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4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EIS 

 

The Draft  EIS for the 2018 Master Plan for the Consolidation of the U.S. FDA Headquarters at the Federal 
Research Center at White Oak located in Silver Spring, Maryland was released to the public and the Notice 
of Availability was published in the Federal Register on March 2, 2018.  Written comments on the Draft EIS 
were accepted until  April 17, 2018, and are addressed herein.  A Public Hearing was held on the Draft EIS on 
March 22, 2018 .  A transcript of the hearing follow the written comments.  One comment  was received 
during the public hearing  from the Calverton Homeowner’s Association who referenced his comment letter.  
The comments from the Calverton Homeowner’s Association have been addressed. 

The following table of contents can be referenced in order to find comments from specific 
people/organizations and the responses to those comments.  Responses to indivisual comment letters 
follow  after each letter. 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Federal Agencies  

State of Maryland Agencies 

County Agencies 

Organizations 

Private Citizens 

Transcript from Public Hearing 
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National Capital Planning Commission April 18, 2018 Diane Sullivan 

Comment 1: Comment Noted 

Comment 2: Comment Noted 

Comment 3: Comment Noted 

Comment 4: Comment Noted 

Comment 5: Comment noted. Difference in cost would decrease significantly. However Alternative B 

would be somewhat more expensive because of the cost of high rise construction.  

Comment 6: Agree.  EIS has been updated. 

Comment 7: Text has been added to show that the Master Plan would be consistent with local building 

height restrictions according to Montgomery County's zoning ordinance. 

Comment 8: The Urban Design Element and the Historic Preservation Element of the Comprehensive 

Plan have been added to the EIS. Additional text has been added to show how the Master Plan is and is 

not consistent with these two elements. 

Comment 9: Eye level views from New Hampshire Avenue have been added to the EIS.  Building 100 is 

already impacted as stated in the EIS; therefore, no additional renderings will be done.  In addition, MHT 

has not requested pedestrian level views looking southwest from the historic Fire Station towards the 

development. 

Comment 10:  Comment Noted. 

Comment 11:  Comment Noted. 

Comment 12:  Comment Noted 
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Comment 1: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 2: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 3: Aerials figures have been added. 

Comment 4: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 5: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 6: EIS has been updated. 

Comment 7: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 8: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 9: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 10:  The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 11: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 12: Additional columns have been added to include total land disturbance and area of steep 

slopes impacted for each alternative. 

Comment 13: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 14: A new table has been added to the EIS to show these numbers. 

Comment 15: Pages 115 - 117 of the master plan overlays SVB with the alternatives. The streams, 

wetlands, stream/wetland impacts, and impacts to the SVBs that are shown on Figures 3-20 and 3-21 of 

the EIS will be added. 

Comment 16: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 17: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 18: Pages 115 - 117 of the master plan overlays SVB with the alternatives. The edge of the 

forest canopy will be added. 

Comment 19: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 20: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 21: The mode shares are not adjusted for absentees. However, absentees are calculated when 

determining the number of additional non-auto trips that would need to be reached to meet the 46% 

NADMS goal. 

Comment 22: While employees retiring or leaving FDA is anticipated over time, it is anticipated that 

these positions would be refilled. The FDA has identified a significant need for additional staff which is 

anticipated to continue well into the future. 
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Comment 23: The text will be clarified. The peak being referred to is peak onsite attendance over the 

year, which typically occurs in or around March. This accounts for people absentees, vacation, off-site 

meetings, teleworking, etc. 

Comment 24: FDA has previously explored leasing parking spaces from the nearby Sears Department 

Store. However, an agreement could not be reached. No leased parking is being considered at this time. 

Comment 25: A 1:1.8 ratio results in approximately 10,000 parking spaces, while a ratio of 1:2 would 

result in approximately 9,000 parking spaces. 

Comment 26: Figure 11 lists improvements that would attract auto drivers to other modes. The 

respondents who reported barely biking to work do it occasionally during nice weather and it is not their 

primary commute mode. While employees retiring or leaving FDA is anticipated over time, it is 

anticipated that these positions would be refilled. The FDA has identified a significant need for 

additional staff which is anticipated to continue well into the future. 
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, May 21, 2014 Genevieve LaRouche 

Comment #1: Comment noted.  This review was completed in September 2017.  
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EPA April 13, 2018  Barbara Rudnick 

Comment 1: Comment Noted 

Comment 2: Comment Noted. GSA will consider a functional assessment during project design. 

Comment 3: Stormwater management is discussed in Section 3.3.5 of the EIS.  A stormwater 

management plan has also been provided in the Master Plan. 

Comment 4: Comment Noted. Samplings are done once a year and a public meeting is held to present 

the results.  The last public hearing was held on April 6, 2018.  The EIS will be updated to reflect the new 

results. 

Comment 5:  Section 3.14.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to include the amount of photovoltaic 

arrays the FDA Campus currently has.  GSA/FDA support the concept of renewables on campus and it 

should be noted the goal is for the future development to be net zero. The actual engineering will occur 

during project design. 

Comment 6: Agree.  GSA will follow the FAR in its solicitations for each project for implementing the 

Master Plan. 

Comment 7: Text has been added to Section 3.4.3 of the Final EIS to show how GSA will comply with 

state and local tree ordinances. 

Comment 8: Comment noted.  GSA will assess each phase of the Master Plan as it is designed to ensure 

that they are using the most current best management practices for stormwater management, where 

possible.  
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Maryland Department of the Environment, April 4, 2018, Lori A. Byrne 

Comment #1: Comment Noted 
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Maryland Department of Planning April 13, 2018 Myra Barnes 

Comment 1: Comment Noted 

Comment 2: Comment Noted 

Comment 3: Comment Noted 

Comment 4: Comment Noted 

Comment 5: Comment noted. 

Comment 6: Comment Noted 

Comment 7: Comment Noted 

Comment 8: Comment Noted 

Comment 9: Comment Noted 
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Maryland Department of Transportation April 16, 2018 Samantha Biddle 

Comment 1: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 2: Comment Noted 

Comment 3: The TTR has been updated to mention these projects (see page 47). 

Comment 4: Comment Noted 

Comment 5: Phasing and thresholds were not considered at the master-plan level. The TTR is intended 

to assess transportation impacts of the full master plan. Because phasing was not identified in the 

master plan, it is not considered in the TTR or DEIS. 

Comment 6: As stated in Chapter 7 of the TMP, the TMP will be updated at a minimum every two years.  

An implementation plan is also provided in Chapter 6. 

Comment 7: Sentence will be revised to say "planned developments" 

Comment 8: The Traffic and Transportation Mitigation in Section 2.5 and 3.13.3.4 of the Final EIS has 

been updated. 

Comment 9: As stated in Section 1.1 of the EIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to provide a 

master plan to support further consolidation of FDA employees and projected growth.  The projected 

growth includes funded staff vacancies, existing employees currently in leased space in Montgomery 

and Prince George's counties, FDA support staff, and future growth.  In addition, based upon survey 

results of employees that will be relocated to the White Oak Campus,  most would not move their 

residence. However, new hires may choose to live closer to campus, particularly after the development 

of nearby sites such as Viva White Oak.   Additional text has been added to Section 3.1.7 to clarify. 

Comment 10: Section 3.13.1.1 of the EIS has been updated. 

Comment 11: Table 23 of the EIS has been updated. 

Comment 12: Table 23 of the EIS has been updated. 

Comment 13: GSA/FDA is currently coordinating and will continue to work with MDOT SHA, MCDOT, 

PGDPW&T to identify ways to optimize the current network. 

Comment 14: Comment noted. There is no timeline for implementation of the changes to the 

interchanges; therefore the traffic analysis must assume that these interchanges would not be 

constructed and thus what mitigation measures could be implemented to manage traffic in their 

absence. The text will be revised to change "short-term" to alternative enhancements and a discussion 

of the importance of the interchanges will be provided. It should also be noted that this was the general 

approach used in the White Oak Local Area Transportation Improvement Program (LATIP) which also 

looked at future mitigation without the interchanges. 

Comment 15: Comment Noted  

Comment 16: Page 34 of the TTR has been updated. 
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Comment 17: Queue observations were conducted during peak periods to identify locations of unmet 

demand. Where unmet demand was encountered, volume was added to the TMC data.  

Comment 18: Average delays is being added to the table for comparison purposes. 

Comment 19: The No Action Alternative assumes local network improvements identified in the White 

Oak Science Gateway Master plan, as well as routine signal timing enhancements. The combination of 

these improvements result in both changes to existing traffic patterns, as well as improvements to 

intersection operations that result in a slight improvement at some intersections, including the US 29 

interchange at Cherry Hill/Randolph Road. This interchange continues to work at an overall acceptable 

LOS given that the FDA project is adding vehicles to only two approaches (SB L in the AM) and the NB 

on-ramp in the PM, which is a low-conflict movement.  

Comment 20: The TTR has been updated (see page 56). 

Comment 21: See response to comment 14. 

Comment 22: The County has identified this intersection as needing significant improvements as part of 

overall traffic growth in the area but has not developed a plan at this time.  However the text has been 

revised to reference additional turn lanes and/or grade separation. 

Comment 23: TTR has been updated (see page 59). 

Comment 24: Text has been revised to include recommendation for no through-movement sign. 

However, this will likely be an enforcement issue unless residents are in favor of significant 

modifications such as converting to one-way. 

Comment 25: Comment noted. 

Comment 26: Comment noted. 

Comment 27: There was an error in the signal timing for this intersection. The table has been revised. 

Comment 28: The study area was defined during the scoping process in coordination with M-NCPPC 

Montgomery and Prince George's counties. An analysis of the weaving areas was not requested at that 

time. 

Comment 29: See response to comment 28. 

Comment 30: Comment noted. 

Comment 31: The Tech Road volumes are revised. During scoping with MNCPPC, the project team was 

directed to utilize volumes from Sabra, Wang & Associates' White Oak Local Area Transportation Review 

Intersection Improvement Cost Evaluation Memo, with the approval of the Montgomery County 

Planning Department, to ensure that the studies were consistent. Furthermore, it is our opinion that the 

volumes provide a reasonable representation of peak period traffic through the study area and that 

volumes likely change over time and from day to day with some volumes increasing, while others 

decrease. 

Comment 32: See response to comment 31. 
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Comment 33: During scoping with MNCPPC, the project team was directed to utilize volumes from 

Sabra, Wang & Associates' White Oak Local Area Transportation Review Intersection Improvement Cost 

Evaluation Memo, with the approval of the Montgomery County Planning Department, to ensure that 

the studies were consistent. High U-Turn volumes were not noted during scoping and were not 

observed during field visits. Incorporation of the U-turn movements would likely not change the overall 

findings of the study for this intersection as it currently experiences heavy levels of congestion that are 

not easily mitigated without signficant intersection modifications. 

Comment 34: No additional parking beyond what is programmed will be provided. 

Comment 35: Text will be revised to note this possibility in Section 5.2.3.2 

Comment 36: The TMP has been updated (see page iv). 

Comment 37: The TMP has been updated (see page 4). 

Comment 38: The TMP has been updated (see page 4). 

Comment 39: The TMP has been updated (see page 6). 

Comment 40: The TMP has been updated (see page 8). 

Comment 41: The TMP has been updated (see page 8). 

Comment 42: The TMP has been clarified (see page 11). 

Comment 43: Based on coordination with Montgomery County, it was determined that the study should 

assume the already-planned County improvements identified in the White Oak Master Plan. 

Comment 44: The TMP has been revised (see page 48). 

Comment 45: As the TMP is implemented FDA/GSA will work with the County and other stakeholders to 

provide additional connections to park-and-ride facilities and/or new facilities. 

Comment 46: Please see response to Comment 14. 
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Montgomery County Fire and Rescue April 5, 2018 Chief Scott Goldstein 

Comment 1: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 2: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 3: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 4: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 5: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 6: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 7: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 8: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 9: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 10: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 11: The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 12: The EIS has been updated. 
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Montgomery County Department of Transportation 

Comment 1: This is a planning-level study for a Master Plan. Therefore, the exact funding sources and 
implementation plan is not known. An order of magnitude cost estimate is being prepared for the master plan that 
will include the off-site roadway improvements identified in the traffic report. Federal funding cannot be used for 
off-site roadway improvements. 

