APPENDIX

COMMENT ON THE EA AND RESPONSES







01-01

PEI'C Correspondence
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 12/2/11

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the proposed improvements to the Rock Creek Trail. This
trail is very well used by city and region residents. The trail is crowded, cspecially on the weekends and
can be dangerous al its namower areas for pedestrians and bicvelists. The proposed changes are an
cxeellent step in the right dircction to improving the trail for public use and enjoyment. 1 hope NI'S will
continue to support improvements like these on Rock Creek Trail and other arcas within the District of
Columbia.

02-01

Response to 01-01

The preferred alternative would involve restriping of Piney Branch
Parkway and widening of the Piney Branch Parkway trail 1o a width of
six to cight feet. The proposcd trail would includc ADA-compliant
ramps to connect the trail with Arkansas Avenue and the Rock Creck
Park Multi-Use Trail.

Response to 02-01

Thank you for your interest and response. Your comments will be
included as part of the public record for the project. A purpose of the
projcet 1s to improve visitor safety and cxperience.




03-01

04-01

E-2

Response to 03-01

Thank vou for vour mtcrest and responsc. Your comments will be
included as part of the public record for the project. A purpose of the
projcet is to improve visitor safcty and cxperience.

Response to 04-01

The comment of widening the trail is consistent with the preferred
alternative. Additionally, as described on page 29 of the EA, the
sidewalk along the wesl wall of the Beach Drive tunnel is proposed to be
widened from 2 feel to approximately 4 fleet.




05-01

06-01

E-3

Response to 05-01

The preferred alternative would involve restriping of Piney Branch
Parkway and widening of the Piney Branch Parkway trail 1o a width of
six to cight feet. The proposcd trail would includc ADA-compliant
ramps to connect the trail with Arkansas Avenue and the Rock Creck
Park Multi-Use Trail. As described in Chapter 1 of the EA. the NEPA
process mvolves public agency involvement carly in the project
development to identify the scope of 1ssues to be addressed and the
project area. Based on the early coordmmation and public outreach,
connections o 16" Street. NW were determined Lo be outside of the
scope of the trail rehabilitation.

Response to 06-01

As described on page 40 of the EA, National Zoo sccurity requires this
gate to be closed from dusk to dawn, and on days when the National Zoo
holds special cvents. The gate and its scheduled closure are required in
order for the National Zoo to maintain ils accreditation by the
Asgociation of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA). The AZA standards specify
a requirement for a perimeter fence. The fence must be constructed so
that it protccts the animals in the facility by restricting animals outside
the facility and unauthorized persons from going through it or under it
and having contact with the animals in the facility, and so that it can
function as a sccondary containment system for the animals in the
facility (AZA 2013). As a result, leaving the National Zoo cate open was
dismisscd from the studv.




07-01

PEI'C Correspondence

Reep Private: No

Name: Scatt A, Remley

Address: 1662 TTohart St., N'W Washingion DC 20009
Email: scott_remleyi@iyahoo.com

Date Received: 1245411

1 strongly suppor NS preferred altemative for the RUP trail, and applaud their diligent cffort to
accommodate stakeholders while remaining respectful of their mission to create a cohesive transportation
plan and preserve apen space [or all members of the public to enjoy.

One suggesthion would be to mcorporale some kind of penodic reflective marker in the Rock Creek Park
trail - cat-cyes every 20 vards, dashed line or something like that. In the dark, especially during the fall. it
becomes very challenging 1o see the contours of the rail. An oceasional marker would be very helplul,
especially to cyclists like me.

08-01

Response to 07-01

Thank you for vour interest and response. Your comments will be
included as part of the public record for the project. A purpose of the
projcct is to improvc visitor safcty and cxpcricnce.

Response to 08-01

New lighting clements were considered by the project lcam but
dismissed based on standard NPS policy. As described on page 41 of the
EA. “Rock Creek Park is closed from dusk to dawn. Furthermore.
according (o NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006), the NPS seeks o
prescrve, to the greatest cxtent possible, the natural lightscapes of
parks.™

E-4




PEI'C Correspondence

Kegp Private: No

Name: Brian E. Moore
Address: 6707 Rannoch Rd.
Email: brianemiéivahoo.com
Date Received: 1245711

Thank vou for considering improving the existing hikc frail in Rock Creck park. HOwever, the current

aaahesuiiad foe s b ol cton cithar 4 Lot tho. it

b fo o s

bicyele rather than car. The trail is poorly lit overall, has many lwists, lums, blind spols, root-heaves, and
worst of all soil overwashes from storm gvents. Even "spruced-up” as envisioned in this plan, it will
remain poorly suited for anyone other than occasional reereational riders- and even then withoul
dedicated mantenanse, only until storm cvents start covering sections with slippery mud.

Rather than band-aid atiention to the long neglected and inadequate hiking trail that nms through Rock
Creck park I strongly urec you to considor pennancntly scarcgating, ont of the existing 4 car lanes, a
separale bike lane on the roadway.

T.edave the remaining car lanes contraflow (lhat is all three in-bound in the momings and oul bound in the
cvenings.) The wildly successful beach drive weekend closures show how much interest there is in having
a safe recreational and bicyele commuter route in the center of D, Tlaving a diret, suilable and safe
bicyele alternative would serve many popular and important inlerests in the cominunities along and above
Rock Creck Park.

09-01

09-02

PLEPC Correspondence

Keep Private: No

Name: N'A

Address: Washinglon DC, 20008
Linail:

Date Received: 12/5:11

1 ain a frequent user of this trail. T am very pleased with the prospect of the trail repaving. It is not
currently in good condition and is far toe narrow in many scetions. posing a major hazard to its many
users.

1 am concerned with the plan to fit the trail into the tunnel. While the proposed plan is certainly better
than the status quo, a 5 foot trail is not wide enough for two way tratfic. This is especially true when there
will be a wall to onc side and two way car tratfic in narrow lancs to the other. My question is: why can the
seetion of the trail through the zoo grounds not be open 24/77 1 understand that the zoo grounds close in
the cvenings. Presumably a pate could be crected on the bridge on Jewett strect, thereby climinating after
hours access to the zoo from the multi-use path. This way, the path could remain epen and users can
always bypass the tunnel. [ belicve this is a much safer option and [ am confident that K1'S can find a way
to work with Smithsonian to make this happen if NPS tinds it a compelling soluition.

10-01

10-02

E-5

Response to 09-01 and 10-01

Trail rehabilitation design would be developed in accordance with
standards provided in DDOT's Bicycle Facility Design Guide.
Additional design guidance will be provided bv AASHTO’s Guideline
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities and the Americans with
Disabilities Act. To the extent feasible, the trail will be designed to
avoid right angles and blind corners while protecting the Park’s
environmental resources. The preferred alternative would also mclude
raising the vertical profile of the trail as necessary to eliminate ponding
and slope stabilization to improve soil erosion conditions.

Response to 09-02

Retrofil of the existing roadways to include bike lanes would require a
reduction in the number of lanes for vehicles, or widening of the road.
Further, inclusion of bike lanes could result in conllicts between
bicyclists and motorists. Based on thesc considerations, restriping the
rogdways to include bike lanes was determined to be outside of the
scope of the trail rehabilitation.

Response to 10-02

As described on page 40 ol the EA, National Zoo securily requires this
gatc to be closed from dusk to dawn, and on davs when the National Zoo
holds special events. The gate and its scheduled closure are required in
order for the National Zoo to maintain its acereditation by the
Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA), The AZA standards specify
a requirement for a perimeter fence. The fence must be constructed so
that it protects the animals in the facilily by restricting animals outside
the facility and unauthorized persons from going through it or under it
and having conlact with the animals in the lacility, and so that it can
function as a secondary containment system [or the animals in the




PEI'C Correspondence
Keep Private: Yes
Date Recoived: 12:6/12

1 use this area of the trail 3-1 times per week to 1un along and this proposed trail rehabilitation would be a

TTcal MPTOVCINCNT ON 0 DCAvIY -USCU PCUCs Tl ANQ DICVCIe Patl. (48 NG 16POrT (CLalls. e 1all feeds 10
be widened where possible lor increased safely belween pedesirians and bicyelists and the current

scgment from Beach St up Piney Branch Ave. is treacherous at various points and needs  propet ninning
L

11-01

PEI'C Correspondence
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 12/7/11

but I just hope these uperades don't take forever to construct. This is an important thoroughfare for many
people wha work in Georgetown and if the path is closed for an extended period of Gime. then it could
causc a major inconvenienee.

12-01

E-6

facility (AZA 2013). As a result, leaving the National Zoo gate open was
dismissed [rom the study.

The preferred aliernative would widen the path to a four loot width. Due
1o the constraints of the tunnel, construction of a pathway greater than
four feet wide would not be feasible. To ecnhance safety for trail users
within the tunnel, trail user/vehicle separation structures such as
railways or bollards would be constructed.

Response to 11-01

User salety is a key component of the project. The prelerred aliernative
would include widening, trail user/vehicle separation structures, and
roadway crossing safcty improvements to promotc safoty.

Response to 12-01

During construction, the preferred aliemative would include logical
detours around trail segments and road areas under construction. The
work would be completed in segments, with no (wo adjacent segments
under construction simultaneously. Construction segments would be .25
o 30 miles m length. In advance of construction periods, trail users and
drivers would be notified of closures or delours. Notifications could
include clectronic signage, postings to the Rock Creck Park and DDOT
websites and social network pages, and email blasts to interested partics
wdentified during the planning process.




PETC Correspondence

Reep Private: No

Name: Jeffrev D. Kohn

Address: 7391 Buffalo Avc., Takoma Park MD, 20912
Tomail: jeflandsued@ren.com

Datc Received: 12:9711

Tlive in Takona Park and commute via bike as often as [ can lo downlown, 1o constilulien and 14ih.

Whilc it is more direct to bike dircetly down 14th strect, the bike lanc is dangerous when you pass

through columbia heights with it's craey traffic and the bike lane is nonexistent downtown south of K

street when I need it the most! Therefore, [ ao an extra 3 miles in my commute to travel through Rock

Creek Park. TUis far saler, with fewer opportunities o intevact with car tralfic. TTowever, T don't enjoy the
bt oo

1. The trail is so pock-marked that [ can't comfortably ride.

2. Riding down piney branch parkway is dilficull and often dangerous because I have (o ride on the road
and traffic has to get around me. The small bit of paved trail is too discontinuous to want to usc for the 30
seconds (hal it exisis.

‘mmcl 15 1mpos.§1mc fo navigate for more than [ person at a ime.
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the zoo area. (I also agree with the report’s issue with sight lines, but I manage this by going very slowly
atkey points in the trail.)

Alternative 1is wrong wrong wrong. Even if vou improve the smoothness of the trail. you only solve one
of my pressing probloms and I will still have a stresstnl cotninnte. 1 am utterly against alternative 1 and 1
will fight hard to change the NPS minds if it gocs through, including by sctting my congressional
members involved.

Alternative 2 is a massive improvement. 1t selves my issuc with Pincy Branch Parkway and the bridge
over the water soulh of the zoo tunnel. Ilowever, it would not help with the multiple uses the trail sces
and 1 have seen frustrated bikers use the road because they don't feel comfortable sharing the namrow irail.
As [ said before, this is most prevalent in the range of the zoo, but also from woodley south to I* st

T agree with the A anthors that Alternative 3 is the most people and snviromment friendly. It would
Iransform our beauliful park inlo a destination for people 1o enjoy nature. Walkers would nol need 10 be
as constantly vigilant of bikets and runncts. It would scrve the park well for many vears. 8 million scoms
like a lot, bnt given the possible rainifications and the additional number of people that I'm snre will Hlock
1o the new facilities, it doesn't seem like thal much when viewed [rom a per cuapita uiility basis.

Thanks and I hope you are able to getf started very soon. The current trail is iu really sad shape and I
would love to continue to use it again very soon!

Jeff Kohn

13-01
13-02

13-03

Response to 13-01 and 13-03

The preferred alternative involves the resurfacing of the trail, which
would resull in a smoother riding surface for users. Proposed
rchabilitation of the trail would include widening of the Pincy Branch
Parkway trail to 0- to 8-foot widths. and widcning of the Rock Creck
Park Multi-Use Trail to 6 to 10 foot widths, depending on environmental
and physical constraints.

Response to 13-02

The preferred alltemaiive includes a new bridge to accommodate trail
uscrs. As described on page 29 of the EA, the proposed stmcture would
allow for a 10-[oot trail clearance and would be constructed within 5 feet
of the cxisting bridge abutment.




PEI'C Correspondonce
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Reccived: 12/14/11

It is very good to leamn that this work on the Rock Creek Park trail may soon actually begin after vears
ancl vears of discnssion as the trail disintcgrates and its usc increascs exponentially.

Your website on which this response appears lacks both the entire environmental impact report deseribing
exactly what is to be done and a map, so I cannot comment on the details of the proposed work,

Howcver, the ENTIRE trail on which I bike from Nevada Avenuc to the Watergate neods work. 1t is
dangerously nammow. the surlace is rough, pitted and the edges ofien crumble and it is 1o winding with
blind curves.

But the fwo most dangerous parts of the trail which I use are (1) the one mile stretch from Nevada Avenue
to Picrce Mill, where trail users and cars use the same narrow, curving readway which lacks shoulders,
and (2) the brnidge over Rock Creck just south of the Zoo which bikes musi cross on a very narrow
sidewalk.

1 look forward to a rapid beginning of the work to be dene.

14-01

14-02

14-03

E-8

Response to 14-01

The EA can be found on the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public
Comment website found here:

http://parkplanning nps.gov/RockCreck TrailRchab

Once at the site, click the “Document List™ link on the lefl side of the
page under “Project Links™, Several downloadable documents are
provided including project mapping and a copy of the EA.

Response to 14-02

Trail rehabilitation design will be developed 1n accordance with
standards provided in DDOT s Bicyele Facility Design Guide.
Additional design guidance will be provided by AASHTOs Guideline

Jor the Development of Bicycle Facilities and the Americans with

Disabilities Act. To the extent feasible, the trail will be designed to
avoid right angles and blind corners while protecting the Park’s
environmental resources.

Response to 14-03

As described in Chapler 1 of the EA_ the NEPA process involves public
agency involvement early in the project development to identify the
scopc of issucs to be addressed and the project arca. Based on the carly
coordination and public outreach, trail segments north of the intersection
of Broad Branch Road and Beach Drive were determined to be outside
ol the scope of the trail rehabilitation. From Peirce Mill to Broad Branch
Road, the existing trail would be widened from 6- to 10 feet based on
physical and environmental constraints. Also. a social trail between the
Pcirce Mill parking arca and the Broad Branch/Grove 2 North parking
area would be paved. Just south of the o0, a new bridge is proposed
which would accominedate trail users. As described on page 29 of the
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E-9

EA, the proposed structure would allow for a 10-foot trail clearance and
would be constructed within 5 feet of the existing bridge abutment.

Response to PM-01

Thank you for vour interest and responsc. Your comments will be
mcluded as part of the public record for the project.

Response to PM-02

Trail rehabilitation design will be developed in accordance with
standards provided in DDOT’s Bicyele Facifity Design Guide.
Additional design guidance will be provided by AASHTO s Guideline

Jor the Development of Bicycle Facilities and the Amcricans with

Disabilitics Act. Te the cxtent feasible, the trail will be designed to
avoid right angles and blind cerners while protecting the Park’s
chivironmental resourecs.




E-10



E-11



E-12



E-13



E-14



E-15



E-16



E-17



E-18



E-19



E-20



E-21



E-22



PM-
03

E-23

Response to PM-03

Construction of a Harvard Street Bridge staircase could result in adverse
impacts 1o soils and vegetation, historic structures, cullural landscapes,
acsthctics and vicwsheds. In addition, the proposed staircasc could
require mitigative measures to attain ADA compliance. Based on these
considerations, construction of the staircase was determined to be
outside of the scope of the trail rchabilitation.




PM-
04

E-24

Response to PM-04

As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the NEPA process involves public
agency invelvement early in the project development 1o identifly the
scopc of issucs to be addresscd and projcct arca. Based on the carly
coordination and public outrcach, new conncctions to the Rock Creck
trail south of Rose Park and dedicated bicyele signals were determined
to be outside of the scope of the trail rehabilitation.




E-25




PM-

E-26

Response to PM-05

Trail usage was a consideration during planning phases for rehabilitation
ol the trail. Proposed trail widths were esiablished based on trail criteria
cstablished by AASHTO, DDOT and NPS, analvsis of public comments,
and physical and cuvironmental constraints.




PM-

E-27

Response to PM-06

The preferred alternative includes a new bridge to acconumodate trail
users. As described on page 29 of the EA | the proposed struclure would
be 12 fect wide, allowing for a 10-foot trail clearance. In addition, the
amount of paved arcas at the southbound end of the Beach Drive tunnel
would be expanded to tie into the new bridge.




PM-
07

E-28

Response to PM-07

For further clarification on potential conflicts between pedestrians and
bicvelists, a synopsis of Multiple Use Treails: Svathesis of the Literature
and State of the Praciice was added to the human health and safcty
analvsis in Chapter 4 of the EA. Under the preferred alternative, trail
widths in Rose Park would generally remain the same, with zero to two-
foot increases. The new trail surface could further promote usc of the
trail. However, the added use would not have a noticeable increase in the
risk of unsafe conflicts for trail users, and any added risk would be offset
by the improved trail conditions.




PM-
07

PM-

PM-
09

E-29

Response to PM-08

As stated on page 38 and within Chapter 4 of the Final EA, protection
measures and BMPs would be implemented to avoid impacis to all types
of park vcgcetation to the extent possible. Vegetation protcction
mcasures for the cak tree ncar the Dumbarton Street playground arca
may nclude development of a tree save plan by an arborist or licensed
tree expert, or installation of tree protection fencing. [mpacts to the
tree’s root svstem would be avoided to the extent possible. If necessary,
alternative trail materials and/or narrowing of the trail would be utilized
lo preserve the (ree’s roots.

Response to PM-09

Bascd on comments reccived from the Friends of Rosc Park and others,
the project team conducted several field visits to evaluate drainage
concems at Rosc Park and other locations in the projeet arca. During the
detailed design phase of the project, flood prone areas would be
addressed. Although flood prone arcas were not specifically noted in the
EA_itis a purpose of the project o install more effective drainage and
erosion control. Drainage designs throughout the project would be
prepared in coordination with DDOE and in accordance with DDOT
Dcsign Manual requircments.




E-30



E-31



PEI’C Correspondense

Kegp Private: No

Name: Philip L. Meclain

Address: 1728 Poplar Lane, NW Waghinglon DC. 20012
Email: pmelaini@starpower. net

Date Reccived: 1271711

I'was very glad to lcarn that the much needed repairs and upgrades to this section or trail is, hopefully, to
X " X

Tl would be g()(;d to have an ONGOING mainlenance to our (rails in RCP aller initial construction 15-01
projeets have been completed.

Thank vou,

Philip McC'lain

PEI'C Correspondense

Keégpp Private: No

Name: Roberta Carroll

Address: 3314 Yuma St., NW Washington DC, 20008

Email: carrollbbigiverizon.net

Date Received: 12719411

On Page 29 you refer to a “restoration of the Klingle Valley Trail” which is completly wrong. There is a

road, called Klingle Road, that has been open for over 100 vears and has never been a trail. It remains to

be decided 10 DC will wasle 7 million dolars on a propesed trail or rebuild the road. Fither way trucks 16-01

and emergency vehicles will be wsing it, so to call it a frail is not accurate. You need to change the
language on this page and call it a road that bikes will use.

