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. RECORD OF DECISION



November 1, 1989

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Hal Kassoff
Administrator

FROM: Neil J. Pedersen, Director O“ﬁb D T dtan~
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

SUBJECT: Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114

RE: STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR ADMINISTRATOR'S APPROVAL

The Project Planning Division has completed project planning
studies for the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange, specifi-
cally the ramp from northbound Connecticut Avenue (now via
Kensington Parkway) to eastbound Beltway I-4S5.

These studies have concluded that the Build Alternative,
consisting of the relocation of this ramp from Kensington Parkway
to Connecticut Avenue with modifications, is the preferred
alternative. This recommendation is shown in the attached
report.

The recommended alternative was presented at a Combined
Location/Design Public Hearing on November 16, 1987. Subsequent
to the Hearing, SHA representatives presented this project to the
Montgomery County Planning Board on several different occasions,
each of which provided the public an additional opportunity for
offering comments. This project recommendation is supported by
the Planning Board and the Montgomery County Delegation.

Neighborhoods along Kensington Parkway support the Build
Alternative because of the relief it offers from interstate
traffic on their residential street; neighborhoods along
Connecticut Avenue support the No-Build Alternative because of
the increased vehicular and truck traffic which will result from
relocating the ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut

Avenue.
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My telephone number is (301) 333-1110

Teletypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Maryland Department of Transportation Secretary
State Highway Administration Hal Kassoff
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Richard H. Trainor



-2~

There are no significant environmental impacts associated
with this project. To the extent feasible, all improvements in
conjunction with the ramp relocation project will be made within
existing State Highway Administration right- of-way and within
existing curbs wherever possible. At such point that the project
may move toward construction, we will consider requests from the
owners of the four residences on the east side of Connecticut
Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and the Beltway interchange,
whose only access is onto Connecticut Avenue, to have their
residences purchased at fair market value. The purchases would
be on a purely voluntary basis and would not include any
reimbursement for relocation expenses. Noise walls or berms are
not recommended for the project. Landscaping will be included in
the final design of the project.

The current cost estimate for this project is $3.75 million
for the interchange and other associated construction items.

The attached Team Recommendation Report has received the
concurrence of the Project Planning Team. We do not believe that
a formal recommendation meeting is required, therefore, we are
requesting your concurrence on the contents of this report and
selection of the Build Alternative.
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I concur with the team recommendation and hereby select the
Build Alternative for the reconstruction of the I-495/Connecticut
Avenue interchange. 9{?

concum;z /C é // | M/‘ /K/:(

Hal Kassoff Date .

Administrator . ; , §Lb4\h ﬁq/ J¢5;74;
rs $ vt + ,
NJP/ih X f(/u\l\v{:: s ot o Wy Doy g

cc: Distribution List Mr. Thomas Hicks
Mr. Bob B. Myers Mr. John Bruck 2/(
Mr. Robert D. Douglass Ms. Angela Hawkins .
Mr. Earle S. Freedman Mr. John H. Grauer
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr. Mr. Charles Adanms
Mr. James K. Gatley Ms. Cynthia D. Simpson
Mr. Anthony M. Capizzi Mr. Robert J. Finck
I-2



INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NO. M 600-101-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

II. 8SUMMARY & COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Decision by State Highway Administration

The State Highway Administration (SHA) has decided to seek
Location Approval for the relocation of the northbound to
eastbound I-495 ramp in the Connecticut Avenue/Capital
Beltway interchange from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue (see Figure S-1). This action will remove all
Interstate ramp traffic from Kensington Parkway.

At the time the Beltway was originally built, ramp
connections to Kensington Parkway were constructed as a
compromise due to adjacent residential development and
Rock Creek Park. In recognition of the inappropriateness
of a major Interstate ramp connection onto a residential
neighborhood street, the State Highway Administration in
1981 removed the off-ramp connection with a direct ramp
connection to Connecticut Avenue. The current decision
by SHA will result in the removal of the other major
Beltway ramp movement that was required to use Kensington
Parkway.

Description of Selected Build Alternative

(see Figure 1 and Section III B)

Construct left turn Ramp Bl, relocate EB I-495 to NB
Connecticut Avenue traffic to Ramp Bl, and close loop Ramp
C. Signalize intersection with Connecticut Avenue (2-
phase signal).

Construct Ramp N-E, relocate NB Connecticut Avenue (via
Kensington Parkway) to EB I-495 traffic onto Ramp N-E, and
close Ramp H.

OPTION B The design of the EB I-495 to SB Connecticut

Avenue Ramp B connection will be reviewed to
determine if a modified connection can be
made to reduce traffic speed and provide an
improved merge onto SB Connecticut Avenue.
These modifications would be constructed
within existing right-of-way and would result
in the beneficial impact of shifting ramp
traffic further away from residential areas.

IT-1



Actions to Address Concerns Raised Through the study Process

1.

To the extent feasible, all improvements in conjunction
with the ramp relocation project will be made within
existing State Highway Administration (SHA) rights-of-
way and within existing curbs wherever possible. Based
upon the existing level of analysis, no additional right-
of-way is expected to be required for the improvements.

A landscaping plan for the Connectlcut Avenue median and
other areas within the project limits will be developed
and incorporated into the construction project.

At such point that the project may move toward construc-
tion, SHA will consider requests from the owners of the
four residences on the east side of Connecticut Avenue
between Jones Bridge Road and the Beltway interchange
whose only access is onto Connecticut Avenue (house
numbers 8905, 8907, 8909 and 8911) to have their resi-
dences purchased at fair market wvalue. The purchases
would be on a purely voluntary basis and would not
include any reimbursement for relocation expenses.

When the project enters the design phase, SHA will
investigate the feasibility, cost, and impact of con-
structing a sidewalk along the east side of Connecticut
Avenue. Based upon the existing level of analysis, if
the sidewalk is constructed it could be constructed
within the existing right-of-way. Coordination with the
County and adjacent property owners will be made before
making a decision on whether or not to construct such a
sidewalk.

A raised median will be retained along Connecticut Avenue
between Jones Bridge Road and the I-495 Beltway inter-
change. This median will accommodate median plantings
and northbound left turns into Woodlawn Road.

All existing traffic movements will be retained in the
existing Jones Bridge Road/Connecticut Avenue/Kensington
Parkway intersection, including the Kensington Parkway
leg. SB Connecticut Avenue traffic lanes will be shifted
to use the abandoned left turn lanes and provide three
SB through lanes and a SB right turn into WB Jones Bridge
Road.

SHA will request that Montgomery County consider install-
ing a traffic signal at the intersection of Spring Valley
Road and Jones Bridge Road. This traffic signal would
be coordinated with the signal at Connecticut Avenue and
Jones Bridge Road and would be installed in order to
facilitate movements out of the Chevy Chase Valley
community.

Other than normal maintenance or safety improvements, no
widening is planned on Connecticut Avenue south of Jones
Bridge Road.

II-2
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1-495 (CAPITAL BELTWAY) & 1 :
CONNECTICUT AVENUE INTERCHANGE Oecember, éﬁiﬁ
Montgomery County, Maryland
Table S: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES
COMBINEO LOCATION/OESIGN PUBLIC HEARING OPTIONS A THRU G
A B C D E F G Selected
Reconstruct .
2-1ane connection NB Conn. Ave. | 4th lane 4th lane Oriveway Conn. Ave./ Build
No- Build | from Kensington Ramp B & double|to EB 1-495 Southbound | Northbound [ mitigation | Jones Bridge Road/ .
. Build Alt. | Pkwy. to Conn.Ave, | right turn @ via left along along along NB Kensington Pkwy. Alternative
COMPARISON FACTOR Alt. (westbound only) Conn. Ave. turn to Ramp D | Conn. Ave. | Conn. Ave. |Conn. Ave. ] intersection
1. Socio-Economic Impacts
a. Properties Affected 0 0 1 0 7 10 12 10 2 0
b. Private Residential 0 0 0.4 ac. 0 0.2 ac. 0.3 ac. 0.4 ac. 0.3 ac. 1.9 ac. 0
Property Required
c. Residences Oisplaced 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(see note 3 page 11-2)
d. Businesses Oisplaced 0 0 (dentist's office 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
at above resid.)
2. Woodlands Required 0 0.1 ac. 0.2 ac. 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 ac. 0.1 ac.
-
-4 | 3. Year 2010 Level of Traffic Service, (ranging from ‘A' best to 'F' worst),
] [ratios in parentheses represent the volume to capacity ratio; level of service data for the Build Options A thru G assume Build Alt. in place)
w
a. Signalized intersection of Connecticut Avenue and 1-495 interchange ramp
AM - Peak Hour - £(0.96) E (0.92) F (1.06) F (1.06) E (0.96) E (0.96) E (0.96) E (0.96) E (0.96)
PM - Peak Hour - €(0.80) F (1.14) ¢ (0.80) E (0.92) € (0.80) C (0.76) € (0.80) € (0.80) € (0.80)
b. Signalized intersection of Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway
w SB w/o SB
Ken.P, Ken.P,
AM - Peak Hour F(1.25) F(1.36) F (1.25) F (1.36) F (1.36) F (1.36) F (1.36) F (1.36) F(1.20) F(1.18) F (1.36)
PM - Peak Hour F(1.37) F(1.47) F (1.37) F (1.47) F (1.47) F (1.47) F (1.47) F (1.47) F(1.28) F(1.18) F (1.47)
¢. Weaving section along eastbound 1-435 between loop ramps at Connecticut Avenue
M- P H . . - . s ;. weavin
PM - P::t Hgﬂ: £ elvz?:gted weaving section eliminated E weaving section eliminated eliminatgd
d. Merging section on eastbound T 4925 at mcrge frem northbound Connecticut Avenue.
AM - Peak Hour c C [« C - [« C . c c c
PM - Peak Hour F(1.19) D D D - 0 0 0 D 0
4, Estimated Costs (Millions 1987 5; (millions 1989 $)
a. Engineering - $0.27 $0.06 $0.04 $0.08 $0.05 $0.06 $0.02 $0.14 $0.40
b. Right-of-Way - 0 0.33 0 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.46 1.31
c. Construction - 2.56 0.55 0.35 0.77 0.42 0.59 0.19 1.33 2.04
TOTAL None $2.83 $0.94 $0.39 $0.90 $0.54 $0.75 $0.28 $1.93 $3.75
Table S:
Summary of Alternatives

pem—
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NO. M 600-101-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

III. SUMMARY OF ACTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. BACKGROUND

1. Project location

The project study area includes the 0.6 mile portion of the
Capital Beltway (Interstate Route 495) which also encompasses the
interchange with Maryland Route 185 (Connecticut Avenue); and the
0.5 mile portion of Maryland Route 185 from I-495 to Jones Bridge
Road in Montgomery County, Maryland (see Fig. S-1). The project
study area south of I-495 is prlmarlly residential communities. The
Village of North Chevy Chase is located east of Connecticut Avenue:
the Chevy Chase Valley Neighborhood is located west of Connecticut
Avenue. Rock Creek Park borders I-495 and the project study area
to the north.

Existing Connecticut Avenue is a 6-lane divided arterial
highway. Kensington Parkway is a 3-lane collector street. Jones
Bridge Road is 2 to 3-lanes east of Connecticut Avenue and 4-lanes
west of Connecticut Avenue.

The Cap1ta1 Beltway (I-495 and I-95) is the single, most
important highway in the Washington Metropolitan Area. Classified
as an Urban Interstate Highway, it encircles Washington, D.C. at
an average distance of about eight miles from the center of the
City. The western portion of the Beltway, which is designated as
I-495, and the eastern portion of the Beltway, which is designated
as I-95, consists of 6, 8 and 10-lane sections. The original 6-
lane section within the project study area was recently
reconstructed to increase traffic safety and provide an 8-lane
section. The Capital Beltway has 25 exits in Maryland and 14 exits
in Virginia.

2. Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to evaluate options for the
removal of all Interstate oriented traffic from Kensington Parkway
as it passes through the Village of North Chevy Chase. In addition
to evaluating the No-Build Alternative, a Build Alternative and
Build Options A through G were developed to address the following
traffic operational and design issues:

° interstate bound "through" traffic on Kensington Parkway, a
local road;

° short weaving distance along eastbound I-495 between the loop
ramps at the Connecticut Avenue interchange;

o number of entrances (two) and exits (two) along eastbound I-
495;

III-1



° continued over-capacity operations at the five legged Connec-
ticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway intersection;

° increased traffic volumes on Connecticut Avenue south of I-495;

® pedestrian safety along Connecticut Avenue, Kensington Parkway
and Jones Bridge Road;

° bus transit service;

° "cut-through" traffic in the residential community west of
Connecticut Avenue and north of Jones Bridge Road; and,

° residential impacts.

3. Project History

Following execution of an Inter-Agency Agreement in 1963
by the State Roads Commission (now the Maryland State Highway
Administration, SHA), the Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCP&PC), and the National Capital Planning
Commission (NCPC), detailed design and right-of-way acquisition
were initiated for the section of the Capital Beltway through Rock
Creek Park. Constructed along portions of the then Inter-County
Belt Parkway, the Rock Creek portion of I-495 contained less than
desirable geometric design features. It was, however, accepted by
all agencies as a compromise which permitted Beltway construction
with minimum damage to Rock Creek Park and the adjacent residences.
Because the Inter-County Belt Parkway (extending between Wisconsin
and Connecticut Avenues) included a substandard interchange at
Connecticut Avenue, a new interchange configuration was developed
as a part of the I-495 project. The proximity of adjacent residen-
ces and Rock Creek Park, however, resulted in the I-495/Connecticut
Avenue interchange containing two major design compromises. These
compromises required the use of a section of Kensington Parkway
from the 5-legged intersection with Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge
Road/Kensington Parkway north to I-495 as the 1link for the
following two ramps.

o westbound I-495 to southbound Connecticut Avenue exit
loop ramp; and,

o northbound Connecticut Avenue to eastbound I-495
entrance ramp.

Almost since the opening of I-495, the Village of North
Chevy Chase has urged the State Highway Administration to remove
Interstate oriented traffic from Kensington Parkway, which is a
local road. In 1981, the exit loop ramp for westbound I-495
traffic to southbound Connecticut Avenue was removed from Ken-
sington Parkway and relocated to a signalized at-grade intersection
with Connecticut Avenue. Removal of this loop ramp reduced traffic
volumes on Kensington Parkway and improved the operation of the 5-
legged Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway
intersection.

In conjunction with 1local citizen representatives and
representatives of M-NCP&PC, the State Highway Administration has
evaluated several improvement options to remove all Interstate
oriented traffic from Kensington Parkway.

IITI-2



B. ALTERNATIVES

1. Alternatives Considered

a. Existing Facility

The existing facility has a number of geometric and
operational deficiencies. With reference to Figure 1, these
deficiencies are as follows:

[ Ramp H:

In addition to poor visibility for drivers
approaching the ramp from Kensington Parkway
(caused in part by trees and other obstruc-
tions), the sharp geometrics of the first curve
along the ramp proper result in drivers being
forced to turn quickly to stay between the
curbs. Visibility at the merge point with I-
495 is also less than desirable.

e I-495 Weave:

The entrance-exit ramp combination along
eastbound I-495 (existing loop Ramps D and C)
results in a weaving traffic operational
problem along the interstate highway.

o Southbound Connecticut Avenue:

The steady flow of traffic along Connecticut
Avenue south of the Beltway results in
considerable delay for residents attempting to
exit their driveways.

™ Northbound Connecticut Avenue:
The steady flow of traffic in this direction
on Connecticut Avenue south of I-495 also

results in delay for adjacent residents.

° Kensington Parkway:

Use of the 2 and 3-lane wide portions of
Kensington Parkway for interstate oriented
traffic is an inappropriate use of a local
road.

III-3



® Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington
Parkway intersection:

The complexity and number of traffic movements
as well as high traffic volumes at this
intersection result in considerable traffic
delays.

b. No-Build

The No-Build Alternative would not alter the existing
I-495 and Connecticut Avenue interchange ramps nor the use of
Kensington Parkway as a connection between Connecticut Avenue and
eastbound I-495. Normal maintenance activities would continue to
be provided along the State and County routes. Because the Village
of North Chevy Chase residential community has jurisdictional
control of Kensington Parkway between Connecticut Avenue and I-495,
these residents would continue to be involved with maintenance for
the Parkway.

¢. Build

The Build Alternative proposed to relocate the existing
entrance ramp to eastbound I-495 from Kensington Parkway to a
direct connection from Connecticut Avenue. The Build Alternative
as presented at the Public Hearing and discussed in the
Environmental Assessment consisted of the following elements:

® Ramp H (Kensington Parkway to eastbound I-495)
would be closed and the existing ramp pavement and
directional signing removed. The ramp area would
be landscaped.

° Loop Ramp C (eastbound 1I-495 to northbound
Connecticut Avenue) would be <closed and the
existing ramp pavement and directional signing
removed. Because this area would be used for a new
ramp, the area would be regraded to support new
roadway pavement.

[ Existing Ramp B .(eastbound I-495 to southbound
Connecticut Avenue) would be reconstructed to
provide a new direct connection with Connecticut
Avenue by adding a 2-lane wide left turn lane to
accommodate traffic desiring to proceed north on
Connecticut Avenue. The intersection of new Ramp
B would be signalized at Connecticut Avenue. The
two-lane portion of new Ramp B would extend west
along Ramp B for a sufficient distance to prevent
traffic queues from affecting the Capital Beltway
and allow the existing Ramp B movement to south-
bound Connecticut Avenue to flow freely. This
consolidated eastbound I-495 exit would function
much like the recently consolidated westbound I-
495 exit. New directional signing would be
provided.

ITT-4

=
-



® A new ramp (Ramp N-E) directly connecting north-
bound Connecticut Avenue to eastbound I-495 would
be constructed in the area currently occupied by
loop Ramp C. This new Ramp N-E would begin with a
30 MPH exit curve from Connecticut Avenue and
transition to 40 MPH and 50 MPH design speeds as
it approaches and then connects with eastbound I-
495. An acceleration lane would be provided to
permit smooth traffic merges (this acceleration
lane would extend across the widened eastbound I-
495 bridge over Kensington Parkway and tie into the
existing Ramp H acceleration lane). Landscaping
would be provided in the area between this new ramp
and Inverness Drive. Directional signing would be
provided and trucks would be permitted to use this
ramp.

° Kensington Parkway immediately north of Jones
Bridge Road would be reconfigured to be only
northbound (i.e. "in"); the existing southbound
movement would be closed. Traffic currently using
this movement would be required to use the Beach
Drive connection between Kensington Parkway and
Connecticut Avenue north of I-495.

Build Options A through G (as presented at the Public
Hearing and discussed in the Environmental Assessment)

Option A: This Option proposes the construction of
a 2-lane, l1-way roadway between Kensington
Parkway and Connecticut Avenue (for traffic
desiring to continue south on Connecticut
Avenue). This new roadway would be curbed
along both sides, and located between the
new Connecticut Avenue to eastbound I-495
ramp and Inverness Drive. A median opening
would be provided on Connecticut Avenue.
The intersection with Connecticut Avenue
would be signalized. Only left turns onto
southbound Connecticut Avenue would be
permitted. Landscaping would be provided.

Option B: This option proposes to shift the existing
Ramp B (eastbound I-495 to southbound
Connecticut Avenue) merge point with
Connecticut Avenue north approximately 250-
feet and provide a 2-lane wide right turn
movement. The new roadway would be curbed
on the left and right sides. An existing
portion of Ramp B near Connecticut Avenue
would be removed and the disturbed area
landscaped. This option would provide
additional gaps for vehicles desiring to
enter southbound Connecticut Avenue from
driveways or the side streets.
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Option C:

Option D:

Option E:

Option F:

Option G:

This option proposes to accommodate the
northbound Connecticut Avenue to eastbound
I-495 movement with a double left turn from
the median of Connecticut Avenue along a
new "stub" connection to a widened 1loop
Ramp D (southbound Connecticut Avenue to
eastbound I-495). This new intersection
would be signal controlled. Northbound
Connecticut Avenue would be "bowed out" to
the east to accommodate the double 1left
turn lane in the median. Directional
signing would be provided and trucks would
be permitted to use this ramp. (This option
would replace new Ramp N-E proposed with
the Build Alternative and precludes Option
A).