Comment 2: A phasing plan is provided in the Master Plan. However, given that many of the proposed roadway 
improvement recommendations expand upon the improvements already proposed by the County, it would be 
more strategic to implement the required mitigation for FDA at the same time as the previously identified County 
improvements, rather than timing the improvements based on FDA site phasing. 

Comment 3: See response to comment 98. 

Comment 4:  The EIS and TTR have been revised to reflect this comment. 

Comment 5:  See response to comment 92. 

Comment 6:  Parking has been calculated as follows; 18,000 x 1/1.8 + 1,615 visitor parking spaces. This equals 
11,615 spaces.  A sensitivity analysis was performed early in the master planning process to identify the threshold 
at which major intersections along New Hampshire Avenue (MD 650), US 29, and Cherry Hill Road would begin to 
experience significant delays and queuing that would not easily be mitigated through minor roadway and 
signalization improvements, and would require improvements on a scale that would likely not be feasible. The 
results of the sensitivity analysis revealed that a parking ratio lower than the 1:1.5 permissible by NCPC, 
approximately 1:1.8, would be more appropriate. At a 1:1.8 parking ratio, approximately 10,094 parking spaces 
would be permitted for approximately 18,000 employees and support staff. Additional parking beyond the 10,094 
would be required for visitors. 

This has been clarified in the text. " "A sensitivity analysis was performed early in the master planning process to 
identify the threshold at which major intersections along New Hampshire Avenue (MD 650), US 29, and Cherry Hill 
Road would begin to experience significant delays and queuing that would not easily be mitigated through minor 
roadway and signalization improvements, and would require improvements on a scale that would likely not be 
feasible. The results of the sensitivity analysis revealed that a parking ratio lower than the 1:1.5 permissible by 
NCPC, approximately 1:1.8, would be more appropriate. At a 1:1.8 parking ratio, approximately 10,094 parking 
spaces would be permitted for approximately 18,000 employees and support staff. Additional parking beyond the 
10,094 would be required for visitors. 

Comment 7:  Based on NCPC guidelines, a suburban facility that is not located in close proximity to a high-capacity 

transit stop, such as a Metrorail station, can have a parking ratio as high as 1:1.5. Results of a sensitivity analysis 

revealed that a lower parking ratio, approximately 1:1.8, would be more appropriate given the nature of the 

surrounding roadway network, resulting in an extremely aggressive NADMS goal of 46%. Given the limited 

implementation of the BRT (i.e. no dedicated lanes, queue jumpers) it is our opinion that the level of service would 

not equal that of a high-capacity Metrorail station, and thus not warrant a parking ratio of 1:2.  

Comment 8:  On-site multi-use pathways and/or bike lanes will be recommended to connect the internal buildings 
with external facilities on New Hampshire Avenue and FDA Boulevard/Cherry Hill Road. The text will be revised to 
discuss these in greater detail and pull in information from the most recent bicycle master plan. 

Comment 9:  This figure has been revised to show the correct location.  

Comment 10:  As noted in the TTR, improvements like grade separation, which was previously planned by MDDOT 
SHA for signalized intersections along Columbia Pike (US 29), would need to be coordinated through MD SHA and 
Montgomery County. Conversion of the at-grade intersections to interchanges is a long-term project; therefore, 
the Action Alternatives with Mitigation scenario evaluates the short-term enhancements only. It is assumed that 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
278 

 

delay and queuing at the intersections along US 29 and the intersection of MD 650 & Powder Mill Road would be 
mitigated once they are converted to interchanges. 

Comment 11:  Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure recommendations have been expanded. 

Comment 12:  The site will add very little pedestrian and bicycle trips to the transportation network and all transit 
trips are contained onsite. An expanded discussion of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and recommendations 
is provided in the traffic technical report.  

Comment 13:  No analysis has been conducted. FDA is committed to efficient processing of incoming employee 
vehicles and will be adjusting their processing methods in order to accommodate the incoming vehicles. Details are 
not yet known at this level.  

Comment 14:  Based on coordination with FDA and GSA, telecommuting rates at the FRC are anticipated to remain 
the same. 

Comment 15:  The only additional free right-turn movement being proposed as part of the recommended 
mitigation is at Cherry Hill Road and FDA Boulevard. The ultimate design for this intersection could be modified in 
the future, before construction, to provide a controlled crossing at this location if one is desired. 

Comment 16:  As noted in the TTR, improvements like grade separation, which was previously planned by MD SHA 
for signalized intersections along Columbia Pike (US 29), would need to be coordinated through MD SHA and 
Montgomery County. Conversion of the at-grade intersections to interchanges is a long-term project; therefore, 
the Action with Mitigation scenario evaluates the short-term enhancements only. It is assumed that delay and 
queuing at the intersections along US 29 and the intersection of MD 650 & Powder Mill Road would be fully 
mitigated once they are converted to interchanges. 

Comment 17:  This is a master-planning-level study that is intended to identify mitigation options. A more detailed 
assessment of mitigation will be conducted as the site is programmed and off-site improvements begin to be 
finalized. 

Comment 18:  This is a master-planning-level study that is intended to identify mitigation options. A more detailed 
assessment of mitigation will be conducted as the site is programmed and off-site improvements begin to be 
finalized. However, given the anticipated low pedestrian volumes, we would recommend a lead-pedestrian 
interval, and/or permitting pedestrian movement only with the Schindler Drive. 

Comment 19:  The EIS has been updated. 

Comment 20:  Upon relocation of the transit center, through traffic is anticipated to be significantly reduced. While 
we recognize that the free right turn will be preferred by most drivers and will be the preferred method of the 
entry, the shared-through right lane will serve as a "relief valve" if entering traffic exceeds single lane capacity. 

Comment 21:  This is a master-planning-level study that is intended to identify mitigation options. A more detailed 

assessment of mitigation will be conducted as the site is programmed and off-site improvements begin to be 

finalized. However, given the anticipated low pedestrian volumes, we would recommend a lead-pedestrian 

interval, and/or permitting pedestrian movement only with the Schindler Drive. 

Comment 22:  The text will be revised to indicate a L-L-L-T-R configuration as shown on Page 53 

Comment 23:  The three SB left-turn lanes are provided at Industrial Parkway only.  

Comment 24:  The six lanes would be provided only to Tech Road. The interchange may negate the need for this 
improvement. 

Comment 25:  All proposed improvements in the LATIP were accounted for in the No Action Alternative. 
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Comment 26:  Three right-turn lanes were required to process the anticipated demand volume of over 2,000 vph 
in both the AM and PM peak hours.  

Comment 27:  The purpose of this traffic technical report is to support the EIS in the identification of potential 
impacts and the mitigation that would be required to offset those impacts. If a six-lane cross-section is desired, 
then this can be evaluated further upon project implementation. 

Comment 28:  Diversion to the roundabout on Fairland Road was considered. The analysis has been revised to 
account for a diversion to Musgrove as well.  

Comment 29:  FDA/GSA will look at the feasibility of providing docking bikeshare stations and providing 
service/rebalancing of the docking stations on the White Oak Campus outside of the secure perimeter.   

Comment 30:  This has been noted in the revised text. 

Comment 31:  FDA will work with Montgomery County to address the feasibility of providing regular shuttle 
service to key BRT stations in the vicinity of the White Oak Campus.  

Comment 32:  Comment noted. 

Comment 33:  This would require relocation of the security entrance. Relocation of the security entrance is not 
being considered at this time. FDA/GSA will work with the County to identify potential alternatives.  

Comment 34:  Modifications to the existing shuttle services are discussed in the Transportation Management Plan 
(TMP) document. We will reference this document in this section of the TTR. 

Comment 35:  FDA is not currently considering an additional transit hub that they have to maintain on the eastern 
end of the property. However, the TMP recommends regular shuttle connections to the Viva White Oak 
development. FDA would likely be able to provide shuttle service to a transit hub located on or near the Viva White 
Oak development.  

Comment 36:  The survey conducted for TTR and TMP had a larger response rate and more varied respondent 
base. It should also be noted that the commute mode question asked how an employee commutes to the campus. 
Given that less than 1% of respondents indicate that they telecommute every day of the week, "telecommuting" 
would not be a reasonable result of this question given that most employees (91%) travel to/from campus at least 
3-4 days per week. Furthermore, the reported 75% drive-alone rate is consistent with the fact that the current 
parking facilities are at or over capacity, particularly Tuesday-Thursday. Based on our experience with the County 
Commuter Survey, there tends to be a bias in responses to non-auto users, which may be one reason why the 2017 
survey indicates a significantly low number of drive-alone commuters. A drive-alone mode share of 49% would be 
expected where there is a high-frequency mass-transit option. This does not exist to/from the FDA campus. 

Comment 37:  FDA provided building population numbers for comparison. This information has been added into 
the TTR and TMP.  

Comment 38:  A map has been provided in Section 5.2.3 of the TMP (Appendix H). Text has been added to direct 
readers to the TMP.  

Comment 39:  The text has been revised.  

Comment 40:  While additional parking would be counter-productive, the proposed parking ratio results in parking 
only being provided for 54% of employees. Therefore, FDA must work toward a NADMS goal of 46%, which is a 
significant target in a suburban environment.  

Comment 41:  The percentages shown in Figure 15 are of the 4% who walk to work, not of all employees.  
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Comment 42:  The survey asks respondents how their commute would change if they move from their current 
office to the White Oak Campus. While we recognize that familiarity with transit may result in an employee being 
more likely to use transit in certain situations, the reported anticipated mode choice is made based on several 
more critical factors, such as transit options, number of seat changes, and access from residence to transit. 
Therefore, breaking down survey results based on existing office location is not likely to impact overall trends for 
the White Oak campus. Furthermore, the survey results are aggregated, and we do not have a efficient way to 
separate responses based on office location. 

Comment 43:  A map has been provided in Section 5.2.3 of the TMP (Appendix H). Text has been added to direct 
readers to the TMP.  

Comment 44:  A map has been provided in Section 5.2.3 of the TMP (Appendix H). 

Comment 45:  Yes, a similar chart for on-campus respondents has been provided.  

Comment 46:  Education of employees is part of the TMP and the responsibilities of the ETC staff. The TMP 
recommends regular engagement with employees, providing transit, ped, bike, and user groups, and providing 
new hires with information. 

Comment 47:  The TMP recommends a variety of strategies including shuttles to park-and-ride facilities as well as 
ridesharing. 

Comment 48: FDA does not maintain maps of shuttle routes.  

Comment 49:  Shuttle information has been provided. 

Comment 50:  Comment noted. 

Comment 51:  Study intersections were selected based on the direction from MCPD in the scoping phase. See Page 
33 first paragraph. 

Comment 52:  A map has been provided in TTR Appendix D.  

Comment 53:  The text has been revised.  

Comment 54:  The LATR/LATIP will be referenced as an appendix. 

Comment 55:  Comment Noted 

Comment 56:  Comment Noted 

Comment 57:  The text has been revised to indicate the various options for this BRT line. 

Comment 58:  These non-auto improvements are included in the revised text.  

Comment 59:  Revised. See pages 41-42. 

Comment 60:  Comment Noted 

Comment 61:  While we agree, we are basing the analysis on the available information at the time of the study. 
Furthermore, it is unlikely that a shift north would have a significant impact on the overall study infrastructure 
improvement recommendations as most are intended to address both northbound and southbound traffic utilizing 
US 29. 

Comment 62:  This graphic has been revised. 
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Comment 63:  This have been revised. 

Comment 64:  Street names have been verified and any necessary changes have been made. 

Comment 65:  The purpose of this traffic technical report is to support the EIS in the identification of potential 
impacts and the mitigation that would be required to offset those impacts. A phasing plan is part of the Master 
Plan.  GSA will coordinate the transportation improvements, where practicable. 

Comment 66:  Mitigation measures were developed to the extent reasonable to address the increase in delay and 
queuing associated with the proposed action. Factors such as available ROW or the potential for ROW takings was 
considered to determine what would be reasonable. In many cases the intersections operate at LOS E or F in the 
No Action. A chart has been added to show how the average vehicle delay changes between the various scenarios. 