E-32

Response to 15-01
Long-term maintenance of the trail will be conducted by NPS.

Rehabilitation of the trail would address current and future maintenance
nceds such as trail palching and scdiment and debris removal.

Response to 16-01

A Finding ol No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the construciion of a
multi-usc trail lacility within the barncaded portion of Klingle Road was
published in 2011, The Klingle Valley Trail project would create
conncctivity in the District of Columbia trail network by connceting
Rock Creck Trail to the Klingle Valley Trail.




17-01

17-02

17-03

E-33

Response to 17-01 and 17-02

Original correspondence with the NPS indicated the trail would not be
widened. NPS also staled the use of the trail would not be restricted.
Subscquently, NPS and DDOT dctermined that trail widening was
nccessary based on ficld observation and trail counts i order to
accommodate all users. As a comproinise, NPS and DDOT decided an
approximate zero to two-foot widening of the trail would resolve
concerns. The current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has forced users from the trail, trampling the vegetation along
the path. A wider trail will accommodalte the multiple user types of the
path 1n a safe manner. In a letter dated August 24, 2011, NPS selected
Rose Park Option B (six-loot resurlaced trail).

The preferred alternative for the projeet has been determined to have a
net benelit on human health and safety, based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and other proposcd improvements. Rose Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, details the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment, Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismissed in section 2.8.3 of the EA. Trail
widening and a smoother surface could further promote use of the Rose
Park trail. However, the increase in usage resulling from a sero- to (wo-
oot widening is not expecled Lo result in increased pedesirian/bicyelist
conflicts. To calm traffic, vicld signs or speed limit signs could be added
and raise salely awareness. To address potential conllict between trail
uscrs and park users in the Rosc Park arca, additional analvsis was added
lo the EA under Human Health and Salety i Chapter 4.

Response to 17-03
Mgcasurcs to protect vegetation throughout the entire project arca
including Rose Park are described on page 38 of the EA and include




From: com [ il.com] On Behalf Of S. Flank
Sent: Monday, December 19, 2011 2:43 PM
To: HATAMI, Caesar

Subject: Rock Creek EA

Dear Mr. Hatami,

Thank you for your excellent work on the Rock Creek Trail EA, and for speaking with me at the public hearing
last week. As you suggested, I'm passing along a few comments that may be helpful as you wrap up this phase

of the project. 1 will be submitting most of these as public comments, but thought they may be useful for you to
have directly. I also sull mlcnd to send you the pointers I mentioned, for alternative standards to rely on (other

than AASHTO) for d more bicycle-friendly i i

First, in the Shoreham drive area (Fig 14 in the EA): That crossing has already been substantially changed by
the current construction project, and more changes are planned. So you may want to talk to the folks there, both
to update your ings or dati and to take ad: ag ofthis ity to pul some of the

onto Cathedral Ave. As with the Broad Branch crossings, a ™ mtusecuon shoul y y
understanding is khal DDOT has added lhle location to their 2012 list of bike-| lmc additions, so us all lh‘. more
i here s di;

occurs, which I didn't see mentioned in the EA -- as the trail descends Shoreham Hill and crosses the bridge
over Rock Creek, maybe another 100 feet downstream (just before the trail becomes immediately adjacent to
the Parkway).

We didn't discuss it at the hearing last week, but a curb cut from Klingle Rd. is clearly needed, right at the
bridge where the trail crosses over Rock Creek (the bridge that's pictured on the front cover of the EA). I know
T (OO Ts TS T TR oTo TS T (O TR ] TRV T T T A1) S T TV TS T o T i T

road to the Rock Creek trail there is obvious, regardless of the eventual Klingle trail design. I was also
wondering if the team had given any consideration at all to how cyclists are expected to travel East on Porter St
from Cleveland Park and then get onto the Rock Creek trail -- it's currently just about impossible to do both
safety and legally. Trying to make the left tumn at the bottom of the valley is quite dangerous; whereas the safer
route, making the almost-U turn to the right (onto the Klingle Rd. entrance ramp), is against the legal traffic

flow.

Finally, I will try to find you the appropriate references / authorities that would support a better Beach Drive
intersection on the north side of Broad Branch, one which doesn't require cyclists to come to do a dead stop in
order to continue "straight".

Good luck with completing the EA process, and let me know if there's anything else that would be helpful.

Thanks,
--Shalom Flank

18-01

18-02

18-03

18-04

18-05
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evaluation of large trees and development of a tree save plan by an
arborist or licensed tree expert. Along the Rose Park (rail, the proposed
zero to two-foot widening would not have appreciable effects on
vegelation or ground waler seepage. The existing narrow width of the
Rosc Park trail forces users off the trail, resulting in barc soils. The
proposcd rehabilitation would provide a more adequate width for uscrs
to remain on the trail thereby encouraging growth of ground cover
beside the trail.

Response to 18-01

Since the Draft EA, crossing improvements were constructed at
Shoreham Drive as part of the Beach Drive Road Reconstruction
Project. The crossing was realigned to include a single crosswalk, and
safety elements were incorporated into the new design. Further
improvement of the crossing is no longer proposed under the Rock
Creek Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation.

Response to 18-02

This request has been forwarded to the DDOT Bicyvcle Advisory Council
and will be lurther addressed during the detailed design phase of the
projcet.

Response to 18-03

The project team conducted several ficld visits to evaluate drainage
concems throughout the project area. During the detailed design phase
of the project, flood pronc arcas would be addressed. Althongh flood
prone areas were not specifically noted in the EA, it is a purpose of the
project to install more effective drainage and erosion control. Drainage
designs throughout the project would be prepared in coordination with
DDOE and in accordance with DDOT Design Manual requircments.




December 20, 2011
Dear Folks Who Make Things Happen!
I support the position of the Friends of Rase Park in regard to keeping the

pedestrian path in its’ same location and width, in order to preserve its’ pedestrian
nature, for the safety of walkers, runners, and children.

I aiso apree that it would be much preferable to have a permeable surface. | do 19-01
think that brick would be more in keeping with Georgetown and the appearance of
parks throughaut D.C. than asphalt, and much better for trees and plants.

We fall into the category of elderly frequent users of the path and we do feel thata
wider path would create a situation attractive to bikers, in conflict with safe walking
for us, and safe use of the play areas for toddiers.

We trust that all entitites will uphold their previous commitment to maintain the
current width and location of the path.

Thank you far your attention.

Sincerely,

E’."l . ] L
o e g A
L6 ana it feckiin T
1232 - 27% StNW
Washington DC 20007

Copies: Terry Bellamy, Austina Casey, Joseph Lawsan, Tara Morrison, Peter May,
Jesus Aguirre, The Hon. Jack Evans, David Abrams
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Response to 18-04 and 18-05

Page 87 of the EA states,” The Rock Creek Park multi-use trail passes
under the Porler Street. NW and Klingle Road, NW ramps. A trail tie-in
1s proposcd at this location as part of the Klingle Valley trail

projcet. .. the tic-in would connect the Rock Creck Park multi-usc trail
with a new trail along Klingle Valley and points west.” According to
the 2011 Klingle Valley Trail FONSI, a six- to cight-foot multi-use trail
would be constructed along the south side of Klingle Road and continue
along the Porter Street rainp before connecting with the Rock Creek
Trail below Porter Street, NW. The connection would be designed to
provide safe passageway from Porter Street to the Rock Creek trail.

Response to 19-01

As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EA (page 35), trail material
sclection would be considered during the detailed design phasc of the
project, For the Rose Park trail, spot improvement areas, and new trail
scetions the design tcam will consider the usc of pervious matcrials for
the trail surface: but will also need 1o consider other lactors such as

safety, trail uses, and long-term maintenance.




Serious Urgent Attention — see attached letter.

KEEP THE ROSE PARK PATH AS [8!

Madam/Sir

Your proposition is dangerous to everyone in the community and to all people who routinely use this path!

Marguerite Juengst
1316 27" Street, NW
Washington DC 20007

email: mjuengst@chmove.com

20-01
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Response to 20-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raise safcty awareness. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.




12/20011

M. Terry Bellamy

Director, DC Department of Transportation
55 M Streel, S.E., Suite 500

Washington, D.C. 20003

terry. bellamy(@ide. pov

Ms. Austina Cascy, Project Manager
DC Department of 1| ransportation
Atn: Rock Creek Irail EA

35 M Street, S.E., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20003

ausling casey@dc.gov

Mr. Joseph Lawson, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administraiion

1990 K Strest, NW_, Suite 510
Washington, D.C. 20006

christopher lawson@Dwa.dot.cov

Mr. Peter May, Associate Regionat Director
Nat{onal Park Service
1100 Ohio Drive, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20242
peter may@nps goy

Mr. Jesus Aguirre, Dircctor
D.C. Dept. of Parks & Recreation
3149 16™ Street, N.W
Washington, D.C. 206010
jesus aguirreidde gov

The Honorable Jack Evans
D.C. Ciry Councit
1350 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W ., Suite 106
Washington, D.C. 20005

Ms. Tara Morrison, Supctintendent
Rock Creek Park

3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008

lara mormson@nps.goy

Dear Agency Official:
Lamwiiting 10 you 1o exor

by Friends of Rose Park to keep the pedesirian path which runs throngh Rose Park at its current
width and in its current location. NP5 has previously promised our community that the path
would be rehabilitated but remain in s current location and at its current width. Any widening
of the path will result in danger o the hundreds of small children and toddlers who travel
between all of the play areas in the park on a weekly basis. and to the elderty who walk alony |
path at any given time. In addition, if a larger area of bare ground is covered by a nen-permeable,
asphalt, surfuce, the less water is available for planting and natural ground cover. The initial draft

of the Environmental Assessment put out by DDOT and FHA Tails o address the inajor sdfuy
issues 1o pedestrians which exist if the path is widened 10 6 or 8 feel. Plcase keep the path “as
in its current location and at its current width. Thank you.

Sincerely yours, (
Marguerite M. Juengst
1316 27 th Street. NW
Waushington DC 20007

21-01

21-02
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Response to 21-01

Original correspondence with the NPS indicated the trail would not be
widened. NPS also staled the use of the trail would not be restricted.
Subscquently, NPS and DDOT dctermined that trail widening was
necessary based on ficld observation and trail counts i order to
accommodate all users. As a comproinise, NPS and DDOT decided an
approximate zero to two-foot widening of the trail would resolve
concerns. The current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has forced users from the trail, trampling the vegetation along
the path. A wider trail will accommodalte the multiple user types of the
path 1n a safe manner. In a letter dated August 24, 2011, NPS selected
Rose Park Option B (six-loot resurlaced trail).

The preferred alternative for the projeet has been determined to have a
net benelit on human health and safety, based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and other proposcd improvements. Rose Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, details the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment, Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismissed in section 2.8.3 of the EA. Trail
widening and a smoother surface could further promote use of the Rose
Park trail. However, the increase in usage resulling {rom a sero- to (wo-
oot widening is not expecled Lo result in increased pedesirian/bicyelist
conflicts. To calm traffic, vicld signs or speed limit signs could be added
and raise salely awareness. To address potential conllict between trail
uscrs and park users in the Rosc Park arca, additional analvsis was added
lo the EA under Human Health and Safety m Chapter 4.

Response to 21-02

Measures to protect vegetation throughout the entire project area
including Rose Park are described on page 38 of the EA. For the Rose
Park trail, the proposed zero to two-foot widening would not have




Thank you for your prompt response. This is an important issue for all citizens, neighborhood residents and visitors to DC
who use this path.

'We have to be involved. Year after year DOT continues to bring it up! The use has not changed — nor should it be by

virtue of making it wider for a continuous caravan of bikes to use it as a short cut! Pedestrians have rights tool Yet DOT

icontinues to harp on the path use against the urgencies of the community! It is bad idea to broaden the path. A
ANgerous 1dea. An uniair precedent tat all paths snould be wide enoug T

small children, adults, and families — (with baby carriages), native citizens and visitors to the city all use this path for

pleasure and for a connection to close neighborhoods by walking.

Bikes can use the paths that have already been designated for them on Rack Creek Parkway.

ar DIKes 58 COMmMman sense. seniar citiZens,

Marguerite Juengst |
1316 277 Street, NW
Washington DC 20007

email: mjvengst@cbmove.com
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appreciable effects on vegetation or ground water seepage. The existing
narrow width of the Rose Park trail forces users ofT the trail, resulting in
bare soils. The proposed rehabilitation would provide a more adequate
width flor users Lo remain on the (rail thereby encouraging growth of
ground cover beside the trail.

Responseto 22-01

The preferred altemative tor the project has been determined to have a
net benefit on human health and safety, based on the repair and
rehabilitation ol trails and other proposed improvements. Rose Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, details the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along ils current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its currcnt width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

Al Rose Park, the curreni, narrow swidth of the (rail has caused ponding
1ssucs and has foreed users from the trail, trampling the vegetation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
[urther promote use of the irail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zero- to two-foot widening is not expected to result in increased
pedestrian/bicyclist conflicts. To calm traffic, vield signs or speed limit
signs could be added and raise safety awareness. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safctv, a svnopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Svathests of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Health and Safcty.




From: nancyflis com [mail com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 20, 2011 4:29 PM

To: Bellamy, Terry (DDOT)

Subject: Rose Park Path

Dear Mr. Bellamy:

Several years ago, I was a part of a neighborhood group studying the use of
the Rose Park land and pedestrian walkway. For three days, from
approximately 8am to 6pm, we counted the number of pedestrians, bicyclers,
skate boarders, parents with strollers and little children. The greatest use of
the Rose Park pathway was pedestrians (WALKING, presumably to work) in
the early and late hours. Also during these early hours, dogs were being
walked. During the course of the daytime hours, significant numbers of
nannies, mom pushing strollers and many walking youngsters traversing the
path between two playgrounds were counted. As well as a small number of
runners. Bicyclers and skate boarders comprised the smallest group using the
path. This was presumed to be because of the parallel bike, runner path
directly below along Rock Creek Parkway.

Based on these findings then, which I believe hold true today, I am writing to
express my support to keep the pedestrian path which runs through Rose Park
at its current width and in its current location. For those who use this path,
including me and many friends and neighbors, it works well. I understand that
NPS promnsed our communlty that the path would be rehabllltated and/or

width. Any wuﬁemng of the path WI|| result in danger to the hundreds of smaII
children and toddlers who travel between all of the play areas in the park on a

23-01

23-02

g [¢] Yy a
asphalt, surface the Iess water is available for plantlng and natural ground
cover.

The initial draft of the Environmental Assessment put out by DDOT and FHA
fails to address the major safety issues to pedestrians which exist if the path is
widened to 6 or 8 feet. And it appears to fail to address the actual usage of the
path. It works well for those who use it and are a majority. Please keep the
path “as is”, in its current location, and at its current width. This makes
sense and will save taxpayer money.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Nancy Flinn
2714 1/2 Poplar Street NW
Washington DC, 20007
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Response to 23-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety, based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr proposcd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 23-02

Measures to protect vegetation throughout the entire project area
mcluding Rosc Park arc described on page 38 of the EA. For the Rosc
Park trail, the proposed zero 1o two-foot widening would not have
appreciable cffects on vegetation or ground water scepage. The existing
narrow width of the Rose Park trail forces users off the trail, resulting in
bare soils. The proposed rehabilitation would provide a more adequate
width for users to remain on the irail thereby encouraging growth of
ground cover beside the trail.




24-01

24-02
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Response to 24-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety, based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr proposcd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed lim1il
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 24-02

Measures to protect vegetation throughout the entire project area
mcluding Rosc Park arc described on page 38 of the EA. For the Rosc
Park trail, the proposed zero 1o two-foot widening would not have
appreciable cffects on vegetation or ground water scepage. The existing
narrow width of the Rose Park trail forces users off the trail, resulting in
bare soils. The proposed rehabilitation would provide a more adequate
width for users to remain on the irail thereby encouraging growth of
ground cover beside the trail.




PEI'C Correspondence
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 12/23/11

ROSE PARK

volume of trail users. T recommend that supplemental lighing be added o he lower portion of the trail
similar to the trail lights on the northern part.

DEACIIDRINVE TUNNET

1 support the modifications to the Beach Drive tunnel for 2- 11 lancs and a 3 trail. However instead of
bollards I recommend a low profile guardrail similar 1o the guardrail on the P St NW bridge. This type ol
rail is less intrusive and not as likely to cause drivers or bikers to move away from the odge of the road or
path toward the center line and thus threathen oncoming traflic. This may be especially the case with the
| _narrower 11lanes,

25-01

25-02

Response to 25-01

New lighting was considered by the project team but dismissed based on
standard NPS policy. As described on page 41 of the EA, “Rock Creek
Park 1s closed from dusk to dawn. Furthermore, according to NPS
Managcment Policics (NPS 20006). the NPS sccks to preserve, to the
greatest extent possible, the natural lightscapes of parks.”

Response to 25-02

The preferred altemative would widen the path to a four foot width. Due
10 the constraints of the tunnel. construction of a pathway greater than
four feet wide would not be feasible. Current designs include a low-
profile guardrail for trail usc/vechicle scparation.
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Dear All: | have lived for 20 years on Dumbarton Street, one block away from Rose
Park. | have been involved, along with many neighbors, in rehabilitating the park from a
place that people avoided to a green place that people flock to for sports, a farmers
market, a tot lot and to sit on a bench to read a book with a cup of coffee

One of the most exciting times for me was when | began to see real estate ads that
mentioned a house "was near Rose Park." In fact, many of us believe that the park is part
of a reason that young families choose to move into or stay on the east side of
Georgetown.

Any one who spends real time in the park knows it is a community park.

My reason for writing to you is to express my strong opposition to an asphalt path in the
park. Today while driving out MacArthur Boulevard | noticed the path along the canal is
packed dirt/sand. While living in Europe for three years the paths through the parks are all
pervious surfaces. In Colorado, where | spend time, the National Parks pride themselves
on paths that are environmentally friendly both to the land and to the wildlife.

Asphalt in this day and age is not a smart surface. Itis not good for the environment and
because after a short time it cracks and sinks in places it is dangerous for walkers and
bike riders. A look at what is there now will let you know asphalt is not a good choice.

| support the path remaining where it is now located, keeping it at 6 feet in width and
encouraging its use as a walking path whether for baby carriages, tots running and playing
or for people willing to walk their bikes for several hundred yards. | STRONGLY OPPOSE
A SURFACE OF UNSIGHTLY ASPHALT IN A NATIONAL PARK SETTING.

Sincerely,
Pamla H. Moore

26-01
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Response to 26-01

As described in Section 2.5.2 of the EA (page 35), trail material
selection would be considered during the detailed design phase of the
projcet. For the Rosc Park trail, spot improvement arcas, and ncw trail
scctions the design team will consider the usc of pervious materials for
the trail surface; but will also need to consider other factors such as
safcty, trail uscs, and long-tcrm maintenance.




