chief 

Montgomery County Fire and Rescue 

Services 

101 Monroe Street, 12th Floor 

Rockville, MD 20850 

Mr. Donald M. Johnson 

Commander 

Montgomery County Police Department-

3rd District 

801 Silgo Avenue 

Silver Spring, MD 20910 

 

Ms. Melanie Wenger, Director 

Office of Intergovernmental Relations 

Montgomery County 

101 Monroe Street, Suite 1500 

Rockville, MD 20850 

Mr. Francoise M. Carrier, Director 

Office of Zoning and Administrative 

Hearings 

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building 

100 Maryland Avenue, Room 200 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

 

 

  



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-8 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

 

The Honorable Jack Johnson 

County Executive 

Prince George's County Council, District 1 

County Administration Building 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772-3050 

 

Ms. Jacqueline F. Brown 

Chief Administrative Officer 

Office of the County Executive, 

Prince George's County 

County Administration Building 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Suite 5032 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Thomas E. Dernoga, Chairman 

Prince George's County Council, District 1 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Ms. Andrea Harrison, Vice Chair 

Prince George's County Council, District 5 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Will Campos, Council Member 

Prince George's County Council, District 2 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Eric Olson, Council Member 

Prince George's County Council, District 3 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Ms. Deborah Weller 

Senior Environmental Planner 

Prince George’s County 

Dept. of Environmental Resources 

9400 Peppercorn Place 

Largo, MD 20774 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 6-9  

Ms. Ingrid M. Turner, Council Member 

Prince George's County Council, District 4 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Samuel H. Dean, Council Member 

Prince George's County Council, District 6 

County Council, 2nd Floor 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. John Funk, Chief 

MNCPPC - Prince George's County 

Countywide Planning Division 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD  

 

Mr. Derrick Coley, Chief 

MNCPPC - Prince George's County 

Development Review Division 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Ms. Gail Rothrock, Supervisor 

MNCPPC - Prince George's County 

Historic Preservation and Public Facilities 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Ms. Fern Piret, Planning Director 

MNCPPC - Prince George's County 

Office of Planning 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Tom Masog, Planner Coordinator 

MNCPPC - Prince George's County 

Transportation Planning Section 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Dawit A. Abraham 

Associate Director 

Prince George's County 

Office of Engineering 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 400 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. Edward J. Binseel 

Associate Director 

Prince George's County 

Office of Project Management 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 310 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. Haitham A. Hijazi, Director 

Prince George's County 

Public Works and Transportation 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 300 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. Dennis Ho, Associate Director 

Prince George's County 

Office of Highway Maintenance 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 300 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. James Johnson, Director 

Prince George's County 

Department of Housing  

and Community Affairs 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 300 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. James E. Raszewski 

Associate Director 

Prince George's County 

Office of Transportation 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 320 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

  



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-10 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

Mr. David J. Byrd 

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for 

Government Operations/ 

Environmental Services 

Prince George's County 

Office of the County Executive 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Craig S. Price, Administrator 

Prince George's County - Council 

Administration 

County Administration Building 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772-3050 

 

Mr. Eugene A. Jones 

Prince George's County  

Fire/EMS Headquarters 

Largo Government Center 

9201 Basil Court, Suite 452 

Largo, MD 20774 

Ms. Verjeana M. Jacobs, Esq. 

Board Chair 

Prince George's County  

Board of Education 

Sasscer Administration Building 

14201 School Lane 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Ms. Joyce Dowling 

Secretary, Treasurer 

Prince George's County  

Civic Federation, Inc 

3907 Cherry Tree Crossing Rd., 

Brandywine, MD 20613 

 

Mr. Samuel B. Moki 

Associate Director 

Prince George's County  

Department of Environmental Resources 

Environmental Services Group 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 610 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. John Petro, President 

Prince Georges County Historical Society 

Post Office Box 14 

Riverdale, MD 20738-0014 

 

Mr. Roberto L. Hylton, Chief of Police 

Prince George's County Police Department 

7600 Barlowe Road 

Landover, MD 20785 

 

Mr. William R. Hite, Jr., Superintendent 

Prince George's County Public Schools 

Office of the Superintendent 

Sasscer Building 

14201 School Lane 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

 

Mr. Charles W. Wilson, Director 

Prince George's County 

Department of Environmental Resources 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 500 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

 

Mr. Joseph L. Nagro, City Manager 

City of College Park 

4500 Knox Road 

College Park, MD 20740-3390 

 

Terry Schurn, Director 

City of College Park 

Department of Planning and  Zoning 

College Park, MD 20740-3390 

 

Ms. Angel L. Jones, City Manager 

City of Gaithersburg 

31 S Summit Avenue 

Gaithersburg, MD 20877 



HHS Lease Consolidation Distribution List       6 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 6-11  

Mr. William F. Gardiner, Mayor 

City of Hyattsville 

4310 Gallatin Street 

Hyattsville, MD 20781 

 

Mr. J. Michael Downes 

City Administrative Officer 

City of New Carrollton 

6016 Princess Garden Parkway 

New Carrollton, MD 20784 

Mr. Andrew C. Hanko, Mayor 

City of New Carrollton 

6016 Princess Garden Parkway 

New Carrollton, MD 20784 

 

Ms. Phyllis Marcuccio, Mayor 

City of Rockville 

111 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

Mr. Jim Wasilak, Chief of Planning 

City of Rockville 

Community Planning  

and Development Services 

111 Maryland Avenue 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Ms. Sally Sternback, Executive Director 

Rockville Economic Development, Inc. 