Comment 67:  Shuttle modifications are discussed in the TMP. A reference to the TMP has been included. 

Comment 68:  There is currently a childcare center onsite that is at capacity. However, there are no plans to 
expand the childcare services as part of the Master Plan.  

Comment 69:  Text will be revised to include this recommendation as an option. 

Comment 70:  Recommendations have been added to permit ped/bike entry at security gates. 

Comment 71:  The Federal Government follows the Federal Acquisition Regulations for the procurement of good 
and services.  As an executive agency, FDA is required to follow these regulations. 

Comment 72:  Buildings have existing lobbies which are used for waiting for the shuttle. Because the FDA Campus 
is a secured Federal facility, transit buses cannot be accommodated at individual buildings.  FDA provides an 
internal shuttle service from all its buildings that connects employees with transit buses. 

Comment 73:  Text will be revised to include this recommendation as an option. See section 5.2.1 

Comment 74:  A recommendation for off-peak commuting is made in the TMP (referred to as flexible work 
schedule). Based on FDA/GSA feedback, they cannot contact or partner with residential properties to provide 
employee incentives.  These incentives will likely happen naturally. However, recommendations are made to 
provide ped/bike as well as regular circulator shuttle connections to transit stops near major nearby 
properties/developments such as Viva White Oak. 

Comment 75:  A section on parking has been added in Section 5.2.9, and a summary has been provided in the table 
in the Executive summary. 

Comment 76:  GSA/FDA will continue to monitor parking needs. However, at this time it is our opinion that a 1:1.8 
ratio is most appropriate. While the BRT will provide some higher-frequency and faster transit options it would not 
have the same level of "attraction" as Metro. The 1:2 ratio set by NCPC is intended for areas served by higher-
frequency transit like Metro.  

Comment 77:  The majority of the additional parking provided will be structured. Road and parking improvements 
will be built in coordination with the phasing plan in the Master Plan. 

Comment 78:  The TMP includes recommendations for shuttle connections to/from park-and-ride facilities, as well 
as partnering with a ridesharing firm to provide on-demand vanpool services in areas with a high concentration of 
employee residences (see Section 5.2.4). FDA cannot require employees to park off-site. Based on current federal 
regulations, parking cash-out is not allowable.  

Comment 79:  Recommendation has been added. 
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Comment 80:  The FDA has established a long-term commitment to reducing the traffic impact of its employees 
commute to work.  This commitment is demonstrated by its highly successful and award-winning transportation 
demand management program.  FDA achieved this success through offering progressive commuting 
enhancements to its employees that make its White Oak Campus a more attractive place to work by subsidizing, 
supplementing, coordinating, encouraging and marketing the convenience of alternative travel modes.  FDA’s 
transportation demand management program is among the most successful in the region for a site that is not 
served by Metrorail. 

FDA is a regulatory agency that employs individuals with scientific and medical backgrounds who are in high 
demand and difficult to recruit.  These same personnel often have other opportunities to work at other science-
based agencies in the local area including the National Institutes of Health, the National Cancer institute, the 
National Institute for Standards and Technology, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration in addition to 
having opportunities to work for scientific private sector companies.  To charge a fee to FDA employees for parking 
is regressive, antithetical to FDA’s successful approach to demand management, and it would have a negative 
impact to FDA’s mission.   

Charging employees for parking is regressive because it most significantly impacts FDA personnel who can afford it 
the least; especially new recruits who typically join the government at a lower pay scale and who may be joining 
FDA after many years of graduate education and post-graduate work.   As a strategy, charging for parking will 
disadvantage FDA’s ability to recruit and retain the individuals needed to fulfill its mission. 

For a suburban campus without Metrorail access, the parking ratio of (1:1.8) is relatively low and in itself will serve 
as a deterrent to single-occupant vehicle commuting.  As parking for carpools and vanpools is prioritized in the 
transportation management plan, parking for single occupant vehicle commuters will be available for substantially 
less than 54 percent of the personnel assigned to the site.   

Logistically, charging for parking presents multiple operational challenges.  The collection of parking fees, the delay 
in access to parking and the administrative requirements to manage the collection of fees is not cost-effective or 
cost-beneficial.  The collection of parking fees will cost the agency funds and loss productivity, unless the fees 
raised are set sufficiently high to cover all cost of collection and administration.  Setting fees sufficiently high 
enough to cover the operating cost will impact lower paid personnel who may not have the option to take an 
alternative mode and who can least afford to pay for parking.  

The immediate market area of the White Oak Campus has no known precedence for charging personnel for 
parking.  As the White Oak Campus is a GSA property, there is no established policy or precedent for charging 
federal employees in suburban locations that are not served by Metrorail for daily parking.  In light of the 
regressive and negative impact of this strategy; the absence of established GSA policy for charging for parking on 
suburban campuses; and the absence of federal regulations that would allow agencies to provide employees a 
“parking cash-out”; FDA will continue its progressive approach by building on its success in the area of demand 
management by focusing on incentives and enhancements for alternative commuting modes that has proven 
effective reducing the traffic impact of FDA’s growth at the White Oak Campus.  

Comment 81:  FDA's objective is to focus on providing incentives for other modes with the goal that they be equal 
to or greater than parking benefits. However, it should be noted that parking cash-out is not currently permitted 
under Federal regulations. 

Comment 82:  Text has been expanded to discuss this further (see Sections 5.2.8.3 and 5.2.8.4) 

Comment 83:  FDA will provide transit directions in addition to vehicle directions for visitors. However, it is 
anticipated that, other than large conferences which will happen infrequently, visitors would largely continue to 
arrive to the site via vehicle.  

Comment 84:  Access to visitor parking is controlled from the security gate visitor screening area. Employees would 
not have access to this parking. 

Comment 85:  Text has been revised.  
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Comment 86:  Text will be revised to include this recommendation as an option. 

Comment 87:  The TMP includes recommendations for shuttle connections to/from park and ride facilities, 
connections to BRT and Purple Line, adjustments to existing bus routes, and ridesharing services. 

Comment 88:  The TMP recommends a circulator shuttle that is expanded to include transit stops near these 
developments. Federal regulations prohibit FDA shuttle services from serving developments directly - only transit 
facilities can be served. 

Comment 89:  Text will be revised to include this recommendation as an option. 

Comment 90:  Text will be revised to include this recommendation. 

Comment 91:  This was initially considered. However, Federal regulations prohibit partnering with specific 
developments. 

Comment 92:  The TMP includes recommendations for flexible work schedules/CDO/telework. 

Comment 93:  The purpose of this traffic technical report is to support the EIS in the identification of potential 

impacts and the mitigation that would be required to offset those impacts. If a six-lane cross-section is desired 

then this can be evaluated further upon project implementation. 

Comment 94: GSA/FDA will look at the feasibility of and funding for bikeshare stations. 

Comment 95:  The TMP recommends bicycle parking and shower facilities. Text has been revised to recommend 
dedicated bike facilities through security. (See Section 5.2.7) 

Comment 96:  See Section 5.2.7. 

Comment 97:  The TMP has been expanded to discuss ped/bike facilities on campus in greater detail. However, it 
should be noted that this is a master plan level study (see Sections 4 and 5.2.7). Final design of facilities will be 
conducted at a later date. 

Comment 98:  Text has been revised. See section 5.2.7 

Comment 99:  Text has been revised. See section 5.2.7 

Comment 100:  Text has been revised. See section 5.2.7 

Comment 101:  FDA is presently continuing the bike subsidy benefit, however, for the time being it is now treated 
as a taxable benefit.  FDA will not be considering a shoe benefit for its employees. 

Comment 102:  FDA cannot partner with specific developers/property owners. However, the TMP does include 
recommendations for expansion of shuttle services to nearby transit stops adjacent to these developments. 
Federal regulations prohibit FDA shuttle services from serving developments directly - only transit facilities can be 
served. 

Comment 103:  Unmanned AV's will not be permitted to enter the secured area of the campus. AV pick-up will be 
handled at the transit center, or in front of Building 1. Employees that arrive via personal AV will be able to enter 
through security provided that the vehicle does not leave the secure area without the employee.  

Comment 104:  Comment Noted 

Comment 105:  This is discussed in Section 5.2.4. 

Comment 106:  Text has been revised. 
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Montgomery County Planning Department April 13, 2018 Gwen Wright 

Comment 1: The impacts of the BRT and the Transit Station are discussed in greater detail in the TMP 

(Appendix H). The impact of the BRT is accounted for in the trip reduction credits assumed in the traffic 

study (Appendix G). The TMP text (Appendix H) has been revised to discuss connection to White Oak 

Center and bike sharing efforts. 

Comment 2: Comment noted. 

Comment 3: SWM BMPs will be located as close to their source as is reasonable, in accordance with 

MDE requirements. Site constraints, including building size, setbacks, security buffers, and utility layouts 

may make it necessary to locate BMPs adjacent to or within stream buffers. As stated in the EIS, this will 

be avoided to the extent practicable. Existing SWM Pond #3 will have to be replaced and it currently is 

located at the downstream end of an existing storm drain system serving the existing campus. Pond #3 

is currently located adjacent to the SVB, and by necessity its relocation will need to be adjacent to or 

within the SVB. 

Comment 4: Pages 115 - 117 of the master plan overlays SVB with the alternatives. The edge of the 

forest canopy will be added to these graphics in the EIS and the Master  Plan. 

Comment 5: Comment noted.  This is a Master Plan level document.  Specific locations for mitigation will 

be determined at the time of development 

Comment 6: Comment noted. As part of the master plan process, Section 106 consultation is being 

undertaken with appropriate consulting parties, including Montgomery County. The process is expected 

to result in a new Memorandum of Agreement. 

Comment 7: Comment noted 

Comment 8: Section 3.12.1 of the EIS has been updated to reflect this comment. 

Comment 9: Comment noted. 

Comment 10: Comment noted. 

Comment 11: See response to comment 1. 

Comment 12: Comment noted. A connection to the White Oak Center is not a part of this Master Plan 

and therefore, has not been analyzed in the EIS. 

Comment 13: Comment noted. GSA will continue to work with Montgomery County to explore access 

and joint/shared use options that are compatible with the security requirements of the FDA campus. 

Comment 14: FDA will continue coordination with the County on potential ped/bike connections. 

Comment 15: GSA through its Urban Planning and Good Neighbor Program is committed to exploring 

ways to provide public access to government lands.  GSA is working with the M-NCPPC to review the 

inputs collected during scoping and collaborate to identify possible uses.  Possible opportunities will also 

have to be explored and reviewed for consistency with and compatibility with the Level IV Security 

Requirements of the FDA Campus which restrict access of public vehicles and pedestrian access beyond 

security checkpoints. 
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Comment 16: The parking ratio was determined based upon the amount of employees that could 

possibly come to the FDA Campus.  Currently, 10,987 employees and support staff are assigned to the 

FDA Campus.  The current amount of parking spaces on site is 6,817.  Therefore, when this is calculated 

(10987/6817) you end up with a 1.6  ratio. 

Comment 17: Based on NCPC guidelines, a suburban facility that is not located in close proximity to a 

high-capacity transit stop, such as a Metrorail station, can have a parking ratio as high as 1:1.5. Results 

of a sensitivity analysis revealed that a lower parking ratio, approximately 1:1.8, would be more 

appropriate given the nature of the surrounding roadway network, resulting in an extremely aggressive 

NADMS goal of 46%. Given the limited implementation of the BRT (i.e. no dedicated lanes, queue 

jumpers) it is our opinion that the level of service would not equal that of a high-capacity Metrorail 

station, and thus not warrant a parking ratio of 1:2. 

Comment 18: While we concur that providing additional garage parking supports a certain level of auto 

use and thus could result in additional traffic congestion on the study area roadway network, FDA is 

providing parking for only 54% of its total population. FDA will be using a robust TDM plan to acheive an 

NADMS goal of 46% which is extremely aggressive in a location without access to high-capacity transit 

service, like Metrorail. the internal circulating roadways will be adjusted to accommodate the additional 

vehicles onsite. Thus we don't anticipate that the location of the southeast garage would result in any 

additional congestion that a similar sized garage in any other location on campus. 