Ms. Austina Casey

Project Manager

DC Department of Transportation
Attn: Rock Creek Trail EA

55 M Street, S.E., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Ms. Casey,
I live at 2500 O St,_which backs onto P St,_so we take Rose Park path to M St to commute

to work and other purposes. I think expanding and repaving the path is an excellent

idea. The path is too narrow to currently accommodate pedestrians, dogs and other path
users.

Widening the path would make it safer (not more dangerous, as others might

believe). As a cyclist, I have common sense and know not to speed through a

neighborhood or sidewalk when others are using it. There is no way that the Rock Creek

Park trail could be considered an alternative to the Rose Park path, as they are at

different elevations, and go to different places with different access points.
mm

supervision?), a small fence of some type could easily solve this potential dilemma.

Fixing the path to increase safety is very much needed. Cyclists are not the enemy to
safety, and easily co-exist with other trail users, as we do in the streets and other paths
through the city and region. A wider, safer path is not an incentive for cyclists who live in
the neighborhood to speed through our own neighborhood to get from/to town from our
homes. But it is a way to keep us safer, too.

There are simple ways to co-exist with multiple trail users while improving the path
itself. Thank you for seeing the larger picture. The 21st century awaits.

Sincerely,

FWG

27-01

27-02

27-03

27-04
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Response to 27-01, 27-02, 27-03 and 27-04
Thank you for vour interest and response. Your comments will be
included as part of the public record for the project.




28-01 |

29-01
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Response to 28-01 and 29-(1

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raise safcty awareness. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.




SUSAN AND WOLF SAPIRSTEIN
1308 27th Street, N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007
(202) 338-4909

December 28, 2011

Ms. Austina Casey, Project Manager

DC Department of Transportation

Att: Rock Creek Trail EA

55 M Street S.E. Suite 500

Washington, D.C.
20003

Dear Ms.Casey:

We are writing to express our support to keep the pedestrian path which runs through Rose Park at its
current width and in its current location. We live in the 1300 block of 27th Street, and are directly across from the
Park and the path. We use the path regularly and are intimately aware of who uses it and how it is used. We
believe that the path as presently configured should not be changed.

but continue to remain in its current location and at its current width. Any widening of the path will result in
danger to the small children and toddlers who travel between all of the play areas in the park on a weekly basis, and
to the many pedestrians and joggers who use the path. By far the greatest use of the path is in the form of foot
traffic: people with children, people walking dogs. and individuals walking to and from work or the metro who are
using the path as a shortcut. In our experience, most bicyclists use the path on Rock Creek, or ride on the
neighboring streets. Enlarging it to accommodate bicyclists would be a mistake, and create a dangerous

30-01

environment for the people who are not on bikes.  In addition, 1f"a larger area of bare ground 1s covered by a non-
permeable, asphalt, surface, the less water is available for planting and natural ground cover.

30-02

The mitial draft of the Environmental Assessment put out by DDOT and FHA fails to address the major
safety issues to pedestrians which exist if the path is widened to 6 or 8 feet. And it appears to fail to address the

T
30-03

actual usage of the path. It works well for those who use it and are a majority. Please keep the path “as is”. in its

current location, and at 1ts current width. 1S makes sense and will save laxpzlycr money.

Sincerely yours,

Wolf and Susan Sapirstein
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Response to 30-01 and 30-03

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety, based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr proposcd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limit
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 30-02

Measures to protect vegetation throughout the entire project area
mcluding Rosc Park arc described on page 38 of the EA. Along the
Rose Park trail, the proposed zero o two-lootl widening would not have
appreciable cffects on vegetation or ground water scepage. The existing
narrow width of the Rose Park trail forces users off the trail, resulting in
bare soils. The proposed rehabilitation would provide a more adequate
width for users to remain on the irail thereby encouraging growth of
ground cover beside the trail.




31-01
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Response to 31-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added to raise safcty awarcness. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.




Friends Of @ nfgci%

January 6, 2012
F a
%, »)}
PA r\) K Mr. Peter May
Regional Director
National Park Service
Board Members 1100 Ohio Drive, S.W.
David Dunning, President Washington, D.C. 20242
Dr. Russell Bridges, Treasurer
Katie Sexton, Secretary RE:  Friends of Rose Park, Inc.
?:::dBﬁ:;ims Written Comments.
John Donvan To the Rock Creek Multi-Use Trail
Anna Fuhrman Rehabilitation Environmental
Marjorie Heiss Assessment
Rob Hetem
Pamia Moore
Victoria Rigby Dear Mr, May:
Dave Salwen
|~FS|53 Wheelock Enclosed please find a copy of the Written Comments submitted by Friends of
Jill White Rose Park, Inc. to the Environmental Assessment completed regarding the Rock

Creek Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation Project.

We look forward to the National Park Service keeping the oral and written
promises made to our group, and to the Georgetown community, over the past decade
to keep the path at its current width and at its current location.

A

Sincerely yourg,
t

avid L. Aprims
For Friends Yf Rose Park

Friends of Rose Park, Inc.
www.roseparkdc.org
¢/o David L. Abrams. 1410 26" Street, N.W., No. I, Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 351-9921 (C)
Jjake.chase@juno.com
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This document shall constitute written comments to the Rock Creek Park Multi-
Use Trail Rehabilitation Environmental Assessment dated November, 2011, prepared
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(c) by the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Federal
Highway Administration, The National Park Service and the District of Columbia
Department of Transportation in regard to the Rose Park section of the project and is
being submitted by Friends of Rose Park, Inc., a non-profit, tax-exempt organization

Leslie Wheelock dedicated to maintaining and improving Rose Park, a small, narrow urban park located in

Jill White

Georgetown, Washington, D.C. These written comments are solely directed to the
sections of the Environmental Assessment (hereafter referred to as “EA”) which only
relate to the portion of this rehabilitation project which runs directly through Rose Park.

1. INTRODUCTION

Friends of Rose Park, Inc. is a 501(c)(3) non-profit, tax exempt organization
dedicated to maintaining and improving Rose Park, a small, narrow end-destination
community park located in an east end residential neighborhood of Georgetown,
Washington, D.C. The land which encompasses Rose Park is owned by both the District
of Columbia government and also the Federal government. Federal lands are part of the
National Park Services’ Rock Creek Park.

Friends of Rose Park was organized 13 years ago to improve conditions in Rose
Park, which had been neglected and overlooked by both the Federal government and the
District of Columbia government for decades. Hundreds of thousands of dollars have
been raised from neighbors and local community organizations to maintain, improve and

Friends of Rose Park, Inc,
www. roseparkdc.org
c/o David L. Abrams. 1410 26" Street, N.W., No. |, Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 351-9921 (C)
Jjake.chase@juno.com
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install both softscape and hardscape amenities in the park. Friends of Rose Park built both the
Dumbarton Street Tot Lot and the 26" and O Streets Playground which bring hundreds of
children, infants to 3 years old and older, to the two play areas which are immediately adjacent
to, and connected by, the path. We have planted more than 40 trees, thousands of daffodils and
crocuses, and hundreds of rose bushes, holly bushes and other plantings. We have installed
benches, a flagpole, park signage, and other items. We work with certified landscapers to
maintain the park year-round and host numerous free annual events to bring the community
together to celebrate the park. All of this has occurred at no cost to the District of Columbia
government or the Federal government and has occurred with the approval of the D.C.
Department of Parks & Recreation, the Old Georgetown Board and our local ANC2E.

Friends of Rose Park, Inc. has been recognized by our local ANC 2E as the “official
community representative for Rose Park.” See, letter dated April 12, 2011 from ANC 2E Chair
Ron Lewis, attached as Exhibit No. 1. Accordingly, Friends of Rose Park, Inc. is to be
considered by the agencies involved in the Rock Creek Park Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation
project, and by EA’s project team, as the primary stakeholder for issues of concern to Rose Park.

2 THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AS IT PERTAINS TO ROSE PARK

There isa 1,800 fout sectmn ofa pede:trlan path which runs thrnugh Ro:e Park whu:h is

Tra1l rehabl]natlon pro_]ecl 'The EA mlslakenly dcscnbes the lmeal ﬁ)olage as 2, 600 feel thls is
an incorrect number and despite a written request to DC-DDOT for clarification as to what
encompasses the 2,600 feet. and which agency or consulting firm came up with this 2.600 foot

32-01

groups have been trying for over 13 years to have the National Park Service address and resolve
the deteriorated condition of the pedestrian path which runs through the park. Numerous 32-02
attempts to resolve the conditions of this path have had false starts, beginning back in the 1990s,
and this most current effort has been going on for at least 3 years.

The position of Friends of Rose Park as to fixing the condition of the path has been
consistent over the years: for safety reasons, the path must remain in its current site, at the top of
the hill overlooking the Rock Creek Parkway, and at its current width, which runs from 4-5 feet
in different sections of the path. We have had verbal and written promises from various Federal
and city agencies over the years that the path would be kept in its current location and at its
current width, including statements from National Park Service Director Robert Stanton and
Rock Creek Park Superintendent Adrienne Coleman. See, letter from Ms. Coleman, attached as
Exhibit No. 2, where she states with specificity that “...the path will not be widened...”.
Emphasis added.

Indeed, the numbers of path users as counted by the EA’s authors themselves, discussed
more fully in §8, below, evidences that more pedestrians, including walkers, runners and people

2
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Response to 32-01

The linear footage that is listed as 2,600 feet referred to the Rose Park
trail and connecting ramps. which were grouped together lor the purpose
of describing the Rosc Park trail option. To bc more cxact, the Rosc Park
trail 1s 1,929 fect long. the north connection ramp to P Strect 1s 363 fect
long, and the south connection ramp to M Street is 388 feet long. The
combination of these three scgments 1s 2,680 lincar feet. The EA has
been revised to include these footages in reference to the Rose Park trail.

Response to 32-02
Under the preferred alternative, the Rose Park trail would be resurfaced
lo improve ils condition.




pushing baby strollers, far outnumber people who ride bikes on the path. This clear fact dictates
that widening the path would adversely affect the majority of users who actually use the path.

3. THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT OF 1969, AS
AMENDED, AND THE INSTANT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, is “[T]o
declare a national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man
and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the
understanding of the ecological systems and nature resources important to the Nation; and to
establish a Council on Environmental Quality.” 42 U.S.C. § 4321 §§ 2

The instant EA, undertaken by the involved Federal and city agencies, is guided, among
other statutes, regulations and documents, by NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006), which

Safety (§8.2.5.2) and Public Health (§8.2.5.5). The EA as it is presently written totally fails to
discuss, mention or take into account Visitor Safety or Public Health in that the EA fails to
discuss at all the safety and health of the children playing in the various play areas in the park
despite the fact that the essential purpose of NEPA is to ensure that alf environmental factors are
weighted equally when compared to other factors in the decision making process undertaken by
Federal agencies. Indeed, the EA’s recommendation to widen the path will not enhance

armony between man and his environment: in our park; rather, widening the path will result in
more chaos and confrontations between walkers and bicycle riders.

The purpose of an EA is to determine whether the impacts of a proposed action or
reasonable alternatives to that action may be significant. In the instant case, the proposed
options to widen the path to 6 or 8 feet are unreasonable given the fact that leaving the path at its
current width has been historically preferred by a vast majority of neighbors and users of the
park, as amply demonstrated by the public comments presented to the involved agencies over the
past 12 years. See, e.g., letter from Peter Pulsifer, ANC2E Chair, dated December 10, 2000,
attached as Exhibit No. 3; letter from Ed Solomon, ANC2E Chair, dated December 7, 2006,
attached as Exhibit No. 4; letter from Denise Cunningham, President of the Citizen’s
Association of Georgetown, dated January 8, 2008, attached as Exhibit No. 5; letter from Ed
Solomon, ANC2E Chair, dated January 10, 2008, attached as Exhibit No. 6; letter from Ron
Lewis, ANC2E Chair, dated February 7, 2011, attached as Exhibit No. 7; letter from D. Cary
Mitchell, Esq., dated February 7, 2011, attached as Exhibit No. 8; letter from Jennifer Altemus,
President of the Citizen’s Association of Georgetown, dated December 28, 2011, attached as
Exhibit No. 10; and letter from Edith Schafer, dated January 5, 2012, attached as Exhibit No. 11.

(=

32-03

E-51

Response to 32-03

To address concerns regarding trail user safety in the Rose Park area,
further consideration of pedestrian/bicyclist user conllicts was added Lo
thc EA under Human Health and Safcty m Chapter 4. According to the
FHWA document Conflicts on Multi-use Trails: Svnthesis of the
Literature and State of the Practice. user conflicts on multiple-use trails
arc a common concern. Rescarch suggests that minimization of uscr
contact in congested areas is an effective measure to reduce conflicts,
Accordingly, the preferred alternative at Rose Park is intended to
minimizg contact between users by providing a wider, smoother trail that
would accommodate different uses. Additional suggestions to reduce
conflicts on multi-use trails include educational elements in the form of
signage or brochurcs posted at trailhcads to identify safcty 1ssucs and
promete trail sharing. During final design of the trail rehabilitation,
DDOT and NPS would consider these elements to improve the safety of
the trail.




4, THE EA’s PROJECT TEAM MIS-STATES THAT THE PATH 1S TOO
NARROW FOR SPECIOUS AND MIS-STATED RESONS; ACCORDINGLY
THEIR UNILATERAL, BASELESS CONCLUSION TO WIDEN THE PATH
FAILS

In § 2.8.3 of the EA, at page 38, the authors state that

“...the project team considered rehabilitation options for the Rose Park trail
which included paving the trail in its current width. Because the existing trail is
too narrow, this option was dismissed. Trail users routinely leave the paved trail
surface in order to walk side by side or pass other users. This migration of users
from the trail has caused trampling of vegetation. In several locations, the
tramped area beside the trail is one or two feet wider than the paved trail surface.
While feasible, it would not be practical to rehabilitate the trail at its existing
width because users would continue to migrate from the trail, and replanting
would not be successful.”

The pro_]ecl team is correct in stalmg thal a du‘1 Imck uf approx:mately one foot w1de runs

the creatmn of this dm trd(.k Il is |ncorrect[y asserted lhat the dirt track was created because

softer service than asphalt. The project team, not knowing how the path and our park are usi

trail users routmel% [eave the IEved trail to %ss other users. In fact, the dirt track was created by |
runners who wish to follow the direction of the pedestrian qa ut who choose to run on mi a
]

mistakenly jumps to a conclusion which is factually incorrect.

Based on the factually incorrect assumption and the false and negligently asserted reasons
put forth by the project team, the team unilaterally dismisses paving the path at its current width
although they state with specificity that such an option is absolutely feasible. EA § 2.8.3 at

page 38.

After relying solely on one incorrect fact, the project team then considers three other
options for the path: (1) taking no action at all, (2) widening the path to 6 feet and (3) widening
the path to § feet.

The first option, of taking no action at all, will not be discussed herein because all
concerned parties agree that the path needs to be rehabilitated.

As to widening the path, the park has six (6) separate and distinct play areas for children
of various ages which immediately abut the pedestrian path: the north lawn, the softball field,
the 26" and O Street Flagpole Playground, the asphalt play area at the basketball court, the
Dumbarton Street playground, and the south lawn. The total linear footage of the pedestrian
path, from M Street, NW to where P Street, NW connects with the access roadway down to the
Rock Creek Parkway, is 1,806 feet. 565 of the total length, or roughly one-third, runs from the
26" and O Strects Flagpole Playground to the Dumbarton Street Playground. Durmg any given
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Response to 32-04 and 32-05

This statement was made based on visual observations during site visits
where various users were observed leaving the paved surface to pass
other uscrs. Runners arc included among the uscrs who contributed to
the deterioration of the arcas adjacent to the paved trail.




week, hundreds of small children and toddlers use the path to walk and toddle between the
various play areas, riding their tricycles, pedaling along in their pint-sized cars, or pushing

their ter: I Wi

between these play areas, and if the path were to be widened, especially with no calming

effect’, bicyclists would zip by the small ones on the newly created, smooth super-highwa

creating more of a public safety hazard than currently exists.

The health and safety of the children and other users of the path necessitates that the
original promises made by NPS to keep the path at its current width must be kept, for the
following reasons:

1. The path is not too narrow at its current width. The project team specifically states
that it is “feasible” to pave the path at its current width. EA § 2.8.3 at page 38. The
current width has served the neighborhood well over the past years and will continue
to serve the neighborhood well at its current width.

2. The authors are mistaken when they write that some trampled parts of the grass next
to the trail are 1-2 feet wide. This is not factually correct — at no part of the path is
the “trampled™ part next to the path 2 feet wide. This is an exaggeration on the part
of the authors in a misguided attempt to not pave the path at its current width and, as
such, is contrary to public policy. Importantly, Courts have invalidated NEPA

jocuments hat rely on Hawe . 0ee, ivalturai esources Lejense Council vs. U.5.

Forest Service (No. 04-35868, 35 ELR 20160, 9" Cir., Aug. 5, 2005), Native

Ecosystems Council vs. U.S. Forest Service (No. 04-35375, 35 ELR 20166, 9" Cir.
Aug.l1.2005) Fcal h g

Dec. 8, 2005). The assertion that the dirt track which runs beside the path is 2 feet
wide, in addition to the assertion that the path is 2,600 long and not 1,800 long, are
both exaggerations and thus must be considered as flawed data.

3. Asis obvious to anyone who has walked the path, there is a dirt track which runs
beside for the path for the 1,800 foot section of the path which runs through the park,
but this dirt track will always be present no matter how wide the path is asphaited —
it is caused not by people who are trying to walk two abreast on the path, as there is

! During meetings with members of representatives of the various Federal and City
agencies involved in writing this EA, including a meeting at the site of the pedestrian path,
promises were made by the project team that the EA would affirmatively discuss the placement
of “calming effects” on any re-surfaced area of the path, i.e., “calming effects” such as speed
bumps or grooves in the surface of the path to slow down speeding bicycles. The concession on

the part of the project team that calming effects on the path were necessary is a clear

recognition on their part that bicycles speeding through the park are a danger to pedestrians.
Despite this acknowledgment, no mention at all is made in the EA by the project team as to the

need for “calming effects” thus the agencies have failed to meet their responsibilities to the

community and have failed to meet NEPA and CER standards and regulations.

32-06

32-07

32-08

32-09
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Response to 32-06

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and safety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raisc safety awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 32-07 and 32-08
The measurement provided in the EA is an estimate and does not affect
the intensity of impacts to any of the resources within Rosc Park.

Response to 32-09

DDOT and NPS did not make any commitments to incorporate or
climinate the use of calming mcasurces in the EA. During the design
process. DDOT will evaluate where site specilic salety measures can be
incorporated along the 5.1 miles of trail rehabilitation including the trail
options, readway crossings and new connections.




plenty of room on the path for people to walk side-by-side — rather, it is caused by
runners wio prefer to run on a dirt surface because it is easier on their feet, ankles

and knees. Tt is a commonly accepted sports medicine fact that running on dirt is
preferable to running on a hard surface such as asphalt. See, Pat Connelly in
Runner's World, www.secondwindrunning.com. The fact that the project team
bases their entire renunciation of leaving the path at its current width on this
incorrect and baseless premise is simply wrong, Accordingly, this rationale violates
NEPA standards because the argument is specious, capricious and self-serving,
Self-serving statements which are arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable serve
only to make the EA fail because NEPA standards do not allow such self-serving,

incorrect statements to form public policy. See, National Wildlife Federarion vs.
Schafer, 38 ELR 20186 (W.D. Wash. 2008).