This option provides a 4th southbound lane
along Connecticut Avenue from the I-495
1nterchange to Jones Bridge Road. Traffic
in this 4th lane would be required to turn
right at Jones Bridge Road.

This option provides a 4th northbound lane
along Connecticut Avenue from Jones Bridge
Road to new Ramp N-E. Traffic in this 4th
lane would be required to turn right at
Ramp N-E. Special design considerations
would be required for several of the
existing driveway connections.

This option provides driveway mitigation
measures along a portion of northbound
Connecticut Avenue (10-foot wide shoulder
lane). This additional lane would not be
a full 4th lane; it would only extend in
front of the residences along the east side
of Connecticut Avenue (in essence, only
connecting these drlveways) This 1lane
would not connect with Ramp N-E. NOTE:
Options E and F are mutually exclusive.

This option provides for the full recon-
struction of the Connecticut Avenue/Jones
Bridge Road/Ken51ngton Parkway intersection
to provide 5 eastbound Jones Bridge Road
lanes (double left, 2 lanes through, free-
right turn) and 3 1anes on westbound Jones
Bridge Road (shared lanes for double rights
and 2 lanes through, no lefts). This
option has been evaluated both with and
without the southbound Kensington Parkway
movement.

ITI-6
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e. Selected Build Alternative

The Selected Build Alternative consists of relocating
the existing northbound Connecticut Avenue to eastbound I-495
entrance ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. This
action will remove all Interstate ramp traffic from Kensington
Parkway. This action will also relocate the eastbound to northbound
movement so it will be made via a left turn movement from the ramp
in the southwest quadrant of the interchange.

In order to address as many of the concerns which had
been raised through the study process as possible, the following
actions will be taken:

All movements will be retained in the existing
Jones Bridge Road/Connecticut Avenue intersection,
including the Kensington Parkway leg.

To the extent feasible, all improvements in
conjunction with the ramp relocation project will
be made within existing State Highway Administra-
tion right-of-way; and within existing curbs
wherever possible.

The proposed "Green Road" connection between
Kensington Parkway and Connecticut Avenue (Option
A) will not be constructed.

The design of the eastbound I-495 to southbound
Connecticut Avenue exit ramp connection in the
Beltway interchange will be reviewed to determine
if a modified connection can be made to reduce
traffic speed and provide an improved merge onto
Connecticut Avenue (Option B).

Other than normal maintenance or safety improve-
ments, no widening is planned on Connecticut Avenue
south of Jones Bridge Road.

A raised median will be retained along Connecticut
Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and the Beltway
interchange which will accommodate northbound left
turns into Woodlawn Road and will accommodate
median plantings.

SHA will request that Montgomery County consider
installing a traffic signal at the intersection of
Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road. This
traffic signal would be coordinated with the signal
at Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road and
would be installed in order to facilitate movements
out of the Chevy Chase Valley community.
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e At such point that the project may move toward
construction, SHA will consider requests from the
owners of the four residences on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and
the Beltway interchange whose only access is onto
Connecticut Avenue (addresses 8905, 8907, 8909,
and 8911) to have their residences purchased at
fair market value. The purchases would be on a
purely voluntary basis and would not include any
reimbursement for relocation expenses.

® When the project enters the design phase, the need
and cost of constructing a sidewalk along the east
side of Connecticut Avenue will be evaluated. This
effort will involve coordination with the County
and adjacent property owners before a decision is
made on whether or not to construct such a
sidewalk. Based upon the existing 1level of
analysis, if the sidewalk is constructed it could
be constructed within the existing right-of-way.

° A landscaping plan will be incorporated into the
roadway construction project.

2. Service Characteristics of Selected Build Alternative
a. Traffic

Currently, there are 10,500 daily vehicles which now
utilize Kensington Parkway to connect from northbound Connecticut
Avenue to eastbound I-495. This daily volume represents 530
vehicles in the morning peak-hour, 1,290 vehicles in the: evening
peak-hour and the remaining vehicles throughout the balance of the
day and night.

Existing and projected year 2010 traffic data for key
links on the highway and street network in the project area are
presented on Figures 4, 5, and 6. AM and PM peak hour traffic
volumes are indicated. While annual traffic growth rates are
relatively low, traffic volumes are projected to increase by
approximately 20 percent along I-495, Connecticut Avenue and Jones
Bridge Road by the year 2010 (comparing Figure 4 traffic volumes
with Figure 5 traffic volumes). Review of the data relevant to
this project should focus on the volume of traffic estimated to use
northbound Kensington Parkway to access I-495 eastbound in the year
2010 (see Figure 5, link number 5); 12,300 vehicles per day; 620
vehicles per AM peak hour; 1,510 vehicles per PM peak hour. With
the Build Alternative (Figure 6), this traffic would be diverted
to Connecticut Avenue, resulting in 37,300 vehicles per day on
northbound Connecticut Avenue in the year 2010 (see link number
10): 1,595 vehicles per AM peak hour and 4,070 vehicles per PM peak
hour. This is an increase of 12,300 vehicles per day over the No-
Build in the year 2010 (620 vehicles per AM peak hour and 1,510
vehicles per PM peak hour).
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BMD>RTE100/CHARTS /TRAFFIC1.DWG

PROJECT MAP

EXISTING TRAFFIC DATA

Average AM PM
Daily Peak Hour Peak Hour
Location Traffic Traffic Traffic
( ol data one—way Volume Volume Volume
except where noted.) (vehicles per day ) | (vehicles per hour ) | (vehicles per hour )
1 76,700 5,250 4,470
2 5,600 590 170
3 3,800 320 450
4 5,100 290 270
5 10,500 530 1,290
6 80,300 5,220 5,770
7 22,800 2,650 1,090
8 22,800 860 2,170
9 31,600 3,180 1,290
10 21,100 830 2,160
11 31,600 3,180 1,290
12 21,100 830 2,160
13 27,000 2,660 1,330
14 26,000 1,040 2,800
15 mo-wr 180 15 20
16 rwo-war 175 15 20
17 rwo-war 140 5 20
18 1,500 110 40
19 13,900 635 1,465
20 12,500 1,400 500
21 13,300 490 1,580
22 8,200 885 525
23 6.100 180 780

|-495 (Capital Beltway) &
Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study

EXISTING TRAFFIC DATA

Maryland State Highway Administration

Scale: 1"=400" | December, 1989 | Figure
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BMD>RTE100/CHARTS /TRAFFIC2.0WG

PROJECT MAP

- - — — — - Average . AM PM -
Daily | Peak Hour Peak Hour
Location Traffic Traffic Traffic
( dll data one—way Volume Volume Volume
except where noted.) (vehicles per day )' | (vehicles per hour ) | (vehicles per hour )
1 78,300,/89,600 5,370/6,140 4,560,/5,220
2 5,700 /6,500 610 /690 170 /200
3 3,800/4,400 320 /360 450 /530
4 5,200 /6,000 300 /340 270/320
S 10,700 /12,300 540/620 1,810 /1,510
6 81,900 /93,800 | 5,820,/6,090 5,880 /6,740
7 23,300 /27,000 2,700 /3,140 1,120 /1,300
8 28,300 /27,000 880/1,020 2,220/2,590
9 32,300 /87,400 3,250/3,770 1,820 /1,530
10 21,600/25,000 840 /980 2,210 /2,560
n 32,300/87,400 3,250 /3,770 1,320 /1,530
12 21,600,/25,000 840 /980 2,210 /2,560
13 27,600 /32,000 2,720 /3,150 1,360/1,570
14 26,600/30.800 1,060 /1,230 2,840 /3,280
15 mo-war 180 /180 15 /15 20/20
16 mo-war 175/175 15 /15 20 /20
17 rwowar 140 /140 5/5 20/20
18 1,500 /1,800 110 /130 40 /50
19 14,200 /16,500 650 /750 1,480 /1,725
20 12,800 /14,800 1,430 /1,660 510 /595
21 13,600 /15,800 500/580 1,615 /1,885
22 8,400 /9,700 905 /1,045 535/625
23 6,200 /7,200 185 /215 790 /920

NO—BUILD TRAFFIC DATA (YEARS 1990,/2010)

1D

|-495 (Capital Beltway) &

Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study

NO—BUILD TRAFFIC DATA
(1990 /2010)

Maryland Slate Highway Administration

Scale: 1"=400’

December, 1989

Figure
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PARSONS ST.
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JONES’ S“ﬂ

PROJECT MAP

BUILD TRAFFIC DATA

( YEARS 1990/2010 )

Average i S _AM . _}. - PM_ .} - w -
- - T T ~ Daily | Peak Hour Peak Hour 3\
Location Traffic Traffic Traffic
( all data one—way Volume } Volume Volume
except where noted.) (vehicles per day ) /| (vehicles per hour ) | (vehicles per hour )
1 78.300,/89,600 | 5,370/6,140 4,560 /5,220
2 5,700,/6,500 610 /690 170 /200
3 3,800 /4,400 | 320 /360 450 /530
4 5,200/6,000 300 /340 270 /320
5 10,700 /12,300 | 540,/620 1,310 /1.510
6 81,900 /93,800 | 5,320 /6,090 5,880,/6,740
7 23,300 /27,000 | 2,470/2,880 1,120,/1,340
8 23,300 /27,000 880 /1,015 2,220 /2,590
9 33,600 /39,000 | 3.350,/3,890 1,350 /1,570
10 32,300 /37,300 1,380 /1,595 3,520/4,070
1 33,600 /39,000 3,350 /3,890 1,350 /1,570
12 32,300 /37,300 | 1,380 /1,695 3,520 /4,070
13 27,600 /32,000 || 2,720/38,150 1,360 /1,570
14 26,600 /30,800 || 1,060 /1,230 2,840 /3,280
15 mowar 180,180 | 15 /15 20 /20
16 mwo-war 175,175 | 15 /15 20 /20
17 rwowar 140 /140 | 5/5 20 /20
18 1,500 /1,800 110 /130 40/50
19 3,500 /4,200 110 /130 170 /215
20 12,800 /14,800 | 1,430 /1,660 510 /595
21 13,600 /15,800 | 500 /580 1,615 /1,885
29 8,500 /9,800 910 /1,050 540 /630
23 6,100,/7,100 180 /215 785 /915

|-495 (Capital Beltway) &
Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study

BUILD TRAFFIC DATA

1990 /2010

Maryland Stafe Highwey Administration

Scale: 1"=400’

December, 1989

Figure 6




Trucks are currently permitted on I-495, Connecticut
Avenue and Jones Bridge- Road, but are prohibited on Kensington
Parkway. A survey of truck traffic volumes on major highways in
the vicinity of the project area was conducted (trucks have been
defined for this analysis as having 6 or more wheels). On the basis
of this truck traffic data survey, an analysis of additional trucks
anticipated to use new Ramp N-E from northbound Connecticut Avenue
to eastbound I-495 was made. Alternative existing access points to
I-495 were monitored, and the number of trucks that could be
expected to divert from these existing routes to the new Ramp N-E
on to eastbound I-495 was determined. Between now and the design
year 2010, truck volumes are projected to increase by approximately
18 percent. In the design year, an additional 170 to 370 trucks
per day are estimated to be diverted to northbound Connecticut
Avenue as a direct result of new Ramp N-E (many of these "new -
diverted" trucks are already and illegally using Kensington
Parkway) .

Based on current analysis techniques, the quality of
traffic flow was calculated at the locations indicated below. These
levels of traffic service range from "A" best to "F" worst and
represent measures of delay and congestion experienced by drivers.

TABLE 1: EXISTING TRAFFIC LEVELS OF SERVICE
AM PM
Location Peak-Hour Peak-Hour

Signalized intersection of Connecticut F F
Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington
Parkway
Diverge on eastbound I-495 at ramp to D c
southbound Connecticut Avenue
Traffic merge/diverge ("traffic weave") E E
on eastbound I-495 at Connecticut Avenue
Merge on eastbound I-495 at ramp from D F
northbound Kensington parkway

As indicated, traffic levels of service are relatively poor during
the peak periods within the study area.

A major concern of study area residents both east and
west of Connecticut avenue has been the volume of cut-through
traffic in their communities. Because all of these residential
streets are narrow, residential safety is a major concern. To
reduce this cut through traffic, the Village of North Chevy Chase
has closed several intersections in their community to physically
eliminate the majority of this problem. Except for the very high
volumes of traffic using Kensington Parkway through this community
to access the Beltway, no other significant problems have been
identified by this community.
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In the residential area west of Connecticut Avenue,
turn prohibition signs are located at the following locations. All
prohibitions are for the 7 to 9 AM peak period.

southbound Connecticut Avenue at Woodlawn Road
southbound Connecticut Avenue at Montrose Drive
southbound Connecticut Avenue at Parsons Road
northbound Connecticut Avenue at Woodlawn Road

The results of a survey to assess this problem during both the 7
to 9 AM Peak and the 4 to 6 PM Peak, are noted below.

EXISTING CUT-THROUGH TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Southbound Connecticut Avenue

FROM A
TO
Time Period B [ Total

AM Peak
(7 to 9) 5 4 9

PM Peak
(4 to 6) 12 1 13

Eastbound/Westbound Jones Eridge Road

FROM D | FROM E
TO TO
Time Period | F G F G Total

AM Peak
(7 to 9) 0 3 0 0 3

PM Peak
(4 to 6) 15 0 1 0 16
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The Selected Build Alternative would shift the
Interstate destined traffic away from Kensington Parkway and to
Connecticut Avenue.

Residents in the residential community west of
Connecticut Avenue have strongly expressed their concern that
construction of Ramp N-E would result in significant increases in
the volumes of PM traffic cutting through their community to avoid
the traffic signal at Jones Bridge Road/Connecticut Avenue/Kensing-
ton Parkway i.e. eastbound Jones Bridge Road, left on Spring Valley
Road, right on Woodlawn Road and left on northbound Connecticut
Avenue to Ramp N-E. The Selected Build Alternative would not
contribute to increased cut-through traffic through this
neighborhood. However, if a solution is needed, then turn
prohibition signs at Woodlawn Road/Connecticut Avenue would reduce
this problem to the few drivers who would make this movement
illegally.

A total of 10 homes are located along the west side of
Connecticut Avenue between the I-495 interchange ramps and Jones
Bridge Road; 5 driveways connect with Connecticut Avenue. A survey
of traffic gaps observed during the morning peak period 7 AM to 9
AM in the right-hand curb lane on southbound Connecticut Avenue
indicated that there are very few gaps of 5 or more seconds,
approximately 3 percent, available for drivers to enter Connecticut
Avenue. For these homes with a driveway connection, entering or
leaving their driveways is often a difficult experience during peak
periods. The Build Alternative would slightly increase traffic
past these driveways; however, the new traffic signals proposed
with the Selected Build Alternative would provide more gaps in the
traffic flow and thus allow drivers to enter Connecticut Avenue.

Driveway access for residents along the east side of
Connecticut Avenue (a total of 7 driveways) is a concern. The
Selected Build Alternative would increase traffic in front of these
homes.

Three of these 7 homes have a second means of access
via Kensington Parkway. The remaining 4 homes will be offered the
option of having their homes purchased at fair market price value
when the project is constructed.

A total of 42 pedestrians were observed on the westside
of Connecticut Avenue between Woodlawn Road and Parsons Road during
a 12-hour period. Pedestrian considerations will be included in
the final design phase; these measures could include signal timing,
pedestrian crosswalks and the possibility of constructing a
sidewalk along the east side of Connecticut Avenue to improve
pedestrian safety.

ITT-11
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The effect that the Selected Build Alternative would
have on transit service on Kensington parkway was examined.
Because there are no changes in the existing roadway configurations
at the five legged Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington
Parkway intersection, both the Metrobus Routes L6 and L7 and the
Route 33 Ride-on bus would continue to operate as at present.

b. Transit

c. Safety

Introduction

An accident analysis has been prepared for portions of
I-495, Connecticut Avenue and the I-495/Connecticut Avenue/Kensing-
ton Parkway interchange. This analysis included all reported
accidents which occurred from 1983 through 1986.

I-495 Study Area

I-495, from 0.4 mile west of Connecticut Avenue to 0.1
mile east of Kensington Parkway, experienced an average accident
rate of 134 accidents per one-hundred million vehicle miles of
travel (100mvm) during the four year study period of 1983 through
1986. This rate is above the statewide average rate of 71
acc/100mvm for similar highways now under state maintenance.

A total of 247 accidents were reported within the study
limits during the four year period. The accident cost to the
motoring and general public resulting from these accidents is
estimated at approximately $820,000/100mvm. These accidents are
listed below in Table 2 by severity, indicating number of fatali-
ties, injuries and property damage accidents.

TABLE 2: I-495 ACCIDENT SEVERITY
STATEWIDE
AVERAGE
SEVERITY 1983} 1984 | 1985] 1986 | TOTAL RATE RATE
Fatal Accidents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7
# Killed 0 0 0 0 0 —-——- —-——
Injury Accidents 20 32 30 43 125 68.0% 34.8
# Injured 40 45 52 83 220 -— -—
Prop. Dam., Acc, 31 26 26 39 122 66.3*% 35.8
Total Accidents 51 58 56 82 247 134.3% 71.3
* Higher Than Statewide Average Rate

The collision types experienced on I-495 within the
study limits, in comparison to the statewide average rates for this
type of highway are as shown in Table 3.
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TABLE 3: I-495 ACCIDENT TYPES

NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS STATEWIDE
COLLISION TYPE 1983-1986 RATE AVERAGE RATE
Angle 1 0.5 0.7
Rear-end 109 59.3% 22.8
Fixed Object v 44 ] 23.9% 17.0
Sideswipe 44 23.9% 12.8
Parked Veh. 5 2.7 2.8
Other 34 18.5 13.8

* Higher Than Statewide Average Rate

The accident rates for the rear-end, sideswipe and
fixed object collisions were above the statewide average rates.
Rear-end and sideswipe accidents on a facility such as this are
mainly associated with congestion and weaving conflicts. Of the
total 44 fixed object accidents:

- 29 occurred on the westbound roadway

- 27 occurred on the left side (median side) of
the roadway

- 23 occurred during the hours of darkness

- 15 involved vehicles hitting the guardrail

- 9 1involved vehicles hitting an embankment

- 8 1involved vehicles running into a ditch

Truck vehicles accounted for 7.9 percent of the total
vehicles involved in accidents which is above the expected range
of values since trucks comprised 5.8 percent of the vehicular
traffic volumes. Also, trucks were involved in 15 percent of the
total accidents.

There was one High Accident Section within the study
limits; I-495 from 0.3 mile west of Connecticut Avenue to Ken-
sington Parkway (1983-41 acc, 1984-43 acc, 1985-45 acc, 1986-69
acc).

Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185)

Connecticut Avenue, from I-495 to Jones Bridge Road,
experienced an average accident rate of 264 acc/100mvm during the
four year study period. This rate is below the statewide average
rate of 356 acc/l1o0mvm for similar highways now under state
maintenance.

A total of 97 accidents were reported within the study
limits during the study period. The accident cost to the motoring
and general public resulting from these accidents is estimated at
approximately $1.5 million/100mvm. These accidents are listed below
in Table 4 by severity, indicating number of fatalities, injuries
and property damage accidents.
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TABLE 4: CONNECTICUT AVENUE ACCIDENT SEVERITY
STATEWIDE
AVERAGE
SEVERITY 1983 | 1984 | 1985] 1986} TOTAL RATE RATE
Fatal Accidents 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.2
# Killed 0 0 0 0 0 ——— ——
Injury Accidents 12 12 12 10 46 | 125.4 191.6
# Injured 20 17 14 13 64 -—- -—-
Prop. Dam. Acc. 12 10 19 10 51 139.0 161.7
Total Accidents 24 22 31 20 97 264.3 355.5

The collision types experienced on Connecticut Avenue
within the study limits, in comparison to the statewide average rates
for this type of highway are as shown in Table 5.