Comment 19: A Record of Decision will be signed by the GSA NCR Regional Commissioner that will 

outline mitigation that GSA/FDA will be responsible for carrying out for this Master Plan.  GSA/FDA will 

continue to work with Montgomery County to determine if a MOU is necessary.   
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MNCPPC March 15, 2018 Andree Checkley 

Comment 1: Comment noted. 

Comment 2: Comment noted. 
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Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission April 4, 2018 Andree Checkley 

Comment 1: The graphics have been updated. 

Comment 2: This road will be removed on future plans. 

Comment 3: Comment Noted. 

Comment 4: Comment Noted. 

Comment 5: Comment Noted. 

Comment 6: Comment Noted. 

Comment 7: A Record of Decision will be signed by the GSA NCR Regional Commissioner that will outline 

mitigation that GSA/FDA will be responsible for carrying out for this Master Plan.  GSA/FDA will continue 

to work with Montgomery County to determine if a MOU is necessary.   

Comment 8: Comment Noted 
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Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning Commission, April 2, 2018, Thomas Burke 

Comment 1: Comment noted. 
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Calverton Citizens Association April 15, 2018 Bernadine Karns 

Comment 1: This is a master plan-level study. Intersection design does not occur during this phase.  

Cycle length is proposed to be reduced to 150 seconds, not increased. 

Comment 2: Calverton Boulevard becomes four lanes as it approaches Beltsville Drive, which is located 

within the project study area. However, it does not have a concrete median. Table 3 will be revised to 

note that Calverton Boulevard has a striped median. 

Comment 3: This is an ESRI-based map.  On this map, the road between Cherry Hill Road and Tech Road 

is called Broadbirch Drive. 

Comment 4: Comment noted.  The improvements at this intersection, shown in Figure 30, include an 

exclusive WB right turn lane.  These are proposed mitigations.  The ROD will outline the specific 

mitigations that will be implemented. 

Comment 5: All efforts are being made to reduce the potential traffic impacts of this project on all 

roadways within the study area by improving the major travel routes. However, Calverton should 

coordinate with the County to identify traffic calming measures to discourage pass-through traffic.:   
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Greater Colesville Citizens Association March 22, 2018 Daniel Wilhelm 

Comment 1: All proposed improvements in the LATIP and the BRT were accounted for in the No-Action 

Alternative. 

Comment 2: The Sabra Wang traffic study into consideration during our analysis.  This was part of the 

No-Action scenario. 

Comment 3: See response to Comment 2. 

Comment 4: We agree that the analysis was based upon the available information at the time of the 

study. 

Comment 5: Road classifications were obtained from the Maryland Department of Transportation State 

Highway Administration. 

Comment 6: Yes.  A phasing plan is provided in the Master Plan. 

Comment 7: An expanded shuttle program is discussed in the TMP. 

Comment 8: A phasing plan is included in the Master Plan. An expanded shuttle program is discussed in 

Section 5.2.4 of the TMP. 

Comment 9: Comment noted. 

Comment 10: Road classifications were obtained from the Maryland Department of Transportation 

State Highway Administration. 

Comment 11: The posted speeds shown in Table 18 have been corrected for all four roadways. In the 

case of Fairland Road, and Randolph/Cherry Hill Road, the table has been updated to indicate variable 

speeds on the corridor. However, while speed does relate to capacity, the relationship is not linear. 

Capacity of a roadway segment is primarily based on the number of available lanes and lane 

widths/roadway geometry, and at an intersection, capacity is also heavily dependent on the amount of 

green time provided to a particular movement. These relatively minor speed adjustments recommended 

in this comment for four roadways would not result in less congestion shown in the models, and would 

not affect the report’s findings. 
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Woodmoor-Pinecrest Citizens Association: April 16, 2018 Harriet Quinn 

Comment 1: The current FDA expansion was not considered in the WOSG Master Plan.  The WOSG 

Master Plan was completed in July 2014.  Congress did not pass the FDA Reauthorization Act until 2017.  

The Reauthorization Act reauthorized the user fee programs for FDA.  Due to these Congressional 

mandates, FDA determined there would need to be an increase in employees and campus support staff. 

Comment 2: Comment noted.   

Comment 3: Comment noted.  Transportation Impacts are discussed in Section 3.13 and Appendix G of 

the EIS.  Impacts related to utilities can be found in section 3.14 of the EIS. 

Comment 4: The FDA site is a secure campus. Providing public access between VIVA White Oak and New 

Hampshire Avenue would not be possible through the FRC. Furthermore, additional coordination would 

be required with the Department of Defense regarding security near/through their portion of the site. 
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Global Lifesci Development Corporation, April 16, 2018 Jonathan Genn 

Comment 1: The TTR does in fact consider the impact of these improvements in that it assumes that 

46% of all trips will be conducted via modes other than driving alone. This is an extremely aggressive 

goal that will require substantial investment and coordination even beyond the BRT system to achieve. 

Furthermore, given the limited implementation of the BRT (i.e. no dedicated lanes, queue jumpers) as 

well as the location of the majority of FDA employees, it is our opinion that assuming a more aggressive 

goal is not warranted at this time. 

Comment 2: Identifying where federal employees would go is procurement sensitive and is not analyzed 

in this document.  This Master Plan and EIS looked at expanding the FDA Campus at White Oak.  

Therefore, the no-action was based upon the existing land use present on the FDA Campus.  NEPA 

requires GSA to consider the no-action alternative because it provides a baseline for evaluating the 

environmental impacts of the Master Plan alternatives.  As stated in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS, "The 

additional employees needed to conduct the complex and comprehensive reviews mandated by 

Congress would need to be located in other government-owned or leased space in the Washington, DC 

metropolitan area." If leases in other spaces are needed, GSA will conduct a separate NEPA analysis on 

the leased action. 

Comment 3: Comment Noted - This is outside of the scope of the EIS. 
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Email from Dan Wilheim 

Comment 1: Identifying where federal employees would go is procurement sensitive and is not analyzed in this 

document.  This Master Plan and EIS looked at expanding the FDA Campus at White Oak.  Therefore, the no-action 

was based upon the existing land use present on the FDA Campus.  NEPA requires GSA to consider the no-action 

alternative because it provides a baseline for evaluating the environmental impacts of the Master Plan 

alternatives.  As stated in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS, "The additional employees needed to conduct the complex 

and comprehensive reviews mandated by Congress would need to be located in other government-owned or 

leased space in the Washington, DC metropolitan area." If leases in other spaces are needed, GSA will conduct a 

separate NEPA analysis on the leased action. 

 

  



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
329 

 

#1 

#2 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
330 

 

#3 

#4 

#5 

#6 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
331 

 

#7 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
332 

 

#7 

Cont. 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
333 

 

#8  

#9 

#10 

#11 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
334 

 

#12 

#13 

#14 

#15 

#16 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
335 

 

 

#17 

#18 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
336 

 

 

  

#19 

#23 

#20 

#21 

#22 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
337 

 

 

  

#23 

Cont. 

#24 

#25 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
338 

 

Bernard Berne, 4316 N. Carlin Springs Road #26, Arlington, VA, 2018 

Comment 1: The transit center is proposed where it can be easily accessible by the transit services (i.e., 

Montgomery County Ride-On, Metrobus, MTA Commuter Bus) and where these services can access it 

outside of the secured campus.  In addition, FDA provides a robust shuttle service that serves local 

Metro stations.  Four internal circulator routes are also provided to link the buildings and parking lots on 

the White Oak Campus.  These shuttles would continue under the new Master Plan.  This is analyzed in 

Section 3.13 of the EIS.  GSA/FDA are also in the process of enhancing site circulation.  This would 

include road realignment to facilitate two-way traffic for FDA shuttles and EMS services.  This is 

discussed in Section 3.16 of the EIS. 

Comment 2: Comment noted. 

Comment 3: Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS discusses the alternatives considered in the EIS and those that 

were dismissed.  The land immediately adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue and Building One has always 

been considered a buffer and is now documented as a historic buffer. In addition there is a stream valley 

buffer that consumes a vast percentage of the area and much of the that area was reforested as part of 

the mitigation for the new bridge across Paint Branch Creek. 

Comment 4: Figure 10 depicts the area that was considered in this EIS for development. The land 

immediately adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue and Building One has always been considered a buffer 

and is now documented as a historic buffer. In addition there is a stream valley buffer that consumes a 

vast percentage of the area and much of the that area was reforested as part of the mitigation for the 

new bridge across Paint Branch Creek. 

Comment 5: Section 1.4 of the EIS discusses the goals and objectives of this Master Plan.  One goal is to 

reinforce FDA's image as a leading scientific institution, foster retention and create attraction by 

creating a compact walkable campus, reinforce and extend the campus/courtyard concept, adding 

places for creative interchange and collaboration.  Another goal is to protect the site's tree canopy, 

maintain bio-diversity, minimize runoff, and create a sustainable campus by maintaining the historic 

green buffer along New Hampshire Avenue.  Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS discusses the alternatives 

considered in the EIS and provides a rationale for those that were dismissed.  The land immediately 

adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue and Building One has always been considered a buffer and is now 

documented as a historic buffer. In addition there is a stream valley buffer that consumes a vast 

percentage of the area and much of the that area was reforested as part of the mitigation for the new 

bridge across Paint Branch Creek. 

Comment 6: The DEIS discusses the existing transit network that serves the FRC. This includes several 

MTA and Ride-On routes as well as circulator shuttles from nearby Metro stations. The circulator 

shuttles make several stops within the campus. There is no existing “transit center” located on the 

White Oak campus. 

Comment 7: Comment noted. 

Comment 8: Comment noted. 

Comment 9: Comment noted. 

Comment 10: Comment noted. 
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Comment 11: Comment noted. 

Comment 12: Comment noted. 

Comment 13: Comment noted. 

Comment 14: Comment noted. 

Comment 15: Comment noted. 

Comment 16: Comment noted 

Comment 17: An amended determination of eligibility for the district may be considered following the 

execution of a Memorandum of Agreement. 

Comment 18: The land immediately adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue and Building One has always 

been considered a buffer and is now documented as a historic buffer. In addition there is a stream valley 

buffer that consumes a vast percentage of the area and much of the that area was reforested as part of 

the mitigation for the new bridge across Paint Branch Creek. 

Comment 19: Comment noted. 

Comment 20: Comment noted. 

Comment 21: See response to comment Montgomery County Office of Planning comment #3.  

Stormwater management pond #3 is not being moved as part of mitigation.  It is to be relocated so that 

the East Loop Road can be reconfigured where the existing SWM pond #3 is.  A Stormwater 

Management Plan is outlined in the Master Plan. The Plan will be designed to meet the unique 

characteristics of the site.   Stormwater management is designed to control runoff for the purposes of 

reducing downstream erosion, water quality degradation, and flooding.  Stormwater management is put 

in place near development not away from the development. 

Comment 22: Comment noted. 

Comment 23: Comment noted. 

Comment 24: The Master Plan is consistent with the overarching goal of the Element to "locate the 

federal workforce in a way that enhances the efficiency, productivity, value, and public image of the 

federal government...". Relocating the current and potential future FDA employee population to a 

location within the District of Columbia is not a practicable alternative that GSA considered and would 

likely result in the fragmented location of headquarters operations.  