The abject failure of the project team to more fully consider, discuss and weigh the
option of keeping the path at its current width, instead of unilaterally dismissing it for specious
and factually wrong reasons, again goes against public policy and the standards established by
NEPA. NEPA specifically requires Federal agencies to study, develop and describe appropriate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources. See, NEPA, §102(2)(E).

5. THE PROJECT TEAM HAS FAILED TO TAKE A “HARD LOOK” AT THE
IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY WHICH THE
PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD HAVE ON THE ENJOYMENT OF
RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN THE PARK AND HAS FAILED TO TAKE A
“HARD LOOK” AT ALTERNATIVE BUILDING MATERIALS FOR THE
RESURFACING PROJECT

The Federal agencies involved in this process are required by NEPA to demonstrate that
potential environmental impacts are given a “hard look”. See, Geertson Seed Farms vs. Johanns,
No. 06-01075, 37 ELR 20047 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 13, 2007); Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition
vs. United States Army Corp of Engineers, No. 3:05-0784, 37 ELR 20072 (S.D.W.V, Mar 23,

2,

Ecosystems Council vs. Tidwell, 599 F3d 926 (9" Cir. 2010). The fact that the project team does
not address or consider the health and safety issues as presented herein results in this EA being
faulty and not in compliance with NEPA or CEQ regulations.

Further, as the project team is well aware, if any agency decides to not prepare an EIS it
is required to supply a convincing statement of reasons to explain why a project’s impacts are
insignificant. The statement of reasons is crucial in determining whether the agency took a hard
look at the potential environmental impact of a project. See, Center for Biological Diversity vs.
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration_ 2007 U.S. App. LEXIS 26555 (9" Cir. Nov. 15
2007). The EA as presently writlen abjecltly fails Lo provide any statement of reasons whic
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Response to 32-10

The Rock Creek Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation EA is in full compliance
with the requirements of NEPA: the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 15300-1508); FHWA Tcchnicat Advisory
T6640; the NPS NEPA compliance guidelne (DO-12). and the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The work 1s also
compliant with NPS Management Policics.

The project team analyzed impacts of the project objectively and
deiermined that the proposed trail rehabilitation would result in human
health and safety benefits, based on the repair of the trail surface, vehicle
separations, and crossing improvements. The analysis did invelve a
“hard look™ which was carried out through on-sile investigation, review
of availablc rcsources, coordination with local and rcgional agencics,
and analysis of public comments.

Responseto 32-11

To address concerns regarding trail user safety in the Rose Park area,
further consideration of pedesirian/bicyelist user conflicts was added (o
the EA under Human Health and Safety in Chapter 4.




address how the hea]th and saf‘ety ol'chlldren and uthcr users nfthe park w1l] be negatwely

standards esLathhed by Courts in their correct overSIghl cf agenc1es 1mplememauon of NEPA
standards.

In addition, although no mention is made of a specific building surface material for the
re-paving project, the project team is clearly favoring an impervious surface material, such as
asphalt, for the resurfacing of the path, No discussion or consideration is given, however, of
using an alternative resurfacing material, such as brick, which is permeable and which would
allow water to penetrate to the trees, plantings and ground cover which surround the affected

area, despite the project team being asked to consider such an alternative material. The project
team has ial[ea to 1ake a “hard |00E” at alternative resuEﬂcing materials which again leads this
EA to fail under existing NEPA standards and CEQ regulations. Increasing the impervious
surface in the park 1s at odds with the fact that this 1s a park where impervious surfaces shoul

minimized as much as possible, or reduced — not increased.

6. THE PROJECT TEAM FAILS TO PROVIDE ANY INFORMATION IN THE EA
AS TO WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO A VERY OLD OAK TREE SITED AT
THE DUMBARTON STREET TOT LOT LOCATED IMMEDIATELY
ADJACENT TO THE PEDESTRIAN PATH, THUS AGAIN FAILING TO TAKE
A “HARD LOOK” AT ALL OF THE ENVYIRONMENTAL FACTORS
REQUIRED PURSUANT TO NEPA

There is a venerable old oak tree located at the Rose Park Dumbarton Sireet Tot Lot, on
land owned by the District of Columbia government, not the Federal government. The
circumference of the tree is more than 12 feet and it is at least several hundred years old. Friends
of Rose Park have consistently been told over the years by certified arborists, including privately
retained arborists and arborists from Casey Trees, the D.C. Department of Parks & Recreation,
and the D.C. Urban Forestry Administration, that the tree is in excellent health.

The pedestrian path runs immediately next to this tree and it is impossible to increase the
width of the path where it runs next to the iree to 6 or 8 feet without causing a major impact to
the root system of the tree. The EA specifically provides that if the path were to be increased to

either 6 or & feet that “[IN o large mature {rees 1n the Rose Park area would be removed "~ FA
§§4.5.2.4 and 4.5.2.5, pp 109-110. Despite this “promise”, no di: ion or ¢ ideration is

given to the fact that on the east side of the old oak tree there is no room for the path to be

widened to 6 feet or 8 feet, On the east side of the oak tree there is the current path which is
mmmw&%mm

the path, attached as Exhibit No. 9. On the immediate east side of the path there is an immediate

sheer drop off to the hillside which runs several hundred feet down to the Rock Creek Parkway.

Erosion has caused this drop off to occur over the past 13 years. Friends of Rose Park has been

actively advocating for rehabilitation of the path for the past 13years but the National Park

Service has closed its eyes to the problems located at this specific site on the path by taking no
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Response to 32-12 and 32-14

As described in Section 2.5.2 of the EA (page 35), trail material
selection would be considered during the detailed design phase of the
project. For the Rose Park trail, spot improvement areas, and new trail
sections the design team will consider the use of pervious materials for
the trail surface; but will also need to consider other factors such as
safety. trail uses, and long-term maintenance,

Responseto 32-13

As descnbed in the response to comment 32-10, The Rock Creek Multi-
Use Trail Rechabilitation EA is in full compliance with the requirements
of NEPA and other pertinent regulations. Analysis of resurfacing
matcrials is outside of the scopce of the EA. As described in Scction 2.5.2
of the EA (page 33), trail material selection for Rose Park would be
considered during the detailed design phase of the project.

Response to 32-15 and 32-16

As statcd on page 38 and within Chapter 4 of the Final EA. protection
measures and BMPs would be implemented to avoid impacts to all types
of park vegetation to the extent possible. Vegetation protection
measures for the oak tree near the Dumbarton Street playground area
may include development of a tree save plan by an arborist or licensed
iree expert, or installation of tree prolection lencing. Impacts (o the
tree’s root system would be avoided to the extent possible. If necessary.
alternative trail materials and/or narrowing of the trail would be utilized
{o preserve lhe tree’s roots,




action 13 years ago when the problem was first identified by Friends of Rose Park and when the
problem would have been easier to resolve.

The project team is acutely aware of the location of this one oak tree, and the unique
problems it brings to the design of the path rehabilitation project, as several project team
members have personally visited the site on at least one, if not several, occasions with the
undersigned. Promises were made over the past three years to Friends of Rose Park by project
team members that the EA would address the concerns presented by this tree and its location
right next to the path, yet ne mention of the tree and its very unique status is made in the EA.
The EA thus again fails to meet the standards established by NEPA and CEQ regulations and
case law.

7. THE EA IS REPLETE WITH INCORRECT DATA, FALSE DATA, FLAWED
DATA AND SLOPPY MISTAKES AND THUS FAILS THE STANDARDS SET
FORTH BY NEPA AND THE CEQ

It is well established that Courts have invalidated NEPA documents that rely on flawed
data. See, Natural Resources Defense Council vs. U.S. Forest Service (No. 04-35868, 35 ELR
20160, 9" Cir., Aug. 5, 2005), Native Ecosystems Council vs. U.S. Forest Service (No. 04-35375,
35 ELR 20166, 9™ Cir. Aug. 11, 2005), Ecology Center vs. Norton (No. 03-35995, 35 ELR
20248, 9" Cir., Dec. 8, 2005). The EA sections which pertain to the Rose Park portion of the
project are filled with mistakes authored by the project team. Examples of these mistakes
include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

1. The project team states that the Rose Park segment of the overall project is 2,600 feet.
§ S.1, Introduction, p. 1. The project team is wrong. The Rose Park path is 1,806 feet from
where the path begins on the northern side of the park at P Street, N.-W., where P Street intersects
with the access roadway going down to the Rock Creek Parkway, to where it ends on the
southern side of the park at the M Street sidewalk. DDOT was contacted for clarification as to
the genesis of the 2,600 foot number, but DDOT could not, with any specificity, provide the
name of the person, agency or subcontracting firm which came up with the figure of 2,600 feet,
could not, with any specificity, provide a specific designation as to where the 2,600 foot path
began and ended and could not, with any clear specificity state what specific lineal footage was
included in the alleged 2,600 foot figure.

2. The project team relies on flawed data when it proposes to widen the path to 6 feet and
8 feet. §4.5.2.4 of the EA, at page 109, states that a 6 foot resurfaced trail will result in *...an
increase of 0.20 acres of impervious surface...”. Emphasis added. However, on that very same
page, page 109, §4.5.2.5 states that if the path were to be increased to 8 feet wide, it would (also)
result in “... .20 acres of impervious surface...”. Emphasis added. The project team members
use the same 0.20 acres of impervious surface being added to the park if the path is increased to
either 6 or 8 feet. This number clearly has to be wrong in one instance or the other because
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Responseto 32-17

As described in the response to comment 32-10, The Rock Creek Multi-
Use Trail Rehabilitation EA 1s in full compliance with the requirements
of NEPA and other pertinent regulations. Mcasurcs to protect the oak
tree near the Dumbarton Strect plavground arca arc described in Section
2.5.2 to include the use of alternative trail materials and/or narrowing of
the trail.

Responseto 32-18

The linear foolage that is listed as 2,600 feel referred (o the Rose Park
trail and connecting ramps, which were grouped together for the purpose
of describing the Rose Park trail option. To be more exact, the Rose Park
{rail 15 1,929 feet long, the north connection ramp to P Street is 363 (eet
long, and the south conncetion ramp to M Strect is 388 fect long. The
combination of these three segments is 2,680 linear feet. The EA has
been revised to include these footages in reference to the Rose Park trail.

Responseto 32-19

The calculated arca of 0.20 acres refcrenced was an error. Table 9 on
page 104 of the EA provides the correct acreage of impervious area that
would be added under cach alternative and option.  Additional
impervious surface proposed under the prelerred Rose Park trail option
would be 0.07 acres. Additional impervious arca associated with the
Rose Park trail options was revised throughout the EA using calculations
from Table 9.




shear logic dictates that an 8 foot wide path which the project team alleges is 2,600 feet long
would result in an impervious surface which contains more surfaced area than a path which is
widened to only 6 feet. This mistake represents not just flawed data but a sloppy mistake on the
part of the authors.

3. As part of the rationale for widening the path to 6 or 8 feet the authors of the EA state,
in an inartful attempt to strengthen their position that the path should be widened, that *...some
areas (of the path) are overgrown with vegetation.” §1.4. Project Area. at p. 6. In direct

opposition to this false assertion, no areas of the path are now, or have ever been, overgrown

with any sort oj etation. The National Park Service and the D.C. Department of Parks &

| 32-20 |

grass growing season, and volunteers working with Friends of Rose Park regularly clip and trim
vegetation which grows from the fence line which abuts a portion of the path. The statement by
the project team that portions of the path are overgrown with vegetation is therefore patently
false and another example of the sloppy observations by members of the project team. It is clear
evidence that the project team does not know our park,

4. A discussion was held above about how the project team mistakenly says that the dirt
track which runs next to the path is 2 feet wide. § 2.8.3 at p. 38. As previously stated, this figure
is incorrect and needs to be also be “counted” as flawed data.

5. In discussing possible effects of the project on local Rose Park archeology, the EA’s
authors state that “Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation within as yet unidentified
archeological resources, would result in no adverse effects.” EA, § 2.10, Table 2, p 46.
Emphasis added. How can the authors know if there is any impact, or any adverse effects on any
archeological resources when these resources have not yet been identified. Again, flawed data.

All of these examples, although seemingly innocuous, perhaps, by themselves, add up to
grossly flawed data upon which the project authors are relying in their self-serving determination
that the path should be increased to either 6 or 8 feet. Again, it is well settled law that Courts

have voided NEPA documents which rely on flawed, self-serving data.

8.  WHEN CONSIDERING THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE OF ROSE PARK,
HISTORY DICTATES KEEPING THE WIDTH OF THE ROSE PARK PATH AT
ITS CURRENT WIDTH AND NOT WIDENING IT AT ALL

The project team mistakenly asserts that the two options of widening the path to either 6
or 8 feet “...would not have an effect on the cultural landscape because it is not a component of
Rock Creek Park’s cultural landscape.” EA, p. 45.

The project team spends absolutely no time discussing the history of Rose Park and the
fact that the path as it currently exists has historically been used as a pedestrian “short-cut™
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Response to 32-20
The sentence was removed from the EA.

Responseto 32-21
The measurement provided in the EA is an estimaie and does not afTect
the intensity of impacts to any of the resources within Rose Park.

Response to 32-22

According to page 138 of the EA, “As the prescnce of NRHP-cligible
archeological sites 1s al present unknown, and as final design plans are
not available, only gencral stratcgics for the mitigation of adverse
impacts can be outlined. It is the preferred mitigation straiegy to avoid
any disturbance to archcological sites by siting of the project component,
including trail and connector construction and grading. The lead
agencics would continue to coordinate with DC HPO in accordance with
project commitments on further archeological investigations or
mitigation measures if necessary.” This is the agreed upon strategy to
refine the scope of the study until a more detailed design is available.




between the port of Georgetown and the residential neighborhoods and commercial areas of the
West End and Dupont Circle areas of Northwest Washington.

The park is not a “commuter” park but, rather, is a “destination” park, in that neighbors
of the park for generations and generations have used it as a recreation source. See, Black
Georgetown Remembered, Georgetown University Press, 1991, which documents that Rose Park
was the first integrated, end-destination community park in the city of Washington, D.C.

The short sighted individuals who wish to increase the width of the path are mainly
bicycle users who wish to create a super-highway through the park which can be utilized for
bicycle trail “connectivity” reasons, i.e., as a lazy-persons shortcut between M Street and P
Street Comrary to misstatements whlch have been made by others, Fnends of Rose Park has

mamtamed the fact that |f the w1d1h of the path is mcreased to a smcoth surfaced 6 feet or 8 feet,
it will increase the flow of bicycles speeding through the park which will have an absolute

negative impact on the health and safety of children and others using the park and using the path.

The numbers and types, or categories, of path users which the project team itself has
identified as using the path clearly evidences that the path is used mainly by pedestrians and not
bicycle riders. On Thursday, May 5, 2011, project team members allegedly conducted a 2-hour
survey of who used the Rose Park path between the hours of 4:45 pm and 6:45 pm. The results
show that 259 walkers, runners, and people using baby strollers or walking dogs used the path as
opposed to a mere 30 people using bicycles. See, Table 7, Trail User Counts on May 5, 2011, a
graphic chart compiled by the project team, EA at page 84. Despite the sheer numbers weighing
in favor of the position taken for more than a decade by Friends of Rose Park that the path is a
pedestrian path, the project team wishes to increase the width of the path to accommodate an
overwhelming minority of the paths’ users, i.e., bicyclists, while subjecting the majority of path
users, i.e. walkers, to significantly increased dangers posed by bicyclers speeding down a new,
smooth highway-like surface.

Despite the best intentions of some bicycle riders and some bicycle organizations, the
vast majority of Rose Park path bike riders totally disregard the children and pedestrians who use
the path to travel from one play area to another play area. The law in the District of Columbia
clearly states that it is the responsibility of bicyclers who ride on sidewalks to move out of the
way of pedestrians. This rarely, if ever, happens on the pedestrian path. The law in the District
of Columbia as it pertains to bicycles riding on sidewalks prohibits bicycles from riding on
sidewalks in the Central Business District. See, D.C.M.R. Title 18, Chapter 12, § 1201.9. As
anyone who has ever walked on a downtown D.C. sidewalk knows, bicyclers are forever riding
on the sidewalks, disrupting pedestrians and disregarding the law. Further, D.C.M.R. Title 18,
Chapter 12, § 1201.10 specifically states that “Any person riding a bicycle upon a sidewalk shall
vield the right-of-way to pedestrians, and shall travel at a speed no greater than the posted speed
limits of the adjacent roadway; Provided, that such speed is safe for the conditions then existing
on the sidewalk.” Emphasis added. There is a culture, however, among a majority of bicycle
riders where they exert their physical presence against pedestrians in a2 manner which is
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Response to 32-23

As described in response to comment 32-06, the increase in usage
resulting from a zero- lo two-loot widening is not expecied to resull in
mcreascd pedestrian/bicyelist conflicts. To calm traffic, vicld signs or
speed limit signs could be added to raisc safcty awarcncss.




aloof and dismissive. Any number of parents and park users can testify that almost no
bicyclist adheres to the rules about yielding to pedestrians when traveling on the Rose Park
path. They speed by as if they had the right of way, not the pedestrians, ringing their
bicycle bells, glaring at pedestrians for being in the way, and yelling at pedestrians to get
out of the way.

| WHILE THE PROJECT TEAM HAS INVITED PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PURSUANT TO NEPA, THE TEAM HAS
FAILED TO INCORPORATE THE PUBLIC COMMENTS IT RECEIVED IN
ANY DISCERNIBLE MEASURE

Friends of Rose Park has been consistent in its position over the years that the pedestrian
path which runs through the park should be kept at its current width and in its current location,
and the agencies involved in this project, which have previously supported this position, are
more than amply aware of this position due to written and verbal, public, comments made by
Friends of Rose Park over the years.

Other individuals, organizations and our own local ANC2E have also historically advised
the involved agencies that the path should be kept at its current width and in its current location.
See, Exhibits 3 through 7, attached. In addition, over the past decade, DC-DDOT, NPS, FHA
and DPR have received hundreds of letters imploring the agencies to keep the path in its current
width. See, letter from D. Cary Mitchell, Esq., a neighbor and park user, dated February 7, 2011,
attached as Exhibit 8, as an example of the letters which have been sent in by members of the
community. See also, letter from Edith Schafer, dated January 5, 2012, attached as Exhibit No.
11. See, especially, letter from Jennifer Altemus, President of the Citizens Association of
Georgetown, dated December 28, 2011, attached as Exhibit No. 10. Ms. Altemus, writing on

behalf of the over 1,200 members of CAG, reiterates her organizations” long held position that
the path must not be widened.

The EA, however, fails to address the position put forth by Friends of Rose Park and also
fails to take into account that hundreds and hundreds of Georgetown residents, organizations,
and elected and appointed officials have contacted the various agencies involved in this project
over the years, expressing their individual and organizational support of the position taken by
Friends of Rose Park to keep the path at its current width.

It is well established that Federal agencies must involve the public in the preparation of
an Environmental Assessment and take into account the public’s comments on any given project.
California Trout vs. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 572 F.3d 1003 (9 Cir. 2009) and
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership vs. Salazar, 605 F.Supp.2d 263 (D.D.C. 2009).
The EA as it is currently written fails to meet this standard.
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Response to 32-24

The current width of the Rose Park Trail varies from four to five feet,
which is below DDOT’s and AASHTO s minimum width for a mulii-
usc trail (8 fcet). Taking inte account the Fricnds of Rosc Park
concems, the preferred alternative would resurface the Rosc Park trail to
a six-foot width, which 1s the standard width of a DDOT residential
sidewalk.