TABLE 5: CONNECTICUT AVENUE ACCIDENT TYPES

NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS STATEWIDE
COLLISION TYPE 1983-1986 RATE AVERAGE RATE
Angle 15 40.9 60.0
Rear-end 32 87.2 104.8
Fixed Object 7 19.1 35.0
Sideswipe 12 32.7 36.1
Left Turn 7 19.1 47.0
Pedestrian 1 2.7 10.7
Parked Veh. 2 5.4 8.2
Other 21 57.2 48.2

Intersection accidents accounted for 69 percent of the
total accident experience. There was one High Accident Intersection
within the study limits; Connecticut Avenue @ Jones Bridge Road
(1983-18 acc, 1984-16 acc, 1985-15 acc, 1986-17 acc).

I-495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange

Four of the eight ramps at the I-495/Maryland Route 185
interchange meet the statewide criteria for a High Accident
Interchange Ramp. These ramps are listed below:

1) I-495 westbound to Connecticut Avenue
Northbound-15 acc
8 wet, 6 rear-end, 4 fixed object

2) I-495 eastbound to Connecticut Avenue
Northbound-33 acc
31 wet, 29 fixed object

3) I-495 eastbound to Connecticut Avenue

Southbound-16 acc
14 rear-end
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4) Connecticut Avenue southbound to I-495
Westbound-6 acc
6 wet, 4 fixed object

The exit ramp from eastbound I-495 to southbound
Cconnecticut Avenue experienced 16 accidents during the study
period. This ramp meets SHA's statewide criteria (5 acc/3yr) for
a High Accident Interchange Ramp. Of the total 16 accidents, 14
were rear-end collisions that occurred when vehicles exiting the
ramp were forced to yield to traffic traveling southbound on
Connecticut Avenue.

The exit ramp from eastbound I-495 to northbound
Connecticut Avenue experienced 33 accidents during the study
period. This ramp also meets SHA's statewide criteria for a High
Accident Interchange Ramp. Of the total 33 accidents, 29 were
fixed objects and 3 were rear-end collisions. Thirty-one (31) of
these collisions occurred when the surface was wet. Most of the
accidents occurred in the yield area and involved vehicles striking
the curb.

Kensington Parkway

Kensington Parkway, from Connecticut Avenue to I-495
(including the ramp to I-495), experienced 14 accidents during the
four year study period of 1983 through 1986. There was one fatal
accident within the study limits (the fatal accident involved a
motorist, who had been drinking, and who left the roadway at a high
rate of speed and struck a tree).

Of the total 14 accidents, 9 were fixed object and 2
were rear-end collisions. Six (6) of the fixed object collisions
occurred when the surface was wet and 4 occurred on the ramp from
Kensington Parkway to I-495 eastbound. Also, all of the 14
accidents involved at least one vehicle traveling northbound on
Kensington Parkway.

Summary

I-495, from 0.4 mile west of Connecticut Avenue to 0.1
mile east of Kensington Parkway is currently experiencing an
accident rate that is higher than the statewide average rate. The
accident rates for the rear-end, sideswipe and fixed object
collision were higher than the statewide average rates. Connecticut
Avenue, from I-495 to Jones Bridge Road is currently experiencing
an accident rate that is below the statewide average rate. There
was one High Accident Section and one High Accident Intersection
within the study limits. Four of the eight ramps at the 1I-
495/Connecticut Avenue interchange meet SHA's criteria for High
Accident Interchange Ramps.

III-15



The Selected Build Alternative is expected to improve
the safety operations of the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange
and considerably reduce safety problems along Kensington Parkway
through the removal of interstate traffic from the Parkway - a
local street.

With reference to the four (4) High Accident Inter-
change Ramps in the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange (see
listing on pages III-14 and III-15), the Selected Build Alternative
is anticipated to improve traffic operations and safety along the
I-495 eastbound to northbound Connecticut Avenue ramp. Option B
will improve traffic safety along the I-495 eastbound to southbound
Connecticut Avenue ramp. The State Highway Administration's
statewide program for High Accident Interchange ramps will address
current safety conditions along all four ramps.

3. Design Considerations

The engineering aspects of the proposed Ramp N-E are based
on 30 MPH design criteria at the diverge point from northbound
Connecticut Avenue with an increase in the design speed to 50 MPH
at the merge point with eastbound 1I-495. Reconstruction of
portions of Connecticut Avenue and existing Ramp B would be in
accordance with the respective design criteria for these existing
facilities.

4. Environmental Consequences

An Environmental Assessment (FHWA-MD - EA-87-09-D) was
approved by the Federal Highway Administration on October 9, 1987.

This section discusses the potential environmental impacts
associated with the Selected Build Alternative. Minimization of
impacts has been a primary goal in the development of the Build
Alternative. Because the Build Alternative requires no right-of-
way from adjacent properties, significant adverse impacts are not
expected as a result of implementation of this project.

a. Socio-Economic and Land Use

The Build Alternative would not require any private
property, nor displace any buildings. At such point that the
project may move toward construction, SHA will consider requests
from the owners of the four residences on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and the Beltway
interchange whose only access is onto Connecticut Avenue (8905,
8907, 8909, and 8911l) to have their residences purchased at fair
market value. The purchases would be on a purely voluntary basis
and would not include any reimbursement for relocation expenses.

The focus of this study is the heavy volume of traffic
using Kensington Parkway to access eastbound I-495.
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The Build Alternative would relocate this traffic
volume to northbound Connecticut Avenue, increasing the volume of
traffic on Connecticut Avenue. This may result in additional minor
social impacts along Connecticut Avenue, however, the change is
not considered to be significant.

Revision of the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange
and the Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road intersection is not
anticipated to have a significant impact on the economic base of
the study area, since it is already 1largely developed. The
diversion of traffic from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue
as proposed with the Build Alternative would be expected to

slightly enhance property values along Kensington Parkway (30
honmes).

All improvements would be constructed within the
existing highway right-of-way and no parkland will be taken or
physically impacted by this project.

The proposed improvement is included in the 1970 Master
Plan for Bethesda - Chevy Chase Planning Area and the July, 1984
Final Draft Master Plan for this area. Implementation of the
Selected Build Alternative will not result in adverse secondary
impacts.

b. Natural Environment
1. Stream Modification

The proposed action will not require the relocation
of any portion of Rock Creek or its tributaries. To prevent
sedimentation in Rock Creek resulting from construction of the
proposed improvements, a sediment control plan would be developed
and applied throughout the project area.

2. Stormwater Runoff - Quantity/Quality

Water quality considerations and potential impacts
would be addressed at two phases of project development. The first
is during construction when clearing, grubbing and excavation could
cause sedimentation of streams. The second occurs during operation,
when special considerations are directed to reducing the quantlty
and rate of run-off (Stormwater Management) and to minimize the
pollutant load carried by these waters (water quality).

In the former case, removal of vegetation,
alteration to topography, and an increase in the areas of imper-
vious surfaces can increase the velocity of stormwater runoff,
potentially adding to the sediment load discharged into adjacent
surface water bodies. To minimize this effect, the removal of
existing vegetation would be limited and all construction areas
revegetated as quickly as possible.
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Operations-related impacts result from increased
levels of o0il and other motor vehicle-related pollutants. These

substances, in addition to deicing agents (road salt) used in the

winter months, are flushed into nearby surface water bodies during
storm conditions. Stormwater runoff can also carry agents used in
the construction of permanent structures, including  asphalt,
cement, aggregates, paint, expansion joint compounds, and crack
filters. Because the Build Alternative represents a percentage
decrease in comparison to the No-Build Alternative in extent of
paved areas, these operations-related impacts should not sig-
nificantly increase.

To the extent that runoff velocities are increased
and impervious surfaces are added, groundwater infiltration is
reduced and the potential impact on groundwater would increase.

Impacts on surface water quality would be an-
ticipated to be intermittent and localized in nature. No permanent
significant adverse affects on any of the surface water bodies in
the project area would be expected. What impacts occur would
coincide with the first hours of periods of precipitation. These
would give rise to insignificant increases in pollutant levels.

State Water Resources Administration regulations
-01-.10 Comar 08.05.05 "Storm Water Management" effective July 1,
1984 requires water quality to be addressed in design. These
regulations stipulate that the order of preference for stormwater
management is as follows:

a. Infiltration of runoff on site

b. Flow attenuation by use of open vegetated
swales and natural depressions

c. Stormwater retention structures

d. Stormwater detention structures

Infiltration controls both the quality and quantity
of runoff and is to be utilized wherever soil conditions and
topography allow. Control, infiltration and attenuation methods
will be designed in accordance with the "Maryland Standards and
Specifications for Stormwater Management Infiltration Practices",
Water Resources Administration, February, 1984. Retention and
detention structures will be designed in accordance with "Soil
Conservation Service Standards and Specifications for Ponds" No.
378-1, July 1981. Since infiltration design applies to the two- and
ten-year frequency storms, retention or detention structures will
be used to control the 100-year design storm.
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Sediment control plans, which will be developed by
the State Highway Administration during the final design phase and
approved by the Water Resources Administration, will be strictly
adhered to during the construction phase. These measures include
stabilizing all exposed slopes as soon as practical to minimize the
area exposed at any time and the appropriate placement and
maintenance of sediment traps and other control measures. Because
of the developed nature of the project area and the linear nature
of the construction projects, the Selected Build Alternative and

Option B are not expected to have a significant adverse effect on
water resources.

Potential adverse water runoff impacts will be
further mitigated by the installation of stormwater management
ponds and infiltration ponds. As previously discussed, the
predominance of the well-drained soils throughout this project area
should lend themselves to effective infiltration techniques.

3. Wetlands

There are no wetlands located in the immediate

project area, consequently, the proposed improvements would have
no effect on wetland areas.

4. Floodplains

There are no floodplains located in the immediate
project area, consequently, the proposed improvements would have
no effect on floodplain areas.

5. Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology

The Selected Build Alternative will not result in
significant impact to the overall terrestrial ecology of the study
area. The major terrestrial impact would be the loss of deciduous
woodland for the construction of Ramp N-E. Approximately 0.1 acres
of woodland would be required. All of the affected woodlands are
within the existing SHA owned right-of-way.

None of the wooded areas that would be affected are
known to be inhabited by wildlife of state-wide importance or to
be otherwise notable or unique.

6. Threatened or Endangered Species

The proposed improvements will have no effect on
any known threatened or endangered species. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources
have determined that there are no known Federal or State listed
threatened or endangered species in the project area. These
determinations were documented in Section V of the Environmental
Assessment.
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7. Prime or Unique Farmland

While the Soil Conservation Service reports that
there are some prime farmland soils in the project area, the
intensity of development in the immediate project area would
preclude any need to assess impacts to prime farmlands. The
proposed improvements will have no affect on any prime or unique
farmland (reference telephone conversation on 10 August 1987).

Cc. Cultural Resources

Coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust
indicates that there are no significant historic or archaeological
resources in the immediate project area. The Selected Build
Alternative would thus have no affect on these resources (reference
letter dated 18 August 1987 and included in Section V of the
Environmental Assessment).

d. Air Quality

An air quality analysis was conducted for the No-Build
Alternative and Build Alternative. Using the MOBILE 3 and CALINE
3 air quality models, one (1l)-hour and eight (8)-hour carbon
monoxide (CO) concentrations were determined for each of 6
receptors (see Figure 1).

The objective of this analysis was to compare the
carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations estimated to result from the
traffic configurations and volumes of each alternate with the State
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (S/NAAQS). The NAAQS and
SAAQS are identical for CO: 35 PPM (parts per million) ' for the
maximum l-hour period and 9 PPM for the maximum consecutive 8-hour
period.

No violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour state/national
ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide will occur with
the Selected Build Alternative in the completion year 1990 or the
design year 2010.

This project is within an air quality non-attainment
area which has transportation control measures in the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). This project conforms with the SIP
since it is included in a conforming transportation improvement
program.

The construction phase of the proposed project has the
potential of impacting the ambient air quality through such means
as fugitive dust from grading operations and materials handling.
The State Highway Administration has addressed this possibility by
establishing Standard Specifications for Construction and Materials
which specifies procedures to be followed by contractors involved
in state work.

The Air Quality Analysis Technical Report was submitted
to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Maryland Air
Management Administration for review and comment. Their comments
can be found in Section V-C of this report.
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The Maryland Air Management Administration was
consulted to determine the adequacy of the Specifications in terms
of satisfying the requirement of the Requlations Governing the

Control of Air Pollution in the State of Maryland. The Maryland
Bureau of Air Quality Control found that the specifications are
consistent with the requirements of these regulations. Therefore,
during the construction period, all appropriate measures (Code of
Maryland Regulations 26.11.06.03 D) will be taken to minimize the
impact on the air quality of the area.

e. Noise

1. Projected noise levels and abatement feasibility

In accordance with the Federal-Aid Highway Program
Manual, Volume 7, Chapter 7, Section 3 this project was analyzed
for noise impacts. Noise mitigation is considered when Federal
Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria are approached or
exceeded or when predicted noise levels substantially exceed the
existing levels (in Maryland this is 10 dBA or more). The Noise
Abatement Criteria for residential areas is 67 decibels.

The following items were considered in determining
potential noise impacts:

1) Identification of existing land use.

2) Existing noise 1levels.

3) Prediction of future design year noise levels.
4) Potential traffic increases.

The factors which will be evaluated when determin-
ing whether mitigation will be considered reasonable and feasible
are:

° Whether a substantial noise increase would

result from the highway project--minimum of 5
dBA increases--of Build -over No-Build levels
would occur in the design year of the project;

™ Whether a feasible method is available to
reduce the noise;

e Whether the cost of noise mitigation is
reasonable for those receptors that are
impacted-approximately $40,000 per impacted
residence;

° Whether the majority of the impacted residences
were constructed before or after the construc-
tion of the highway.

An effective barrier should, in general, extend in
both directions to four times the distance between receiver and
roadway (source). In addition, an effective barrier should provide
a 7-10 dBA reduction in the noise level as a preliminary design
goal. However, any impacted noise receptor which will receive a 5
decibel reduction is considered when determining the cost effec-
tiveness of a barrier.
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Whether a barrier is cost-effective or reasonable \>® .

is determined by dividing the total number of impacted sensitive
sites in a specified noise sensitive area, that will receive at
least a 5 dBA reduction of noise levels, into the total cost of the
noise mitigation. For the purpose of comparison, a total cost of
$27 per square foot is assumed to estimate total barrier cost. This
cost figure is based upon current costs experienced by the Maryland
State Highway Administration and includes the cost of panels,
footing, drainage, landscaping, and overhead. The State Highway
Administration has established approximately $40,000 per residence
protected as being the maximum cost for a barrier to be considered
reasonable.

A noise impact analysis was conducted for the I-
495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study. Noise sensitive areas
were identified along both of the major roadways (Connecticut
Avenue and Kensington Parkway) within the study area. A total of
6 sites were selected for ambient noise measurements and design
year (2010) noise levels were predicted for interchange improvement
alternatives (No-Build and Build).

Detailed information on the noise analysis study
is presented in the I-495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange - Noise
Impact Analysis Report. This report is available for review at the
Maryland State Highway Administration, Project Planning Division,
707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland.

The method used to predict the future noise levels
produced by the No-Build and Build Alternatives was developed by
the Federal Highway Administration. The computer model derived from
this method, called STAMINA 2.0, utilizes an experimentally and
statistically determined reference sound level for three classes
of vehicles (autos, medium duty trucks, and heavy duty trucks) and
applies a series of adjustments to each reference level to arrive
at the predicted sound level. The adjustments include (1) traffic
flow corrections, taking into account number of vehicles, average
vehicle speed,and a specific time period of consideration; and (2)
an adjustment for various types of physical barriers that would
reduce noise transmissions from source (roadway) to receiver.

See Table 6 for the results of this analysis.

The determination of environmental noise impact is
based on the relationship between the predicted noise levels, the
established noise abatement criteria and the ambient noise levels
in the project area. The applicable standard is the Federal
Highway Administration's Noise Abatement Criteria/Activity
Relationship published in FHPM 7-7-3.

The ambient noise levels for NSA's 2 thru 5 exceed
the predicted No-Build noise levels for the following reasons: 1)
Traffic volumes associated with the year when ambients were
measured (existing year) are lower than the volumes associated with
the No-Build noise levels predicted for the year 2010. The lower
volumes for the ambient year result in higher traffic speeds and
higher noise levels than the design year No-Build 2010 condition
of higher volumes and lower speeds; and, 2) Ambient noise levels
represent a worst case condition as they were taken at peak noise
time periods.
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I-495 (CAPITAL BELTWAY) &
CONNECTICUT AVENUE INTERCHANGE

TABLE 6: COMPARISON - OF AMBIENT:AND PREDICTED- Leq NOISE LEVELS

AMBIENT NOISE RECEPTOR NUMBERS FHWA PREDICTED Leq FOR

AND MEASUREMENT LOCATIONS (1) AMBIENT Leq LAND USE DESIGN YEAR 2010 (3dBA) (3)
DISTANCE FROM NOISE CATEGORY &
CENTERLINE OF MEASUREMENTS MAX. Leq NO BUILD -
NEAREST ROADWAY (dBA) (2) PERMITTED BUILD BUILD OPTION A

1 Residence in the Vvillage of 140" ' 66 B 67 66 64 64

North Chevy Chase
3612 Faircastle Drive

2 Residence in the Village of 55! 65 B 67 62 55 55
North Chevy Chase :
8907 Kensington Parkway

3 Residence in the village of 100" 63 B 67 60 60 60
North Chevy Chase :
3820 Inverness Drive

(o]
- 4 Residence/Office of Christian Cburches, 60" 71 B 67 69 69 69
RS in the Village of North Chevy Chase - - - -
w 8901 Connecticut Avenue
5 Residence in the Village of 50" 72 : B 67 71 71 71
North Chevy Chase - - -
8911 Connecticut Avenue
6 Residence on ‘Connecticut Avenue 60' 69 B 67 69 70 70

8904 Connecticut Avenue

NOTES : -

(1) See Figure 1

(2) Ambient noise monitoring conducted ‘ 70 underlined noise levels exceed FHwA
during following time periods: noise abatement criteria for land use
AM Peak 7:00 - 9:15 AM category B (67 dBA exterior)

OFF Peak 10:00 - 2:00
PM Peak 3:30 -~ 6:30 PM
Indicated noise level is highest Leq monitored,

(3) Assumes 8 lane operations on I-495




As indicated on Table 6, the noise analysis
indicated that predicted design year noise levels do not exceed
ambient noise levels by 10dBA or greater at any of the six receptor
locations. Based on this assessment alone, none of the sites would
qualify for abatement measures, however, 51tes 4, 5, and 6 located
on Connecticut Avenue were identified as hav1ng predicted design
year noise level in excess of the FHwA Noise Abatement criteria.
Predicted noise levels in the design year at sites 4, 5, and 6
would exceed the 67 dBA criteria by 2 decibels at site 4, 4
decibels at site 5, and 3 decibels at site 6. All three sites have
ambient noise levels that presently exceed the FHWA 67 dBA
criteria.

NSA 4 and 5 (see Fiqure 1)

Eleven (11) single family residences are located
in the noise sensitive area along the east side of Connecticut
Avenue between Montrose Drive and I-495 (this number includes
several in-house offices). With Build noise levels ranging from
69 dBA to 71 dBA (see Table 6), this area qualifies for noise
abatement consideration.

Noise levels for this area could be abated 5 to 6
dBA with construction of a noise wall along the east side right-
of-way line of Connecticut Avenue (in front of the homes). The
required wall would:

° be 1,100 feet long.

o be 15 feet high.

° cost $446,000 (wall construction cost only).
® have a cost per residence of $40,500.

Construction of this wall would require the
blocking of the driveway accesses on nine (9) residences as they
now exist. Wall construction would also require the acquisition of
the four (4) homes with sole access on Connecticut Avenue (8905,
8907, 8909, 8911) since access would be blocked by the wall. This
would raise the wall cost above $446,000 and reduce the number of
residences protected by the wall, thus increasing the cost per
residence above the $40,500 cited above.

