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Openi ng Renarks and Presentation by M. Julyan

The neeting cane to order at 8:30 a.m as David Jul yan introduced hit
facilitator and requested that participants recite the Pl edge of All¢
his preview of the session by observing that the Facilities Master Pl
still in progress and that no deadline for conpletion inpended. He ¢
audi ence to take advantage of the tinme remaining to contribute to rel
docunent. COpportunities for input included a period set aside for qt
nmor ni nglds pl enary session presentations, as well as breakout session
speci fic planning issues.

Al t hough the planni ng process extended back as nmuch as 12 years, the
the last 2 years represented a new approach to the issues. The planit
whi ch began with general concepts in the overall FMP, was devel opi ng
The Environnental Assessnent, for exanple, presently included sone el
t opogr aphi ¢ specifications based on State and Federal standards. Lat
i ncorporate additional detail related to engineering, environnental i
benefit anal ysis.

During this discussion, M. Julyan enphasized the inportance of publ
which took two different fornms. One was represented by the involvem
Capital Planning Conm ssion (NCPC), a local, multijurisdictional autl
with and use in the greater netropolitan area. The other channel f«
originated in the 1969 National Environnmental Policy Act (NEPA), whi
community consultation in the planning of specific local projects lil
Conservation Road realignnent.

After the last series of public neetings, the GSFC | eadership deci dec
external community participation in FMP activities would best be ser\
coordi nation of an independent facilitator. As the individual select
M. Julyan reported how he had al ready denonstrated his i ndependence
external community report directly to |local |eaders, wthout GSFC re\

At this point, M. Julyan noted that GSFC Director A V. D az would ac
gat heri ng and subsequently would remain for informal discussions wtt
one of the four breakout sessions.

Comments by M. Diaz
M. Diaz began by reassuring participants that the FMP under devel opt
suffer the fate of many such plansli.e., placenent on a negl ected she




managenent intended to make the nost of its investnent in the plannit
the FMP as a tactical tool inplenented in stages. It would serve as
20-year period ahead for near-, md-, and | ong-term changes at the c¢
phase, he said, would focus on the Transportation Managenent Pl an ant
2020. This effort would require the collection of additional data t«
traffic patterns. The analysis would cover a | arger geographical arc¢
taken into account.

In concluding his remarks, M. Diaz reiterated previous assertions tl
to contribute to the FMP and that the input would be taken seriously
hi story of enployee participation in G-SC site planning, he encourage
get involved. He pledged that he and nenbers of planning team would
recei ve questions and comments. He thanked everyone for comng to tl

Addition al Remarks by M. Julyan on FMP Process and Schedul e

M. Jul yan resuned his presentation on the GSFC FMP by descri bi ng t he
institutional framework for the process. He noted that Federal agent
subm t planni ng docunents to the NCPC for review. In addition, GSFC
coordinate its long-termplans with the [arger intergovernnental cont
town of Greenbelt and the Maryl and-National Capital Park and Pl anni ng
Such linkages could hel p GSFC address critical |and-use and transport
af fecting nei ghboring communities, such as northbound commuter traffi
t he expandi ng area of new honmes sout hwest of the facility.

Because of the key role played by NCPC in the FMP review, M. Julyan
critical conponents of the planning docunent to be submtted to this
overview, description of community participation, the Transportation
(including a presentation on existing and projected peak-hour traffi«
Envi ronmental Assessnent, the Site Devel opnent Plan for retai ned and
bui | di ngs, the Landscape Plan, and a Staging Plan. He offered to nal
interested individuals a copy of NCPCls 17-page Master Plan Subm ssi «(

At present, the FMP team was continuing to devel op the east and west
Soil Conservation Road. M. Julyan assured participants that the te:
data as a basis for its studies and projections, rather than rely on
1990s. The refinenent of the FMP woul d take several nonths as a dral
shape and a final version energedlperhaps next spring. He anticipatc¢
woul d accept or reject the FMP within 90 to 120 days after its subm:

In virtue of his role as a participation facilitator, M. Julyan reti
enpl oyee and comunity input into the planning process. Responding t
about the imted inpact of local dialog in previous years, he assert
opportunities for participation now pending did not conceal a fait ac
invitation for input was genuine, he continued. The FMP woul d not d¢
closed circle of policymakers, but instead would reflect a broad rang
institutional contributions. Those choosing to participate would eng



assessnent of key, sonetines controversial issues. They would al so ¢
under st andi ng of the NCPC revi ew process and | ay the groundwork for f
comuni ty coordi nation of site planning.