10. THE PROJECT TEAM FAILS TO PROVIDE ANY INFORMATION IN THE EA
AS TO THE AREAS OF THE PEDESTRIAN PATH WHICH FLOOD EVEN
AFTER THE LIGHTEST OF RAINFALLS, THUS AGAIN FAILING TO TAKE A
“HARD LOOK” AT ALL OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS REQUIRED
PURSUANT TO NEPA

Friends of Rose Park has made the project team aware on numerous occasions that the
pedestrian path floods during even the slightest rain in three distinct places: (1) for a 20-30 foot
length on the path where the path immediately abuts the 26" and O Streets Flagpole Playground;
(2) for a 20-40 foot length on the path where the path immediately abuts the Rose Park
basketball court at the center fence cut-through and the southern cut-through between the fence
and the Rose Park Recreation Center stone retaining wall; and (3) where the path meanders
through the copse of trees at its southern end near the M Street sidewalk.

Severe flooding occurs on a 20-40 foot section of the path which abuts the Rose Park
basketball court at both the center cut-through of the fence and at the southern cut-through
between the end of the fence line and the stone retaining wall surrounding the Rose Park
Recreation Center. There are two drains in these two areas, but several years ago, when the sub-
contractor for the D.C. Department of Parks and Recreation repaired and re-painted the surface

- r negligently paved over the two drains. thus blockin
water from draining away. The DPR Capital Projects Office was made aware of this negligent
action on the part of the subcontractor the day it happened but no remedial action was ever taken
by the Capitol Projects Office or the subcontractor. The result is that when it rains even the
slightest amount, pooling of water occurs on the path in this section of the path. When a
significant rainfall occurs a pool of standing water results which can be as deep as 2 inches or
more. The location of these two drains were pointed out by the undersigned to project team
members during a walk-through of the site in February, 2011, yet no mention of the pooling is
made in the EA and no corrective action has yet been taken.

11. CONCLUSION

The EA totally ignores the danger which would face the hundreds of infants, toddlers,
small children and other users of the park if the path were to be widened to 6 or 8 feet. The EA
further fails to provide any discussion or explanation as to how the Dumbarton Street Tot Lot
oak tree would be saved if the path were to be widened. Importantly, the project team admits
freely, clearly and unequivocally in the EA that it is feasible to re-pave the path at its current
width. However, the project team then goes on to rely on false, mis-written and incorrect data to
present two other options for widening the path to 6 feet and 8 feet. The project team
specifically relies on the single assertion that by widening the asphalt path from its current width
to 6 feet or 8 feet that the dirt track which runs beside the current path will somehow magically
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Response to 32-25 and 32-26

Based on comments received from the Friends of Rose Park and others,
the project team conducted several lield visits to evaluate drainage
concermns at Rosc Park and other locations i the project arca. During the
dctailed design phase of the project, flood prong arcas would be
addressed. Althoueh flood prone areas were not specifically noted in the
EA. it is a purposc of the project to install more effective drainage and
erosion control, Dramnage designs throughout the project would be
prepared in coordination with DDOE and in accordance with DDQT
Design Manual requirements.




disappear. As stated above, the dirt track will glways be present because runners will create this
dirt track simply because runners prefer to run on grass or dirt as opposed to asphalt.

The Federal and District of Columbia agencies involved in this project must, therefore,
revise the EA to reflect the overwhelming desire of the neighbors, community organizations and
a vast majority of park users to keep the path at its current width and in its current location.

Sincerely yours,

Friends of Rose Park, Inc.

by David L. Abrams

Member, Board of Directors
1410 26™ Street, N.W., No. 1
Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 333-6366 (H)

e-mail: jake.chase@juno.com

Enclosures:

Exhibit No. 1, ANC2E letter designating Friends of Rose Park as the “official” community
representative for Rose Park, dated April, 12, 2011

Exhibit No. 2, letter from NPS Superintendent Adrienne Coleman, dated February 13, 2008

Exhibit No. 3, support letter from ANC2E, dated December 10, 2000

Exhibit No. 4, support letter from ANC2E, dated December 7, 2006

Exhibit No. 5, support letter from CAG, dated January 8, 2008

Exhibit No. 6, support letter from ANC2E, dated January 10, 2008

Exhibit No. 7, support letter from ANC2E, dated February 7, 2011

Exhibit No. 8, support letter from D. Cary Mitchell, Esq, dated February 7, 2011

Exhibit No. 9, photo of the oak tree where it meets the path at the Dumbarton Street Tot Lot

Exhibit No. 10, support letter from Jennifer Altemus, CAG, dated December 28, 2011

Exhibit No. 11, support letter from Edith Schafer, dated January 5, 2012

Copy to:

Ms. Ruth Werner, Office of CM Jack Evans
Mr, Jim Sebastian, DC DDOT
Ms. Cindy Cox, NPS
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E
* Kk Kk
=D

Representing the communities of Burleith, Georgetown and Hillandale
3265 S Street, NW « Washington, DC 20007

(202) 724-7098 « agc2e@dc.gov .
Exhibit No. 1

By email
April 12,2011

Sri Sekar

¢/o Department of Park and Recreation
3149 16th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20010

Dear Sri Sekar,

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E, during its regular monthly public meeting held on
April 4,2011, duly noticed and at which seven commissioners were present constituting a
quorum, unanimously adopted the following resolution:

ANC 2E is proud to designate the Friends of Rose Park as the official community
representative for Rose Park.

ANC2E Commissioners Lewis, Starrels, Solomon, Birch, Eason, Jones and Sticka, or any one or
more of them, are authorized to act for ANC2E in this matter or any matters which may come

before the Department relating thereto.

Sincerely,

Kot

Ron Lewis
Chair, ANC 2E

COMMISSIONERS:

Ed Solomon, District 1 Ron Lewis, District 2 Jeff Jones, District 3 Jake Sticka, District 4
Bill Starrels, District 5 Tom Birch, District 6  Charles F. Eason, Jr., District 7
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE .
National Capital Region -
Rock Creek Park
3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008-1207
FEB 13 2008
Exhibit No. 2

Mr. David Salwen, President
Friends of Rose Park, Inc.
2816 Dumbarton Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

Dear Mr, Salwen:

We appreciate your contacting us to express your concems about the path in
Rose Park.

Our position on the management of the Rose Park path has not changed. We
intend to continue to manage it in the manner that is has been for the past 10
years. We agreed several years ago that the path should remain in its current
location and at its current width. We also agree that the path should be
renovated. Through an agreement between the National Park Service and the
D.C. Department of Transportation (DDOT), both agencies have contributed
funding to rehabilitate not only the Rose Park path, but other segments of Rock
Creek Park’s trail system.

While there are guidelines (ASHTO) that recommend a width of 10 feet for multi-
use trails, it is not a requirement. In fact, because of space limitations, many
portions of Rock Creek Park’s trails do not exceed 8 feet or less.

The Rose Park path has always been a multi-use facility, and it not the intention
of the National Park Service to begin to exclude bikers, not to mention the
unenforceability of such a policy. Since the path will not be widened, it is
important for all users to understand that they must share the pathway, as they
do with all other areas of Rock Creek Park's trail system.
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We, too, look forward to a refurbished path that all users can enjoy. If you have
questions, please contact me at 202-895-6004.

Superintendent, Rock Creek Park

Cc:  The Honorable Jack Evans
D.C. City Council
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., Rm. 106
Washington, D.C. 20004

The Honorable Tom Birch
ANC Commissioner

1240 29" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

Ms. Denise R. Cunningham

Citizens Association of Georgetown

1365 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20007

Mr. Jim Sebastian
D.C. Department of Transportation

Mr. Clark Ray, Acting Director

D.C. Deﬂarﬂment of Parks and Recreation
3149 16" Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20010
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E

Representing the communities of Burleith, Foxhall-MacArthur,
Georgetown and Hillandale
3265 § Strect, NW « Washington, DC 20007
(202) 338-7427 » FAX (202) 338-0279  anc2e@erols.com

Exhibit No. 3

December 10, 2000

Pamla H. Prochnow
Friends of Rose Park
2525 P Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007

Dear Pam:

Thank you very much for attending our ANC 2E public meeting on December 5, 2000, It was
good to hear from you that the National Park Service had decided to withdraw the proposal to widen the
path at Rose Park. In the spirit of the evening the ANC with a quorum present passed the following
resolution:

ANC 2E puts itself on record as being opposed to widening
the existing path at Rose Park.

Please keep us informed of the future restoration plans at Rose Park and let us know if we can
help in any way.
Happy Holidays.

Sincerely,

Peter Pulsifer
Chair, ANC 2E

COMMISSIONERS:

Scott Polk, District 1 Fran Goldstein, District 2 Peter Pulsifer, District 3 Barbara Zartman, District 4
Matt Payne, District 5 Bill Starrels, District 6 Mark Ryan, District §

E-65



GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E
Representing the communities of Burleith, Georgetown and Hillandale
3265 S Street, NW » Washington, DC 20007
(202) 338-7427 « FAX (202) 338-0279 » anc2e@erols.com

December 7, 2006 Exhibit No. 4

Kimberly Flowers, Director
Department of Parks and Recreation
3149 16" Street, NW

Room 207

Washington, DC 20010

RE: Foot Paths in Rose Park, Georgetown

Dear Superintendent Coleman:

At the December 5, 2006 pubic meeting of ANC 2E, which was duly noticed and attended by all
seven commissioners, Commissioner Haley made the following motion passed by a unanimous

vote:

‘Whereas, ANC 2E commends the community for its dedication to improving
facilities at Rose Park for the enjoyment and use of all. We are looking forward
to review plans prepared for a much needed renovation of the Rose Park footpath.

Be it Resolved that:
ANC 2E supports the Friends of Rose Park’s efforts and desire for maintenance of the

footpaths in their existing location and at their existing width;
ANC 2E supports the rehabilitation of the Rose Park footpaths; and

ANC 2E strongly objects to the widening of the footpaths or any change in their location.

We hope you will give our position thoughtful consideration. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Ed Solomon
Chair, ANC 2E

COMMISSIONERS:

Ed Solomon, District 1 John Lever, District 2 Dill Skelsey, District 3 Brett Clements, District 4
Bill Starrels, District 5 Gunnar Halley, District 6  Charles Eason, District 7
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Exhibit No. 5

January 8, 2008

Susan Gygi,

Senior Transporation Planning Engineer
HNTB Corporation

2900 South Quincy Street, Suite 200,
Arlington, Va. 22206

Re Georgetown Transportation Study
Dear Ms. Gygi:

As you may know the Citizens Association of Georgetown is made up of
over 1100 Georgetown residents who support the CAG mission “to
preserve the historic character, to develop the aesthetic values of
Georgetown . . . to help protect the interests of the residents and
homeowners, and to assist in making it a pleasant place in which to live.”
Our active Board of (fourteen) Directors spearheads community
education and advocacy regarding historic preservation and zoning,
Alcoholic Beverage Control issues, and many other issues concerning
streetscape, parks, traffic, parking, and utilities.

We have reviewed with interest the "Draft Report of Existing Conditions"
dated November 21, 2007. Please note that a correction is needed with
respect 1o the path through Rose Park. On page 9 and in Figure 7 this is
referred to as an "existing bike trail". This is inaccurate. It is a path
approximately 4' in width, and should be referred to as a ‘footpath'.

Please also note that CAG supports the Resolution passed by unanimous
vote by the ANCZE on December 7, 2006 that the footpath through Rose
Park should be rehabilitated but not widened. A copy of the Resolution
is attached for your reference.

32-27

Sincerely,

Denise Cunningham
President
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Response to 32-27

The current width of the Rose Park Trail varies from four to five feet,
which is below DDOT’s and AASHTO s minimum width for a mulii-
usc trail (8 fcet). Taking inte account the Fricnds of Rosc Park
concems, the preferred alternative would resurface the Rosc Park trail to
a six-foot width, which 1s the standard width of a DDOT residential
sidewalk.




GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E

Representing the communities of Burleith, Georg and Hillandal
3265 S Street, NW « Washington, DC 20007
(202) 338-7427 » FAX (202) 338-0279 » anc2e@erols.com
January 10, 2008
Mr. Clark Ray Exhibit No. 6

Acting Director

D.C. artment of Parks and Recreation
3149 16" Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20010

Mr. Emeka Moneme

Director

D.C. DsEanment of Transportation
2000 14™ Street, N.W., 6" Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009

Ms. Adrienne A. Coleman
Superintendent, Rock Creek Park
National Park Service

3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
‘Washington, D.C. 20008-1207

RE: Rose Park Pedestrian Pathways

Dear Mr. Ray, Mr. Moneme, and Ms, Coleman:

At the January 2, 2008 regularly scheduled public meeting of ANC 2E, at which a quorum was present,
the following resolution passed by a unanimous vote:

Whereas ANC 2E co ds the cc ity for its dedication to improving facilities at Rose
Park, including a much needed renovation of the Rose Park footpaths:

Be it resolved that ANC 2E supports the Friends of Rose Park’s efforts and desire for
maintenance of the footpaths in their existing location and at their existing width; ANC 2E supports the
rehabilitation of the Rose Park footpaths; and ANC 2E strongly objects to the widening of the footpaths
or any change in their location.

We trust that you will give this resolution its full weight. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Ed Solomon

Chair, ANC 2E
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GOVERNM 3NT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E
Representing the communities of Burleith, Georgetown and Hillandale
3265 S Street, NW « Washingion, DC 20007
(202) 338-7427 » FAX (202) 338-0279 » anc2e@erols.com

February 7, 2011
Exhibit No. 7
Mr. Jesus Aguirre
Director, D.C. Department of Parks and Recreation
3149 16% Street, NW
Washington, DC 20010

Mr. Terry Bellamy

Interim Director, D.C. Department of Transportation
2000 14th Street, N.W., 6th Floor

Washington, D.C. 20009

Mr. Stephen Syphax

Acting Superintendent, Rock Creek Park
National Park Service

3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008-1207

Re: Rose Park Foot Path
Dear Director Aguirre, Director Bellamy and Superintendent Syphax:

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E, at a public meeting held on January 31, 2011,
duly noticed and at which six commissioners were present constituting a quorum, adopted
the following resolution:

ANC 2E supports the Friends of Rose Park’s efforts and desire for maintenance

of the pedestrian foot path in its existing location and at its existing width; ANC 2E
supports the rehabilitation of the Rose Park pedestrian foot path but ANC 2E
strongly objects to the widening of the pedestrian foot path or any change in its
location.

ANC 2E Commissioners Birch, Solomon, Lewis, Sticka, Starrels, and Jones, or any one

or more of them, are authorized to act for ANC 2E in this matter and any matters which
may come before the D.C. government or the National Park Service relating thereto.

Sincerely,

Ron Lewis
Chair, ANC 2E

cc by email:  Austina Casey, Project Manager, D.C. Department of Transportation
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Exhibit No. 8

LAW OFFICES
BLOOSTON, MORDKOFSKY, DICKENS, DUFFY & PRENDERGAST, LLP
2120 L STREET, NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20037 AFFILIATED SOUTH AMERICAN OFFICES

HAROLD MORDKOFSKY

BENJAMIN H. DICKENS, JR.
JOHN A, PRENDERGAST
GERARD J. DUFFY
RICHARD D. RUBINO ROBERT M. JACKSON
MARY J. SISAK OF COUNSEL

D. CARY MITCHELL
SALVATORE TAILLEFER, JR.

ESTUDIO JAUREGU! & ASSOCIATES

(202) 659-0830 BUENOS AIRES, ARGENTINA

FACSIMILE: (202) 828-5568

PERRY W. WOOFTER

February 7, 2011 LEGISLATIVE CONSULTANT
ARTHUR BLOOSTON
1914 — 1999 EUGENE MALISZEWSKYJ
DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING
PRIVATE RADIO

WRITER'S CONTACT INFORMATION
202-828-5538

cary(@bloostonlaw.com
Via First Class Mail and Electronic Filing

Mr. Terry Bellamy Mr. Jesus Aguirre

Interim Director Director

DC Department of Transportation DC Department of Parks & Recreation
2000 14th Street, N.W., 6th Floor 3149 16th Street, N.W.
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Re:  Rose Park Pedestrian Path - Georgetown
Dear Mr. Bellamy, Mr. Syphax, Mr. Aguirre, and Ms. Casey:
T have been a Georgetown resident since 1996 and I am writing to you in support of the

position taken by Friends of Rose Park, the ANC 2E and the Citizens Association of Georgetown
in regard to the Pedestrian Path which runs through Rose Park in Georgetown.

i i re conducting in regard to the Rock
Creek Park Multi-Purpose Trail you must consider that the 3,000 foot segment of the Rose Pal

considered as a multi-use trail.

applaud the District for its work in developing bicycle

lanes and participation in the Capital Bikeshare program. However, widening the path and/or
encouraging bicycle traffic through Rose Park is a recipe for disaster. The path is used
intensively by children and senior citizens who live in my neighborhood, as well as joggers,

never consider riding my bike on that short stretch of footpath because of the dangers this would
pose to my neighbors and their children/pets. Others who are less familiar with Rose Park are
not likely to be as respectful when they’re “looking for a shortcut between Georgetown and
Dupont Circle” which is all the proposed widening of the pathway would do

Pedestrian Path is a separate pedestrian path which runs through Rose Park and must not be 32-28

families with pets, and commuters walking to and from the Dupont Circle metro station. I would 32.29
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Response to 32-28

Rose Park trail options are addressed separately from the Rock Creek
Park multi-use trail in the EA. In consideration of comments received
regarding Rosc Park, the preferred alternative would resurface the Rosc
Park Trail to a maximum six-foot width, whercas the Rock Creek Park
multi-use trail would be resurfaced at six to ten foot widths.

Response to 32-29

The preferred alicrnative for the project has been determined to have a
net benefit on human health and safety, based on the repair and
rehabilitation of trails and other proposed improvements. Rose Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA | details the resurfacing
of thc Rosc Park trail along its current alignment. Rchabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismissed in section 2.8.3 ol the EA.

At Rosc Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has forced users from the trail, trampling the vegetation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
paih in a saler manner. Trail widening and a smoother surlace could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulting
from a zero- (o two-fool widening is not expected to resull in increased
pedestrian/bicyclist conflicts. To calm traffic, vield signs or speed Limit
signs could be added and raisc safety awarcness. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist salety, a synopsis of Confiicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Svnthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Health and Safety.




Comments of D. Cary Mitchell and Samantha A. Tysz

February 7, 2011
Page 2

| have personally witnessed numerous “close calls” and a handful of accidents/conflicts

eon hicveles and pedestrians in the narrow stretch of path between the toddler play area and
illside. Due to the location of the fenced play area and large trees, there 1S no room for

ine the pathway and this will become a chokepoint. 1 don’t like to “rat out” my fellow

of respect for others. Making the path wider in other parts o aRe
he area.