It should be noted that driveway access would be
denied only with the wall construction and not with the proposed
project. The proposed project's offer to purchase four (4) of these
homes with sole access on Connecticut Avenue would not reduce the
number of residences whose driveway access is blocked by the wall
since SHA will purchase the homes only at the homeowner's request.
SHA intends to resell the homes, thus retaining the residential
nature of the properties. To deny access is not reasonable and to
leave so many breaks in the wall for access would eliminate the
wall's effectiveness.
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In addition, construction of the wall would not
allow for the possible construction of the sidewalk that will be
investigated during the design phase for the east side of

Connecticut Avenue and would be aesthetically intrusive to the
character of the community.

In summary, based on the above, construction of
this wall is not reasonable and feasible.

NSA 6 (see Fiqure 1)

Eleven (11) single family residences are located
in the noise sensitive area along the west side of Connecticut
Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and I-495. With a Build noise

level of 69 dBA (see Table 6), this area qualifies for noise
abatement consideration.

Noise levels for this area could be abated 5 to 6
dBA with construction of a noise wall along the west side right-

of-way line of Connecticut Avenue (in front of the homes). The
required wall would:

o be 1,250 feet long.

° be 15 feet high.

°® cost $506,000.

() have a cost per residence of $46,500.

Construction of this wall would require the blocking of the
driveway accesses on five (5) residences as they now exist. In
addition, access from three (3) local streets to Connecticut Avenue
would be denied (Parsons Street, Montrose Drive and Woodlawn Road).
The cost per residence of this wall exceeds the allowable cost
per impacted residence of approximately $40,000. To deny this
access 1is not reasonable and to leave so many breaks in the wall
for driveway and street access would eliminate the wall's
effectiveness. Therefore, based on the above, construction of this
wall is not reasonable and feasible.

In addition to noise walls, other abatement measures
were considered as addressed in the Federal-Aid Highway Program
Manual 7-7-3. These included:

1. Traffic Management. Measures (e.g., traffic control
devices and signing for prohibition of certain vehicles
(heavy trucks), time use restrictions for certain types
of vehicles, modified speed limits and exclusion lane
designations).

These types of measures are not approprlate for a state
highway serving as access to I-495. It is not legally

possible to prohibit heavy trucks from Connecticut
Avenue.
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Alterations of Horizontal and Vertical Alignment

Changes in the vertical alignment are not feasible as
a mitigation measure because this would involve
reconstruction along the existing roadway. This
reconstruction would result in prohibitive additional
costs and impacts.

Acquisition of Real Property or Property Rights to
Establish Buffer Zones or Install Earth Berms.

Because insufficient land is available to install
buffer zones or earth berms for NSA's 4, 5 and 6, no
options other than the possible purchase of the four
homes along the east side of Connecticut Avenue whose
only driveway access is onto Connecticut Avenue were
evaluated.
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C. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Prior to the Public Hearing, numerous informal meetings were
held with neighborhood representatives in order to brief them on
the purpose of this study, the range of alternatives to be
evaluated and evaluation methods.

The following summarizes the comments resulting from the
Combined Location/Design Public Hearing held November 16, 1987 at
the North Chevy Chase Elementary School (see Section IV and V of
this report for the Verbal and Written comments received at and
subsequent to the Public Hearing):

TABLE 7: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

TOTAL PREFERENCE (if given)
NUMBER NO-BUILD BUILD OPTIONS (1)
Verbal 42 17 16 - Limited support
attended by for A, B, G
350+ people
- Opposition to
D, E, F
Written
o Community 4 2 2 - Support for SB
Associations Kensington Pkwy
movement
o Petitions 2 1 1 - none expressed
(244 (132
signatures) homes)
o Individuals 104 69 20 - Limited support
to A, B, G
- Opposition to
c, D, E, F
NOTES

(1) Preferences not universally expressed for options.

This project was also presented to the Montgomery County
Planning Board on December 3, 1987 and on November 17, 1988.
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D. TEAM RECOMMENDATION

The Project Planning Team recommended the selection of the
Build Alternative, with further consideration of Option B to be
addressed in final design. Actions to address concerns raised

through the study process are presented on page II-2 and Figure 1
of this report.

The Build Alternative is supported by Montgomery County and the
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission.
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NUMBER M 600~-101-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

IV. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

A. COMBINED IOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING

A Combined Location/Design Public Hearing was held on November
16, 1987 at the North Chevy Chase Elementary School in Chevy Chase,
Maryland. The purpose of the Hearing was to present the results
of the engineering and environmental studies completed for the
interchange reconstruction project and to receive public comments.
Approximately 350 people attended the Hearing, and 36 individuals
made public statements following the presentation by the SHA

Project Planning Team (17 in favor of the No-Build, 16 in favor of

the Build, and 3 offered no comments).

In addition to the No-Build and Build Alternatives, Build
Options A through G were also presented.

The following is a summary of the public statements made during
the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing and the responses
offered by SHA (page reference is to the transcript). A complete
Hearing transcript is available for review in the Project Develop-
ment Division offices, State Highway Administration, 707 North
Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. Written comments
received during or after the Hearing are discussed in the cor-
respondence section of this document (Section V.).

B. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS -~ ORAL

1. Mr. Jeff Noah, Chairman of the Citizens Committee of the
Village of North Chevy Chase, (p.27)

Comment: Mr. Noah strongly supported SHA's study to remove
the Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway (i.e. the Build Alterna-
tive). He noted that North Chevy Chase is a residential community
of 200 households and stated that they have had "...20 hazardous
years of Kensington Parkway being used as a Beltway ramp". He
noted that one of the ironic circumstances of this situation is
that as a special taxing district, the village of North Chevy Chase
is responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of Kensington Parkway
and SHA's 11,000 commuter cars a day which "...literally divide
the community in two". Mr. Noah also requested that should
Kensington Parkway be closed at the Jones Bridge/Connecticut Avenue
Kensington Parkway interchange, the green road (Option A) be
constructed. He concluded his statement by submitting for the
record the names of 244 signers of a petition supporting the
removal of the Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway, along with a
letter of support from the Montgomery Chapter of the Maryland
Municipal League.
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SHA Response: The Selected Build Alternative addresses the issues
raised by Mr. Noah. The Kensington Parkway traffic movement at the
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway intersec-
tion will not be modified -- the green road (Option A) has been
dropped from further consideration.

2. Dr. Edward J. lLeonard, Treasure of the Village Committee
of North Chevy Chase, (p.30)

Comnent: Dr. Leonard spoke strongly in favor of the relocation
of the Beltway entrance ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue. He reiterated SHA's "...long standing verbal commitment
from the State Roads Commission that the ramps would be removed"
following their temporary placement at Ken51ngton Parkway. He
noted that this commitment was confirmed in the "vVcC Master Plan
of 1970 which specified relocation of the ramps in Connecticut
Avenue". He applauded SHA's relocation of the Beltway exit ramp
from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue in 1981, and
requested that SHA complete the removal of all interstate trafflc
on Kensington Parkway. He also spoke in favor of Build Option A.
He concluded his remarks by statlng that the central issue here is
that "...Kensington Parkway is a local road. It is not designed
for commuter traffic."

SHA_ Response: See Response number 1.

3. Ms. Barbara Greqdq, 3601 Dundee Drive, (p.34)

Comment: Ms. Gregg addressed community values in North Chevy
Chase and stated that "...the existence of Kensington Parkway
barrier makes it difficult to sustain the relationships necessary
for a strong, cohesive community." She concluded her remarks by
supportlng the Build Alternative and Option A, along with any other
improvements which alleviate negative 1mpacts to the public living
along Connecticut Avenue.

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

4. Mr. John Schnitker, 9006 Montgomery Avenue, (p.36)

Comnment: Mr. Schnitker is Secretary of the Village governing
body, the Citizens Committee of North Chevy Chase. Mr. Schnitker
spoke in favor of the Build alternative, and emphasized that it
must include Option A if the Kensington Parkway intersection is
going to be altered at Jones Bridge Road/Connecticut Avenue. He
also noted that trucks frequently ignore the prohibition on truck
traffic on Kensington Parkway and thus stated that the potential
increase in truck volumes associated with the relocation of the on-
ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue are simply not
significant to warrant the expressions of concern which have been
raised by some about this issue. He also noted that relocation of
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the ramp should not be seen as a precursor for future development
on Connecticut Avenue south of Jones _Bridge Road. He stated that
"...developers will have an uphill task of demonstrating the
proposed use to meet the stringent requirements of Mayor Manuela."

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

5. Ms. Karen Hainlein, 3605 Kenilworth Driveway, (p.40)

Comment: Ms. Hainlein addressed community problems associated
with galnlng access to the Rock Creek Park bicycle path, especially
in view of the high speed traffic that uses Kensington Parkway to
access the Beltway. She stated that Kensington Parkway is a
barrier, "...it divides our small community". She supported the
Build Alternative.

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

6. Mr. George Iear, 9005 Kensington Parkway, (p. 41)

Comment: Mr. Lear noted that Kensington Parkway is a local
residential street, and was "...never built to meet the safety
standards and engineering principles for a high-speed traffic
artery to the Beltway". He noted that since 1983, more than 14
accidents along Kensington Parkway had been reported. He presented
photographs typical of accidents that go unreported to the police
and noted that last year, over a short period of hours, three
separate skidding accidents occurred. He supported selection of
the Build alternative.

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

7. Ms. Marilyn Levitt, Manager, Village of North Chevy Chase,
(p. 43)

Comment: Ms. Levitt spoke not as a resident of the Village,
but as a mother of two elementary school children and Co-President
of the North Chevy Chase Elementary School PTA. She presented
slides which addressed the community split that occurs as a result
of the use of Kensington Parkway for access to the Beltway. She
noted that community visiting back and forth has been impeded by
the "...physical barrier presented by the heavy and rapid traffic
heading for the ramp on Kensington Parkway". She also addressed
cut-through traffic on East Inverness Drive, and expressed concern
about traffic cutting through her community to access the Ken-
sington Parkway ramp. In addition to supporting the Build
Alternative, she urged adoption of Option A if Kensington Parkway
southbound is closed at Connecticut Avenue. Option A would permit
continuation of the ride-on bus service which is used by her
husband.

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

- Iv-3

50



N

8. Mr. Paul Ferrero, 3705 Houston Drive, (p. 47)

Comment : Mr. Ferrero, who has been a resident of the community
for 46 years, reviewed the planning and design history which
permitted the State Roads Commission to place the Beltway inter-
change ramps onto Kensington Parkway. He noted that the community
of North Chevy Chase, which is a separate special taxing area, was
never consulted regarding this proposal. After the proposal would
be presented, assurances were given by SRC representatives that the
"...arrangement of the ramps was temporary". He concluded his
statement by requesting that the SHA make good on its commitment
for a temporary ramp connection.

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

9. Mr. Robert Pleasure, 3604 Inverness Drive, (p. 48)

Comment: Mr. Pleasure spoke in favor of the Build Alternative
and Option A. He discussed accident problems associated with use
of Kensington Parkway and discussed the posted speed limit. He
concluded his remarks by noting that the "...public interest
clearly lies with safety and with removing the access ramp."

SHA Response: See Response number 1.

10. Mr. Hessell, Attorney Representing the Chevy Chase Valley
Citizens Association, (p. 51)

Comment: Before beginning his remarks, Mr. Hessell requested
that SHA include all comments received as a part of the Montgomery
County Planning Board's "Mandatory Referral" process in the
transcript. Speaking on behalf of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens
Association, Mr. Hessell supported the No-Build for the primary
reason of adverse traffic impacts along Connecticut Avenue
associated with the relocated ramp, as well as the potential
increase of .cut through traffic. He noted that the relocation of
the exit ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue in 1981
was accomplished without public input. He stated that "Connecticut
Avenue was narrower than Kensington Parkway 27 years ago.
Residents along Connecticut Avenue have had 90% of the through
traffic dumped on their lawns and it continued to get half of the
difference of growth since 1981". He encouraged those present at
the Hearing to take a walk along Connecticut Avenue and experience
what it is like. He cited three problems with the Environmental
Assessment. The EA begins with a premise "How do we get traffic
off of Kensington Parkway?" It should address the question "What
is best for traffic in this area?" He also noted that the
Environmental Assessment does not fully address all issues, such
as traffic service on Connecticut Avenue, etc.
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Mr. Hessell exceeded his four minute time allotment,
and was requested to hold the completion of his comments until all
speakers had presented. He concluded his comments by strongly
opposing SHA's proposal, then discussing Option B ("looks good")
and Option G ("may need some work"). He noted that he will "file
whatever protest I can".

SHA Response: In the summer of 1987, SHA representatives met with
Mr. Hessell and other Chevy Chase Valley residents to discuss the
scope and approach and development of alternatives to this project.
As discussed during that meeting, the No-Build and Build Alterna-
tives for relocation of Ramp H from Kensington Parkway were
discussed. As a result of this community meeting and other
community meetings, as well as input received from elected
officials and other agency representatives, a series of Build
options was developed to test various possible solutions. Both the
No-Build and Build Alternatives, as well as Options A through G,
are fully discussed in the Environmental Assessment and were
presented at the Public Hearing.

To the extent feasible, the selected Build Alternative
will be constructed within existing State Highway Administration
right of way and within existing curbs wherever possible.

11. Mr. Robert Curran, 8810 Connecticut Avenue, (p. 57)

Comment: Mr. Curran moved into his home on December 31, 1956.
He offered for the public record photographs taken in front of his
home in April, 1959, which showed that Connecticut Avenue was just
a small two lane country road. He noted that in response to
questions from neighbors in North Chevy Chase, asking "...why did
you buy on Connecticut Avenue?" he noted that the picture is self-
explanatory -- Connecticut Avenue was once a nice country road.
He then presented recent photographs of Connecticut Avenue, noting
the massive traffic flows. Several other slides of Connecticut
Avenue noting bus stops, sidewalks (lack of), and traffic conges-
tion were also presented. He concluded his comment by noting that
the proposed plan will continue the process of widening Connecticut
Avenue, taking more of the front yards. He asked "Is it fair to
have Connecticut Avenue residents suffer additional hardship so
that Kensington Parkway residents can enjoy a decrease in traffic
at our expense?" .
SHA Response: To the extent feasible, all improvements in conjunc-
tion with the Selected Build Alternative will be made within
existing State Highway Administration right of way and within
existing curbs whenever possible. Traffic analyses indicate that
widening Connecticut Avenue between the interchange project and the
Jones Bridge Road intersection is not cost effective. Other than
normal maintenance or safety improvements, no widening is planned
on Connecticut Avenue south of Jones Bridge Road. SHA believes
that the elected officials and the Montgomery County Planning Board
both properly recognize the function of Kensington Parkway as a
local road and its inappropriateness to be carrying major traffic
volumes accessing the beltway.
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12. Ms. Mary Ann Berberich, 3909 Montrose Driveway, (p.60)

Comment: Ms. Berberich has been a resident on Montrose
Driveway for the past seventeen years and is currently President
of the Council of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association. She
stated that the original Beltway/Connecticut Avenue interchange,
in addition to being quite safe, "...equitably distributed the
Beltway generated traffic between the two similar residential
communities located in the immediate area". At that time, Connec-
ticut Avenue and Kensington Parkway shared the north-south local
and through traffic. She then showed slides which illustrated the
consequences of SHA's 1981 decision to relocate the Beltway exit
ramp to Connecticut Avenue and the resulting traffic problems. She
also showed slides of vehicles attempting to access Jones Bridge
Road and Connecticut Avenue from their community. She noted that
since 1960, after Connecticut Avenue was widened, children have had
to be bussed to school because of problems at the Connecticut
Avenue/Kensington Parkway/Jones Bridge Road intersection.

She also expressed concern that the Build Alternative
Ramp N-E would result in a diversion of Jones Bridge Road traffic
through their community in order to take a "cut through" route.
Ms. Berberich supported the No-Build Alternative.

SHA Response: The distribution of traffic between Connecticut
Avenue and Kensington Parkway must address the functional classi-
fication of each facility. Kensington Parkway is a local residen-
tial street, not appropriate for interstate traffic. SHA will
request that Montgomery County consider installing a traffic signal
at the intersection of Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road.
This signal would facilitate movements out of the Chevy Chase
Valley community. Although it is not anticipated that cut through
vehicles will use the community, installation of sign prohibitions
at Connecticut Avenue/Woodlawn would eliminate this problem should
it occur.

13. Mr. John D. Alexopoulos, 8911 Connecticut Avenue, (p. 65)

Comment: Mr. Alexopoulos expressed concern that the experts
show "...no sensitivity, no compassion, and no consideration for
human lives." He opposed the conversion of Connecticut Avenue from
a residential road to an "...empty space without people, without
houses -- just cars moving along". He opposed all Alternatives
except the No-Build.

SHA Response: SHA fully supports the residential character of
Connecticut Avenue, but in view of the inappropriateness of major
interstate traffic on Kensington Parkway, believes that the
relocation of this ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue is the proper action. For those residents on the east side
of Connecticut Avenue whose only access is on to Connecticut Avenue
(including in Alexopoulos' house), SHA will consider purchasing
their residences at fair market value. The purchases would be on
a purely voluntary basis and would not include any reimbursement

for relocation expenses.
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14. Ms. Sandra Alexopoulos, 8911 Connecticut Avenue, (p. 66)

Comment : Ms. Alexopoulos stated that she and her husband have
lived on the east side of Connecticut Avenue for the past ten
years. She spoke on behalf of residents of the Village of North
Chevy Chase who oppose the ramp relocation. These residents on
Connecticut Avenue "...have watched Connecticut Avenue grow from
2 lanes to 6 lanes..." and have watched their "...front yards and
driveways become ever smaller and more dangerous". She stated that
they "...have assumed our share of traffic burden -- more than our
share -- without complaint: but now, we say enough". She expressed
strong concern that noise abatement measures were not proposed for
this project. She noted that one of her family members "...is
severely hearing impaired and has been advised by his doctor that
any increase in noise could seriously damage the little hearing he
has left". She stated that the families living along Connecticut
Avenue are "...endangered species..." if the ramp is relocated.

SHA Response: See Response number 13. Detailed air quality and
noise assessments were completed for the project and noise barriers
and other mitigation measures are not reasonable given the number
of driveways along both sides of Connecticut Avenue.

15. Mr. Arnold Mitchum, 3901 Woodlawn Road, (p. 69)

Comment: Mr. Mitchum is opposed to building anything at this
interchange, and that the environmental study has "serious flaws".
For instance, problems caused by vibration are not addressed. He
stated that although the neighborhood was noisy when he purchased
his house a year and a half ago, it has gotten worse, particularly
because SHA has not repaired Connecticut Avenue. He also expressed
concern about safety. Vehicles speed along Connecticut Avenue in
excess of the speed 1limit, making it difficult for children to
cross the street. He also noted that cut through traffic has been
a problem. Most recently, a cut through driver forced his son's
vehicle off the road and into an accident (car totalled). Mr.
Mitchum is opposed to all alternatives with the possible exception
of Option G. He requested consideration for not only the people
living along Kensington Parkway, but also the residential proper-
ties along Connecticut Avenue.

SHA Response: See Response numbers 12, 13 and 14. In addition,
SHA conducted a vibration study at one residence located on the
west side of Connecticut Avenue. The results of this study
indicated that while traffic generated vibrations are clearly
discernable within the residences, their intensity is low and not
structurally damaging to the property.
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16. Mr. John Mathias, 8812 Connecticut Avenue, (p. 73)

Comment: Mr. Mathias has been a resident of the west side of
Connecticut Avenue for the past 24 years. He is strongly opposed
to any of the Build options, primarily because of the existing
hazards which pedestrians must experience in order to cross
Connecticut Avenue. Continuous moving traffic will cause unaccept-
able hazards and completely isolate the Chevy Chase Valley
community. He noted that until SHA addresses the traffic problems
in the entire Connecticut Avenue corridor, they should not engage
in patchwork programs that will make things worse. He concluded
his statement by noting the residents of Connecticut Avenue
purchased their homes with an implied commitment that the inter-
change ramps would remain split between Connecticut Avenue and
Kensington Parkway.

SHA Response: See Response numbers 12, 13 and 14.