Additionally, the original mandate from Congress was for GSA to use the 130- acre parcel of land to 

construct the FDA Headquarters. In FY 2016, Congress provided funding "for FDA to complete a 

feasibility study and Master Plan for land inside and contiguous to the White Oak campus to address its 

expanded workforce and the facilities needed to accommodate them."  Consolidating FDA's 

headquarters operations under this Master Plan is consistent with both of these Congressional 

mandates. 
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Comment 25: Overall the Master Plan and the continued consolidation at White Oak is consistent with 

EO 12072. The FDA Campus is located within the NCR, an urban area, and the consolidation of FDA at 

White Oak is expected to help spur further economic development in the area.   
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Email from Barbara Bernstein, April 6, 2018 

Comment 1: Comment noted.  Impacts to transportation and traffic have been taken into consideration 

in the EIS, Section 3.13.  A traffic transportation analysis was conducted for the Master Plan.  The results 

of this analysis are presented in the Transportation Technical Report found in Appendix G
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Raanan Bloom, April 10, 2018 

Comment #1: GSA conducted public scoping for the MP EIS.  The public scoping period was from August 

17, 2017  to September 25, 2017.  A public scoping meeting was held on September 12, 2017.  The 

scoping period was announced through a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on August 17, 2017 

and in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  In addition, the draft 

EIS was available for public review and comment from March 2, 2018 through April 16, 2018 with a 

public hearing being held on March 22, 2018.  A federal register notice was issued on March 2, 2018 and 

a notice was also placed in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  
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The Draft EIS was also available at the Beltsville, Silver Spring, and White Oak public libraries.
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Raanan Bloom, April 15, 2018 

Comment #1: GSA conducted public scoping for the MP EIS.  The public scoping period was from August 

17, 2017  to September 25, 2017.  A public scoping meeting was held on September 12, 2017.  The 

scoping period was announced through a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on August 17, 2017 

and in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  In addition, the draft 

EIS was available for public review and comment from March 2, 2018 through April 16, 2018 with a 

public hearing being held on March 22, 2018.  A federal register notice was issued on March 2, 2018 and 

a notice was also placed in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.   
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Andrea Chamblee April 9, 2018 

Comment 1: Comment noted. 

Comment 2: Comment noted. 

Comment 3: Comment noted. 

Comment 4: Comment noted. 
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Email from Eileen Finnegan, April 16, 2018 

Comment 1: The FDA HQ Housing Strategy contains information that is procurement sensitive.  The FDA 

Master Plan has looked at consolidating up to 18,000 people on the FDA Campus at White Oak. 

Comment 2: FDA and GSA will continue to coordinate on a future potential connection. 

Comment 3: Comment noted. 

Comment 4: The additional developments were added in at the request of Montgomery County to 

account for development sites, or changes to development plans, that were not accounted for in the 

LATIP. 

Comment 5: Comment noted. 
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Gail Fisher, Silver Spring 

Comment 1: Comment noted. Please be aware the proposed Master Plan and Land Use Feasibility Study 

that proceeded it is focused on studying the capacity of the Federal Research Center to accommodate a 

growth of about 7,000 people within the campus. The master plan is long term vision.  FDA's primary 

goal is to have all staff within walking distance of one another to promote innovation and collaboration. 

In the short-term. there may be alternatives off-site. However the current study is focused exclusively 

on the FRC site. 

Comment 2: See response to comment 1. 

Comment 3: See response to comment 1. 

Comment 4: See response to comment 1. 

Comment 5: See response to comment 1. 

Comment 6: NEPA does not require Federal agencies to prepare cost-benefit analysis as part of an EIS 

(40 CFR 1502.23).   

Comment 7: See response to Comment 6. 

Comment 8: See response to comment 6.  Impacts to police, fire, and ems facilities is discussed in 

Section 3.11.4 of the EIS.  Impacts to the sewer system are discussed in Section 3.14.2.  WSSC was 

consulted with during the analysis for the EIS. 

 Comment 9: Page 50 of the TTR provides a detailed explanation of how the number of additional AM 

and PM peak hour trips were calculated. Evaluating AM and PM peak hour trips is an industry standard 

method for assessing transportation impacts and determining the level of mitigation provided. Based on 

employee arrival and departure data, the peak hour accounts for approximately 33% of employee 

arrivals and departures which is the highest concentration of employee trips on the network at any 

given time. While total daily trips was not computed for this analysis, we anticipate that as much as 60% 

of the total daily trips would occur between 6:00 AM and 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM - 7:00 PM as most 

employees arrive in the morning, stay on campus all day, and depart in the afternoon, representing a 

total of two trips per day.  It should also be noted that the parking supply will only provide capacity of 

54% of all employees. Thus, the total number of employees does not directly correlate to the total 

number of additional vehicles being generated. 46% of employees must arrive by other modes, such as 

transit, and the TMP reflects a robust and detailed plan for achieving the 46% goal. We disagree that the 

TMP fails to reduce trips. While the plan notes the challenges in reducing trips, it provides a clear and 

direct implementation plan for achieveing the 46% vehicle trip reduction goal. 

Comment 10: As stated in Chapter 3, 2nd paragraph of the Traffic Technical Report (TTR) (Appendix G), 

there are currently 6,817 parking spaces for approximately 10,987 employees and support staff. In the 

proposed plan, approximately 2,544 spaces will be removed, approximately 4,273 will remain, and an 

additional approximate 7,463 will be constructed, for a total of 11,709 spaces. Approximately 1,615 of 

the new spaces will be for visitors. The remaining 10,094 parking spaces will be designated for the 

18,000 employees and support staff. The parking ratio refers to these values. 
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Comment 11: The traffic analysis is based upon standard methodology to determine the site-specific trip 

generation rate per employee.  It is located in the Traffic Technical Report (TTR) (Appendix G) on pages 

45 and 46, Tables 13-15. The trip generation is based on total entering and exiting vehicles which takes 

into account visitor trips, contractors, and deliveries. It is not anticipated that the visitor parking lot 

would be completely full everyday - conferences involving a significant number of outside visitors are 

not daily occurrences. However, it should be noted that trip generation is only reported for the AM and 

PM peak hour which are the critical hours for the study area roadway network, not the entire day. 

Comment 12: Comment noted  

Comment 13: The methodology used to determine the site-specific trip generation rate per employee is 

located in the Traffic Technical Report (TTR) (Appendix G) on pages 45 and 46, Tables 13-15. The analysis 

assesses the impact of the additional employees only. The impact of the existing employees is already 

accounted for in the existing condition analysis. 

Comment 14: The data that was collected to develop a trip generation rate included all vehicle types 

including employee, visitor, bus, contractor, and truck trips. Therefore, the resulting trip generation 

includes these trips. However, it should be noted that truck trips are likely to occur during off-peak 

hours. 

Comment 15: Noise pollution: Section 3.1.5 of the Draft EIS discusses the impacts from noise.  

See response to Comment 6 regarding cost benefits. 

Comment 16: The TTR and TMP are intended to work together to identify methods to mitigate the 

increase in traffic congestion as a result of the expansion. A multi-factor approach is recommended in 

both documents which utilizes a combination of transit, FDA shuttles, carpool and vanpool, ped/bike 

improvements (which have been expanded), teleworking, and roadway/intersection improvements. 

Ongoing coordination with the County and State will be conducted over the development of the site 

plan to finalize the overall mitigation measures. Leasing space from nearby developers, such as Viva 

White Oak is not being considered as part of the master plan. 

Comment 17: Comment noted. The environmental and social impacts of the proposed master plan, 

which includes the truck screening area, can be found in Sections 3.1 through 3.10 of the EIS.   Traffic 

Impacts are discussed in Section 3.13 and Appendix G of the EIS.  The data that was collected to develop 

a trip generation rate and subsequently assess additional impacts on the roadway network included all 

vehicle types: employee, visitor, bus, contractor, and truck trips. It should be noted that the truck trips 

are likely to occur during off-peak hours. 

Comment 18: As stated on in Section 3.0 of the EIS, the affected environment that was used for this EIS 

includes:  the western part of the FRC and the National Capital Region. 

Noise pollution: Section 3.1.5 of the Draft EIS discusses the impacts from noise. 

Impervious surfaces: Section 3.3.5 of the Draft EIS  states: "Potential types of LID/BMP facilities for the 

expanded FDA Campus are:  ...Pervious Pavements (The best opportunities on the campus are likely to 

be fire lanes, sidewalks, paths, and other hardscape areas)..."  We did not include "parking lots" on this 

list because the idea is to not include any new surface lots and the new structural parking areas will 

replace existing surface parking lots. The Final EIS will provide the following figures that are found in the 
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Draft MP:  figures 3-41, 43, 45, which  show some potential locations for pervious pavements in 

hardscape areas. 

Impacts on streams: Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS discusses the water resources that would be affected by 

the proposed Master Plan.  This section also addresses the impacts to these resources and mitigations 

that would be implemented.  Additional graphics from the Master Plan will be incorporated into the 

Final EIS that will further clarify this.  Figures 17 and 18 in the Draft EIS show the existing water 

resources on the campus.  The Wetland Technical Report was provided as Appendix B in the EIS.  This 

technical report provided  maps and data sheets.   

Cost vs. Benefits: See response to Comment 6. 

Comment 19: A Record of Decision will be signed by the GSA NCR Regional Commissioner that will 

outline mitigation that GSA/FDA will be responsible for carrying out for this Master Plan.  GSA/FDA will 

continue to work with Montgomery County to determine if a MOU is necessary.   

Comment 20: GSA has followed the Good Neighbor Program principles through the following: 

1.  Locate new owned and leased Federal facilities in places that support local economic 

development and planning goals as well as Federal sustainability goals: By expanding the FDA 

Campus at White Oak, GSA is supporting the local economic and development planning goals of 

Montgomery and Prince George's counties. see sections 3.8-3.10 of the Draft EIS) 

2.  Design new facilities to deliver attractive public spaces that integrate with their surroundings 

and support neighborhood urban design goals:  GSA/FDA have strived to integrate the FDA 

Campus into the surrounding community.  This has been seen through the reuse of Building 1 

and retaining the historic green buffer zone. 

3.  Renovate and revisit existing Federal properties over time to improve Federal public spaces 

and facility function within the neighborhood:  GSA/FDA has accomplished through the reuse of 

Buildings 1 and 100. 

4.  Manage Federal properties as a public resource by encouraging shared public use and 

openness:   GSA is currently working M-NCPPC to review the inputs collected from the 

community during scop8ing and to collaborate to identify possible uses. 

5.  Participate in neighborhood physical and management improvement efforts around Federal 

projects and properties as an active civic partner in the community:  FDA has continuously with 

community throughout their history at White Oak. 
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Email from Ellen Huang, April 9, 2018 

Comment 1: GSA conducted public scoping for the MP EIS.  The public scoping period was from August 

17, 2017  to September 25, 2017.  A public scoping meeting was held on September 12, 2017.  The 

scoping period was announced through a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on August 17, 2017 

and in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  In addition, the draft 

EIS was available for public review and comment from March 2, 2018 through April 16, 2018 with a 

public hearing being held on March 22, 2018.  A federal register notice was issued on March 2, 2018 and 

a notice was also placed in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  
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James Laurenson, April 17, 2018 

Comment 1: GSA conducted public scoping for the MP EIS.  The public scoping period was from August 

17, 2017  to September 25, 2017.  A public scoping meeting was held on September 12, 2017.  The 

scoping period was announced through a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on August 17, 2017 

and in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.  In addition, the draft 

EIS was available for public review and comment from March 2, 2018 through April 16, 2018 with a 

public hearing being held on March 22, 2018.  A federal register notice was issued on March 2, 2018 and 

a notice was also placed in the Washington Post and the Prince George's and Montgomery Sentinels.   

Comment 2: The land immediately adjacent to New Hampshire Avenue and Building One has always 

been considered a buffer and is now documented as a historic buffer. In addition there is a stream valley 

buffer that consumes a vast percentage of the area and much of the that area was reforested as part of 

the mitigation for the new bridge across Paint Branch Creek. 

Comment 3: There are no perceptible impacts with commuter habits where the buildings are proposed.  

The location would divide the traffic between New Hampshire Avenue, and FDA Boulevard 

Comment 4: Comment noted 
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U.S. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -X 

IN THE MATTER OF:            : 

U.S. FOOD AND DRUG : 

ADMINISTRATION MASTER PLAN  : 

AT THE FEDERAL RESEARCH : 

CENTER AT WHITE OAK : 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT  : 

STATEMENT : 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -X  

 

  

           Thursday, March 22, 2018 6:45 p.m. 

 Whereupon, the above referenced matter came on 

for a Public Hearing at the CHI Centers, 10501 New 

Hampshire Avenue, Silver Spring, Maryland, 20903.  
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P R O C E E D I N G S 

  [TIME: 6:45 P.M.] 

MS. LIZ ESTES:  Good evening and welcome to the 

U.S. General Services Administration Public Hearing on 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  For the U.S. 