——
Worse. Bicxclcs are simply not compatible with all the strollers and tricycles in

Signs and maps — and construction resources — should Thstead encourage CycIists 10 Use |
the existing Multi-Use Trail along Rock Creek Parkway. This would channel visitors and local
cyelists to access the excellent Georgetown Waterfront Park (which is nearing completion) as
well as the C & O Canal National Historic Park and to take advantage of these resources. It
would also promote use of the newly-built Capital Bikeshare station at 30" and K Streets and it
would discourage bicyclists from zooming up the sidewalk or riding against one-way traffic to
cut back across the bridge at M and 26th Street. It would be dangerous to channel increased
bicycle traffic directly onto M Street (where there is fast-moving traffic and a 6” granite curb) or
the already busy pedestrian sidewalk where the proposed Rose Park Multi-Use Trail would come

to a full stop.

that provide safe riding in and around

Georgetown for responsible bicyclists like me. Widening the path will not only encourage more

bicyele use through an area that is not well suited for two-wheeled traffic, but (and take from one
bt i 0 faster. In addition to the increased risk

of accidents, turning the Pedestrian Path into a bicycle thoroughfare is also likely lead 10

jtis i increased maintenance costs for DDOT and NPS), and the added water
runoff is likely to cause increased erosion on the hillside. Areas adjacent o the p
certain to become a rutted, muddy mess and grass in the park will be crisscrossed with makeshift

ing shortcuts. In sum, turning the Pedestrian Path into a multi-use
trail is likely to upset the current peaceful character of Rose Fark for the w "

In closing, my wife and 1 respectfully submit that the Rose Park Pedestrian Path must be
repaired in its current location and it must be maintained at its current width. We urge you not
to move or widen the path for any purpose.

Respectfully submitted,

AR

Cary Mitchell
D. Cary Mitchell
Samantha A. Tysz, MD
1228 28" Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007
Tel. (202) 338-2734

32-30

32-31

32-32

32-33

32-34

32-35
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Response to 32-30, 32-31 and 32-33

To address concemns regarding trail user safety in the Rose Park area, further
consideration of pedestrian/bicyclist user conflicts was added to the EA under
Human Health and Safety in Chapter 4. According to the FHWA document
Conflicts onn Multi-use Trails: Svathesis of the Literature and State of the
Practice, user conflicts on multiple-use trails are a common concem.
Rescarch suggests that minimization of user contact in congested arcas is an
cffective measure to rednee conflicts. Accordingly. the preferred alternative
at Rose Park is intcnded to minimizc contact between users by providing a
wider. smoother trail that would accommodate different uscs. Additional
suggestions to reduce conflicts on multi-usc trails include cducational
clements in the form of signage or brochurcs posted at trailheads to identify
safety 1ssucs and promote trail sharing. During final design of the trail
rchabilitation, DDOT and NPS would consider these clements to improve the
safety of the trail.

Response to 32-32

The suggested trail resources and construction are outside the scope of the
proposed trail rehabilitation. For the Rose Park trail, signage would be
considered during design of the trail rehabilitation to promote safety. NPS
and DDOT determined that widening of the Rose Park trail was necessary
based on field observation and trail counts in order to acconunodate all users.
Minimum requiremeits for multi-use trail facilities involve a trail width of
eight feet, for short distances under physical constraints. In consideration of
conunents received from the Friends of Rose Park. NPS and DDOT propose
a six-foot width to resolve concerus.

Response to 32-34
Under the preferred Rose Park trail option, the trail would be resurfaced 1o a
width of six feet - the standard width of a DDOT residential sidewalk. The
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cffects of the proposcd zero- to two-foot widening are not expected to result
in additional litter.

Response to 32-35

Bascd on comments reccived from the Friends of Rosc Park and others,
the project team conducted several field visits to evaluate drainage
concems at Rosc Park and other locations i the project arca. During the
detailed design phase ol the project, flood prone areas would be
addressed. Although flood prone areas were not specifically noted in the
EA., it is a purposc of the project to install more effective drainage and
erosion control, Drainage designs throughout the project would be
prepared in coordination with DDOE and in accordance with DDOT
Design Manual requirements.




Rose Park Pedestrian Path
At Dumbarton Street Tot Lot
Oak Tree

Distance Between
Tree Root and Marker:
5’2"
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Citizens Association of Georgetown
1365 Wisconsin Avenue Suite 200
Washington DC 20007
202-337-7313
cagmail@cagtown.org
www.cagtown.org

Exhibit No. 10

December 28, 2011

Austina Casey

D.C. Department of Transportation
2000 14% Street, N.W., 6% Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009

Dear Ms. Casey,
On behalf of the over 1200 members of the Citizens Association of Georgetown, | would like to reiterate our

association's long-held position on the potential impact from rehabilitating, widening, rerouting or otherwise
modifying the Rose Park Path. We believe:

1} The path should remain in its current location and at its current width,

2) The path should be renovated as its current condition is hazardous.

3) No bike traffic should be allowed on the path because of the dangers of mixing uses on such a narrow
path and because of the intense use of the path by children and pedestrians.

32-36

We ;t:nd firmiy in sync with the Friends of Rose Park and Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2E in our
position.

Please contact me should you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Jennifer M. Altemus
President
Citizens Association of Georgetown

Cec: Mr. Jesus Aguirre, Director
D.C. Department of Parks and Recreation
3148 16" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20010
Mr. Emeka Moneme, Director
D.C. Department of Transportation
2000 14 Street, N.W., 6% Floor
Washington, D.C. 20009
Mr. Stephen Syphax, Acting Superintendent
Rock Creek Park
National Park Service
3545 Williamsburg Lane, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008
Citizens Association of Georgetown
1365 Wisconsin Avenue Suite 200
Washington DC 20007
cagmail@cagtown.org
www.cagtown.org
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Response to 32-36

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raise safcty awareness. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.




Exhibit No. 11

Dear All, 5 January 2012

| am writing to protest strongly the widening of the path at Rose Park. I write as a
long time devotee of that park.

Rose Park is like one of those happy pictures in children’s books where
everything is happening. In those books trains are going across _tresties,
airplanes are flying over head, boats are sailing by, smoke is rising from
smokestacks and so on. And so in our much loved neighborhood park we _have
little kids riding scooters, big guys shooting hoops, plenty of jungle gym, slide
and sandbox activity, dogs moseying around, first rate tennis players.' pl_a_ymg
tennis, mothers and nannies hanging out. Add pleasant informal socializing, and
a farmers’ market in season, and you have a compelling example of what a local
park should be.

Here is my point: It has a cheerful and excellent messy vitality that should

not be destroyed by having a bicycle commuter thruway run through it. | am ¢ that
. " v a

runs along the side of the park in order to facilitate biking commuters. Of course
bicycles are a good idea in our energy-haunted society, but we ha_ven't figured
out how to manage them yet. They continue to be dangerous to kids and
fearsome to pedestrians. One way not to handle the problem is to turn Rose
Park into a speedway.

There are other routes, particularly the one along Rock Creek Parkway. That one

is clearly dangerous for pedestrians at certain times of day. Please don't do that
to Rose Park.

Sincerely yours,
Edith Schafer
1530 30t Street, NW

32-37

32-38
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Response to 32-37

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety. based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr proposcd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 32-38

NPS and DDOT determined that widening of the Rose Park trail was
ncecssary based on ficld ebservation and trail counts i arder to
accommodate all users. Minimum requirements for mulii-use trail
facilitics involve a trail width of cight feet. In consideration of
comments received from the Friends of Rose Park, NPS and DDOT
propose a six-foot width to resolve concerns.




Ms. Austina Casey, Project Manager
DC Department of Transportation
Attn: Rock Creek Trail EA

55 M Street S.E, Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20003

January 6, 2012

Dear Ms. Casey,

I am writing today in opposition to the National Parlc Service proposal to widen the
pedestrian path which runs through Rose Park. I concur with the need to
rehabilitate the path but at its current width and in its current location.

Several years ago | participated in an informal study of the number and kinds of
users of the path, monitoring its use throughout the day. We found that hy far the
greatest use of the path was by pedestrians, walkers on their way to and from work
in the mornings and late afternoons, neighborhood residents walking their dogs, a
small number of joggers and cven smaller number of bicyclers, In the course of the
daytimc hours the path was principally uscd by significant numbers of parcnts and
nannics with small children walking or pushing strollers to and betwecn the two
small playgrounds adjacent to the path. Table 7 of the environmental assessnient
measured similar use during a two-hour period between 4:45 PM and 6:45 PM ona
normal week day in May of last year. According to that table, out of 289 users of the
path during that short time frame, 259 were on foot including a small number of
joggers, cnly 30 were bicyclers, Tn other words, approximately 90 9% of the usage is
by pedestrian traftic.

My concern as a neighbor und frequent user of the park is that the assessment has 33-01

widened. Inaddition there isa very beautiful large tree shading one of the
playgrounds which would surcly be adverscly affccted by widening the path. 33-02

Furthermore, | do not understand the need to designate the Rose Park trail asa
bicycle path. Among the stated purposes of the rehabilitation include preserving
natural resources, improving the safcty of the users of the path and enhancing the
connectivity of the Rock Creck Multi-usc Trail. Changing the width and/or location 33-03
of the Rose Park path would not preserve natural resources, not would it improve
the safety of the users of the path, since in my personal experience, the major
danger I encounter on my walks along the path is from bicyclers riding at a tast
pace. As for the connectivity issue, this path is principally used to connect M St in
Georgetown to the Dupont Circle area, neither of which is part of the Rock Creek
Trail. The surface streets running alongside Rose Park have very little traffic and
should not posc unduce danger to bicyclers moving between those two points.

In addition there is already an excellent and recently re-paved bike path in Rock
Creek Park just below and parallel to the Rose Park path. This path already
connccts to the Georgetown Historic District trom K Street and fecrom the paved
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Response to 33-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety_ based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr proposcd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed lim1t
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 33-02

As stated on page 38 and within Chapter 4 of the Final EA, protection
mcasurcs and BMPs would be implemented to avoid impacts to all types
of park vegetation to the exient possible. Vegetation protection
mcasures for the cak tree ncar the Dumbarton Street playground arca
may include development of a tree save plan by an arborist or licensed
tree expert, or installation of tree protection fencing, linpacts to the
iree’s root svstent would be avoided to the extent possible. If necessary.
alternative trail materials and/or narrowing of the trail would be utilized
lo preserve the iree’s roots.




path alongside the ramp next to the Four Seasons Hotel. [ can see that a paved
walkway alongside the P Street exit ramp would make the Rock Creek Trail more
accessible for bicyclers, pedestrians and visitors from the Dupont Circle area, but
that does not require traversing Rose Park.

[ hope all of these points will be taken into consideration and fully examined before
any decision is made with regard to the Rose Park path. Please keep the path at its
current width and in its current location.

Sincerely yours,

Teel Oliver
1313 28! St NW.
Washington, D.C, 20007

Ce: Mr. Terry Bellamy
Dircctor, DC Department of Transportation
55 M Street, S.E. Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 2000
terrybellamy@dc.gov

Mr. Joseph Lawson, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

1990 K Street, N.W, Suite 510
Washington, D.C. 20006
christopherJawson@thwa.dot.gov

Ms, Tara Morrison, Supcrintendent
Rock Creck Park

3545 Williamsburg Lanc, NW.
Washington, D.C. 20008
Tara.morrison@nps.gov

Mr. Peter May, Associate Regional Director
National Park Service

1100 Ohio Drive, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20242
peter_may@nps.gov

Mr. Jesus Aguirre, Director

D.C. Dept. of Parks & Recreation
3149 16" St N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20010
Jesus.aguirre@dc.gov
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Response to 33-03

Under the preferred alternative, the Rose Park trail would be resurfaced
along its current alignment. DDOT would not designate the Rose Park
trail as a bicvele path. Under the preferred Rosc Park trail option, the
tra1l would be resurfaced to a width of 6 fect, swhich is the required
minimum width of DDOT residential sidewalks. According to DDOT
policv, bicyele facilitics require a minimum width of 10 fect.

To address concerns regarding trail user safetv in the Rose Park area,
further consideration of pedesirian/bicyelist user conllicts was added Lo
the EA under Human Health and Salety in Chapler 4. According to the
FHWA document Conflicts om Multi-use Trails: Synthesis of the
Literature and State of the Practice. user conflicts on multiple-use trails
arc a common concermn. Rescarch suggests that minimization of user
contact in congested arcas is an cffective measure to reduce conflicts.
Accordingly, the preferred alternative at Rose Park 1s intended to
minimize contact between uscrs by providing a wider. smoother trail that
would accommodate different uses. Additional suggestions to reduce
conllicts on multi-use trails include educational clements in the form of
signage or brochures posied at trailheads 1o identiflyv safety issues and
promote trail sharing. During final design of the trail rehabilitation,
DDOT and NPS would consider these elements to improve the salety of
the trail.




34-01

E-78

Response to 34-01

To address concerns regarding trail user safety in the Rose Park area,
further consideration of pedestrian/bicyclist user conllicts was added Lo
thc EA under Human Health and Safcty m Chapter 4. According to the
FHWA document Conflicts on Multi-use Trails: Svnthesis of the
Literature and State of the Practice. user conflicts on multiple-use trails
arc a common concern. Rescarch suggests that minimization of uscr
contact in congested areas is an effective measure to reduce conflicts,
Accordingly, the preferred alternative at Rose Park is intended to
minimizg contact between users by providing a wider, smoother trail that
would accommodate different uses. Additional suggestions to reduce
conflicts on multi-use trails include educational elements in the form of
signage or brochurcs posted at trailhcads to identify safcty 1ssucs and
promete trail sharing. During final design of the trail rehabilitation,
DDOT and NPS would consider these elements to improve the safety of
the trail.




PEI'C Correspondonce
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 1:11712

I have commuted from Silver Spring to DC on this trail for many years and I welcome the plans to
rchabilitate if.

A trail is only as safc as its most dangerous links and the two most dangerous links on the Rock Creck
Trail are the zoo unnel and the Shoreham Drive crossing. I applaud the plan to widen the path within the
turmel. T.ong overdue. The propesal for Shoreham Dmive. on the other hand.leaves much 10 be desired.
‘This is a treacheorous crossing whore high speed traffic often docs not slow down for bikers. ‘The danger is
multiplied at night. The signage does nol lell motorsts Lo stop for cyclists and indeed very lew do.
Cyclists mugt wait for an opening and then take their chanees against high-speed vehicles.

Things That can be done:
1. Signs requiring drivers to stop.
1Zhts To Hwmnale the Crossmg. solar powerced hights have been successlully imstalled on the

Metropolitan Branch Lrail
3. A lraflic hight activated by cvelisls or pedestiians to stop Tratc.

There is an adilitional hazard for bike cominuters around 6:30 pm when the one-way tratlic becomes two-
Wiy again.

This crogsing at night is likely a deterrent 10 many would-be bike commuters. The least that should be
done is the installation of lights so that bikers and pedestrians are visible 1o drivers.

35-01
35-02
35-03

35-04
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Response to 35-01 and 35-03

Since the Draft EA, crossing improvements were constructed at
Shoreham Drive as part of the Beach Drive Road Reconstruciion
Projcct, in accordance with the FHWA Manual for Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) standards. The crossmg was rcaligned to
mclude a single crosswalk. Safety was considered in the design of the
new crossing, which includes stop signs for trail uscrs and signs to wam
motorists in advance of the crossmg. Further improvement of the
crossing, 13 no longer proposed under the Rock Creek Multi-Use Trail
Rehabilitation.

Response to 35-02 and 35-04

Sincc the Draft EA, crossing improvements werc constructed at
Shoreham Drive as part of the Beach Drive Road Reconstruciion
Project. In general, additional lighting would be excluded from Rock
Creck Park project plans because the park 1s elosed from dusk to dawn.




PEI'C Correspondonce

Regp Private: No

Name: Donald Francis

Address: 2807 Allendale PI, NW Washington DC, 20008
Email: donaldfrancisiZgmail.com

Date Received: 1711412

I live near the interscetion of Brandywine St. and Broad Branch Road. I strongly urge that any trail
improvements to the Rock Cresk Park trails include the addition of a trail or lane for bicycles and
pedestiians from Beach Drive going north along Broad Branch Road. 10 the Park Service ilsel[ cannal
construct such a trail, 1 urge the Park Service to work with the DC Government to allow a widening of
Broad Branch Road to permil a shoulder line lor bicycles and pedestrians. Such im improvement would
vastly increase safety. and would provide access to the trail along Rock Creck by the many residents in
the Forsat TTills and Chevy Chase neighborhoods, both primary objectives ol the Rock Creek Park Multi-
L'se Trail Rehabilitation project.

T've recenlly seen increased levels of bicvele trallic on Broad Dranch Road. T presuine in response to the
citv's increased premotion of bicycle use. Howcever, Bread Branch Road is extremely dangerous to
bicyclists and pedestrians because of ils narrow :imd winding nature. I have seen pedestriang seek salety
by moving off the road to stand in the weeds whenever a car passcs. It is only a matter of time before
someone 15 severely injured.

Presently no safe and ready access to the trail along Rock Creck exists for Forest Hills and Chevy Chase
neighhorhood residents. Such access now requites taking Conneclicul Avenue Lo Tilden Street, which is

noi a practical option for most. My solution to the sifuation is to convey my bicycle by car to a parking
arca along the Rock Creck Bike Path from where T can safely ride - not an ceo-tricndly or convenient way
to go for a bike ride. Neighborhood residents could reaclily and safcly bike or walk to Rock Creck if
Broad Branch Road had a trail or bike/pedestrian lans. [ tor one, and I believe many others, would visit
the park much more [requently i this access were available. Plus, since the Rock Creek Trail connects Lo
many other bicyele paths and lanes, a trail or lanc along Broad Branch Road would grant aceess to much
of the city [or bicyelists in the aforeinentioned neighborhoods,

A portion of Broad Branch Road north of Brandvwine Street has previously had a blacktopped sidewalk
that now cxists in very poor condition. Scveral vears ago it was closed from use by the placeinent of large
rocks along the walk. It is an eyesore and closed for no benstit apparent to the average citizen. This
poriion along Broad Tranch Road could be readily rehahilitaled. Flowever, despite the grealer challenge, T
belicve the most critical trail addition should be from Besch Drive north to Brandywine Street, since this
would permit access from the Rock Creek Trail to sidewalks and to wider, sater residential streets
comnecling 1o the adjacent neighborhoods,

Thank vou for vour cousideration.

Donald Fraucis

36-01

36-02

Response to 36-01 and 36-02

As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the NEPA process involves public
agency involvement early in the project development to identifly the
scopc of issucs to be addresscd and the project arca. Bascd on the carly
coordination and public outrcach, dedicated lancs for bicyvelists and
pedestrians on the trail were determined to be outside of the scope of the
trail rchabilitation. Similarly, widening to accommodate a new lanc
along Broad Branch road was detennined to be outside of the scope of
this project. Improvements to all modes of transportation on Broad
Branch Road are being considered by DDOT under the Rehabilitation of
Broad Branch Road, NW project.
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37-01

37-02

37-03

37-04

37-05

Response to 37-01, 37-02 and 37-05

Since the Draft EA, crossing improvements were constructed at
Shoreham Drive as part of the Beach Drive Road Reconstruction
Projcct, in accordance with Manual for Uniform Troffic Control Devices
(MUTCD) standards. The crossing was rcaligned to includc a single
crosswalk. Safety was considered in the design of the new crossing,
which mcludes stop signs for trail users and signs to warn motorists in
advance of the crossing, Further improvement of the crossing 1s no
longer proposed under the Rock Creek Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation.