17. Mr. Frank Vartaric, representing Coalition on Sensible
Transportation, (p. 76)

Comment : In addition to protesting the sudden inclusion of the
four minute hearing presentation rule, Mr. Vartaric presented
slides summarizing his analyses of the Environmental Assessment
and study options. He criticized SHA for not including the ramp
deficiencies associated with this interchange in the previous
Beltway widening environmental statements. He critiqued each of
the options, noting deficiencies. With reference to Option B, he
expressed concern about potential "grid lock conditions". He also
expressed concern that a sidewalk does not exist on the east side
of Connecticut Avenue. Sidewalks and cross walks are not suffi-
cient along Connecticut Avenue, and how can "...we expect pedes-
trians or the handicapped" to use this route?

SHA Response: With the exception of future consideration for Option
B, none of the previous Build Options have been selected. When the
project enters the design phase, SHA will investigate the feasibil-
ity, cost, and impact of constructing a sidewalk along the east
side of Connecticut Avenue and will coordinate with the County and
adjacent property owners before making a decision of whether or not
to construct such a sidewalk. Other pedestrian safety measures,
including improved cross walks, will be included in the Selected
Build Alternative.

18. Gordon Fowler, Director of Chevy Chase Recreation Associa-
tion (CCRA) (p. 82)

Comment: Mr. Fowler is also on the Board of Hamlet Citizens
Association, which is a community behind 8101 Connecticut Avenue.
Speaking on behalf of the CCRA, Mr. Fowler noted that CCRA is a
swim and tennis club with about 800 members. In addition, a 100
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student nursery is on the grounds. There is in-traffic at 9
o'clock in the morning, out- traffic at 11:45 am, in-traffic at
12:15 pm, out-traffic at 2 PM and out-traffic at 3 PM. Mr. Fowler
was opposed to Options D and G, and any general rebuilding of
Connecticut Avenue and the Jones Brldge Road intersection. He also
expressed concern that the provision of 3 southbound lanes on
Connecticut Avenue with an additional curb lane for right turns
only to Jones Bridge Road would result in vehicles being forced to
shift over one lane to avoid the forced right turn at Jones Bridge
Road. If there is construction proposed, pedestrian and bicycle
access to Rock Creek Park should be enhanced.

SHA Response: Neither Options D or G are a part of the Selected
Build alternative, although a right turn only lane is proposed at
Jones Bridge Road intersection. This 1lane, which would be
accommodated by a lane shift into the existing left turn bays at
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road, will encourage drivers to
turn right at Jones Bridge Road. Southbound transit vehicles will
be permitted to continue through the intersection. Pedestrian
measures will be included in the final design.

19. Mr. Fred Lawrence, 8806 Spring Valley Road, (p. 86)

Comment: Mr. Lawrence proposed increase mass transit as an
option for reducing the total number of vehicles coming through
the residential communities on Connecticut Avenue and Kensington
Parkway. He suggested additional traffic signals along Kensington
Parkway to control speeders. He was strongly opposed to Option A
and encouraged construction of sidewalks along Connecticut Avenue.
He also noted that a 20% projected increase in traffic in the next
33 years seens low.

SHA Response: The Selected Build Alternative would continue to
permit the operation of bus transit as it currently exists today.
Increased mass transit usage would not be anticipated to improve
traffic operations or significantly reduce vehicular traffic
volumes through the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange. The
provision of additional traffic signals on Kensington Parkway would
result in increased rear end accidents. As discussed in other
responses, sidewalks will be evaluated along the east side of
Connecticut Avenue during final design. The "low" 20% projected
increase in traffic by the design year reflects the fact that the
study area is largely "built out" and significant new traffic
generators are not anticipated.

20. Mr. Douglass Dolan, 3701 Houston Drive, (p. 89)

Comment: Mr. Dolan stated that the point of this meeting is

not specific traffic volumes on Kensington Parkway, but the fact
that the Beltway ramps onto Kensington Parkway are illegal because
they connect to a local residential street. He emphasized the
existing safety problems associated with Ramp H from Kensington
Parkway. Mr. Dolan stated that Ramp H (northbound Kensington
Parkway to eastbound I-495) was "open prematurely 23 years ago and
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a little girl 5 days shy of her 13th birthday died on that ramp.
That girl wgs my daughter."

SHA Response: The selected action would relocate all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

21. Mr. Monroe Vincent, 3905 Jones Bridge Road, (p. 90)

Comment : Mr. Vincent has been a resident of Jones Bridge Road
for over 30 years. He noted that previous pictures of Connecticut
Avenue in the old days brought back fond memories. He expressed
support for depressing Connecticut Avenue under Jones Bridge Road
as recommended in County Plan 2000. He suggested that the impacts
associated with this plan would probably be 1less than those
currently anticipated. He also suggested that SHA consider a
cutoff for eastbound traffic on I-495 to access Hawkins Lane and
then west on Jones Bridge Road instead of using Connecticut Avenue.
This would accommodate easier traffic movements for residents along
Connecticut Avenue.

SHA Response: The Connecticut Avenue underpass proposed in Plan
2000 would cost approximately $20 million to $30 million, far in
excess of available SHA resources for this project. 1In addition,
the scale of this depressed facility would not be in keeping with
remaining portions of Connecticut Avenue.

Mr. Vincent's suggestion for an exit ramp from I-495
to Hawkins Lane, a 1local residential street, would be as in-
appropriate as the existing ramp to Kensington Parkway.

22. Dr. Robert Berberich, 3909 Montrose Driveway, (p. 93)

Comment : Dr. Berberich stated that any plan which proposes
taking property from the front yards on the homes along Connecticut
Avenue is "a nightmare". He opposed any plan to bring traffic
Closer to the doorsteps of these neighbors, and noted "...their
lives would be disrupted, the value of the property will plummet,
and they will feel insulated". He expressed concern that such an
action would end up in the selling of these residential properties
for commercial uses. Currently, Connecticut Avenue is a residential
street from Kensington to Chevy Chase Circle except for the Lake
Shopping Area. Any decision to widen Connecticut Avenue would send
a "powerful and threatening message" to all the neighborhoods
between these locations.

SHA Response: To the extent feasible, all improvements associated
with the selected action will be made within existing State Highway
Administration right of way and existing curbs wherever possible.
It is SHA's expectation to retain and maintain the residential
character of Connecticut Avenue. As noted in previous responses,
SHA will consider requests from the owners of the four residences
on the east side of Connecticut Avenue between Jones Bridge Road
and the Beltway interchange whose only access is on to Connecticut
Avenue to have their residences purchased at fair market value.
The purchases would be on a purely voluntary basis and would not
include any reimbursement for relocation expenses.

Iv-10



23. John Dean, Vice-Chairman of the Council of Village 5, the
Village of Chevy Chase, (p. 94)

Comment: Mr. Dean was concerned about truck traffic along
Connecticut Avenue, vehicle speeds along Connecticut Avenue, and

is opposed to any widening of Connecticut Avenue. He supported
the No-Build Option.

SHA Response: An analysis of additional trucks anticipated to use
new Ramp N-E from northbound Connecticut Avenue to eastbound I-495
was made. In addition to growth in baseline truck volumes by the
year 2010 (estimated to be approximately 18 percent), an additional
170 to 370 trucks per day are estimated to be diverted to north-
bound Connecticut Avenue as a direct result of new Ramp N-E. See
previous responses addressing right-of-way acquisition (#22).

24. Oscar Heckman, 8905 Spring Valley Road, (p. 96)

Comment : " Mr. Heckman has been a resident of Spring Valley Road
for 30 years. He expressed concern with Option G, especially for
the 54 houses in Chevy Chase Valley that must access Jones Bridge
Road. He requested improvements to the intersection of Jones
Bridge Road and Spring Valley Road.

SHA Response: As a part of the selected Build Alternative, SHA will
request that Montgomery County consider installing a traffic signal
at the intersection of Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road.
This traffic signal would be coordinated with a signal at Connec-
ticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road and would be installed in order
to facilitate movements out of the Chevy Chase Valley community.

25. Edith Kiether, 3708 Stewart Drive, (p. 96)

Comment: Ms. Keither has lived on Stewart Drive for 23 to 24
years before the Beltway opened. She reviewed difficulties she has
experienced in accessing Kensington Parkway because of heavy
traffic volumes destined for the Beltway. She suggested that the
problem "is not hurryness, it is automobiles. And what we can do
to remove the problem is to insist that only those automobiles that
are paid for are allowed to drive on the road."

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative would remove all
interstate destined traffic from Kensington Parkway.

26. Mr. Martin Snyderman, 8804 Spring Valley Road, (p. 100)

Comment: Mr. Snyderman has been a resident on Spring Valley
Road for 25 years. While he expressed sympathy for traffic
problems, he was strongly opposed to any idea of taking property
for expanding Jones Bridge Road. He supported Option B and
requested assistance for access to Spring Valley Road.
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SHA _Response: The design of the eastbound Beltway to southbound
Connecticut Avenue ramp will be reviewed during final design to
determine if a modified connection can be made to reduce traffic
speed and provide an improved merge on Connecticut Avenue. The
addition of a traffic signal would facilitate the creation of gaps
in southbound Connecticut Avenue traffic. In addition, SHA will
request that Montgomery County consider installing a traffic signal
at the intersection of Jones Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road.
This traffic signal would be coordinated with the signal at
Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road.

27. Mr. John Cornwell, 9607 Gwynn Crest, (p. 101)

Comment : Mr. Cornwell previously lived at 8905 Connecticut
Avenue and moved because he "...figured it (Connecticut Avenue) was
not a safe place to be". He requested speed control to slow

traffic on northbound Connecticut Avenue. He stated that "...we're
all trapped in this driveway they call Connecticut Avenue. All
current recommendations seem to gloss over the situations for those
residents". He also requested an evaluation on the effects of
closing Kensington Parkway southbound on Beach Drive and impacts
to Rock Creek Park. He stated that additional traffic on Connec-
ticut Avenue was unacceptable and Option G is "...totally unaccept-
able for those who have to get out of their driveways".

SHA Response: See Response numbers 12, 13 and 14. In addition,
the selected Build Alternative does not propose any modifications
for the Kensington Parkway approach at the five legged intersec-
tion. Consequently, adverse traffic impacts would not occur at
Beach Drive as a result of the Selected Action.

28. Mr. Nicholas Letsau, Linwood Place, (p. 103)

Comment: Mr. Letsau expressed concern about traffic build up
on Connecticut Avenue and the potential commercialization of this
facility. He was especially concerned about the proposed Howard
Hughes Institute between Manna Road and Jones Bridge Road. He
opposed Options D and E and discussed concern about truck traffic
volumes. He observed that his experiences on Kensington Parkway
indicated to him that traffic drives at the posted speed limit and
that traffic counts are "relatively light". He supported the No-
Build until further study is made so that traffic can be taken off
of Connecticut Avenue and Connecticut Avenue could return to a
situation of a "safe street". He noted that "...the Kensington
Parkway residents should share their burden along with the rest of
us".

i GE A EE O O AN AN N A n B N aE e

SHA Response: See Response numbers 12, 13 and 14. Proposed
developments such as the Howard Hughes Medical Institute are
independent of the selected Build Alternative. The approval process
for these developments is primarily the County and local jurisdic-
tions' responsibilities.
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29. Mr. William B. Young, Woodlawn Road, (p. 105)

Comment: Mr. Young reviewed the changes which have occurred
along Connecticut Avenue. The area along Connecticut Avenue south
of Jones Bridge Road, or at least south of the lake, has retained
its general residential character. He noted that if Connecticut
Avenue is widened, or if more traffic is added, there will be
"...inevitable pressure for rezoning, for commercial develop-
ment..." While he expressed sympathy for the residents of
Kensington Parkway, he was concerned that the ramp modifications
would result in increased commercial development and requested that
"...let's do everything we can to stop adding more cars and making
this just another throughway into downtown".

SHA Response: See Response number 28.

30. Mr. William Leahy, 8813 Kensington Parkway, (p. 107)

Comment : Mr. Leahy supported the Build Alternative and
suggested that we "...have to look at the realities of the present
untenable situation and try make the best of it". He noted that

it is clear to any outside observer that there is a significant
difference in the traffic characteristics between Connecticut

Avenue and Kensington Parkway. Keeping in mind safety issues, he

strongly encouraged SHA to relocate the ramp.
SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative addresses the issues
raised by Mr. Leahy.

31. Saul Gnatt, 3604 Faircastle Drive, (p. 108)
Comment: Mr. Gnatt has lived on Faircastle Drive for 28 years
and noted that his street abuts Ramp H. He expressed support for

the removal of Ramp H.

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative would remove Ramp H
and replace it with new Ramp N-E from Connecticut Avenue.

Note: Mr. Gnatt was the last speaker who had signed-up to speak
during the Hearing. The following individuals rose in turn
to offer comments.

32. Ms. Betsy Dolan, 3701 Husted Drive, (p. 109)

Comment: Ms. Dolan noted that the existing ramp from Ken-

sington Parkway to the Beltway is "...illegal in that it is the
only access road on the 65 miles of the Beltway that either is
access or exit onto a village road". She noted that Kensington
Parkway is maintained by the residents in North Chevy Chase
Citizens Association.
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SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative would remove all
interstate destined traffic from Kensington Parkway.

33. Mr. Roscoe Reeves, 3706 Inverness Drive, (p. 110)

Comment: Mr. Reeves noted that he has heard a lot of "...
misinformation by some of the later speakers about the traffic
situation on Kens1ngton Parkway". He noted that the condition along
Kensington Parkway is "...intolerable from a safety standpoint and,

until something is done, it is going to continue to have traglc
consequences..." He also noted the County Police have refused to
enforce the prohibition against trucks. He also challenged
previous comments about the lack of speedlng on Kens1ngton Parkway.
He concluded by noting that the main issue is to "...get the
traffic off of Kensington Parkway because of the safety issue."

SHA Response: The Selected Build Alternative would remove all
interstate destined traffic from Kensington Parkway.
34. Ms. Linda Esterson, 9012 Kensington Parkway, (p. 112)

Comment: Ms. Esterson spoke about existing safety problems
along Kensington Parkway and noted the significant number of

accidents that occur along the Parkway. She also discussed access

problems in either trying to cross Kensington Parkway or enter
Kensington Parkway from her driveway. She noted that the ultimate
solution which would solve the problem for both residents of
Kensington Parkway as well as Connecticut Avenue, would be to
"close all the damn ramps to that Beltway. Just close them all".

SHA Response: SHA, as well as the elected officials and Planning
Board, recognize the function of Kensington Parkway as a local
roadway and its inappropriateness to be carrying major traffic
volumes accessing the Beltway. Connecticut Avenue, Maryland Route
185, has both the capacity and the ability to accommodate these
volumes.

35. Mr. Chris Roberts, 3808 Inverness Drive, (p. 113)
Comnment: Mr. Roberts expressed concern about safety aspects
of "...the unbelievable, insane traffic on Kensington Parkway".

He suggested this cannot be allowed to continue.

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative will remove all
interstate traffic from Kensington Parkway.
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36. Milton Misels, west side of Connecticut Avenue, (p. 114)

Comment: Mr. Misels encouraged those who lobby for relocation
of the ramp to not "...bulldoze our community to make life easier
for your bike riders...do not bulldoze our community so that you
can make Kensington Parkway once more a rustic lane..." He
requested all residents to share the traffic burden and noted that
Kensington Parkway carries 11,000 cars and that Connecticut Avenue
one-way carries 26,000 cars. The increase in traffic if Kensington
Parkway would close would make "...life unlivable for people who

live on Connecticut Avenue". He suggested that traffic signals
along Kensington Parkway would solve the majority of the concerns
raised by those residents.

SHA Response: See Response number 34.

37. Robert Silverman, Montgomery Avenue, (p. 116)

Comment: Mr. Silverman has lived on Montgomery Avenue for 36
or 37 years. He noted that you "...can't turn the clock back. We
can't have this horse and buggy going up Connecticut Avenue any
more." He stated that the automobile is here to stay and "...we
must live with it". He briefly summarized what he has heard at
the Hearing and applauded SHA for having "...the patience of a
saint to listen to it all". He stated that he was willing to
"...leave it to your good judgement".

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative is, in the judgement
of SHA as well as elected officials and representatives of
Montgomery County, the best solution for this problem.

38. Ms. Linda Fernandes, 3911 Parsons Road, (p. 118)

Comment: While Ms. Fernandes was in favor of relocating the
Beltway traffic from Kensington Parkway, she requested that it
should not be placed on Connecticut Avenue. She said "...there
has to be another alternative. These has to be another option".

SHA Response: In the opinion of SHA, there are no other feasible
locations for the relocation of the Kensington Parkway ramp.
Connecticut Avenue is the proper location.

39. Mr. Jim Hancock, 9011 Kensington Parkway, (p. 119)

Comment: Mr. Hancock endorsed Mr. Silverman's request to let
SHA decide. He stated that 23 years ago, when the ramps were
originally placed at Kensington Parkway, sufficient information to
address impacts was not available. But now that information is
available to address the impacts of relocating the ramp from
Kensington Parkway, the final solution should be left to SHA.

SHA Response: See Response number 37.
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40. Ron Laziere, 8908 Kensington Parkway (p. 120)

Comment : Mr. Laziere stated that he is a relative new comer,
he has lived in his house only two and one half years. According
to the figures in the Environmental Assessment, he stated that "...
10 million cars have passed my house in 2-1/2 years". He stated
that Kensington Parkway was not designed for that volume of
traffic, it is not safe.

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative would relocate all
interstate destined traffic from Kensington Parkway.

41. Mark Hessell, (see previous speaker number 10), (p. 120)

Comment: Mr. Hessell continued his presentation of evaluating
the Environmental Assessment. He noted that the Environmental
Assessment does not discuss traffic queuing at intersections. He
also noted that Option E was not analyzed for noise impacts. He
opposed Option E because of the resulting short driveways that
would occur and the loss of the front yards. He also noted that
the noise model "defies logic". It does not seem logical, Mr.
Hessell stated, that an additional 11,000 vehicles on northbound
Connecticut Avenue would not increase resulting noise volumes. He
expressed concern about the effect widening Connecticut Avenue
would have on property values. He stated that Option B has not
been clearly defined. "Would a traffic signal be placed at the end
of the ramp so that all southbound traffic could be stopped for a
short period of time?"

For these and other reasons, Mr. Hessell stated that
the Environmental Assessment is "legally inadequate". He stated
that it does not address social impacts upon Chevy Chase Valley and
that a number of steps as required by the Maryland Action Plan were
not followed.

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative would, to the extent
feasible, be constructed within existing State Highway Administra-
tion right of way and within existing curbs wherever possible.
Additional right of way along Connecticut Avenue for roadway
widening would not be required. See Section III.B.4.e. discussion
explaining that increased traffic volumes result in lower speeds
which result in lower noise levels. During final design, SHA will
evaluate the eastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut Avenue
ramp to determine if a modified connection can be made to reduce
traffic speed and provide an improved merge onto Connecticut
Avenue. Consideration of traffic signalization will be a part of
this evaluation.
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42. Mr. Edward Leonard, North Chevy Chase, (p. 125)

Comment: Dr. Leonard noted that the real issue 1is traffic
volumes on northbound Connecticut Avenue. He stated that traffic
volumes on southbound Connecticut Avenue are independent of the
issue of relocating the ramp from Kensington Parkway. He noted
that along northbound Connecticut Avenue (i.e., the east side), we
"...already have a veterinarian, a doctor, a church office, and
they are doing just fine. So, the threat of commercialization, I
think is unrealistic". He supported relocation of the Beltway Ramp
and Option B, along with Option A.

SHA Response: The selected Build Alternative addresses the issues
raised by Dr. Leonard. Option A, however, has been dropped from
further consideration because the Kensington Parkway approach will
not be modified at the Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Ken-
sington Parkway intersection.

43, Ms. Miriam Dow, Woodlawn Road, (p. 126)

Comment: Ms. Dow expressed concern about statements made at
the hearing, "its a case of a classic civil war. We have exag-
gerated our discomfort". She encouraged SHA and the elected

officials to investigate the possibility, "...however fantastic it
may seem, of perhaps eliminating, ultimately, all access to the
beltway from Connecticut Avenue".