M. Jul yan encouraged the audience to use himas a channel for their
hi s tel ephone nunber (202-434-8954) and_e-nuail address (jul andjul @ol
purpose. Wiile he wel coned the opportunity to facilitate specific al
enphasi zed that he would not allow hinself to be used as a tool for ¢
under m ni ng the planni ng process.

In addition to individual conversations with enployees and comrunity
Julian anticipated nore structured occasions for public participatiot
continue to rely on a limted nunber of public neetings required by I
gui delines. More frequent input could cone fromsnaller, nore manage¢
facility-conmmunity representatives with | ocal and Federal planning a¢
met hod of outreach woul d depend on periodic status updates di ssem nat
various internal comrunication nmechanisns. This task could be set uj
information regularly and automatically to interested parties.

M. Jul yan concl uded his remarks by rem ndi ng the audience of the |i1
participation. Utimtely, duly appointed decision-nmakers woul d det ¢
outcones.. The community, however, could still use facts, |logic, anc
i nfl uence agency deci si ons.

Questi on- and- Answer Peri od
During the final part of the plenary session, M. Julyan and M. D a:
guestions and comments fromthe audi ence:

» Do Federal review procedures allow private individuals to bec
record, J as the Maryl and process permts?

M. Julyan replied by first explaining the el evated status conf«
desi gnation. Sonetines persons living in nei ghborhoods directl
pl anned devel opnent can gain such status before Federal review |
case of the FMP subm ssion to NCPC, however, he doubted whet her
woul d be granted this standing. They neverthel ess had the opti«
concerns for a mnute or two during the public comment period at
nmeeting, once the FMP had becone an agenda item |n addition,

could neet directly with NCPC staff after FMP subm ssion but bef
review M. Julyan offered to facilitate such visits. He also
woul d research the party-of-record issue to verify the facts.

» Because sone Greenbelt community residents still harbored anx
the safety issues associated with possible road closing, it w
that GSFC was taking additional tinme to receive public input



Coul d anything nore specific be said about devel opnent of the
strategy?

This type of concern would best be handled in the breakout sessi
M. Jul yan suggested. There, nenbers of the audi ence could revi
di splays of the FMP and talk directly to planning staff working
Session participants could list inportant issues and queries on
provi ded. These would be collected at the end of the sessions ¢
for later reference by planning staff.

« WII answers to questions appear on the FMP Wb site?

The Wb site will be the primary nmedi um of response, M. Jul yan
prom sed that there would be periodic updates through the | arget
net wor k.

e How can individuals make sure that issues of concern to them
into the cost-benefit anal ysis? Wwom should people talk to s
be brought forward to key deci si on-makers?

M. Jul yan suggested that interested parties |list their concern:
t he breakout sessions and/or e-mail himdirectly.

e Are additional alternatives to the eastern and western bypass
considered for the Soil Conservation Road realignnent?

Al t hough a nunber of different options have been considered at
only the eastern and western alignnents are now being actively ¢
Pl anners have not forecl osed other strategies, however. Anyone
of fer alternatives, including those they nmay have been prenat ur ¢
The flip charts could capture this input.

e How shoul d peopl e present concerns that go back several steps
pl anni ng process?

M. Jul yan reconmended that in such cases, individuals could tal
GSFC Director Diaz or the Soil Conservation Service. The flip «
anot her channel for input. He could not predict how GSFC woul d
revisiting previous proposals and noted that the agency had evel
concentrate exclusively on the two options now in focus. Nevert
t hought that GSFC woul d consi der persuasive input fromthe publ

suggestions did not fall within the current range of choices.

e Wiat is the process for calling a forumto neet with the faci
bar di scussion?



The procedure would be to call M. Julyan. Listening to such c«
of his job, he said. He could provide feedback about the |ikel

suggestions would receive full consideration by the appropriate
Peopl e coul d al ways proceed through anot her channel if they wer¢
with his response.

e How woul d participants be inforned that issues that they have
flip charts were bei ng addressed?

M. Julyan indicated that he would respond through periodi c upd:
addi tional information would appear on the FMP Wb site.

e How likely was it that GSFC will treat the current FMP as it
abandoned in previous decades? People have invested a lot in
effort.