Response to 37-03

As described in Chapter | ol the EA, the NEPA process involves public
ageney involyement carly in the project development to identify the
scope of 1ssues to be addressed and the significant 1ssues related to the
proposed action. Based on the early coordination and public outreach,
reconliguration of the Parkway (o include a median strip was determined
to be outside the scope of the trail rehabilitation.

Response to 37-04

New lighting was considered by the project team but dismissed based on
standard NPS policy. As described on page 41 of the EA, “Rock Creek
Park is closed from dusk to dawn. Furthermore, according to NPS
Management Policies (NPS 2006), the NPS seeks to preserve, to the
greatest extent possible. the natural lightscapes of parks.”

E-81




I believe these recommended modifications are consistent with the overall thrust of the EA’s preferred
alternative and would further enhance the outcomes of planned trail improvements, particularly with respect to

safiety of trail users

Thank you for considering my recommendations, T look forw
Creek Trail consistent with the EA.

d to the important improvements to the Rock

Rick Morgan
5902 32" St NW
Washington, DC 20015

E-82



PEI'C Correspondence
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 1:12712

I have logged over 15,000 miles commuting fo work year-round by bicycle for the past more than 8 years.
I pick up Beach Drive at about Tilden Street and ride to Rock Creck and stay on that past Virginia Ave
Though I mostly bike, T also run the trail 2-8 times per month. I have reviewed the Rock Creek Park
Multi-Use ‘Itail Rehabilitation project (which is the trail 1 ride) and the writfen plan ("Plan™) and have a
nnmbtr nt comments.

improvement is bettor than none at all. In swnmary, howc‘vcr my fecling is that the Project has not been
adequalely considered and as i resull proposes insufficient measures 1o properly meet its staled goals of.
inter alia, safety and visitor experience as a result of “narrow trail widths" that impede trail users and dug
1 the "large nomber of vigitors." (Nov. Plan, pp. 1-2.) [ liken the proposed measures 1o the old adage ol

the bov sticking his Tinger in the dvke 7 the Project does not do enough io get 10 where 1t needs 1o be since
it is not coinmensnrate with the amount of traffic on the path_In addition, whilc the Plan is swwell written, it

seems 1o have several major [laws. There 1s no discussion of whether the proposed widening will meet the
currcnt trail traffic needs, and the IPlan misinterprets the one document it relics on to sct the frail width. It
would be 4 shame (o spend lime, money and energy on a plan thal cannol satisly usage for vears lo come.

TIRSTISSUE 2 NOTACTUAL BASIS

An oveniding concer that the Project does not appear Lo be tied to any factual information about the
path orits ugers, My uncertainty here is beeanse the Projest doos not clealy identify how data was
gathered. During the scoping process, a few meetings were held, and they received 600 comments. (Nov
Plan, pp. 12-13. 167-69.) They also conducted a one-time 2-hour study to count the number of frail users
at three locations on the trail. (Nov. Plan, p. 83.) It is not clear how the Project identiticd the various
impact arcas, but it scoms it was from public comment. (Nov. P'lan, pp. 13-15.)

Thus, the Plan is inostly based on the passive identification of impact areas throngh public comment.
Lxeepl for the single 2-hour study, the Plan administralors have nol luken any active steps (o identily
impact or hazardous arcas or otherwise design the trail. Notably, the Plan does not mention any of the
following: (a) survey of trail users {i.¢.. bike rding, running and walking) other than at 3 discrete points:
(b) use of the path by the Plan administrators: (¢) study of trail usage on the weekend, moming, in the
rain, at mght, ¢tc. (i.¢., outside of the 2 howrs noted in the Plan); (d) any study of trail users at blind spots,
arcas that gather water, scdiment or loose dirt. or other hazardous arcas: {¢) a study of any acrual
impediment to trail use (such as other trail users); or (1) information about accidents, incidents and‘or
salely (whether filed wilh the police or not).

But most ol all, I'expected that the Project swwould have sohcited the input ofthosu who know the mosl
abont the )all 2 fhe trail users themselves The Proje 1nes I

despile my em

pusied on the p.
$ alonc would be sufficient for a taxpayer to challenge
entire proceedings. Wlhen DC was redoing the plavground at one of the local public schools, they held
literally dozens of meetings for a innch less complicated project. The absence of repeated mectings is
unacceplable. T expect thal [ulure develomnents of this plan will he posted on the trail.
In retrospect. it must be ebvious that a plan cannot be properly constructed without first having an
wnderstanding of how the trail is being nsed. [low can someons design a trail if they lack the experience
ol a trail user? How would yeu know how wide 1o made (he path 1o ezl the current demand, nol to
mention projected use of the path?

OPOS

38-01

38-02

38-03

38-04

38-05
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Response to 38-01

Early in development of the project. the cooperating agencies identified the
need to improve accessibility, safety, and visitor experience of the Rock
Creek Park Multi-Use trail. Through preliminary studies. enviromnental
assessment. agency coordination. and public outreach. a preferred alternative
is proposed to address the project needs while maintaining the park’s natural
and cultural resources. The Rock Creek Multi-Use Trail Rehabilitation EA is
i1 full comphance with the requireinents of NEPA: the Council on
Environmental Quality {CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508): FHWA
Technical Advisory T6640: the NPS NEPA compliance guideline (DO-12).
and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The work is
also compliant with NPS Management Policies.

Response to 38-02

Trail widths under the preferred alternative were developed as a result of
multiple field walks. agency coordination and public outreach. The proposed
width of the Rock Creek Multi-Use trail would be six to 10 feet. based on
physical and environmental constraints. The proposed width is in accordance
wilh multi-use (rail criteria established by AASHTO, DDOT and NPS and is
expected to enhance safety and the visitor experience on the trail,

Response to 38-03

The public scoping process was used to help determine the scope of issues (o
be addressed and for identifving the significant issues related to the project.
While public scoping helped in determining project issucs and concerns. it
was not the only resource utilized in planning lor rehabilitation of the trail.
Planning also included coordination between meinbers of a multidisciplinary
team and investigation conducted by design professionals, Planning for the
project involved individuals with detailed knowledge of the project area. The
2-hour study was used to evaluate points along (he trail. However. existing
trail counts and data collected by DDOT over time was also used to evaluate
points along the trail. Further. additional arcas of concern werc called to
altention during the public comment period.




Geometric Design of Highwavs and Strects, American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials, cited at Nov, Plan, p. 177.) The AASIHTO Policy wasn't made readily available to the pnblic,
but its guidclines appear in an FHA report. (Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, The ULS. Dept.
of Transpartation, Federal Tlighway Administration,
wwviv_fhwa.dot.govienvironment/sidewalk 2 sidewalks214 him, June 21, 2011 (copy attached); See Nov.
Plan, pp. 33, 186.)

Tut, the Plan does not rely on the AASTTTO Policy consistently. In some mnstances. the Plan slates that the
Policy provides for an 8-loot trail width as the minimum rccommended width. (Nov. Plan p. 33.) Butin
other instances, the Plan says that a 10-foot trail width is the minimnm acceptable practice. (Sept. Flan, p. 38-06
15; Nov. Plan, pp. 27, 37. 153.)

Th addition, The AABIIT0 DOICY QOCsTT SUPPOT CIINCT O] TNOSC WIGTs. INstead, e Dolcy Save At a
shared use trail should have o nininum width of 10 feet, and thal a minimum of § feel "inay be used on
shared-use paths that will have limited use.” Morcover, for trails with "heavy” volumes of ugers, the trail
width should be 12-14 feer. (FITW A, section 14.6, page 8 of 11.) And, it suggeats that "if volume and
space permits, bicyclists and pedestrians should have different lanes or pathways.” (FHW A, section 14.3,
pagc 3of 11.)

Dased on my experience. [ would expect the path (e have heavy volume and justifv different paihways for
bicyclists and pedestrians. For instance, there arc typically groups of 2 or more mmners who tend to take
up mosi or all of the trail. Even single runners run along the middle of the path while listening Lo music,
talking or gencrally not paying attention (such as in a workout zone ? [ will note that in my ¢xperience
hikers have to be more aware of their surroundings becanse of the added speed and dangers). There can
be very little room for a bike 1o pass salely, and it can be difficult to judge il there is sullicient passing
digtance to oncoming trail users, Just the other mornine. a person was on ong side of the path svith her do
on the other side ol the path and the leash extending across the entive path. I [zel strongly that dual paths
are needed to separate bikers and runners at the busier portions of the tral. ‘The Plan appears to agree that
there is "heavy™ volume on the trail, citing to "a large number of visitors." (Nov. Plan, p. 2.) A dual path 38-07
would clearly delincate a border between oncoming trail users and encourage users to stay on the proper

However. the Plan makes absolulely no mention ol 4 12-14 foot trail width, or having different pathways
for bicvclists and pedestrians. 1t also docs not provide any considercd analvsis as to why a larger trail
width is nol necessary, and makes no mention of why the enviromnental innpact stly did not consider a
width greater than 10-Leet. A study should reveal whether a wide dual path is necessary to meet teail
volume, at lcast along portions of the trail.

TEORDISSUTL 2 TIIE PLANIN A W ACTTIN

The Plan makes mention of a number of local and federal Taws, rules, regulalions, and goals, and
cvaluates the impact of the Project pursuant to those Laws. (Nowv. Plan, pp. 8-11.3 But the Plan [ails to
consider the Project as part of a greater urban city environment, and the overall impact that a wider trail
will have on thai urban city environmenl. For instance, it does not consider ihe positive environmental
impact that a 12-14 foot trail would have, such as increasing the number of envirenmental-friendly
commuters and reducing the number of vehicles. It would seem thai such an analysis would be warranted 38-08
by the National Envirommental Policy Act referenced in the Plan. Tt is cvident that alternative modes of
transportation have gained wide public supporl in recent vears. The tremendous suceess of DC's Capital
Bikesharc program has increascd trail vsers and cvidences the relationship between trail access and trail
usage. By considering the iinpact on the trail in a vacumn, the Plan has not properly evaluated the cited
laws.

o

ttends between Dupont Cirele and 38-09
¢ the busiest, narrowest and most
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Response to 38-04

Three public meetings were held for the project. Public notices were posted
on the Planning, Environment and Public Cominent websitc, the DDOT
websile and Facebook pages, and advertised in The Washington Post and The
Current newspapers. Notice was sent by email or posted to list-servs of
Advisory Ncighborhood Cominissioners. conununity groups, and potcntial
stakeholders. including individuals and groups who previously cxpressed an
intcrest in the project.

Response to 38-03, and 38-06

As per AASHTO guidelines, the appropriate paved width for a shared-use
path is dependent on the context, volume and mix of users. The minimnm
paved width for a two directional shared-use path is 10 feet. A path width of
eight feet may be used for a short distance due to a physical constraint such
as an crnvironmental featnre. bridge abntment, ntility structure, fenee and
such. The EA was reviewed for consislency among relerences {o the
minimum lane widths recomnended by AASHTO:

e Onpage (page 33 ol ihe Draft EA) the iext was revised to read “an
eight-foot width. the miniinum nulti-use trail width recommended by
AASHTO for short distances under physical constraints.”

e Onpage 29 (page 25 of (he Draft EA) the 10-foot width refers to Beach
Drive.

* On page (page 37 of the Draft EA). the EA refers to “a standard 10-fool
width. which is recommended by AASHTQ.” This statement is correct
and no change was madc.

e Onpage 155 (page 153 of the Draft EA) the text was revised to read
“an gight-foot width {the mintimum muylti-use trail width recommended
by AASHTO for short distances under physical constraints)

Response to 38-07

As described in Chapter | of the EA, the NEPA process involves public
agency involvement early in the project development to identify the scope of
issucs to be addressed and the significant issucs rclated to the proposcd
action. Based on the early coordination and public outreach, separate lanes




recommended width, Rocent maintenance work pushed large vehicle guiderail posts into the already
narrow trail, causing safety issues and an awkward sgam and angle where the new paveinent mests the
old. In addition, overgrowth of brush further natrows the trail at this section (as well as just north of
Porter Strect) and nesils 1o be cut back more frequently than current maintenance provides. Thers is litlle
room to the sides of the trail since it is bordered by the road on one side and a steep gradient on the other
side. The trail needs fo be substantially widened.

Ti is also surprising Lhat the Plan pays 8o much altention to Rose Park while complelel v ignores (he (rue
path below. The 2-hour study confirms that Rose Park is simply a casual walking path. (Nev. Plan, p. 84.)
It is mostly used by local residents in the busy Georgetown district, and is not truly pant of the multi-use
path. Rather. il is a connection for bikers and runners to get o (he Rock Creek path. Some (rail users may
cnter/exit at that location, but most do not.

SIETHISSUE - LIGHTING

A number of trail users have suggesied that lights be placed along the path to improve safery and aceess.
In response, the Plan notes that lights would have a negative impact on the natural landscape, and that the
park is closed from dusk to dawn. (Nov. Plan, p. 3%.) Conscquently, the Plan summarily rejocts the use of
Tighting

But, the Plan docs not consider that the NPS Management Policy (cited by the Plan) must account for
environmenlal concerns thal are nol even remotely al issue here, such as caves and deep waler bodies
having blind fish. (See NI'S pelicy, p. 57.) And contrary to the Plan's statement that "the NI'S ? docs not
install lights along trails on its propeny,” the WPS Management Policy leaves the decision of artificial
lighting "lu the discretion of the superintendent and is inade through the plinning process.” (NP§ policy.

p. >7)

oD BUGE SRV T e ST = TECED
me 1nd should not be acceptable to our elecled officials. (en’unl\ any lmp'mt of alhfual lighting would
b minimal, especially since much of the trail is dircetly adjacent to (or within sight of) a busy roadsway
and the cntircty of the trail is in the middle of an urban cavironment. And the Plan fails to weigh the
nsgative impact of the lighting, if any, against the certain positive iinpact of having ¢nvironmental-
friendly transportaiion, removing bicycles [rom ihe streets, and the huge increase in trail salely (as the
days gct shorter, 1 have seen mothers with baby camiages or toddlers racing to got off the trail as night

_Lalls),

To mmmize the impact of armifieial ighting, the lights can only be used at reasonable times, For instance.
the lights can be slowly turned off at 9pm when trail use would be reduced or negligible.
The use of nmﬁcml lighting nceds to be walu’m.d We should not blindly 1dopl rlu. (lusL -to-dawn hours,

consideralions.

SINTITISSUL 2 11AZARDOUS ZONS

There are a number of havardous areas along (he path which are not specifically idenlified in the Plan.

1. Blind Spots. Trail uscrs cannot see encoming uscrs at a number of locations along the trail, as sct forth
below. Some of these blind spots are not discussed in the Plan as being subject to widening or otherwise
being tixed. Widening the trail would only slightly improve visibility, and the path needs to be redesigned
in these areas 1o improve visibility and salety.

(a) One blind spot is at the foot bridge just south of the hunnel. There is brush along the trail that blocks
visibility, such that persons on the bridge and those approaclung the bridgs from the zoo cannot see sach
other. And even without the brush, trail users tend Lo only focus on what is direcily ahead of them and do
not look to the side. Most trail users tend to cut the 90-degrec angle by crossing into the path of encoming
users.

The Plan's vesponse te this is to widen the bridge to 8 foet. It is not clear how that width was chosen, as it
is well below the 10-foot minimum acceptable width set [orth in the AATISTO Policy discussed ahove

38-10

38-11

38-12
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for bicyelists and pedestrians on the trail were detenmined to be outside of the
scope of the trail rehabilitation.

Response to 38-08

The preferred altemnative for the Rock Creek Trail (six- to 10-foot widening)
was selected because it provides the widest range of beneficial nses while
achieving negligible other undesirable and unintended consequences. A 12-
to 14-foot trail would result in additional impacts which could result in
iinpainnent of the park’s resources. In addition, physical features of the park
are restrictive of 12- to 14 foot widening throughout most of the trail
alignment. To address the impacts of the project as part of the greater utban
city environment, the EA provides cuimulative impacts analysis (page 91).

Response to 38-09

Based on carly public agency involvement and pnblic ontreach. an extension
of the trail between Dupont Circle and Virginia Avenuc was determined to be
outside of the project arca of the trail rehabilitation.

Response to 38-10 and 38-11

New lighting was considered by the project teamn but dismissed based on the
standard NPS policy. To enhance safety on the trail. the preferred altemative
would include widening, trail user and vehicle safety improveinents, roadway
crossing improvements, and signage to promote safety.

Response to 38-12

Decsign for the rehabilitation of the trail would incorporate clements to
address blind spots/hard turns to the extent feasible. Project designers have
visited the trail to identify potential problem arcas and make suitable
modifications. Since the Draft EA. proposcd actions for the trail over Rock
Creck have been modificd. Five feet from the existing bridge. a new bridge
is proposed which would have a 10-foot clecarance to accommodate trail




And widening the bridge would likely not cure the visibilify issuc. A scparate bridge is nocded that is
curved to form a more natural line of ravel with the path.

It is further noted that cvery foot bridge on the trail has a hard tun at one ¢nd, including the two bridacs
Just south of Peirce Mill (one of which requires users 10 make a 90-degrae tum or risk entering the busy
parkway); the one just north of the zoo: the one at the bottom of the large hill by Woodley Park, and both
cngls of the bridge just north of the Dupont Circle exit. Each of those hard turns should be climinated by
having (he bridge [onn a belter line of travel wilh the path. They pose salely issues and are have high
incidence of trail user conflicts. Therc is no mention of widening those bridges, but even that would still
require a hard tun which causes user conflicts and reduces safety,

(b} A second blind spot is at the hard turn just north of the Dupoent Circle exil passing under the roadway
averpass. 1 [requently encounter frail users passing at that scetion or on the wrong side of the path.

{¢) Additional blind spols are al the three intersections with the roadway at the Dupont Circle and K-street
oxits. Each of those spots has the path ¢ncountering the roadway at a hard or unusual angle, such that
visibility is very low. Stopping, [or car rraffic can be dangerous, especially at the Dupont exit where cats
are coming fast around a blind turn and a bicyvele starls slowly from a comnplete stop (thereby requinng a
longer crossing time)

{d} Another blind spol is al the underpass to the Whilehurst [reeway. oth sides of the undemass have
low visibility and high traffic.

2. Dirt and Water ooling. Certain arcas along the frail scem to gather sediment from the ereck, loose dirt,
swaler andior ice. These include al the oot of the hill at Woodley Park, at the woods section just north of
Porter sireet and at (he underpass at Porter streel, across from the cemetery just south of Woodley Park, at
the hard furn just south of the maintenance road at the zoo, and a tew other spots. It is not clear it these
areas will be (ended (o as part of the Project

SEVENTHISSUE © CONNECTIVITY

There are a [ew other social paths that were not addressed in the Plan:

1- Peirce Mill South: There is a social path created South of the restrooms (which are located just south of
the Peirce Mill). That path is nearly always muddy oriced over. but is not identified in the Plan. A paved
path is desperately needed, even if it docs not follow the social path.