SHA Response: See Response number 34.

44, Frank Vartaric, previous speaker number 17 continued
(p. 127)

Comment: Mr. Vartaric continued his presentation, and
addressed some of the safety aspects along Connecticut Avenue and
Kensington Parkway. He reviewed safety statistics along these
facilities as well as the interchange ramps. And encouraged SHA
to consider these particular aspects when talking about safety.

SHA Response: Traffic safety consequences were addressed by SHA in
the selection of the Build Alternative.

45. Mr. John S. Schnitker, (previous speaker number 4 continua-
tion), (p.129)

Comment: Mr. Schnitker echoed previous concerns about
development on vacant parcels south of Jones Bridge Road. He noted
that the time for evaluating these proposal is '"...when there are
specific proposals on the table". He suggested that this issue is
not linked with the ramp problem. He also noted that for the
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residents of Chevy Chase Valley, who asked that residents on
Kensington Parkway "...share the burden of traffic" that perhaps
a realistic solution would be "...to have the exit ramp coming

southbound on Connecticut Avenue and go right down Spring Valley
Road".

SHA Response: None.
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NO. M 600-101~-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

V. CORRESPONDENCE

The following presents the written comments received during
or subsequent to the Combined Location/Design Public Hearing (held
November 16, 1987). Originals of these correspondence are available
for review in the Project Development Division offices, State
Highway Administration, 707 North Calvert Street, Baltimore,
Maryland 21202. Oral comments received during the Hearing are
presented in Section IV of this document.

A. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED SUBSEQUENT TO THE COMBINED/LOCATION
DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING AND RESPONSES

1. Community Associations (1 thru 4) pp V-2 thru pp V-49

2. Petitions (1 and 2) pp V-50 and pp V-51
3. Citizens' Letters (1 thru 104) pp V-52 thru pp V-185
B. ELECTED OFFICIALS (1 thru 9) pp V-186 thru pp V-205
C. AGENCY COORDINATION (1 thru 16) pPp V-206 thru pp V-226
v-1



INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

V. CORRESPONDENCE

A. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED SUBSEQUENT TO THE COMBINED/IOCATION
DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING AND RESPONSES

1. Community Associations (1 thru 4)
2. Petitions (1 and 2)
3. Citizens' Letters (1 thru 104)
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Response to Community Association Letter #1:
(Hamlet House Condominium)
HAMLET HOUSE

Hamlet House Condominium / 3535 Chevy Chase Lake Drive, Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

=
Maryland Department of Transportation ==
State Highway Administration
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Box 717 .
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Gentlemen:

The Board of Directors of the Hamlet House Condominium wishes to make its
view known on the matter of the I-495 interchange with Connecticut Avenue.

We feel that the fundamental requirement is the removal of the access ramp 1. The selected Build Alternative addresses the issues raised by
from Kensington Parkway to eastbound I-495. This is the matter of primary the Hamlet House Condominium. As discussed in Section III-B
importance, representing correction of a long-standing injustice and the of this report, implementation of the selected Alternative
reintegration of the Village of North Chevy Chase. Of almost equal impor- . will be accomplished within existing State Highway Administra-
tance is that the removal of the ramp to Connecticut Avenue be accomplished tion right-of-way and, wherever possible within existing
in the manner least disruptive to the residents of the affected portion of curbs along Connecticué Avenue ’

Connecticut Avenue and the residents of the Chevy Chase Valley cormumnity. °

Commmuters passing through can, 1f need be, find alternative ways of reaching

their destinations. The residents of the nearby comrmmities are fixed in

their locations.

Accordingly, it is the Board's opinion thaé the soundest and most equitable
solution would be the Build Alternative combined with Option A or, in the
alternative, Option B.

It should be noted that traffic volume data presented in Figure 7 of the 2. Proposed Flevelopments on the vacant tracks of land south‘of
Combined Location/Design Report distributed at the public hearing on Jones Bridge Road are independent of the selected Build
Novemter 16, 1987 does not appear to include traffic which may be generated Alternative. The approval process for these developments is

by future development of the tracts in the southwest and southeast quadrants primarily the County and local jurisdiction's responsibili-
of the Connecticut Avenue-Jones Bridge Road intersection. ties.

Very truly yours,

LET HOUSE CONDOMINIUM

>4 % Mdat /z
Dr. N. William Ditzler
President



A SPECIAL TAXING DistelcT .

Al VILLAGE OF NORTH CHEVY CHASE

ZX,E POST OFFICE BOX 1357 CIiEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815

December 3, 1987

Mr. Louls H. Ege Jr.

Deputy Director

Project Development Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Re: Report No. FHWA-MD-EA-87-09-0
Md SHA Contract No. M 600-101-370
1-495 (Capital Beltway) and
Connecticut Avenue (Md. Rt. 185)
Interchange -- Envirognmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Ege:

The Citizens Committee of the Village of North Chevy Chase (NCC)
hereby submits the following comments on the Environmental Assessment
prepared in connection with the proposal to replace the existing Kensington
Parkway Beltway Ramp with a new on-ramp (Ramp N-E) from Connecticut
Avenue (Md Rt. 185) to eastbeund 1-495.

I SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE POSITION

The Citizens Committee supports the “Build Alternative” (as outlined
in the Environmental Assessment), provided either: (1) Kensington
Parkway southbound remains open at Connecticut Avenue; or (2) Option A
(the "green road) is constructed. The Committee prefers (1).

The Committee also supports implementation of other measures to
improve the present situation of residents of both Chevy Chase Valley and
NCC. These include: (1) creatlon of traffic gaps on Connecticut Avenue to_
allow opportunity for vehicle egress from residential driveways -- such as
Option B (for residents abutting Connecticut Avenue southbound) and -
appropriate signal phasing at the Cennecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge -
Road/Kensington Parkway intersection ta provide traffic gaps in northbound
Connecticut Avenue traffic; (2) Building a sidewalk on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue (and improved pedestrian walks on the west side) to

CONSTITUTED APRIL 9, 1921

esponse_ to C o
(village of North Chevy Chase)

The selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway and will retain the existing
southbound Kensington Parkway connection at the Connecticut
Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway intersection.
Option A (the "green road") is thus not necessary.

puring final design, the State Highway Administration will
evaluate both Option B as well as the feasibility of a
sidewalk on the east side of Connecticut Avenue. Although the
basic Build Alternative includes a traffic signal which would
stop southbound Connecticut Avenue traffic at new Ramp B-1,
and thus create traffic gaps at the southbound movenment,
option B would create additional gaps by possibly signalizing
the eastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut Avenue
movement. Consideration for the sidewalk on the east side of
Conrecticut Avenue will be a function of its impacts, citizens
support, and County support.

-

=

---------L---------
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facllitate crossing at Jones Bridge Road. The Committee supports Optlon 3. Build Options A and C thru G have been dropped from further
F, provided that Option is supperted by the residents of NCC living on consideration.
Connecticut Avenue. The Citizens Committee opposes Options C, D, E and G.

1. SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR COMMITTEE POSITION

1. The Build Alternative
The Environmental Assessment fairly and accurately points up the
inadequacles of the present Kensington Parkway location of the i-495
northeast bound ramp. These Include safety concerns present In both the
present ramp configuration and the substandard "weaves” which exist on
both 1-495 and Connecticut Avenue. As was movingly noted at the public
hearing, the present ramp has already resulted in the tragic death of a
neighborhood chlld. 1t also accounts for untold accidents and damage to
community property (bent street signs, ravaged trees, etc.). Additionally,
the 10,500 cars/day which transit Kensington Parkway blsect the Village of
< NCC. Ironically, NCC is responsibte under its charter for the upkeep of
| Kensington Parkway, even though, as a special taxing district, NCC has no
control over the use of the road. Further, as testified at the hearing, the
Kensington Parkway ramp results in "cut-through” traffic in the Village of
NCC which even the existing diverters have been unable to prevent
(Commuter cars travelling from Jones Bridge Road to Brierly to Inverness to
Montgomery Avenue to the Kensington Parkway Ramp). Relocation of the
Kensington Parkway Ramp to Connecticut Avenue is supported, therefore, by
both safety and community concerns. 1t is also supported by the
Transportation Planning Staff of the Md. Park and Planning Commission,
which noted in its memorandum of May 22 of this year that "relocating the
Beltway access ramp to Connecticut Avenue is good systems design.” The
Evironmental Assessment echoes this view, when it states (at pp. 11-2) that
“[ulse of * * * Kensington Parkway * * * for interstate oriented traffic is an
inappropriate use of aresidential road.” We heartily agree and urge you to
implement the Build Alternative. ’

2. Option A Versus Retentlon Of Kensington Parkway
Southbound .

while the Environmental Assessment points out the significant Build Option A has been dropped, the southbound Kensington
improvement which relocation of the ramp will accomplish,gthe Build ' Parkway movement at Connecticut Avenue will be retained.
Alternative does not require inclusion of a means of southbound access onto
Connecticut Avenue for NCC residents. This is amistake. Any Build
proposal, In the Committee's view, must Include such a means of
southbound access for NCC residents. For this (and other) reasons, the
Committee opposes Option C. Inclusion of a means of southbound access
onto Connecticut Avenue is of significant concern to village residents who

£
.
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Use public transportation to get to and from work as well as the elderly
and/or handicapped. Adoption of the Build Alternative without means of
southbound access wlll result in total curtailment of bus service to the
Village, thus requiring Village residents to either brave the dangers of
crossing Connecticut Avenue or walk as far north as Saul Road (since Beach
Drive cannot be used) to get to southbound (or Metro bound) public
transportation. This point must be considered in making the decision at
issue here.

Southbound access can be provided either by: (1) leaving southbound
Kensington Parkway open to traffic; or (2) by the Green Road plan (Option A)

designed by Mr. Snyder of SHA. Retention of Kensingtcn Parkway's
southbound egress to Connecticut Avenue is preferable to Option A for the
following reasons: (1) future levels of service at the five-legged
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway intersection
will be poor (level F) whether or not the southbound Kensington Parkway
signal phase Is eliminated (Table S-2, pp. S-7) (2) Retentlon of the
southbound signal phase will create traffic gaps for driveway egress and
pedestrian crossing on northbound Connecticut Avenue; and (3) Continued bus
service on southbound Kensington Parkway will be more convenient for NCC

residents than bus service on-the-Option-A-green-road.”

J. OPTIONSD & E

The Committee opposes both of these Options, which would 2dd to the .
present driveway egress problems for affected residents of both NCC and 3. Options D and E have been dropped from further consideration.
Chevy Chase Valley on Connecticut Avenue. Option D would also remove
large trees.

4. OPTIONF

The Committee notes that Optlon F will decrease the green space In
front of all affected homes on Connecticut Avenue. Also, the driveway
egress problem could be addressed by providing traf fic gaps through the
signal phasing at the Connecticut Avenue/ Jones Bridge Road/Kensington - —- - — -

7Parkway Intersection. Whether Option F Is adopted, however, remains, in

our view, primarily a matter of choice of the NCC residents with homes on
Connecticut Avenue.

6. Option F has been dropped from further consideration.

S. OPTIONG
The Committee opposes the widening of Jones Bricge Poad, since ease 7.

' Option G has been dropped from further consideration.
of traffic flow will result in increased daily traffic volume.

>,
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111. IMPACT OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVE ON CONNECTICUT AVENUE

1. TRUCK TRAFFIC

It has been claimed by some that relocation of the Kensington
Parkway ramp wlll "significantly increase” truck traffic on Connecticut
Avenue. This overstates the effect of the ramp relocation. First, as the
Environmental Assessment notes, existing truck traffic on Connecticut
Avenue is already “relatively heavy” (pp. I1-4). In addition, while there are
restrictlons on truck trafflc on Kensington Parkway, those restrictions, In
NCC's experlence, are frequently Ignored. Even assuming, however, that
those restrictions were fully effective, the relocation of the ramp will only
add one of eight possible movements of truck traffic on 1-495/Connecticut
Avenue. And, as Table t1-1 of the Environmental Assessment demonstrates,
the truck traffic attributable to the ramp relocatlon will increase total
exIsting truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue south of the Beltway by less
than 10% (90 additional trucks to the total of 1050 already using

< Connecticut Avenue daily). Further, any future truck traffic attributable to

o the ramp refocatlon (170 trucks, pp. 1V-3) is still less than 20% of present
usage. Hence, the increase in truck traffic attributable to the Kensington
Parkway ramp relocation is not sufficient to warrant the expressions of
concern raised by some about this issue.

2. THE EFFECT OF TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER

Option A will increase southbound Connecticut Avenue traffic
between the Beltway and Jones Bridge Road by less than 10%. The Build
Alternative will increase northbound trafflc from about 21,000 to 32,000
vehlcles per day on the section of Connecticut Avenue from Jones Bridge
Road to the new eastbound Beltway ramp. That, unfortunately, is the price
for rectifying the orlginal error in ramp relocation. We would like to
consider this matter in perspective -- recognizing that thls perspectlve
wlll not decrease the paln or bitterness of some residents of the nine or so
affected homes.

Daily traffic volumes on Connecticut Avenue from the District line to
the Beltway is about 32,000 vehicles per day In gach direction, except for
the short northbound sectlon under discussion, for which the figure is about
20,000. Despite heavy traffic, people buy houses on this State Highway.
The homes that abut Connecticut Avenue in old Chevy Chase are in one of the
most prestiglous communities in the area. These homes continue to be
sought after, and new ones have been built within the past half decade.
Likewise, Chevy Chase Valley residents on southbound Connecticut Avenue
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continue to iive there (and there is a remarkable record of ownership
stabiilty) despite 32,000 vehicies per day.

This perspective leads to the following conclusions:

(i) The outrage of citizens with homes on the affected section of
northbound Connecticut Avenue is due to the projected change in the voiume
of traffic, not the absoiute volume. |f the Beltway ramps had been on
Connecticut Avenue from the beginning, more than 30,000 vehicles would be
traveiiing northbound on this section today, and it wouid be no more of an
issue than 1t Is on the rest of Connecticut Avenue from the District line to
Jones Bridge Road.

(2) Ramp relocation would make traffic voiume on this section
similar to that of the rest of north- and southbound Connecticut Avenue.
Predictions that ramp relocation will lead to high-rise or commerciai
development there are not supported by the residential stability noted for
the whoie of Connecticut Avenue from the District tine to the Beltway.

IV. THE HOWARD HUGHES MEDICAL INSTITUTE PURCHASE

The charge has also been made that the Kensington Parkway ramp
relocation is a precursor of further development on Connecticut Avenue
south of Jones Bridge Road. In particuiar, the recent purchase by the Howard
Hughes Medical Institute of the iand located on the southwest side of the
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road Intersection from the Chevy Chase
Land Company has been pointed to by some as evidence of this trend. This is
most emphaticaiiy not the case. Whether the Howard Hughes institute (or
any other non-residential developer) is permitted to develop the vacant
parcels on Connecticut Avenue south of Jones Bridge Road is a matter
completely independent of the present ramp relocation issue. Even if the
ramp is relocated, any developers (such as Howard Hughes) will have an
uphifi task of demonstrating that their proposed use can meet the stringent
public facilities requirements of Maryiand iaw (as well as the requirements
necessary to obtain a special exception). NCC plans to monitor very
carefuiiy any developmental proposais for the open parceis south of Jones
Bridge Road on Connecticut Avenue and to oppose such proposals if they
significantly increase the traffic problems presently experienced at the
five-legged Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway
interchange. Further, the time for evaluating those proposals will be at the
future hearings before the Maryiand Park and Planning Commission (on any
subdivision proposai) and the Board of Appeals (on the speciai exception) --
not at this time. The existence of these stili unspecified proposais should

o

While agreeing that Kensington Parkway is an inappropriate
commuter route, the State Highway Administration will take
every reasonable measure to protect the residential integrity
along no!:'thbound Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences
due‘to J..ncreased traffic volumes. SHA fully supports the
residential Connecticut Avenue, and for those residents on the
east sige of Connecticut Avenue whose only access is onto
Connecticut Avenue, SHA will consider purchasing their
residence at fair market wvalue. Purchases would be on a

purely voluntary basis and would not include any reimbursement
for relocation expenses.

As discussed in response #8 above, SHA fully suppo
residential character of COnnecticut' Avenue. Flyxrthepfm:rtes Egz
selected Build Alternative is independent of land use cha{nges
south of Jones Bridge Road. The review process of any proposed
development is the responsibility of local jurisdictions.

=
[ ]
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not, therefore, deiay a prompt decision that the Kensington Parkway ramp of
1-495 must be reiocated to Connecticut Avenue.

"V.  THE CHEVY CHASE VALLEY INITIATIVE

Assuming that the Bulld Alternative will be implemented as well as
Options A and B, the efforts of Chevy Chase Valley wili have achieved the
following:

(i) Retained the median strip aiong the whoie Iength of Connecticut
Avenue fronting their community. :

(2) Prevented continuous traffic flow south on Connecticut Avenue to
west onto Jones Bridge Road.

(3) Created traffic gaps on southbound Connecticut Avenue (because
< of Build Option B).

(4) Prevented the widening of southbound Connecticut Avenue,
restricting southbound traffic to the existing three lanes.

The efforts of Chevy Chase Valley have also caused a heightened
awareness of mutuai community interests on both sides of Connecticut
Avenue. it shouid be noted that both the NCC Committee and Chevy Chase
Valiey support Option B (or retention of the southbound Kensington Parkway
signai phase) and agree In their opposition to Options C, D, E and (possibly)
G.

2 VI. BREADTH AND DEPTH OF CITIZEN SUPPORT FOR RAMP
RELOCATION

Over twenty years ago, NCC -- without any opportunity for publlc
participation -- had imposed upon one of its residential roads an access
ramp to an interstate highway. At that time, NCC residents were promised
that this was a "temporary” situation which wouid eventually be corrected.
The time has now come to correct that mistake. As evidenced by the
enciosed petitions, almost 90% of the households in NCC (as well as
residents of other adjacent communities) support ramp relocation. We
believe that reiocation of the Kensington Parkway ramp to Connecticut
Avenue -- along with provision of some means of southbound access to
Connectlcut Avenue for NCC residents -- must be implemented without
further delay.

SIWl YOours,
W Now AN
Jeff Noah \57
Chairman 6

Citizens Committee of the

Viltamn Af NMarth Chavg Chacs
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esponse_to_Comm t f23:]e] :
(Council of Chevy Chase View)

Because of the inappropriateness of major interstate tiraffic
on Kensington Parkway, SHA believes that the relocat.on of
this ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the
proper action., SHA will undertake actions to mitigate
potential affects associated with the increased traffic
volumes along Connecticut Avenue, including consideration of
purchasing those residences along the east side of Connezticut
Avenue whose only access is onto Connecticut Avenue. These
residences would be purchased at fair market value and would
be on a purely voluntary basis without reimbursement for
xelocation expenses, ‘

Closing the Kensington Parkway ramp and not providing a
replacement at Connecticut Avenue is not in the interest of
the statewide highway network and is not considered a
reasonable proposal.

=
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MEMORANDUM =
m o
December 3, 1987 _f2_,
-3 Om”
— Zco
Louis H. Ege, Jr. : ‘;’ 4=
Deputy Director o 333
Project Planning Division =z T
State Highway Administration - —
—

Mark Hessel, Attorney for .
the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association

Environmental Assessment for I-495 (Capital Beltway) &
Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185) Interchange
From I-455 To South of Jones Bridge Road

This memorandum is intended to supplement the comments that

I, and others, have already submitted on this project.

While

my earlier comments avoided going through the environmental
assessment step by step, this memorandum attempts to
systematically comment on those parts of the report that have

not been thoroughly addressed before.

Please refer to a copy

of the environmental assessment as you read these comments.

I recognize that my combined comments are lengthy and

request additional analysis.
environmental assessment is already very long.

The SHA has protested that the
My response is

simply that the assessment only needs to be long enough to

intelligently discuss all of the points that are important to
the communities involved.