Food and Drug Administration Master Plan at the Federal 

Research Center at White Oaks.  My name is Liz Estes 

and I’m with Stantec Consulting Services and we are 

working for GSA doing the environmental compliance. 

This public hearing will provide you the 

opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS and the Section 

106 Historic Preservation considerations for the FDA 

Headquarters Master Plan.  Copies of the Draft EIS are 

available at the website shown on the board to your 

right and a hard copy is available for public review at 

both the Silver Spring and Beltsville libraries.  This 

hearing provides a venue for raising environmental 

issues you believe were not addressed, or were not 
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adequately addressed, in the Draft EIS.   

We want to remind you that comments expressing an 

opinion about the project itself are not considered a 

substantive comment relative to the potential 

environmental impacts, and therefore, would not be 

addressed in the final EIS.  There are several 

different avenues for you to submit your comments.  To 

provide written comments, you may use the comment form 

that is available at the sign-in table and either leave 

it here tonight or you can mail it, or e-mail them to 

GSA at the address listed on the comment form.  All the 

comments on the Draft EIS are due to GSA by April 16th.  

Written comments must be postmarked by April 16th to be 

accepted.   

You may also provide oral comments here this 

evening.  When you give your comment, please make sure 

to state your name and spell it clearly into the 

microphone as your comments are being transcribed by a 

stenographer for the record.  

Please note that your comments will be recorded for 

inclusion in the final Environmental Impact Statement 

and will not be responded to this evening.  This 
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hearing will end at 8:30 or after the last commenter.  

Anyone who still wishes to offer oral comments 

privately after that time may speak to the court 

reporter.  He will be available up to 30 minutes after 

the last commenter.  

And for a couple of housekeeping items, the 

bathrooms are to your left out this door and just be 

careful when you go out there because there are some 

dripping ceilings, so we don’t want you to get hurt.  

And you go out the door and go to the left down the 

hallway. 

And now, I’d like to turn this over to Dawud Abdur-

Rahman of GSA. 

MR. DAWUD ABDUR-RAHMAN:  Good evening, everyone.  

My name is Dawud Abdur-Rahman and I am the GSA Project 

Executive for the GSA Master Plan.  With me presenting 

tonight are Shelly Jones and Paul Gyamfi, both of GSA.  

Also presenting this evening, you’ve already met, is 

Liz Estes from Stantec Consulting Services, 

Incorporated, our environmental consultant.  Also in 

attendance this evening are additional GSA 

representatives as well as team members from our 
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cooperating agency, the Food and Drug Administration.  

Members from GBR, our architect and engineering 

consultant team, are also in attendance.  I would also 

like to acknowledge that there are several public 

officials in the audience tonight.  If I missed anyone, 

please let me know. 

In carrying out our Environmental Socioeconomic 

Analysis responsibility, GSA is committed to ensuring 

that we provide proper consideration to the quality of 

the natural and human environment.  This hearing is an 

important opportunity for both as elective 

representatives or as individual citizens, to provide 

your comments on the Draft EIS or the FDA Master Plan 

at the Federal Research Center.  We appreciate your 

participation this evening. 

Paul Gyamfi, the GSA environmental Compliance 

Specialist for the FDA Master Plan will now present the 

NEPA overview and process.  

MR. PAUL GYAMFI:  Thank you, Dawud.  Before 

beginning the public comment portion of tonight’s 

agenda we want to provide some background information 

on the project.  We will describe the processes for 
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complying with the National Environmental Policy Act of 

1969, commonly referred to as NEPA and Section 106 of 

the National Historic Preservation Act.  We will 

explain the action proposed by GSA and its proposal’s 

need.  We will then give a brief overview of the 

proposed alternatives for the FDA Master Plan and, 

finally, we will provide an overview of the potential 

environmental and socioeconomic impacts from these 

alternatives.  At the conclusion of our presentation, 

we will review how you can make comments on the Draft 

EIS and then open up the floor to allow you to make 

oral comments this evening. 

In order to guide further development for the FDA 

and FRC, GSA is preparing a Master Plan.  The 

compliance for the Master Plan, EIS and Section 106 

processes are being prepared concurrently.  In 

addition, a Draft Master Plan, along with a Draft 

Transportation Management Plan, have been submitted to 

the National Capital Planning Commission and other 

local and regional agencies for their review and 

comments.   

GSA, with input from FDA, as a cooperating agency, 
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has prepared a Draft EIS in accordance with the 

requirements of NEPA.  NEPA is the nation’s legislative 

channel for protection of the environment and provides 

for the consideration of environmental issues and 

federal agencies’ planning and decision-making.  NEPA 

requires GSA to prepare an EIS, because when a proposed 

action may significantly impact the quality of the 

natural and human environments and EIS informs agency 

decision makers and the public about the potential 

environmental impacts of implementing their 

alternatives for the proposed action including the no 

Action Alternative. 

The regulations that implement NEPA outline three 

types of impacts.  They were evaluated for each of the 

Alternatives in the Draft EIS.  They are direct, 

indirect, and cumulative.  Direct impacts occur at the 

same time and place as the proposed action.  Indirect 

impacts occur later in time, or after remove or further 

removed in time but still reasonably foreseeable.  

Cumulative impacts are the incremental impact of the 

action when added to other past, present and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency 
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or entity undertakes these other actions. 

We are now on Step 4 of the NEPA process.  This 

process began when the GSA published a Notice of Intent 

to Prepare an EIS in the Federal * on August 11, 2017.  

Since then, GSA, with influence from the FDA as a 

cooperating agency, has collected and analyzed data and 

continued consultation with stakeholders and other 

government agencies in order to develop the Draft EIS.  

The Draft EIS was issued to the public and to 

regulatory agencies for public comments beginning March 

2nd, 2018.  The 45-day public comment period will end 

on April 16, 2018.  By the Fall of this year, GSA plans 

to release the final EIS to the public for a period of 

30 days before making a final decision, at which point 

GSA will publish a Record of Decision.  A Record of 

Decision is a public document that contains a statement 

of the decision made among alternatives considered and 

the applicable monetary and enforcement plan for all 

mitigations adopted for the project.  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act of 1966 requires that Federal agencies take into 

account the effect of their actions on any district, 
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site, building, structure or object listed in, or 

eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of 

Historic Places.  Section 106 review showed that 

preservation values are factored into federal agency 

planning and decisions.  Concurrent with the NEPA 

process, GSA has initiated consultation under Section 

106.  Section 106 required that GSA provided the 

public, agencies, and other interested parties, their 

opportunity to comment on GSA actions impacting 

historic resources.  GSA is integrating the public 

involvement processes for Section 106 and NEPA.   

Though comments on the Draft EIS are due by April 

16th, comments on the Section 106 process will be 

accepted throughout GSA’s consultation with Maryland 

Historical Trust.  GSA is kindly consulting with the 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Maryland 

State Historic Preservation Office, known at the 

Maryland Historical Trust, and other consulting 

parties.   

GSA, along with the Advisory Council, Maryland 

Historical Trust, and other consulting parties, will 

develop a programmatic agreement as required.  The 
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programmatic agreement will outline a series of 

procedures and project requirements that will avoid, 

minimize and mitigate potential adverse impacts of the 

proposed action on cultural resources.  Within the 

regulatory framework described in the last few slides, 

GSA is proposing to implement a Master Plan to further 

consult with FDA’s Headquarters facilities at the 

Federal Research Center and to provide a framework for 

development at the Federal Research Center to 

accommodate approximately 18,000 FDA employees and 

support staff.  The purpose of the proposed action is 

to provide a Master Plan for the FDA campus at the FRC 

to accommodate growth.  The Master Plan will provide a 

framework for development at the FRC to accommodate 

18,000 FDA employees and support staff.  The master 

plan will steer the planning, design and construction 

of new buildings, improvement to roadways, utilities 

and other infrastructure, and the protection of natural 

areas.  Since the 2006 master plan was completed 

additional authorities have been added to and original 

authorities have expanded the FDA mission.  These 

include the FDA Reauthorization Act of 2017 which 

Congress passed on August 3, 2017.  This new 
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legislation reauthorized the user fee programs 

necessary for continued support of the agency’s 

premarket evaluation of prescription drugs, medical 

devices, generic drugs and bio-similar products.  Due 

to this congressional mandate, the FDA is projecting 

that there will need to be an increase in employees and 

campus staff at the FDA campus.  Therefore, GSA’s 

proposing a Master Plan to accommodate future growth 

and further consolidate FDA operations.  Currently FDA 

has 10,987 personnel assigned to the FDA campus with a 

peak daily population of 7,793.  The projected growth 

for FDA campus at the FRC is approximately 6,546 

additional employees, which included funded vacancies, 

consolidation of existing FDA employees currently in 

leased space in suburban Maryland to include Montgomery 

County and Prince George’s County GSA support staff and 

future growth.  

A Master Plan is needed to continue to support the 

FDA Headquarters consolidation at the FRC and to 

provide the necessary office space to conduct the 

complex and comprehensive reviews mandated by Congress.  

To accommodate the increase in personnel, office space 
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at FRC needs to be expanded.  Infrastructure 

improvements are needed to serve the increase in office 

space and campus population.   

In Fiscal year 2016, Congress provided funding for 

FDA to complete a feasibility study and a master plan 

for land inside and contiguous to the White Oak campus 

to address its expanded work force and the facilities 

needed to accommodate them.  Shelly Jones, GSA’s 

project manager for the FDA master plan will now 

present the Alternatives that have been analyzed in the 

Draft EIS. 

MS. SHELLY JONES:  Thank you Paul.  Under the 

Action Alternatives, the number of FDA employees and 

support staff at the FDA campus would increase to 

approximately 18,000.  The proposed action would add up 

to an additional 1,191,309 gross square feet of office 

space and 557,525 gross square feet of special, or 

shared use, space to support FDA’s mission for a total 

of up to 977,671 gross square feet.  To accommodate the 

proposed growth, 7436 parking spaces are being 

proposed.  Additional new parking spaces include 

replacement of the existing 2544 parking spaces that 
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would be displaced by new buildings.  The parking 

equates to a parking ratio of 1:1.8 or approximately 

one parking space for every 1.8 persons.  The proposed 

parking would increase to a total of approximately 

11,709 parking spaces with 10,094 spaces dedicated to 

employees and support staff and 1615 spaces for 

visitors.  A reconfigured East Loop Road would circle 

around the new office buildings proposed at the east 

side of the FDA campus and would connect with Blandy 

Road.  At Blandy Road and FDA Boulevard, a new traffic 

circle would be constructed that will connect it with 

the southeast Loop Road.  The southeast Loop Road would 

circle around the Southeast parking garage and connect 

to the existing Southeast Loop Road that would be 

reconfigured for the connection.  

Under each of the Action Alternatives, a 

distribution center would be constructed either under 

the new plaza connecting the new development on the 

east with the existing development or adjacent to the 

northeast parking garage.  A truck screening facility 

would be constructed at the entrance to the FDA Campus 

on Michelson Road and the new transit center would be 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
387 

 

located on the existing northwest service lot.  GSA has 

proposed three alternatives for accommodating the 

additional FDA campus and campus support on the FDA 

campus. 

Alternative A:  With Alternative A, the buildings 

would be in the range of existing buildings and the 

planning principle of buildings defining a series of 

courtyard spaces and the tradition of great university 

campuses would be maintained.  The buildings would not 

be visible from New Hampshire Avenue.  The new office 

buildings would be placed at the eastern end of the 

extended plaza to facilitate a walkable campus.  

Alternative A includes the following:  The addition of 

1, 589,161 gross square feet of total office spaces, 

shared use spaces and special use spaces; five new 

office buildings up to ten stories tall; three to four 

new parking garages; a pedestrian bridge to connect the 

southeast parking garage and office building with the 

new office buildings on the east side of the FDA 

campus; a communications center placed with the new 

buildings on the eastern end of the campus; a 

conference center placed on the northwest quadrant of 
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the existing main campus; a distribution center; a 

truck screening facility; a transit center; a 

reconfigured East Loop Road; a new traffic circle to 

the east to connect East Loop Road and the Southeast 

Loop Road and reconfigured Southeast East Loop Road. 