2- Dupont Circle: Many trail users enter the path from Dupont Clirele, though that is not addressed in the
Plan. Thete is a very narrow and rocky social path extending alongside the exit ramp, but that is not
suitable for bigyeles and many runners and bicveles travel along both sides of the roadway ramp. To
improve safety, the roadway should be widened and bike lanes shonld be marked on both sides of the
roadway, The bike lanes should be separated from the roadway by a barrier to aveid vehiclss cutting into
the bike lanes 10 make those hard twms.

3- Cathcdral Ave: There is no path alongside Cathedral Avenue, and the sidewalks are narrow and do not
extend the entire length of Cathedral Avenue to Connecticut Avenue. Cathedral Avenue itself has parked
cars during rush-hour and does not have a bike lune.

EIGHIH ISSUE > THE NATTONAT “00)

Trail uscrs have complained that the zoo gates should not be locked at dusk. In response, the Plan notes
that the zoo acereditation requires that the gates be locked, and instead proposes that the tunnel be
redesigned to ercate a 5-foot path within the tunncl at a substantial cost and inconvenicnee. (Ilan, pp. 27,
38.) Of course, while anv increase in size is appreciated, the 5-foot path is well below the minimum
standard recommended by the AAHSTO Policy. And the Plan does nol evaluate the safely of car travel on
a reduced lanc size or closcr to the tunnel wall af one side.

The Plan also does not ¢valuate the borders of the zoo, whether the trail extends onto zoo property, and
whether the trail can be guided around the zoo borders. The path certainty docs not somge close to any
animal exhibits. So consideration should be given 0 moving the gates closer to critical areas of the 7oo,
such as where the trail crosses the service road. ‘Lo the extent there are less-critical oo maintenance

38-12

38-13

38-14

38-15

uscrs. Between the Beach Drive tunnel and the new bridge, there would be a
ncwly paved arca which would help to alleviate user conflicts in this location.

Additional realigiments are proposed south of Peirce Mill and at the
approach to the Devil's Chair Bridge to promotc trail uscr safety. Also,
proposed grading would improve sight lines on the trail. Further details of
realigninent and trail grades are to be determined during design phases of the
project. Where modification of the trail alignment and/or bridge crossings is
not an optiou, signage could be included in the project design (o promote
safety.

Response to 38-13

The preferred alternative would inclnde raisiug the vertical profile of the trail
as necessary to climinate ponding and slope stabilization to improve soil
crosion conditions. Improveinent of (he (rail in this manner is proposed along
a 1,100 foot segment of the trail south of Peirce Mill. Further details of
drainage improvenients are to be determined during design phases of the
project.

Response to 38-14

Based on early pnblic agency involvement and public outreach. amendinents
{0 the social trails at Peirce Mill South and Cathedral Ave. were determined
to be outside of the scope of the trail rehabilitation. The requests have been
forwarded to the DDOT Bicycle Advisory Council. Proposed improvements
to both sides of the P Street ramp (Dupont Circle) are described in the EA
nnder Scction 2.3.3. Elements Common to Action Altermatives.

Response to 38-15

Redesign of the trail through the Beach Drive tunmel is proposed in order 1o
promote safety. As described on page 29 of the EA. the sidewalk along the
west wall of the Beach Drive tunnel is proposed to be widened from 2 fect to
approximaiely 4 feet. To promote salety in this area. a low profile guardrail
would be conslrucied (o provide (rail user/vehicle scparation and signage
would be posted at the tunnel approaches. The National Zoo and the park are
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facilitics by the trail, thosc can be scparatcly gated. If the gates can be moved, the trail can continue at its
existing location and thers would be no nesd to revise the tunnel.

MINTHISSUT > TRAILTISER SATTTY

I suggest several measures for increasing user safety. A rafic crossing light should be insialled where
Rock Creck joins Beach Drive (at Woodley Park). It can be very difficult to safely cross the roadway at
that point, and trail users often gather there and compete with one another 1o safely cross. TrafTic crossing
lights should also be considered for the Dupont Circle exit. as well as at the road crossing at M-street and
2 crossings at Wlatshearst Freeway (K- Street), especially if the angle at which the path mests the road

cannol be improved.
Tn addition, aency call stations should be installed along the path. And, consideration should be

given to prohibiting trail users from listening to music. The music makes them less aware of Ltheir
surroundings, including bike bolls, and they tend to duift to the wrong side of the trail.

IENTHISSUE - CONSITRUCTION PHASE

The Plan does not have inuch discussion of the company that will perform the work. In the past 1-2 vears,
there has been some palchwork done on the trail that was simply poor. Specificallv, aboul 100 yards of
the frail was re-paved just north of the P-street {Dupont Cirele) exit. The re-paved path is extremely
bumpy and has sections with large side lips {once u bicycle goes off the trail. a large lip can make it
dangcrous to et back on the path, as ['ve learnced firsthand). In addition, a small seetion under the bridpe
was paved {and the cobblestone removed), but creates a line ol travel which is not appropriate. Also, the
sidewalk ramps placed at Virginia Avenue are nof properly aligned with each other. requiring bikers to
move lettright rather than taking a straight line (they should really be redone). Thus, it is respectfully
suggested that the company which is contracted 1o repave the path have experience with designing and

pavine bicvele paths.

In addition, all of the construction in the past few vears has not been ci?icicnt They started work on a first
arca of the trail, then started working on a sceond arca while the first arca sat unworkcd for weeks or
months. And, the "walk your bike” signs were blocking the path. And, the trail was closed or "walk your
bike" was starled oo ¢arly and ended too laie. Just a few weeks ago. they posted "walk yvour bike” signs
for the 150 or so vards just north of the Dupont Cirele exit. Y ot, there was no obstruction on the trail that
would justify those signs for al least a week,

The construction phase does not seem to account for the trail users. Currenily, there is a large §-foot
wooden fence built around construction equipment being housed at the intersection of Beach Drive,
Cathedral Avenue and Rock Creek Parkway. ‘Lrail users cannot sce around the wooden enclosure, and it is
particularly hard to see if any cars are coming down Cathedral Avenue traveling south during the moming
commuie.

ELEVENTIIISSUE - MAINTENANCE

I a fow cxecptions. Maintenance guidelines should be put in place that
s (per the eleventh e above),

and tres removal has been good v
requires the use of professional pav

CONCLUSION
1 look forward to hearing from vou on these issucs.

38-16

38-17

38-18

38-19
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closed from dusk to dawn. Therefore. modification of the zoo gates to
accommodate uscrs past dusk would be inconsistent with National Zoo and
NPS policy.

Response to 38-16

New lighting was considered by the project team but dismissed based on the
standard NPS policv. To cnhance safety on the trail, the preferred alternative
would include widening. trail user and vehicle safety improvements. roadway
crossing improvements. and signage to promotc safety.

Response to 38-17

Bascd on carly public agency involvement and public outrcach. clements
such as emergency call stations were detenmined to be outside the scope of
the trail rchabilitation. Signage posted throughont the trail to promote safcty
could recommend that trail users remain alert to avoid conflicts.

Response to 38-18

The most qualified contractor that is within the project budget and that can
feasibly construct the project will be selected. During construction DDOT
would monitor the contractors to ensure that project plans are carried out
properly.

Response to 38-19
Maintenance of Rock Creek Park is overseen by the NPS. The request has
been lorwarded 1o Rock Creek Park Management.




PEI'C Correspondonce
Reep Private: Yes
Datc Received: 1:12712

I am a bike commuter who works at the National Zoo and am an avid runner. [ support the most
comprehensive plans for renovating the Rock Cr and Beach Diive trails, promoting safe and
emvironmenlally-[riendly muliple-uses of the facililies.

As a bike commuter:

1. Along Piney Branch, 1 have frequently had cars drive within a foot of me and there is no shoulder nor
trail on which I can ot

elv ide. [ have had diivers even vell at me o gelon the path. not knowin
that there is no path on which I should go. [ would also urge that if this road is furnished with a full
pathway, that that pathway have ramps a1 either end g0 that bicvelists, strollers, wheelchairs, ete can

ensily access il.

2. From Pierce Mill to Rock Creck Parkway on Beach Drive and on the Parkway from P Strectto K
Streel, the pathway is [ar 0o narrow [or mulli-users. Nowadays, many runners use headphones and are
not awarc of the location of other uscrs. Safcly passing thesc uscrs is precarious. At the same time, many
runners and pedesidans (and worse vel. pedestrizms with strollers) use the path side by side one another,
again, making, passing difficult. When someone is approaching from the other dircction, the situation
hecomes even worse. Anything that can he done to widen the pathway, especially from P Street to K

Street where there is no grass or other space to utilize, would be very helpful.

Between running and biking, T am on the (rails and pathways anvwhere from 6-25 hours a week, and
typically use themn at least five days a week. This park is one of the DC area's greatest assets. It has been
decisive in terms of where I live in the city, and in tenms of myv ¢xcrcise and reercation regiment.
Anything that can be done to improve them for an increasingly active and bike-using community will be
moni<s well-spent.

39-01

39-02

Response to 39-01

The preferred alternative would involve restriping of Piney Branch
Parkway and widening ol the Piney Branch Parkway trail to a width of
six to eight feet. The proposed trail would include ADA-compliant

ramps (o conneci the trail with Arkansas Avenue and the Rock Creek
Park Multi-Use Trail.

Response to 39-02

Under the preferred alterative, the Rock Creek Trail would be
resurfaced and widened to a minimum 6-foot width and a maximum 10-
foot width. depending on environmental and physical consiraints.
Resurfacing and widening is proposed from the Broad Branch/Grove 2
North parking arca to P Strect. From P Strect to M Street, the preferred
alternative would include resurfacing and widening the Rosc Park trail
lo a maximum six-fool width.

As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the NEPA process involves public
agency involvement early in the project development to identify the
scope of issues to be addressed and the project arca. Based on the early
coordination and public outreach, trail construction or rehabilitation
south of M Street was determined to be outside the scope of the trail
rehabilitation.
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PEI'C Correspondensc
Regp Private: Yes
Date Received: 1/12712

L atrended the public meeting on this topic in December. I have attempied to read the full assessinent and I
have walked Rock Creck mnlti-use and foot trails confemplating, the choices provided, my fellow human
users of the park, the natural environment and wildlife, the challenges NPS and DDOT face, and the
decisions that inust be made.

Rock Creek is a neighbor to me, but I must adinit that only since my relirement T have begun Lo appreciate
more ifs lovliness and specialness. Before that time, [was like many oceassional users, unthinking and
ablivious 1o meaning of this treasure in the center of our cily. My walks and contact wilh the good and
cable NT'S rangers and folks who devote their spare time to clean Rock Creck of frash,to rebuild
the fool trails, and to advecale for its care {(Rock Creek Park Conservancy and PATC) have helped me 1o
understand more and thus to speak out.

1. With regards 10 Allernatives (No action, #2_ and #3), T align myself with those for Allernative 2. Tt
proposcs postive changes that appear to address the major concerns within the historical mission of the
park.

2. With regards 1o the Pierce Mill "social trail”, T agree with the partial paving oi the "social trail” Lo
create a mulli-use trail thal will connect users from Broad Branch or Pierce Mill withoul having to go
through the parking lot, but keeps to most of the orignal multi-use trail. Please note that the “social trail”
was blazed for the Western Ridge trail. That was the beginming of fool travel, Timagine. Then the park (or
someone) added picnic rables. Aud so more human raffic was encouraged. So. I fwther propose that
KPS, consider reclaiming for nature the arca aronnd the multi-nse paved trail, do not allow an nnpaved
foot trail in that arca, plant more frees, bushes cte. (Lwill gladly helpl)Reblaze the trees for the Western
Ridge trail in that s¢ction so that ngers walk the short distance on paved surface,

3. With regards to Rose Park, 1 agree that the path necds to be repaved and 6 fo 8 foct should be the
maxitnum width. Bikers should be encouraged to use the lower trail along the parkway and walkers
should be encouraged to use Rose Park trail. Signs would help.

1.Emphasize throngh better and bolder signage (at least) the laws (on litter, pets on lsash, alcohol ctc) and
the rules for park and path use (right of way, single file when necessary, walking bikes in tight spols,
SPUCU, CIC). S1A1C Parks (0, Wiy NOT 10 QUL T Cleral CILyT 2. IevIcw THe 1ood 101 SO ANy SIAll CaI Parhs
and picnic groves (such as those between Droad Dranch and Military Road on Beach Drive). We residents
and "visitors” oFfall ages need more meadows and forest areas. Would benches serve as nice stopping
points?

I had photos of signs that I have seen in ather state and regional parks, bot I'm surc vou all have seon
some as well. Tf vou want my collection and more comments, contact me

Finally, please do not make Rock Creek a tvpical city Park. Please keep it s rustic and namral and
enviranmenlally heallhy as possible.

40-01

40-02
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Response to 40-01

Under the preferred alternative, signage is proposed to promote safety on
the trail. In accordance with NPS Management Policy 2006. “only those
signs nccessary for visitor safety or to protect wilderncess resources, such
as thosc identifying routcs and distanccs, will be permitted. When signs
are used, they should be compatible with their surroundings and the
minimum siz¢ possible.”

Response to 40-02

As described in Chapter 1 of the EA, the NEPA process involves public
ageney invelvement carly in the project development to identify the
scope of issues (o be addressed and the significant issues related to the
proposcd action. Based on the carly coordination and public outrcach,
additional small car parks and picnic groves were determined to be
outside of the scope of the trail rehabilitation.
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January 20, 2012
Page Two of Three

For the past 14 years, Friends of Rose Park has advocated for safety reasons to

keep the pedestrian path at its current width. Widening the path to even 6 feet will create
a smooth-surfaced “superhighway” through the park, allowing bicyclists to increase their

41-01

speed, posing a greater danger to the health and safety of children, senior citizens and
other pedestrians who use the path in far, far greater numbers than bicyclists.

The Environment Assessment regarding the rehabilitation of the Rose Park

pedestrian path takes the position that the Rose Park section of the pedestrian path should
Be widened (0 6 Teet. As our Writlen Comments c ear|y evidence, the project team’s

recommendation to widen the path to 6 feet is based on false and erroneous data and false

41-02

and outright wrong information. The project team which wrote the Environmental

ssessment created a document which fails to meet the standards require “edera
law, at least the portions of the document regarding the Rose Park recommendations. The

health and safety of the small children and other pedestrians using the path, especially in
the areas of the path which runs between six separate and distinct play areas, was totally

41-03 |

disregarded and omitted by the people who wrote the Environmental Assessment, in clear

contravention of existing law and regulations,

As our Written Comments importantly evidence, neighbors, park users,
organizations and elected officials, representing thousands of Georgetowners, support
keeping the path at its safe, current width. I use the word “thousands” with purposeful
intent. When you look at the fact that the groups which have historically supported our
position, groups such as the Citizen’s Association of Georgetown, an organization of over
1,200 members, as well as our local ANC2E, and hundreds of individual neighbors and
park users, the numbers add up and must not be discounted by your agency.

In the past, NPS Director Robert Stanton and Rock Creek Park Superintendent
Adrienne Coleman fully and completely supported keeping the path at its current width.
The Rose Park pedestrian path recommendations in the current Environmental

ssessment are a disservice to the park, the neighborhood, and the community and, if
implemented, will create a tremendous public safety hazard. If the path is widened,
notice is hereby given that a public safety hazard will be created by your agency.

41-04
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Response to 41-01 and 41-04

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety. based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raise safety awareness. In further consideration
of pedestrian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 41-02

NPS and DDOT determined that trail widening was necessary based on
field observation and trail counts i1 order to accommodate all users. The
preferred alternative includes widening of the Rose Park Trail to six feet.
m consideration of public comments regarding Rosc Park.

Response to 41-03

To address concerns regarding trail uscr safety i the Rose Park arca,
further consideration of pedestrian/bicyelist user conflicts was added to
the EA under Human Health and Safety in Chapter 4. According to the
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FHWA document Conflicts on Multi-use Trails: Svathesis of the
Literature and State of the Practice, user conflicts on multiple-use trails
are a common concem, Research suggests that mimmization of user
conlacl in congested areas 1s an effective measure (o reduce conflicts.
Accordingly, the preferred alternative at Rosc Park is intended to
minimizc contact between uscrs by providing a wider. smoother trail that
would accommodate different uses. Additional suggestions to reduce
conflicts on multi-usc trails include cducational clements in the form of
signage or brochures posted at trailheads to identify safety 1ssues and
promote trail sharing. During final design of the trail rehabilitation,
DDOT and NPS would consider these elements to improve the safety of
the trail.




42-01
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Response to 42-01

Rose Park trail options are addressed separately from the Rock Creek
Park multi-use trail in the EA. In consideration of comments received
regarding Rosc Park, the preferred alternative would resurface the Rosc
Park Trail to a maximum six-foot width. whercas the Rock Creek Park
multi-use trail would be resurfaced at six to ten foot widths.




DEAR Ms.Tara Morrison
Superintendent

| am writing to you to express my support for the position taken for more
than a decade by Friends of Rose Park to keep the pedestrian path which
runs through Rose Park at its current width and in its current location.
NPS has previously promised our community that the path would be
rehabilitated but remain in its current location and at its current width.
Any widening of the path will result in danger to the hundreds of small
children and toddlers who travel between all of the play areas in the park

on aweekly basis,_and to the elderly who walk along the path at any

43-01

given time. In addition, if a larger area of bare ground is covered by a
non-permeable, asphalt, surface, the less water is available for planting
and natural ground cover. The initial draft of the Environmental

43-02

Assessment put out by DDOT and FHA fails to address the major safety
issues to pedestrians which exist if the path is widened to 6 or 8 feet.
In advance, please attend to this very important request.

| lived for 20 years one block {2709 O Street, NW) from the Park and am
one of the founding members of Friends for Rose Park so this is very dear
to my heart and to me the best solution to a thriving neighborhood Park.

Sincerely Yours,

Courtney Hagner

2853 Ontario Road, NW

Apt. #105

Washington, DC 20009-2237
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Response to 43-01

The preferred alternative for the project has been determined to have a
nei benefit on human health and salety. based on the repair and
rchabilitation of trails and othcr propascd improvements. Rosc Park
Trail Option B, described on page 34 of the EA, dctails the resurfacing
of the Rose Park trail along its current alignment. Rehabilitation of the
trail at its current width was dismisscd in scetion 2.8.3 of the EA.

At Rose Park, the current, narrow width of the trail has caused ponding
issues and has [orced users from the trail, trampling the vegelation along
the path. A wider trail would accommodate the multiple user types of the
path in a safer manner. Trail widening and a smoother surface could
further promote use of the trail. However, the increase in usage resulling
from a zcro- to two-foot widening is not cxpected to result in increascd
pedestrian/bicyclist conllicts. To calm trafTic, yield signs or speed limil
signs could be added and raisc safcty awarencss. In further consideration
of pedestrnian/bicyclist safety, a synopsis of Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and State of the Practice was added to
Chapter 4 of the Final EA under Human Healih and Salety.

Response to 43-02

Measures (o proiect vegetation throughout the entire project area
including Rose Park are described on page 38 of the EA. For the Rose
Park trail, the proposed rero to two-foot widening would not have
appreciable cffects on vegetation or ground watcr scopage. The cxisting
narrow width of the Rosc Park tranl forces users off the trail, resulting in
bare soils. The proposed rehabilitation would provide a more adequate
width for uscrs to remain on the trail thereby encouraging growth of
ground cover beside the trail.