Page
s-1

Comment

The description of the proposed action defines the
focus of the study as a narrow area along Connecticut
Avenue and Kensington Parkway. First, the
environmental assessment (EA) is more in the nature of
a proposal than a study or assessment. Second, the
focus is inappropriately limited. The proposed
project will affect all of the communities along
Connecticut Avenue including all of Chevy Chase
Valley, the intersection of Jones Bridge Raod and

Response to_Community Association Letter #4:
(Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association)

a. Memorandum to Mr. Louis H. Ege, December 3, 1987
(19 pages).

b. Letter to Mr. Louis H. Ege, December 4, 1987 (2 pages).

c. Letter to Mr. Norman Christeller, November 25, 1987
(9 pages).

d. Letter to Mr. Norman Christeller, December 3, 1987
(3 pages).

e. Public Hearing Testimony by Mark Hessel (7 pages).

Note:

Many of the issues raised in the attached 40 pages of written
testimony concern either procedural assumptions regarding the
conduct of this study or options which are not now a part of the

Selected Build Alternative.
description of the Selected Build Alternative, especially Figure

1, as well as the project recommendation letter submitted by

The reader is encourage to review the

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission in Section

V - Agency Coordination of this report (letter dated January 11,
1989) .

The basic tenet of SHA's study was that the current situation
whereby Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185) is connected
to the Capital Beltway (I-495) via Kensington Parkway requires
a detailed analyses of the advantages and disadvantages
associated with both retaining the existing condition (No
Build) or making modifications. Because traffic flow south of
this split (i.e. Jones Bridge Road) along Connecticut Avenue
would be unaffected by this change (except for truck traffic,
which was fully addressed), the logical southern limit for
this evaluation was in the vicinity of Manor Road.

-
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WeinER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KaPLan, P.C.

Memorandum -2-

December 4, 1987

Spring Valley Road, and the undeveloped tracts of
land at Jones Bridge Road and Connecticut Avenue.
The success of the proposal will depend on traffic
flow up and down Connecticut Avenue (not just near

the interchange) and across Jones Bridge ‘Road linking
Bethesda ard Silver Spring.

The last paragraph states that the study includes an
evaluation of community impacts. This statement is
misleading at best. There is virtually no discussion
of the change in the quality of life for people
living in homes in Chevy Chase Valley or the
communities along Connecticut Avenue, and literally
no discussion of the negative effects of the proposal
on home values along Connecticut Avenue.

Under the No-Build Alternative, the environmental
assessment states that the Village of North Chevy

-Chase would continue to be involved with maintenance

activities for the Parkway. 1If it is true, as North
Chevy Chase maintains, that it is not compensated for
the cost of maintaining the Parkway, then the State
should pay back the Village for past maintenance
expenses and begin a policy of reimbursing the
Village for future expenses.

Option B to the EA is different than the option B as
the SHA currently explains it. According to Sue
Ellen White, the ramp would not necessarily have a
signal at Connecticut Avenue. This difference is
very significant because it determines whether or not
there will be a complete break in the traffic, which
allows pedestrians to cross Connecticut Avenue and
drivers to exit side streets and driveways.

As explained by Sue Ellen White, Option C entails
widening Connecticut Avenue to five northbound
lanes. ..This should have been mentioned in the EA.

The relationship between the Build Options and the
Build Alternative is not explained anywhere. Some of
the Build options could be built without adopting the
Build Alternative. This is very confusing. Also,
the Build Options should be presented in meaningful
combinations. For instance, options A, D, E, and G
with the Build Alternative, or options B and G with
the No-Build Alternative.

eferenced the EA addressed communiyy impacts. The
SZIeZted Actio; will not increase the capacity of northbound
Connecticut Avenue nor change the characte; of'traffic along
this route. Consequently, the Selected Action is anticipgted
to have minimal effect on property v§1ues along Connect%cut
Avenue. As part of the Selected Action, SHA will consider
requests from the four property owners whose only access is
onto Connecticut Avenue to have their homes purchased.

Kensington Parkway is not designated as a state roadway and
is not entitled to state maintenance funding.

During final design, SHA will continue to evaluate Option B.
A decision regarding a traffic signal at terminus of Option
B with Connecticut Avenue has not been made. It is agreed that
the provision of a traffic signal'would help create additional
gaps along southbound Connecticut Avenue, although the
proposed traffic signal associated yith Ramp Bl should also
successfully accomplish this objective.

\

i : - - tion of the
See Figure 1 and pages III-7 to III-8 gor descrip
Selectgg Action. Connecticut Avenue will not be widened as
part of the Selected Action.

i III-S5 that
The Environmental Assessment (EA) stages on page
a median widening of northbound Connecticut Avenue is required
with Option C for the double left-turn lane.

ined on page III-3 of the EA, the Build Options were
Sszfg;:;nto adézggs issues that were not resolved by the
Build Alternative alone. The Build Options alone did not serve
to address the purpose of the study, i.e. the removal of
interstate traffic from Kensington Parkway. Impacts of the
Build options are addressed throughout the Impacts section og
the EA. option C would not have required five northboun
lanes.

==
-
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WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KaPLAN, P.C.

Memorandum -3-

December 4, 1987

Earlier this year, District Engineer, Michael Snyder,
stated that the ramps could not be moved unless
Connecticut Avenue were widened. By presenting the
Build Alternative without this feature (hiding them
in options D and E instead), the SHA has .violated the
spirit< if not the letter, of the Maryland Action
Plan. More importantly, it has seriocusly skewed the
comments that it solicited from the public. Note
that out of all of the supporters of the proposal,
not a single person endorsed widening Connecticut
Avenue.

This comparison is badly lacking. The EA should
address the Build and No-Build Alternatives plus each
of the seven options and various combinations of the
options. By limiting itself to the two alternatives,
the EA fails to meet the requirements imposed on it
by the Maryland Action Plan. This problem persists
throughout the EA.

Under the projections for Year 2010, tbe combined
number of cars using northbound Connecticut Avenue
and northbound Kensington Parkway during the morning
peak is not the same for the No-Build and Build
Alternatives (1,595 + 130 = 1725 as opposed to 980 =
750 + 1730).

The level of service projections under item 2 show
that the level of service at the Jones Bridge Road
intersection would be worse under the Build
Alternative than under the No-Build Alternative.
However, the SHA has repeatedly stated that improving
that intersection is one of the goals of the project.

Do the level of service prjections under item 3 take
the new fourth lane of the Beltway into account?

The only improvement projected is for the merge onto
the Beltway eastbound during the evening rush hour.
This same improvement could probably be achieved by
lengthening the existing ramp along tbe edge of the
Beltway. There is room to extend it there without
significantly interfering with residences.

On balance, except for the eastbound Beltway access
ramp (which can be improved without being moved) the
level of service projections show no significant
difference between the Build and No-Build
Alternatives. The projections under items 1 and 3
basically offset each other. :

6.

10.

11.

A minor widening of Connecticut Avenue would have been
required for Option C as stated in the EA. Widening of
Connecticut Avenue other than for traffic merging purposes was
not required for the other Options A, B, F and G. Options D
and E, which widened Connecticut Avenue by adding a continuous
4th lane in each direction. was not included in the Selected
Action because of adverse impacts.

The number of options evaluated reflects the range of
alternatives necessary to meet the project's purpose and need,
as well as to respond to the suggestions offered by the public
and others. Because several of these options are mutually
exclusive, it was decided to only address the No-Build and
Build in full and complete detail in the EA. Since only
Option B is included in the Selected Action, this decision was
appropriate.

A difference of 5 vehicles in the year 2010 (out of a total
of 1725+) is not significant.

While improving the Jones Bridge Road intersection may be
desirable, major improvements (such as Option G) do not seenm
feasible at the present time because of the high cost and
limited traffic benefits. N

Yes.

In addition to improving the merge, the Selected Action would
also eliminate the existing loop ramp (Ramp D) to loop ramp
(Ramp C) weave which now exists along the Beltway. Lengthening
the existing ramp would only marginally improve the poor weave
conflict and would result in unbalanced Ramp C geometrics.
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WeineRr, McCarrFaey, BROOSKY & KarLan, P.C.

Memorandum -4- December 4, 1987

These projections ignore the levels of service at the
intersection of Jones Bridge Road with Spring Valley
Road and the intersections of Connecticut Avenue with
Woodlawn Road, Montrose Drive (both sides of the
Avenue), and Parsons Street.

S-6 The estimate of the construction costs are misleading
for several reasons. First, it ignores the options.
Options D and E, which the SHA considers mandatory,
are very expensive. However, even the estimates of
these options ignore the stark reality that the SHA
will be compelled to buy many of the homes along
Connecticut Avenue if it widens the roadway to eight
lanes.

S-7 Option C will take so much land on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue that the SHA will probably be
required to buy the homes. Therefore, the expenses
will be much higher. .

The level of service projections show many levels in
the E and F range. According to Neil Pedersen, the
scale used to measure the level of service is not
very meaningful in the E and F range because the
intersection exceeds its theoretical maximum capacity
and cars may back up at the intersection.

Option B, which could be built without the Build
Alternative, seems to be relatively inexpensive.

S-8 The Environmental Assessment Form does not adequately
address the concerns and issues that the Maryland
Action Plans requires the SHA to address. It appears
that the form was filled out for the Build
Alternative without any options. This is unrealistic
and deceptive.

s-10 Item 25 is misleading because it does not address
options B thru G. In particular, no noise analysis
was done or included in any published report for
option E.

S-11 The statement under Item 31 that the action {(with or
without options?) will not impair the economic use of
properties is absurd. At a minimum, homes with
driveways on Connecticut Avenue will sell for lower
prices because of the inreased traffic at their
doorsteps. Options C, D and E would make these homes
almost worthless as residences. W®ho would buy a home

i -

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Traffic operations at these intersections were evaluated, and
the Jones Bridge Road/Spring Valley Road intersection was
identified as a potential problem regardless of this project.
For this reason, during final design, SHA will request that
Montgomery County evaluate installing a traffic signal at
intersection of Jones biidye Road with Spring vValley Road.

Options D and E are not mandatory and are not a part of the
Selected Action. Options D and E were eliminated because of
residential impacts. SHA will consider purchasing the four
homes along the west side of Connecticut Avenue whose access
is only via Connecticut Avenue.

Option C is not a part of the Selected Action primarily
because the significant increase in traffic on Ramp D
resulting from the northbound Connecticut Avenue left turn
would considerably worsen the already poor weave condition
along eastbound I-495. The Selected Action eliminates this
weave.

The Environmental Assessment Form was filled out primarily for
the basic Build Alternative. Because of the similarity between
the basic Build Alternative and the Selected Action, this form
remains valid.

See response #15.

See response #15.
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with a 15 foot driveway with access only to a Beltway
ramp and with eight lanes of traffic 25 feet from the
front door? The assessment should have included a
summary of a study done by a qualified appraiser.

The study should have included all of the homes along
Connecticut Avenue and in North Chevy Chase and Chevy
Chase Valley. The comments referenced in Section
IV-C are unsupported and nearly meaningless.

The response to Item 32 is incorrect. The increased
danger for pedestrians crossing Connecticut Avenue is
certain to deter citizens on one side of Connecticut
Avenue from using the school grounds or the Chevy
Chase Recreation Association on the opposite side.

The response to Item 33 ignores the value of homes
that front on Connecticut Avenue and other nearby
homes.

Item 37 states that, the proposal is consistent with
zoning plans. This ignores the effect of the options
on the "green corridor® concept in the
Kensington-Wheaton Master Plan. The options may also
place some homes in violation of front yard set back
reguirements.

Under Item 40, the increased traffic burden is likely
to encourage some homeowners to move or to convert
their houses to commercial uses.

Under Item 42, the proposal is certain to affect the
public safety because it makes it more dangerous to
cross Connecticut Avenue on foot or to drive out of a
side street or driveway onto Connecticut Avenue.

The response to Item 43 is correct, but the point
Seems to have been overlooked elsewhere in the EA.
In essence, it seems to say that nothing terrible
would happen if the project were nc: built.

The response to Item 45 ignores the plans for the
future development of the Connecticut Avenue corridor
and the development of Bethesda and Silver Spring,
which will continue to grow and generate traffic on
Jones Bridge Road.

The footnote is incorrect. The EA does not meet the
requirements €or public disclosure contained in the
Maryland Action Plan. Furthermore, I do not believe

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

The Selection Action will not result in eight lanes of traffic
(Options D and E) on Connecticut Avenue and the increased
traffic volumes are not expected to reduce the value of
residences fronting on Connecticut Avenue.

The Selected Action will provide improved opportunities for
pedestrians wishing to cross Connecticut Avenue. This will be
accomplished with the traffic signal proposed with Ramp Bl.
In the design phase, other options will be investigated to
address pedestrian crossings of Connecticut Avenue.

The Selected Action and the options presented in the EA are
included in the 1970 Master Plan for the Bethesda - Chevy
Chase Planning Area and the July 1989 Final Draft Master Plan
for this area.

See response #15.
See response #19.

While the action can be eliminated without deleterious effects
on public health, safety, welfare and the natural environment,
it is in the interest of the public that only those roadways
designated to service interstate destined traffic serve as
such. Coe

See response #20.

See response #15. This study followed the Maryland Action Plan
procedures with respect to public disclosure and development
of the EA. The EA and FONSI have been developed in accordance
with State and Federal regulations.
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that it was developed under the procedures required
by the Maryland Action Plan.

In the first paragraph, the EA correctly notes that
the study area "is primarily residential
communities.” That includes Connecticut Avenue as
well as Kensington Parkway.

In the first sentence of section I-B, the EA states
that the changes would consist primarily of moving
the ramps. This is misleading at best. Since the
Build Alternative requires the widening of
Connecticut Avenue, the changes would be much greater
than simply moving the ramps. Also, this statement
generally ignores the options which are as much a
part of the proposal as the Build Alternative itself.

It should be noted under section I-C.l.a. that each
time North Chevy Chase closed off a side street,
surrounding communities absorbed the traffic burden.
These same street closings are what makes it
"necessary"” to propose option A to give the Village
access to Connecticut Avenue southbound. If some of

the barricaded streets were opened up onto Jones
Bridge Road, new construction would not be necessary.

The homes mentioned along Connecticut Avenue are not
represented by the Village government.

The description of the human environment should also
mention the residential character of Connecticut
Avenue south of Jones Bridge Road. This area will be
affected by additional truck traffic and greater
traffic back ups.

Under d.1), the EA mentions that traffic volumes for

the study area are indicated in Fig. II-1. It should
be noted that Fig. II-1 does not show traffic volumes
by lane, which is a very important part of the proper
analysis of the proposal. Lane data is necessary to

evaluate how the traffic will affect vehicles trying

to gain access to Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge
Road from Chevy Chase Valley.

Under the comments on the public transportation
system, the EA should note that it would be possible
to route buses down and back along Kensington Parkway
to pick up and drop off passengers who might
otherwise have to walk along the Parkway or cross
Connecticut Avenue. ’

26.

27.

2B.

29.

30.

31.

Agree

The Selected Action does not include widening of Connecticut
Avenue. The primary purpose of the project (i.e. removal of
interstate traffic from a residential road) will be
accomplished by relocating the ramp. The Build Alternative
involves only minor widening of Connecticut Avenue for merge
purposes. The options are not a mandatory part of the Bu}ld
Alternative and were fully discussed in the summary section
and Alternative section of the EA. See also Section III.B.1.
of this FONSI.

Opening up some of the closed side residential streets in
North Chevy Chase would not eliminate the need for new
construction. There is no relationship between traffic on the
referenced side residential streets and the Connecticut Avenue
to Beltway entrance ramp.

The increase in truck traffic which will result with construc-
tion of the new Ramp H is not expected to alter traffic flow
on Connecticut Avenue south of Jones Bridge Road (see Section
III.B.2.).

Traffic flow data by lane has not been collected for this
project. It is agreed that the right-hand (curb) lane would
tend to carry higher than average traffic volumes as result
of the new entrance ramp.

The Selected Action would not affect pub%ic transportation
along either Kensington Parkway or Connecticut Avenue.

-
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Under the comments on the B&O Railroad tracks, the EA
should discuss plans for the future use of the right
of way. It may affect traffic along Connecticut 32. A decision regarding future
. use of
Avenue in that area. (possibly for Light Rail Transit) ha:h:otazzel;a;:f&ad tracks
1-7 uUnder Land Use Planning, the EA should discuss
Connecticut Avenue north of the interchange where
much of the through traffic is generated. It should 33. Connecticut Avenue north
also discuss the large tracts on either side of residential development. p;;i fgf o%etpway is prgqominately
Connecticut Avenue at Jones Bridge Road. The Hughes two large tracts on either side of c?e ER does dincnss the
Medical Institute purchased the west side tract last Jones Bridge Road. Although the Hughe %:"eFt1CUt Avenue and
month and plans to start construction this winter. purchased the west side tract gth:y ii;z:l I:ftltgte nas
5 development concepts or pla ! not submitted
. . ns N
I-9 Since the trees along Connecticut Avenue are now two years after thepLublizng;:i§§xn°t begun construction,
threatened by several of the options, they deserve g.
mention in this part of the EA. 34. 22et§A describes the existing environment. The impact secti
e EA discusses the impact : ion
I1-1 The very first paragraph of this part of the EA is ogtions on trees (0.1 acré; r;;;?i;:g_Buffd pltgrnative and
fundamentally flawed. The purposeé of the study shows Flght-of—way). In addition, the Select:; w}thln SHA °Wped
a fatal bias in favor of the project. The purpose includes consideration for landscapin Build Alternative
should be to lighten the traffic burden along 15 plng.
Connecticut Avenue. By posing the purpose in terms . Contrary to Mr. Hessel's comm
of how to get traffic off of Kensington Parkway, the ?ransportation officials and f§:3 u€§?e§?1' state, and locgl
EA begs the question. This bias permeates the entire is inherently wrong to place interstageaiizaiii?ree thit it
study. : road. The purpose of this stud on a local
hould focus
of interstate orientated t 5 on the removal
: . . . c raff i
There is nothing inherently wrong with having ic from Kensington Parkway.
interstate traffic on a local road. The problem on
Kensington Parkway would be no different if the state
condemned the road and took it over.
I1-2 How are the alleged deficiencies on ramp H measured?
The first problem ("Ramp H") is not a serious 16 ™ !
problem. Turning quickly is necessary on most roads . e EA does not address the "seri L s
in the state where the driver wants to make a turn H problem, but rather notes d:;ftfgsgfeSOf t?f specific Ramp
off of a local road. All of these problenms could be distance, poor curve transitions and me such as poor sight
addressed by improving the existing ramp and the Beltway. rging problems along
modifying the landscaping.
The next problem will be improved when the fourth 37. The recent fourth lane addit i
lane of the Beltway opens. Limiting through traffic re}ieve the existing entranc; E?ing ggxe Beltway w11{ ?Ot
to the two left lanes should greatly ease the traffic which now exists along the eastbound ortg weaving condition
weave. If the problem is so great, why has the SHA Alghough, common to cloverleaf interchgngegont:fsEﬁ:uifﬁzrayé
not posted warning signs? a desirable condi ; ! no
limited. tion when the distance between the ramps is
The SHA should not do anything to make the problems ’
on southbound and northbound Connecticut Avenue any 38. The Selected Action with the traffic signal includ
worse- ' Connecticut Avenue/Ramp Bl will correct the proglzg ?f:

insufficient gaps on Connecticut
C : Avenue
attempting to exit their driveways. for residents
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The fact that Kensington Parkway is a residential
road does not make it untouchable. Connecticut
Avenue was once narrower than the Parkway is today.
It does not matter to homeowners whether the SHA
calls the road in front of their houses residential
or arterial. It is the traffic flow that counts. If
the SHA is hung up on this distinction then it should
recognize that Kensington Parkway is, in fact, an
arterial road.

The congestion at the Jones Bridge Road intersection
cannot be considered separately from the congestion
at the other intersections along Connecticut Avenue
because there is no place else for the traffic to go.

Under section II-D.1., the EA states that the review
of the data should focus on the volume of traffic
using northbound Kensington Parkway. This is another
illustration of the bias of the EA. The focus should
be on the traffic flow in the entire study area and
beyond.