This was an excellent question for the GSFC Director, M. Julyal
Al t hough he conceded that many plans were ignored for the sake ¢
he al so believed that Director Diaz intended to use the present
working road map of the facilitylls devel opnent in future years.

Br eakout Sessi ons
Bef ore adj ourning the plenary session, M. Julyan described the |ocat
the four breakout sessions to follow

(1)Expl anati on of the master planning process, NCPC, relevant
public participation (M. Julyan present as resource cont

(2)Expl anation of the Directorlds vision for the FMP (M. Di az

(3)Techni cal docunents, Environnmental Assessnent, and Transpc
Managenent Pl an

(4) FMP Soil Conservation Road alternatives (additional deta
and studies, as well as channel for input on previous opti

M. Jul yan encouraged participants to visit several sessions to obtai
clarification of different issues and to raise questions and issues \
Diaz, or other parties. A designated individual in each group woul d
participant concerns on a flip chart.



SUMVARY OF FACI LI TI ES MASTER PLAN
COMVUNI TY WORKSHOP

Cct ober 18, 2001
Duval Hi gh School, G eenbelt, M

Openi ng Renarks by M. Jul yan

At approximately 7 p.m, David Jul yan brought the neeting to order b
hinmself as a facilitator retained by GSFC to encourage and enabl e pul
the Facility Master Plan (FMP) process. He enphasi zed that the ager
to providing enough time for the comunity to add input into facilit)y
Devel opment of the FMP in greater detail would continue for several 1
its subm ssion in the spring. |In addition, he had al ready begun coni
community coalition representatives. The present neeting was theref¢
| ast opportunity for comrunity participation in site planning, but it
i nportant one. He invited the audience to nake the nost of the occas
i ndi vidual concerns directly to planning staff and consultants, as w
Director D az(all of whom would be available in the breakout session:
asked M. Diaz to present his views about how the FWP woul d be used.

Comments by M. Diaz

Referring to previous occasions for community input, M. D az obser v
had recei ved three basic nessages: that the planning process had be¢
for meani ngful public participation, that insufficient attention was
alternative strategies, and that planners were relying on old data.
that GSFC staff had heard these concerns and were addressing them

In the view of M. Diaz, the FMP represented a serious matter for GSI
his intention for it to be used as an agency roadmap in the years ahe
his interest in staying personally involved in the FMP process and r¢
to the comunity.

Further Remarks by M. Julyan on Project History, Public Participatic«
Next, M. Julyan provided an FMP process overview covering nost of tl
addressed in his earlier presentations at the Enpl oyee Wrkshop (see
nore detail ed di scussion of these subjects). Noting the 24-nonth hi ¢
pl anning effort, he observed how draft docunents were progressing to\
of specificity as the project matured. He described the conpl ex adti
| egislative framework that hel ped define both substantive study i ssus
This framework included FMP review by the NCPC and ot her governnment ¢
| evel s, including county and State. Conpliance with the |egal provi:
pl ayed an inportant role. Utimtely, the information gathered throt
woul d i nformthree key docunents: the FMP, the overall Environnental
and the Soil Conservation Road Environnmental Assessnent.




Turning to the project schedule, M. Julyan suggested that the currel
refinenment, draft devel opnent, and continuing public input would | ear
subm ssion of a final FMP by the spring of 2002. During this prepar:
pl anners woul d conduct traffic flow anal yses over a | arger area than
especially for the road network to the east and sout heast of GSFC.
addi tional work on the 2020 projections for that geographic area. Al
the public would still have opportunities to influence outconmes as ttl
proposal. He noted that NCPC representatives were present at the cul
answer community questi ons.

Continuing with the thenme of public participation, M. Julyan highli
role in the process and encouraged neeting participants to contact h
t el ephone or e-mail (see page 3 of this summary). As at the Enpl oyet
outlined other channels of conmmunication, including occasional public
mandat ed by NCPC and NEPA; his nonthly updates; and the FMP Wb site,
communi ty questions would be posted until resolved. |In addition, he
formation of a 5- to 15-nmenber community planning council to represel
homeowners associ ations, citizens groups, and other interested parti ¢
comunity. This council could neet frequently with GSFC personnel, ¢
governnent planning staff to help define new studies. This |last poil
assure participants that FMP staff would in fact gather fresh data r«
statistics from previous studies.