Alternative B:  With Alternative B the 20-story 

office building would be placed on the eastern end of 

the FDA campus; the high-rise office building would be 

visible from New Hampshire Avenue, Route 29 and the 

Capital Beltway.  Additional mid-rise buildings would 

also be placed at the eastern end of the commons and an 

extended building would be created to facilitate a 

walkable campus.  

Alternative B would also consist of the following:  

The addition of 1, 748,834 gross square feet of total 

office buildings, shared use space and special space; 

four new office buildings up to 20 stories tall; three 

to four new parking garages; a communications center 

placed with the new buildings on the eastern end of the 

campus; a conference center placed on the northwest 

quadrant and existing main campus; a distribution 

center; a truck screening facility; a transit center; a 
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reconfigured East Loop Road; a new traffic circle to 

connect East Loop Road with Southeast Loop Road and 

reconfigured Southeast Loop Road. 

Alternative C:  With Alternative C, two 14-story 

office buildings would be placed on the eastern end of 

the FDA campus; the high-rise office buildings would be 

visible from New Hampshire Avenue.  Additional mid-rise 

buildings would also be placed at the eastern end of 

the commons and an extended plaza would be created to 

facilitate a walkable campus.  

Alternative C would also consist of the following:  

The addition of 1, 573,124 gross square feet of total 

office buildings, shared use space and special spaces; 

five new office buildings up to 14 stories tall; three 

to four new parking garages; a communications center 

placed with the new buildings on the eastern end of the 

campus; a conference center placed on the northwest 

quadrant on the existing main campus; a free-standing 

dining facility placed on the plaza; a distribution 

center; truck screening facility; a transit center; a 

reconfigured East Loop Road; a new traffic circle to 

connect East Loop Road with Southeast Loop Road and 
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reconfigured Southeast Loop Road. 

I will now turn the presentation over to Liz Estes 

with Stantec who will provide you with a discussion of 

the impacts of each of the Alternatives.   

MS. ESTES:  Each of the Alternatives studied in 

detail in the Draft EIS would result in impacts to the 

human environment.  There would be impacts to the 

natural environment, impacts to the socioeconomic 

environment surrounding the campus, impacts to cultural 

resources and impacts to public health, safety and 

traffic.   

Before we move into discussing impacts, we want to 

explain how impacts are assessed for each Alternative.  

The impacts for each of the Alternatives are assessed 

by comparing conditions under each Alternative to the 

conditions under the No-Action Alternative, which is 

used as a baseline. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, FDA would continue 

its current operations at the FRC.  The number of 

employees and support staff would not increase and 

would remain at approximately 10,987 personnel with a 

current peak daily population of 7793.  The additional 
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employees needed to conduct the complex and 

comprehensive reviews mandated by Congress would need 

to be located in other government-owned or leased space 

in the Washington D.C. Metropolitan area.   

The Draft EIS characterizes impacts based on the 

level of their intensity, type, duration and context.  

Intensity refers to the severity of the impact.  The 

Draft EIS uses four intensity thresholds:  Negligible, 

minor, moderate and major.  Major impacts are those 

considered significant under NEPA regulations.  A 

finding of significance allows decision makers to focus 

mitigation and make an informed decision. 

Beneficial and adverse impacts that are measurable 

but not major, are either negligible, where the impact 

is localized and not measurable at the lowest level of 

detection; minor, where the impact is localized and 

light, but detectable; and moderate, where the impact 

is readily apparent and appreciable. 

The type of impact describes the beneficial or 

adverse nature of the impact.  The duration of an 

impact considers how long the impacts are expected to 

last.  Short-term impacts are defined as those 
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associated with the construction period or those 

lasting less than one year, while long-term impacts are 

defined as those occurring throughout the operational 

period of the consolidated headquarters campus.   

Lastly, context refers to the spatial and social 

scale over which impacts would occur.  The Draft EIS 

evaluates impacts at the local and regional level as 

appropriate for each resource topic.  To assess the 

potential environmental impacts under each alternative, 

we collected and analyzed the information on a wide 

range of resource categories which will be the focus of 

tonight’s discussion.  The list of the resource 

categories on this slide have been determined that they 

will cause little to no significant impact.  Therefore, 

they were dismissed from detailed analysis within the 

Draft EIS.  The rationale for their dismissal can be 

found at the beginning of Chapter 3 in the Draft EIS.  

Natural resources that were studied in detail include 

soil, topography and geology, surface water and 

wetlands, vegetation and wildlife.   

The No-Action Alternative would not result in 

construction of new buildings; therefore, no changes to 
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topography and geology would occur and soils would not 

be impacted.  Alternative A would result in major, 

long-term, direct, adverse impacts from the clearing, 

grading and excavation of 35-1/2 acres for new building 

areas and the disturbance of 0.8 acres of steep slopes. 

Alternatives B and C would also result in major 

long-term direct adverse impacts from the clearing, 

grading and excavation of 36.6 acres for new buildings 

and the disturbance of 1.3 acres and 1.2 acres of steep 

slopes respectively. 

All of the Action Alternatives would result in 

minor, short-term, indirect, adverse impacts from soil 

erosion during construction.  Under the No-Action 

Alternative, no significant direct impact to surface 

water or wetlands would occur.  GSA would provide 

appropriate storm water management for non-compliant 

surface parking lots resulting in a minor, long-term, 

beneficial impact to streams and wetlands.  No stream 

valley buffers would be impacted. 

Alternative A would result in 448 linear feet of 

permanent stream impact and 0.02 acres of permanent 

wetland impacts, which would have a major, long-term, 
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adverse impact to streams and stream valley buffers and 

wetlands. 

As compared to Alternative A, alternatives B and C 

would result in 270 linear feet of permanent stream 

impact and would not have permanent impact to wetlands.  

The long-term impacts under Alternatives B and C would 

be moderate and adverse.  Under alternative A there 

would be adverse impacts due to increased runoff from 

an additional 8.2 acres of impervious cover from 

proposed buildings, roads and parking structures, while 

alternatives B and C would add an additional 6.6 acres 

of impervious cover. 

Under each of the Action Alternatives, the adverse 

impacts would be minor to moderate, indirect, and long-

term.  During construction, clearing, grading and road-

building construction may result in temporary impacts 

to streams and wetlands due to increased soil erosion 

and potential spills of contaminants.  The negligible 

short-term adverse impacts would be minimized using 

best management practices.  Adjustments in GSA would 

provide storm water treatment facilities for non-

compliant surface parking lots in accordance with 
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Maryland Department of Environment requirements, which 

may result in impacts to landscaped areas and 

maintained lawns under the No-Action Alternative.  

Because these areas consist of maintained urban 

vegetation, the impact to vegetation would be 

negligible. 

Moderate long-term direct adverse impacts to 

vegetation would occur due to clearing of 10.3 acres of 

forest under Alternative A, 7.9 acres under Alternative 

B, and 7.7 acres under Alternative C. 

In addition, approximately 3.2 acres of maintained 

law would be removed under all of the Action 

Alternatives.   

Under Alternative A only, approximately 0.2 acres 

of wetland vegetation would be impacted.  Habitat 

fragmentation would also occur that would expose more 

forest areas to the potential establishment of invasive 

species. 

In summary, the removal of forest, wetland 

vegetation and maintained lawns would result in long-

term, moderate, adverse impacts to vegetation under all 

of the Action Alternatives.  There would also be minor 



Responses to Comments 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT | 2018 MASTER PLAN | FDA FEDERAL RESEARCH CENTER 
396 

 

long-term indirect adverse impacts to vegetation due to 

increased airborne pollutants during construction, 

clearing, grading and road and building debris may 

result in temporary impacts to vegetation due the 

preparation of temporary staging and laydown areas.  

The impacts would be minimized using best management 

practices. 

The forested portions of the study area provide the 

majority of the habitat for terrestrial wildlife.  

These areas would not be impacted under the no Action 

Alternative because there would be no new construction.  

As with the impacts to vegetation, the removal of 

forest would result in a loss of habitat for 

terrestrial wildlife within the study area.  

Fragmentation of the forest would also affect 

movement of wildlife and increase potential conflicts 

with humans.  However, no particular species which are 

currently utilizing the site are likely to be 

eliminated as a result of any of the Action 

Alternatives.   

Increased impervious surface area would increase 

runoff into the streams which could impact the habitat 
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for aquatic wildlife and potential erosion and 

sedimentation from construction would add to the 

degradation of aquatic habitat.  Therefore, all the 

alternatives would result in long-term negligible to 

minor adverse impacts to wildlife. 

The expansion of the central utility plant and the 

traffic that has been generated by the FDA campus would 

continue to have minor long-term direct adverse impacts 

to air quality; however, the FDA campus is in 

conformance with the Washington Metropolitan Region 

State Implementation Plan.  In order to determine the 

impacts of the proposed master plan on air quality, GSA 

has conducted an air quality analysis.  Based upon this 

analysis, it was determined that alternatives A, B and 

C would have minor long-term direct adverse impacts 

from mobile sources such as cars and buses due to 

additional traffic on the local roadways.  There would 

be negligible long-term, direct, adverse impact from 

stationary sources such as the central utility plant 

from the operation of additional buildings and minor, 

short-term, indirect, adverse impacts during 

construction due to fugitive dust and emissions from 
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construction equipment.  All Action Alternatives would 

also conform to the Washington Metropolitan Regions 

State Implementation Plan.   

In addition, GSA also studied greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Currently, the FDA campus does not 

contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emissions.  

However, implementation of Alternatives A, B and C 

would have a minor, long-term, direct, adverse impacts 

due to a slight increase in stationary and mobile 

source greenhouse gas emissions.  Minor, short-term, 

direct, adverse impacts would occur during construction 

due to greenhouse gas emissions from construction 

equipment. 

Socioeconomic topics that were analyzed in further 

detail in the Draft EIS includes land use planning and 

zoning, community facilities and services, economy, 

employment and safety and security.  Consistent with 

the federal elements of the comprehensive plan, the 

current Master Plan on the FDA campus encourages 

efficiency, higher productivity and collaboration.  In 

addition, the current Transportation Management Plan 

encourages employees to use alternative means of 
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transportation to commute to the campus.  Additionally, 

buildings on the FDA campus operate in an energy-

efficient and sustainable manner meeting LEED Gold 

certification and have Net Zero energy and water usage.  

However, the No-Action Alternative is not fully 

consistent with some of the related federal elements of 

the comprehensive plan because GSA would continue to 

lease facilities for FDA that are not located in the 

immediate vicinity of the FDA campus.  As programs are 

expanded and new employees are hired, additional leased 

space would be needed.  This would not further improve 

efficiency, alleviate congestion or improve air quality 

which are elements of the comprehensive plan.  

Therefore, there would be a minor, long-term, adverse 

impact to land use planning.  Currently the FDA campus 

is consistent with the White Oak Master Plan and the 

White Oak Science Gateway master plan. 

With the Action Alternatives, the consolidated 

expansion of the FDA campus would encourage efficiency, 

higher productivity and collaboration that is 

consistent with the federal elements of the 

comprehensive plan.  A transportation management plan 
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would be developed that would encourage alternative 

means of transportation which is consistent with the 

transportation element of the federal comprehensive 

plan and the Action Alternatives would be constructed 

and operated in an energy-efficient manner which is 

consistent with the environmental elements.  The Action 

Alternatives would also be consistent with the White 

Oak Science Gateway master plan because the expansion 

would attract and support new businesses to the area.  

The Action Alternatives would also be consistent with 

the goals of the Prince George’s County Sub-region 1 

Plan for Green Design, sustainable development, and 

attracting new employment opportunities.   

Land use within the project area would change which 

would result in negligible, long-term adverse impacts 

to land use planning.  Currently, no change in 

community facilities and services would occur.  There 

would not be an increase in employees on the campus 

and, therefore, there would not be an increase in 

demand for community services such as schools in 

Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties, and parkland 

and park operations are currently not affected.   
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All of the Action Alternatives would have minor, 

long-term, indirect, adverse impacts to schools due to 

potential relocation of FDA employees because they may 

move closer to the FDA campus.  Minor, long-term, 

indirect impacts to parks, recreation or open space 

would occur due to increased usage by FDA employees.  