95 Monroe Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

ORGANIZATIONS 

 

Mr. James Connolly 

Executive Director 

Anacostia Watershed Society 

The George Washington House 

4302 Baltimore Avenue 

Bladensburg, MD 20710 

 

Calvert Hills Citizen Association 

7017 Wake Forest Drive 

College Park, MD 20740 

 

Ms. Helen T. Moore, Coordinator 

Citizens Concerned For  

A Cleaner County, Inc. 

1220 Caraway Court, Suite 1050B 

Largo, MD 20774 

 

Mr. Bob Ferraro, President 

Eyes of Paint Branch 

1258 Cavendish Drive 

Silver Spring, MD 20905 

 

Glenarden Citizens Association 

8600 Glen Arden Parkway 

Glen Arden, MD 20706 

 

Pat Labuda, President 

Greater Shady Grove Civic Allicance 

16929 Briardale Road 

Derwood, MD 20855-2036 

 

 

Jewish Community Center  

of Greater Washington  

6125 Montrose Road 

Rockville, MD 20852 

 

King Farm Citizens Assembly 

300 Saddle Ridge Circle 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Charles Renninger 

President 

Largo Civic Association 

PO Box 6122 

Largo, MD 20792 

 

  



6    Distribution List   HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

6-12 Environmental Assessment – 2010 

Mr. Sam Bronstein 

North College Park Civic Association 

4912 Nantucket Street 

College Park, MD 20140 

 

Ms. Mary A. van Balgooy 

Executive Director 

Peerless Rockville 

PO Box 4262 

Rockville, MD 20849 

 

Mr. David Hauck, Chair 

Sierra Club of Montgomery County 

103 North Adams Street 

Rockville, MD 20850 

 

Mr. Charles Reilly, Chair 

Sierra Club of Prince George's County 

7338 Baltimore Avenue, Suite 101A 

College Park, MD 20740 

Twinbrook Citizens Associatoin 

P.O. Box 834 

Rockville, MD 20848-0834 

 

Ms. Melissa Oliphant, President 

Twinbrook Forest Condos Association 

531 Meadown Hall Drive 

Rockville, MD 20851 

 

Ms. Lynn Butler, President 

University Park Civic Association 

6404 Queens Chapel Road 

University Park, MD 20782 

 

Ms. Elani Kallas, Co-President 

Walnut Hill Citizens Association 

16600 Shea Lane 

Gaithersburg, MD 20877 

 

Mr. Darrell Pauley, Co-President 

Walnut Hill Citizens Association 

16815 Chestnut Street 

Gaithersburg, MD 20877 

 

West Lanham Hills Civic Association 

7752 Decatur Road 

Hyattsville, MD 20784 

 

 

 



HHS Lease Consolidation EA Figures   A 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 A-1  

 

Appendix A – EA Figures 

  



A   EA Figures HHS Lease Consolidation 
 

 

A-2  Environmental Assessment – 2010  

This page intentionally left blank.  



HHS Lease Consolidation EA Figures   A 
 

 

Environmental Assessment – 2010 A-3  

 

Figure A-1. USGS Quadrangle Irvington Centre at King Farm 
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Figure A-2.  USGS Quadrangle of New Carrollton Metro Site 
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Figure A-3.  USGS Quadrangle of One Largo Metro Site 
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Figure A-4.  USGS Quadrangle of Parklawn Building Site 
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Figure A-5.  USGS Quadrangle of University Town Center Site 
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Figure A-6.  Soils Map Irvington Centre at King Farm Site 
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Figure A-7.  Soils Map New Carrollton Metro Site 
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Figure A-8.  Soils Map One Largo Metro Site 
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Figure A-9.  Soils Map Parklawn Building Site 
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Figure A-10.  Soils Map University Town Center Site 
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Figure A-11.  Floodplain Map Irvington Centre at King Farm Site 
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Figure A-12.  Floodplain Map New Carrollton Metro Site 
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Figure A-13.  Floodplain Map One Largo Metro Site 
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Figure A-14.  Floodplain Map Parklawn Building Site 
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Figure A-15.  Floodplain Map University Town Center Site 
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Figure A-16,  Zoning Irvington Centre at King Farm Site 
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Figure A-17.  Zoning New Carrollton Metro Site 
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Figure A-18.  Zoning One Largo Metro Site 
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Figure A-19.  Zoning Parklawn Building Site 
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Figure A-20.  Zoning University Town Center Site 
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Figure A-21.  Metrorail System Map 
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Figure A-22.  MARC Rail System Map 
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Figure A-23.  Bus Routes Irvington Centre at King Farm Site 
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Figure A-24.  Bus Routes New Carrollton Metro Site 
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Figure A-25.  Bus Routes One Largo Metro Site 
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Figure A-26. Bus Routes Parklawn Building 
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Figure A-27 Bus Routes University Town Center Site 
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Figure C-1 
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Figure C 2 
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Figure C 3 
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Figure C 4 
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Figure C 5
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