Summ ng up the FMP process, M. Julyan declared that current efforts
GSFCIs future with active community participation were genuine and ttl
out cone was not a [done deal.[] He also rem nded the audience that tl
rested with the GSFC | eadership and the NCPC review panel. Public it
could significantly affect such decisions, he suggested.

Question-and- Answer Period. At this point, M. Julyan open the fl ool
conment s:

 WII questions be individually listed on the Wb site as give
and grouped with others? WIIl individuals be able to find th
Web site?

M. Julyan replied that he did not want to routinely paraphrase
wanted to retain the latitude to edit and group together simlal
comunity. |f anyone subsequently felt m srepresented by such ¢«
could notify himso that he could imediately fix the problem
he suggested that they would be clearly comuni cated to the pub
after informati on becones avail abl e.

e Can the FMP teamreference the information it gives out as an
speci fic question posted on the Wb site



M. Jul yan accepted the suggestion enthusiastically and prom se(
the community to nake such a system worKk.

« WII the final docunents be reviewed next spring? WII the E
Assessnent be included? WII State and county transportation
t hese docunents?

The FMP, overall Environnmental Assessnent, and specific Environi
Assessnent for Soil Conservation Road were expected to be submt
spring. At that point NCPC could begin its review, which could
more. State and local officials would contribute in two ways:
of the docunents for subm ssion and during the NCPC review on a
basi s.

* Wi ch breakout sessions should participants visit if they wer
traffic along G eenbelt Road?

The two that M. Julyan recommended were the sessions on Techni
Docunent ation and Soil Conservation Road.

« The planning process taking place at this neeting seened fata
because a nunber of the key playersikcounty officials, State C
H ghways, Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, U S. Park
possi bly Patuxet Wldlife Research CenterOwere not represente
difficulty in persuading the Park Service to all ow changes at
the Bal ti nore-Washi ngton Parkway illustrated this failure to
anong agencies. How could the process go forward with GSFC s
constraints posed by external entities?

M. Diaz replied that there was nothing to prevent himfromi nvc
ot her parties nentioned and that in fact GSFC would be in dial o
Al t hough they would continue to play a role in the process, the
submtting the plans was solely that of GSFC. M. Jul yan noted
| ocal planning and transportation agencies had al ready been cont
preparation and coordination of the FMP conponents and woul d al
participate in the NCPC review. Utimtely, the community i npac
changes to the GSFC site extended beyond the imediate vicinity
how the rapidly growing area to the southeast was affecting regi
transportation patterns. It was therefore inportant for conmuni
participate not only in the FMP process for GSFC, but also to w
spectrum of agencies active in the |arger regional coordination
pl anni ng.



e Wio has jurisdiction over Soil Conservation Road?

M. Diaz replied that GSFC had authority over the road within ttl
boundari es but not beyond. The Agricultural Research Center cot
portion of the road on its property.

Wiy isnlt the Agricultural Research Center represented at thi
Representatives from such agencies could then report back to
to coordinate efforts with GSFCk. .

Acknow edgi ng the inportance of the issue, M. Julyan stated th:
would try to pronpt | ocal and Federal agencies to participate at
| evel , but he could not guarantee that all stakehol ders woul d dc

e Comments from Ed Wods, Chief of the dendale Fire Departnent
partici pants whet her nost of them had attended because of con
road route. Many responded affirmatively. Safety was anot he
surfaced during this discussion. Chief Wods rem nded the au
the event of an evacuation energency at GSFC, enpl oyees rush
shoul d not inpede incomng firefighters to the scene. On ano
questioned the appropriateness of NCPC jurisdiction in the FM

Most of Chief Wodsl remarks focused on his alternative for r
realignnment. He suggested that the proper authorities acquir
way fromthe end of Forbes Boul evard (north of Route 193) acr
Road and onto Federal property. Soil Conservation Road could
rerouted around the perinmeter of the GSFC reservation, with a
via G eenbelt Road and a point to be defined along the north
maj or intersections would be involved in this schene. One wo
For bes Boul evard and Route 193, where a signal already existe
approaching |l anes now in place could be nade into left-turn |
accommodate outgoing traffic. A single right-hand | ane woul d
reverse flow during the evening rush hour. The second inters
occur at Good Luck Road, where conventional |anes and signals
essential. He noted that his departnents principal vehicle
negotiate traffic circles with small turning radii. He encou
design for uninpeded traffic flow at this junction