However, it is expected that the potential increased 

usage of parks, recreation facilities and open space 

would not exceed the availability of the resources in 

this area.   

The No-Action Alternative would not see an 

increased population of employees at the FDA campus; 

therefore, there would be no significant impact on 

employment within the area, whereas, all of the Action 

Alternatives would see an increase in employees at the 

FDA campus.  The Action Alternatives would therefore 

result in long-term, minor, indirect and direct 

beneficial impacts on employment. 

During construction, temporary employment of 

construction workers would also result in short-term, 

minor, beneficial impacts on employment. 

Under the No-Action Alternative no property taxes 
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would be received from the FRC because it is under 

federal ownership and is not subject to property taxes.  

Employees would continue to add revenue in the form of 

sales tax from sales at local businesses and services.  

Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would continue to 

have short-term, minor, beneficial impacts to taxes and 

revenue. 

As with the No-Action Alternative, improvements on 

the FDA campus under all of the Action Alternatives 

would not provide additional property tax revenue.  The 

increased workforce may add revenue in the forms of 

sales tax from the potential increase in sales at local 

businesses and retail resulting in long-term, moderate, 

beneficial impacts to tax revenue.  Secondary job 

related to the increase in economy stimulated by the 

implementation of the Master Plan may also be created.   

Additionally, retail services and businesses may 

see an increase in employment from the proposed action 

through a multiplier effect yielding additional sales 

and income tax revenues for the local and state 

governments. 

With the No-Action Alternative, no change in the 
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volume of calls for police, fire or emergency medical 

services are anticipated.  Montgomery County Fire and 

Rescue Service plans to construct a new fire station 

northeast of the Federal Research Center to address the 

anticipated increased call load from the planned Viva 

White Oak development and other area developments. At a 

minimum, the new station would have a two-person EMS 

transport unit and a four-person paramedic engine.   

Current security measures and procedures at the FDA 

campus would continue. Access to the FRC would continue 

to be restricted to Federal employees and approved 

visitors.  The existing truck screening facility would 

remain at its current location and would not provide 

adequate space for truck turn-around.  Security 

deficiencies near the laboratory buildings, loading 

docks, and the Central Utility Plant would remain 

unaddressed. This would result in minor, long-term, 

adverse impacts to the safety and security of visitors 

and employees on the FDA Campus. 

While the Action Alternatives would have minor, 

long-term, direct, adverse impacts to local police, 

fire, and emergency service stations in Montgomery 
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County due to an increase of 75 fire/rescue/Emergency 

Medical Services incidents per year and negligible, 

short-term, direct, adverse impacts would occur during 

construction due to potential construction site 

hazards. The proposed Montgomery County Fire Station 

northeast of the FRC would help to handle any increased 

calls for fire and EMS service. A new centralized 

Visitor and Transit Center would provide a single point 

of entry for all visitors and would streamline visitor 

security screening. A centralized Truck Screening 

Facility would allow for trucks and delivery vehicles 

to be screened prior to entering the FDA Campus. These 

new facilities would result in moderate, long-term, 

direct, beneficial impacts. 

Cultural resources consist of historic structures, 

cultural landscapes and archaeology.  No new 

construction would take place under the No-Action 

Alternative. Therefore, there would be no significant 

adverse impacts to known or potential historic 

properties, archaeological resources, or other cultural 

resources.   

The placement of the Conference Center and the 
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Northwest Parking Garage would not affect the remaining 

historic resources on the FDA Campus which are 

Buildings 1 and 100, the flagpole, and the redesigned 

circle in front of Building 1 with the Action 

Alternatives.  The mid-rise buildings proposed under 

Alternative A would be of similar scale to the existing 

buildings at the FDA Campus. However, the high-rise 

buildings under Alternatives B and C would be taller 

than the existing buildings at the FDA Campus.  

Because the high-rises are not consistent with the 

height and massing of the historic buildings remaining 

on the FDA campus, and the FDA campus outlined within 

the compatibility standards established in the 2002 

Memorandum of Agreement, their construction would 

result in an adverse effect to the broad view of the 

façade of Building 1 under Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act. 

Archaeological resources may be impacted under the 

Action Alternatives due to the construction of the East 

Parking Garage. 

A detailed transportation analysis was undertaken 

to determine the effects of the local transportation 
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network and associated traffic levels.  Under the No-

Action Alternative, current development in the area 

would add additional delay and queuing at 11 

intersections.  These intersections would operate at an 

overall level of service E or F, resulting in moderate, 

long-term, adverse impact to local roadways.  There 

would be no significant impacts to public transit, 

bike, or pedestrian services.  THe increase in 

employees under the Action Alternatives, however, would 

have moderate, long-term, direct, adverse impacts to 

traffic volumes which would cause additional delays and 

queuing at multiple intersections. This would require 

improvements to be made to several of these 

intersections. There would be no significant impacts to 

existing transit services, new sidewalks, secure bike 

parking, locker room and shower facilities, and bike 

repair stations at the FDA campus would result in 

moderate, long-term, direct, beneficial impacts to 

bicyclists and pedestrians.    

There would be no significant impacts to utilities 

or waste management under the No-Action Alternative.  

However, the Action Alternatives would have minor, 
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long-term, direct, adverse impacts to water service due 

to increased demand. The additional sewer flow expected 

under the proposed Master Plan, combined with the 

existing sewer flow, future flow from other large 

developments in the area, and peak rainwater 

infiltration flows during a 10-year storm event, would 

likely exacerbate existing sewer overflows downstream 

in the Paint Branch Sewer system. The potential to 

contribute to offsite sewer overflows represents a 

long-term, indirect, major, adverse impact to sanitary 

sewer service.  However, by implementing mitigation 

measures, the major impact to sanitary sewer service 

would be minimized.  There would also be a minor, long-

term, direct, adverse impact to electrical service 

because of an increased demand on the power grid. 

The Action Alternatives would have minor, short-

term, direct, adverse impacts to waste management due 

to a temporary increase in construction waste and 

minor, long-term, direct, adverse impact to waste 

management because of the increase in the amount of 

solid waste, food waste, and recyclables handled at 

waste-receiving facilities. A consolidated Distribution 
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Center would consolidate the waste streams of most of 

the existing and proposed campus buildings, which would 

provide a centralized, efficient system for trash and 

recycling, sorting, storage, and removal resulting in 

long-term, beneficial impacts.  

Now on to the EIS schedule.  As previously stated, 

we are in the midst of a 45-day public comment period 

for the Draft EIS, which will end, as previously 

stated, on April 16th.  Following that time, GSA and 

its consultants will prepare the final EIS and issue it 

for a 30-day review period.  This will take place in 

the Fall of 2018.  A Record of Decision will be signed 

that will document the government’s final decision on 

which alternative they will move forward for the FDA.  

A final Master Plan and Transportation Management Plan 

will be submitted to NCPC for their review and approval 

during the Fall of 2018.   

As I previously discussed, there are several ways 

to comment on the Draft EIS and Section 106 Historic 

Preservation process.  Copies of the Draft EIS are 

available at the website shown on the next screen and a 

hard copy, again, are available at both the Silver 
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Spring and the Beltsville libraries.  This hearing 

provides you a venue for raising environmental issues 

you believe were not addressed, and were not adequately 

addressed in the Draft EIS.  Again, we want to remind 

you that your comments expressing an opinion about the 

project itself are not considered a substantive comment 

relative to potential environmental impacts and, 

therefore, would not be addressed in the final EIS.   

There are several different avenues for you to 

submit your comments.  You can provide written 

comments, you can use the comment form that is 

available at the sign-in table and either leave it here 

tonight or you can mail it or e-mail it.  All the 

comments on the Draft EIS are due to GSA by April 16th 

and written comments must be postmarked by April 16th 

to be considered.  You may also provide oral comments 

here this evening after I finish speaking.   

We will now open the floor to those of you who 

would like to make formal comments.   

MS. JESSICA DAVIS:  We had one person sign up, 

Daniel Wilhelm. 

MS. ESTES:  Okay. 
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MR. DANIEL WILHELM:  Actually, I have written 

comments.  Who do I give those things to?   

MR. ABDUR-RAHMAN:  I’ll take it. 

MR. WILHELM:  I’ll also e-mail it.  Anyway, I’m 

going to – I don’t know if you have a time limit but 

I’ll try to keep this short.  On the Alternatives, I’ve 

got my comment on two things:  One is the Alternatives 

themselves and the other is transportation.  Most of my 

comments are transportation-related.  My comments on 

the Alternatives is mainly visual and for the 20-story 

building, to me it stands out above the existing 

buildings viewed from New Hampshire Avenue and I don’t 

like that so I would like to have it lower.  Basically,  

Alternative C is probably the best but if you could 

lower the 14-story buildings a few stories so it’s not 

visible at all from New Hampshire Avenue, that would be 

great. 

The transportation:  If you look at the EIS, it 

looks like things are really bad, and the county, on 

the White Oak Science Gateway Master Plan know if the 

development is built that’s in the plan things are 

going to get bad, you know, E and F-level congestion, 
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so that’s well known but your EIS assumes no 

improvements will be made and all the improvements, all 

the development will occur.   

So, there’s a number of things that I have in my 

testimony and I’ll leave that with you, but part of it 

is the data that was used by your consultant, he got 

that from the county – or actually – well, Sabra Wang -

- and that included almost 1.5 million square feet on 

the GSA property, so there’s some double counting going 

on there, so it’s not as bad as it says it is.  There’s 

also a lot of things happening in the eastern part of 

the county relative to transportation and I’ll lay 

those things out.  Part of it is the local development.  

There’s five different types of improvements – or, 

improvements occur five different ways.  One is 

subdivision approvals that were done before January 

2017, and this includes the Adventist Hospital, or now 

the White Oak Medical Center.  They’re making some 

improvements.  And then there’s another development, 

White Oak Towns that are making improvements.   Viva 

White Oak, once Jonathan Genn gets his stuff done, 

there’s lots of improvements slated there.  The county 
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has already appropriated forty million dollars for 

their share and Jonathan’s got to pay for the rest of 

the improvements on FDA Boulevard, Tech – or not Tech 

Road – Industrial Boulevard, and what they call B5.   

BRT is coming on 29, actually as of Tuesday this 

week the council looking at their capital improvement 

program it’s not final until May, until they look at 

all of the projects and have to reconcile and make sure 

they have enough money for everything they want, but 

for BRT and 29, in my book it’s certain it’s going to 

go through, then it will be operational in a 2020 time 

frame.  They also have, on March 6th, approved a change 

in scope of the existing study and looked at dedicated 

lanes from Tech Road south, which is an ongoing study.  

There’s going to be a study for a New Hampshire Avenue 

BRT which will directly affect and benefit FDA, so 

there’s a lot of things happening, so things are not 

going to be as bad as the EIS says.  These things are 

coming whether or not you go forward.  We want you to 

go forward and come here. 

There’s also the local area transportation 

improvement program where the county’s put a process in 
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place to get money from the developers – not GSA, but 

the other developers – you’re welcome to kick in money  

-- and make improvements to the area and the county can 

either make it or the developers can make those 

improvements and I’m hoping the developers will make 

the improvements so they’ll get there in a timely 

fashion and the county DOT would allow that as well, 

because they can do it faster and probably cheaper.   

The other thing I had some comments about local 

buses, your shuttle buses going outside the site to the 

BRT stations at Lockwood.  You know, when that happens 

there, and the BRT stations on the north side as well.  

So, anyway, we’ll give you the details and you can 

study that.  Thank you. 

MS. ESTES:  Thank you.  Did anybody else want to 

provide any comments tonight?  If you didn’t feel like 

giving comments you can also provide oral comments 

after we finish up here.  I also wanted to let everyone 

know, we have several copies of the presentation that 

was presented tonight that you can take with you and we 

have display boards around that show – over here – the 

alternatives if you want to take a closer look at them.   
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Before you leave, we welcome you to sign up for the 

project’s mailing list at the sign-in table if you 

haven’t already done so.  This will conclude our public 

hearing tonight.  The court reporter is available for 

those who would like to provide oral comments 

privately.  Please make sure to have a safe trip home.  

Thank you.  

Off the Record at 7:38 p.m.  
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