Overall, such a plan would allow Soil Conservation Road to cl
originally envisioned and woul d permt adequate energency acc
virtually all of the reservation. The only drawback nentione
acquiring right of way through the commercial area adjacent t
propertyRespondi ng to an audi ence query, Chief Wods indicate
was not aware of any plans to connect the isolated residentia
For bes Boul evard (in a townhouse devel opnent) to the comrerci
road that nost people knew.
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M. Jul yan responded by reiterating that GSFC exercised contt
own property and planning activities and that the agencylls FMP |
facilitate but not guarantee the desired participation of other
the role of the NCPC, he suggested that Congress had al ready det
Federal installations within Prince Georges and Mntgonery Count
ot her nearby jurisdictions, fell w thin NCPCs purview.

Moni ca M chewicz of the Greenbelt Wods conmunity asked a seri e
about the future entrance to GSFC al ong Greenbelt Road. What w
like? Wuld it resenble the present intersection across from K-
woul d be the inpact of any new intersection on her residential ¢
Woul d enpl oyees and the public jointly use it? Has the State H
Departnent been involved in the planning process?

M. Jul yan suggested that these concerns should be captured now
eval uation, perhaps after decisions had been nmade about the exar
schedul e for entrance changes al ong G eenbelt Road. GSFC Pl ann
Kim Toufectis noted that in the short term there would be no m
the present entrance, which would remain open to enpl oyees; he \
about public access during this period. For the long term he ¢
to continue using the present entrance, but he hoped that the pi
near the Visitors(d Center. M. Toufectis recommended that M. |
other interested parties explore these issues in greater detai

t he breakout sessions. He also reported that the State Hi ghway
been actively engaged in FMP process.

e Wuld problens be defined and resol ved by the planning teamb
i ssues were presented to the comunity for comment? Wuld all
comuni cati on between the community and GSFC pass through M.
Coul d ordinary citizens even know what questions to ask if th
i nvol ved in the technical planning studies and di scussions?

It was M. Julyanlls stated desire to facilitate interaction bet\
and FMP team not to domnate it. Rather than serve as sole li¢
comunity, he wanted residents to be able to neet and speak dir¢
GSFC/ FMP personnel .  Such an opportunity was at hand because st:
and expert consultants were presently in the roomto field quest
during the breakout sessions. He volunteered to coordinate futt
bet ween comunity nmenbers and pl anning staff when specific issut
| arge nunber of community questions had al ready been raised, he
more woul d accunmulate in his e-mail and on the flip charts and )
cards at the neeting. At this point, M. Julyan turned to the
agenda.
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Br eakout Sessions for the Community Wrkshop

The four sessions that foll owed paralleled those at the Enpl oyee Wrl
M. Jul yan asked the audi ence to engage the staff specialists who wer
list continuing concerns and questions on the flip charts or small vy«
Utimately this diverse input would appear on the FMP Wb site, with
referenced to particular questions. M. Julyan al so suggested that |
different workshop areas so as to take in the full range of issues al
conment .

W apup

After the plenary session had reconvened, M. Jul yan asked whet her al
had found the opportunity to speak to soneone about their particular
indicated that they had felt thwarted in pursuing their issues of int

The next question was how to nove forward. M. Julyan noted that he
contacted a range of organi zati onal stakehol ders, including honeownel
| ocal coalition of community groups, and others. Wuld it be accept:
with these contacts as a basis for a new communi cati ons network and ¢
evol ving community council? Additional organizations could be added
t hey beconme known to M. Julyan. Individuals could possibly forma ¢
interpreted the absence of objections to these ideas as a signal to |
He al so encouraged any comrunity organi zati onal representatives prest
thenselves to himat the end of the neeting so that he could include
cont act s.

M. Julyan said that his next responsibility was to conmuni cate back
participants through the various comrunity associations and through «
correspondence with individuals. He agreed to provide biweekly updat
and prom sed to comunicate by e-mail as well.

The workshop canme to a conclusion as M. Julyan thanked participants
He was uncertain when the next workshop would occur, although he exps¢
within the next 2 weeks. Wth no alternatives being suggested, DuV:
appeared to be the likely site for this event. M. Julyan invited p:
anong the exhibits and staff planners to talk informally. The neetil
approximately 9:30 p. m
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