Cut through traffic is a concern of Chevy Chase
Valley, but it pales in comparisom with the concern
over the other problems that the Build Alternative
and options would cause. Stating that cut through
traffic is a major concern deflects attention from
other more serious problems.

Compare the statement that the Beltway traffic is the
only significant traffic problem in North Chevy Chase
to a comparable statement about the traffic problems
faced by people who live on Connecticut Avenue.
People on Connecticut Avenue have even greater
problems.

On the chart for the morning peak cut through traffic
southhound, it should be noted that all cut through
traffic at those hours is illegal ("no right turn”
signs are posted). The numbers are also low because
the study was done during the summer months when
traffic is notoriously light.

On the chart for Jones Bridge Road, the low (zero)
level of traffic in the morning from D to F shows
just how hard it can be to head north from Woodlawn
Road to Connecticut Avenue north. The low numbers
under "From E" indicate that there is absolutely no
reason to follow this route unless you live in one of
the homes on Jones Bridge Road between Connecticut

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Although Connecticut Avenue may at one time have been narrower
than Kensington Parkway, the present six lanes along
Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185) has significantly more
traffic capacity then existing Kensington Parkway. Kensington
Parkway is a local road and interstate type traffic along it
is inappropriate.

The traffic analyses presented in the EA and in this document
address the volume to capacity ratio (i.e. v/c ratio) for this
intersection in terms of each of the improvement options
studied. See Table S.

Traffic Figures II-1, IV-1 and IV-2 in the EA present daily
and peak hour (am/pm) traffic volumes for 23 traffic links in
the network. The full sentence on page II-3 of the EA under
the topic "Existing Traffic Data" begins "Review of these data
relevant to this project should focus on the volume of traffic
currently using northbound Kensington Parkway to access I-495
eastbound...". See also Figures 4, 5 and 6 in this FONSI.

The discussion on cut-through traffic was added in direct
response to concerns stated by both area residents as well as
the civic association representatives. This text does not
place a value judgement on the consequences of cut through
traffic in comparison to "problems".

The introduction to EA Table II-3 "Existing Cut Through

_Traffic" on page II-5 identifies the four traffic movements

which are prohibited by signing during the peak hour. These
movements were counted during "prohibited" time periods
because several citizens specifically requested the count.

Prior to the Public Hearing, these volumes were recounted
following the opening of school and where not notably
different. The cut-through volumes presented in the FONSI
reflect the post-start of school time period.

I
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and Spring Valley. It is not properly considered a-
cut through. This route is longer than the
alternative.

What is the practical significance of 2 second gaps?
What happens to that number under the various options?

When were the pedestrian counts done? Was it a
school day? What day of the week was it?

The study area along I-495 should be eastbound only.
All statistics for westbound I-495 are irrelevant and
skew the conclusions. It should also be noted that
this part of the Beltway is the infamous “"roller
coaster.” Accidents are caused by the Beltway design
at this point.

Is the statewide average of 71 accs/100mvm for open
stretches of urban highways, or for urban highways at
interchanges?

The EA should assess the safety of the Beltway with
four lanes as it will be soon. Measuring safety
under irrelevant conditions is meaningless.

In Table II-6, what do the rear end, fixed object,
sideswipe and parked vehicle accidents have to do
with a Beltway ramp? How many of the accidents were
caused by poor ramp design which could be corrected
without moving the ramp?

The High Accident Section referred to covers almost
the entire study area. This data shows that the
merge from the access ramp onto eastbound I-495 was
not a factor because the High Accident Section does
not appear to include the ramp.

Note that the accident rate on Connecticut Avenue is
much higher than tne rate on the Beltway.

The data does not indicate whether it applies to the
westbound or eastbound lanes of the Beltway. It also
does not show the causes.

The High Accident Intersection is the only full
intersection in the study area. Therefore, singling
it out is meaningless.

44.

45,

46.

47.

48,

49.

50.

The two second gap represents the average gap observed along
Connecticut Avenue. The addition of the traffic signal
upstream of this location on Connecticut Avenue (at new Ramp
Bl) will create additional and thus longer average gaps which
would increase opportunities for traffic to enter Connecticut
Avenne from the side streets.

The pedestrian counts were obtained in September of 1987.

The addition of the fourth traffic lane along the Beltway and
the shoulder improvements have improved traffic operations
along this portion of the Beltway.

The state-wide average accident rate is for all sections of
urban highways, both with and without interchanges.

At the time of publication, the EA could only address
historical accident data for the pre-widening condition of the
Beltway. Post-widening accident statistics are now being
collected. : ” o
The accident statistics presented in EA Table II-6 ‘address
the section of the Beltway within the study limits, not solely
Ramp H. The existing accident problems along Ramp H are the
result of a combination of poor geometrics and high traffic
volumes along both the ramp and the Beltway.

A review of the accident reports for the study area indicates
a variety of accident causes, including driver error/
confusion, poor pavement conditions (wet for example) and
traffic congestion. No single cause is readily apparent for
most of these accidents. Access controlled highways such as
the Beltway historically have lower accident rates than
facilities such as Connecticut Avenue. These data are for both
directions on the Beltway.
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51. Option B is anticipated to help reduce the accident problem
Option B should resolve the accident problem on that l along this ramp.
ramp. The Build Alternative alone will have no
affect on that accident ramp.

The problems with the eastbound Beltway exit ramp to 52. Shifting the loop ramp does not resolve the accident problem
northbound Connecticut Avenue can be fixed without along the Beltway caused by the traffic weave.

_ " moving the ramp.
The only recent fatal accident on Kensington Parkway
was caused by a drunk driver. There is no indication
whether the driver was bound for the Beltway or what
could have prevented the accident.

53. The EA does not attribute "significance"” to the accident data

What is the significance of the 14 accidents on for Kensington Parkway, but rather Presents the available
Kensington Parkway? The rate on Kensington Parkway e accident ;tatistiqs_for'aLl roads within the study area.
is much better than the rate on Connecticut Avenue. ) : -
There should be data for accidents on Jones Bridge o )
Road. .

54. Elimination of the traffic weaves along both the Beltway and
Some types of accidents will not be reduced Connecticut Avenue is expected to reduce side swipe accidents
significantly by the Build Alternative. For and rear-end accidents.

instance, side swipes, fized object collisions, and
probably rear-end collisions.-

ITI-1 In the project history, the EA states that the 55. The need to remove Ramp H reflects the inappropriateness of
original configuration of the Connecticut Avenue ’ interstate traffic on a residential street and safety benefits
interchange was a compromise “accepted by all associated with the redesigned interchange. The absence of
agencies as a compromise which permitted Beltway written documentation attesting to the interchange design's
construction with minimum damage to Rock Creek Park . adequacy does not - invalidate the verbal commitment made
and the adjacent residences.” If this is true, the regarding the temporary nature of this ramp.

SHA's authority to unilaterally change the terms of
the compromise is doubtful. Before proceeding any
further, the SHA must ascertain the basis of the
original compromise and publish the documentation.

To date, no one has been able to produce any tangible

evidence that a commitment was made. 56. The actual statement on EA page III-2 reads "in conjunction
N with local citizens representatives (including the village of
III-2 Note that when Lhe EA mentions the citizens that it North Chevy Chase Citizen Association) and representatives of
spoke with in developing the initial proposal, it M-NCP & PC,...", In the summer of 19B7, SHA representatives
only lists the Village of North Chevy Chase. 1In met at the home of Ms. Mary Anne Berberich to discuss the
fact, the SHA intentionally avoided discussing the study process and improvement alternatives. Mr. Mark Hessel
proposal with the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens was also in attendance during this meeting, at which time the
Association (CCVCA) and other citizens that would proposals were discussed in detail with Chevy Chase Valley
obviously be affected by the proposal. The SHA had Citizen Association. Many of the sections criticized by Mr.
dealt with the CCVCA on other matters, but declined Mark Hessel as "meaningless" in the EA were specifically added
to even mention the proposal to it. in response to issues raised by these citizens.

10
' =
EE AN EE A AN A D W A B N S A e B S Es me mm



0Z-A

4

WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KAPLAN, P.C.

Memorandum ~11-

III-3

December 4, 1987

It appears likely that the Village of North Chevy
Chase lobbied its state representatives who in turn
pressured the SHA to devise a plan to remove the
Beltway traffic from Kensington Parkway. This
scenario raises the question why the SHA did not
propose to move the ramp in 1981 when it moved
another ramp or in 1Y87 when it undertook
construction for the fourth lane of the Beltway. The
answer may be that it was considered but rejected.
Any consideration of a proposal to move the ramp at
these times should be identified and reviewed.

The design and operation issues are not all
significant. The fact that Kensington Parkway is a
local road is only a metaphysical problem. In fact,
Kensington Parkway has been a heavy service road for
almost 25 years.

It is not clear why having two entrances and two
exits along the eastbound Beltway is a problem. Note
that the proposal would have no affect on the number
of entrances.

Although the EA states that the options were designed
to address the increased traffic volumes on
Connecticut Avenue south of the Beltway, the EA does
not sddress traffic congestion below Jones Bridge
Road. Traffic below Jones Bridge Road may soon back
up all of the way to the Beltway.

Under III-B.2., the EA states that the Build
Alternative addresses the majority of the issues
discussed in Section II, but does not resolve all of
the issues. This is incorrect. The Build
Alternative creates more problems than it solves
because it will cause back ups along Connecticut
Avenue. While some of the options may help, they
also cause other proublems. Each combination of

options should bLe ‘evaluated as a separate alternative.

The description of the Build Alternative states that
Ramp N-E would begin with a 30 MPH exit curve from
Connecticut Avenue and transition to 40 to S0 MPH.
This ramp would have the same design flaws that the
SHA says that the existing ramp H has. There are no
cars on Connecticut Avenue that travel at just 30
MPH. Cars regularly move at 40 to 50 MPH. The ramp
would be dangerous if it were built as planned. If
the SHA insists on pursuing the myth that a ramp

11

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

The ramp modifications undertaken in 1981 where viewed by SHA
as the first step in completely removing all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway. It was SHA's intentions to
stage this construction-i.e. one ramp at a time. The Be}tway
widening project undertaken in 1987 was for the primary
purpose of improving traffic safety and providing addltignal
capacity and four lanes along the portion of the Capital
Beltway through Rock Creek Park. See also response #55.

Interchange modifications were not part of this project. Mr.
Hessel's evaluation of the significant impacts and "meta-
physical problem" are his own opinion.

Traffic operations south of the Jones Bridge Road intersection
would be largely unaffected by the Selected Action. The
additional 170 to 370 trucks per day which are projected’ to
use Connecticut Avenue as a result of the removal of truck
prohibitions are not projected to adverseély impact traffic
service and operations along Connecticut Avenue.

The Selected Action is anticipated to improve traffic
operations in the I-495/Connecticut Avenue interchange and
remove interstate traffic from Kensington Parkway. Backups
along Connecticut Avenue exist today, and are anticipated to
continue in the future regardless of the option selected. This
FONSI presents the environmental consequences of the Build
Alternative, along with Option B. ~

A primary benefit of the Selected Action is that the weave
problems along both the inner loop of the Beltway and
northbound Connecticut Avenue would be eliminated. The design
criteria for new Ramp N-E begins with a 30 mph exit curve from
Connecticut Avenue and transitions to 50 mph merge with the
Beltway. The geometrics of this ramp would be considerably
better than existing Ramp H.
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should start with a 30 MPH curve, it should keep the
existing ramp H.

The same paragraph states that trucks would be
allowed to use ramp N-E. This raises the. problem of
additional truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue.
These trucks would cause a substantial disturbance
all along the Avenue. The_SHA _should remember that

—€onnecticut Avenue is, and has always been, a road in

a8 residential neighborhood. If it must be used as an
arterial, the SHA should distinguish between arterial
roads like Georgia Avenue, which is primarily
commercial, and arterial roads that are in
residential areas.

Under Option A, the proposed road will interfere with
access to the Beltway ramp. Whether the proposed
road technically interupts the ramp or not, the
effect will be the same.

The description of option B states that the movement
would be signal controlled. According to Sue Ellen
White, the signal is no longer considered a necessary
part of the option. Aside from the unfairness of
holding a public hearing on a document that has been
revised, this change is undesirable. The signal
would solve a bad problem on the west side of
Connecticut Avenue. Pedestrians crossing the Avenue
must contend with cars from the Beltway that proceed
south at high rates of speed. Even a brief signal
would give these pedestrians relief from a dangerous
situation. The same analysis applies to drivers
trying to leave the side streets in Chevy Chase
Valley or driveways directly on Connecticut Avenue.

Option C is deceptive. It mentions that Connecticut
Avenue would be "bowed out." According to Sue Ellen
White and the diagrams presented for the first time
at the giblic hearing, this means that northbound
Connecticut Avenue would be widened to five lanes
between Montrose Drive and the new intersection with
the eastbound Beltway exit ramp. To accomplish this,
part of the median would have to be taken. The
median is necessary for the safety of pedestrians
crossing Connecticut Avenue and drivers who try to
travel north on the Avenue from Woodlawn Road. These
drivers must wait for a break in the southbound
traffic, drive to the median, and wait there for a
comparable break in the northbound traffic. If the
median is too narrow, the car will block traffic

4

12

63.

64.

65.

Scc Regsponse #59. Foture truck traffic data resulting from
allowiné trucks on Ramp N-E is discussed on Page IV-3 of the
EA and Section III.B.2. of this document.

Option A was not selected because of unacceptable traffic
operations and loss of green space.

i i i the design
Option B will receive further evaluations during S
pgase. Option B is expected to improve the traffic operations
from the side streets without resulting in adverse social,
economic and environmental impacts.

1d result in
option € was not selected because it wou

sggnificantly worse traffic operations gweav1ng) alqng tge
inner loop of the Beltway and difficulty in accommodating the
high volume of northbound Connecticut Avenue left turning
traffic in the existing median.

A

=
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while it waits for an opening. 1In addition, the car
would have to cross two lanes of left turn only
traffic to proceed north. If no left turn is allowed
at Woodlawn Road, the residents of Chevy Chase Valley
will only have one very cumbersome means of going
north on Connecticut Avenue. They would have to go
out Spring Valley Road, left on Jones Bridge Road,
and left again onto Connecticut Avenue.
Unfortunately, traffic backs up so far in the left
turn lane on Jones Bridge Road that it is often
impossible to make this turn.

Option E proposes a new northbound lane on
Connecticut Avenue. This lane would feed into the
proposed access ramp and serve as an extension of the
ramp itself. However, buses and driveway use would
interfere with access to the Beltway along this
extended ramp.

Option F is unclear. It has been described as
anything from a wide shoulder to a parking bay. It
could be very dangerous for someone trying to pull
into or out of a tight spot on this "mitigation
project” while traffic is speeding past on the way to
the Beltway ramp.

Under the introduction, the EA states that no
significant adverse effects are expected from the
Build Alternative because no right of way has to be
taken from adjacent properties. This statement
contains a compound error. First, there are
significant adverse effects. The additional 11,000
cars a day traveling northbound on Connecticut Avenue
north of Jones Bridge Road will create major traffic
problems in terms of back ups and making the
driveways on Connecticut Avenue unusable. These cars
represent an increase of almost 50 percent. When the
proposed new light on Connecticut Avenue is taken
into account, this increase may very well cause
gridlock at the Jones Bridge Road Intersection. The
SHA has not done a queuing analysis of this. The
additional traffic will leave much less room for
pedestrians and cars trying to head north from
Woodlawn Road.

Second, because of these problems and others, the
Build Alternative cannot be built without widening
Connecticut Avenue. This will require taking the
front lawns of residences. As a result, the homes
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66.

67.

6B.

69.

Option E was not selected because of residential impacts
associated with widening Connecticut Avenue.

Option F was not selected because of severe residential
impacts along the east side of Connecticut Avenue.

SHA is sensitive to potential problems identified by Mr.
Hessel for residences along the east side of Connecpicut
Avenue. Because driveway access to Connecticut Avenue is an
important concern, SHA will consider requests ﬁrom the four
property owners whose only access is on Connecticut Avenue to
have their homes purchased at market value. The queuing
analysis indicated continued queues along southbound
Connecticut Avenue (generally unaffecte? by'the proposed I-
495/Connecticut Avenue interchange modifications). Northbound
queues along Connecticut Avenue south gf Jones‘Bridge‘Road are
anticipated to increase, although signal time adjustments
should reduce the lcngth. Shifting interstate destined traffic
from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Ayenue w1¥1 not cause
"gridlock" at the Jones Bridge Road intersection because
traffic will be free flow north of the intersection.
Significant social, economic and eqvironmental impacts are not
anticipated with the Selected Action.

reviously stated in this document, the Selected Build
:ité;native 3;11 be constructed entirely within SHA right-of-
way based on existing analyses, and where feasible, within
existing curb 1lines of Connecticut Avenue. Widening of
Connecticut Avenue is neither necessary nor prOQosed.
Construction easements will, however, probably be required.
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will lose most of their value and the SHA will
probably be required to buy them outright.

Under social impacts, the Ea states that the Build
Alternative would not displace any buildings. This
Ttatemert assumes that the Build Alternative can be C : T

built without widening Connecticut Avenue. If I . - h ) ' ’
Connectigg;;gqgnue.is_widened-QS*p:oposed”ih options,

\ f the four homes
» D, o it wi ! 70. SHA's willingnes; to consider the purchase o
- Launs of homes. In sddicies: InCeroks,the front Ta omto Conmt font Aemeonnecticut Avenue whose only access
of the homes along both sides of Connecticut Avenue is onto Connecticut Ayenue does not jeogag ;: toeresell these
may be so great that the SHA will be required to buy character of Connecticut Avenue - SHA nn;n tial character of
the homes and destroy them. This course of action propert@es in order to maintain the resi enlda urchase their
would raise an entirely new set of concerns for the ’ connecglcut Avenue. These new purchaser; wouN-Epand would, it
communities because it would expose additional homes homes in the full knowledge of Fhelrey . hase price !
to Connecticut Avenue. seems, reflect these concerns in their purc P .

As discussed earlier, the focus of the study is
inappropriate. The study should consider traffic
burdens along the entire portion of Connecticut
Avenue below Rock Creek Park.

ET-A

The EA should mention that because the Beltway
traffic is on Kensington Parkway, it has no

significant effect on the homes along Connecticut
Avenue.

Iv-2 The first paragraph on this page illustrates how
incomplete the EA is. It states that moving the
traffic onto Connecticut Avenue “may result in
additional minor social impacts along Connecticut
Avenue.” There is no mention of the community of
Chevy Chase Valley and the impact on it, despite the

fact that it was the CCVCA that demanded that the SHa 71- The EA served to adequately address the environmental impacts

prepare this FA in the first place. There is no of the Se.lected Acticir::. .,Ifsi‘a:ifﬁi‘:’,‘,tdﬁ;gﬂgeinghacgn tg:
meaningful analysis of exactly what the significance project :11ajfz;i:e;§ndi;§ of %o Significant Impact (FONSI)
of the proposal is and the effect that it would have g;gﬁ;:z:. “gé is because of potential concerns regarding
- On property values. : property valies that SHA has offered to purchase the four
The EA mentions that the Build Alternative would ; homes along the east side Connecticut avenue.

slightly enhance property values along Kensington
Parkway. There is no mention of its effect on other '
homes in Chevy Chase Valley and along Connecticut
Avenue. This omission is indicative of the fact that
the EA largely ignores the negative effects of the
proposal.

The last paragraph on the page states that a review
of the future traffic data should focus on the

’ 2,
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Kensington Parkway traffic using ramp H traffic in
the year 2010. This suggestion is inappropriate and
misleading. The issue is traffic in the entire
area. An equally appropriate focus is the traffic
that is already on Connecticut Avenue. This level
would be increased to intolerable levels by the
propusal.

What is the basis for the estimates of the levels of
truck traffic in the year 20107 Silver Spring,
Wheaton, and Bethesda will all be substantially
larger and busier in 23 years. Has this been
accounted for? How?

The EA anticipates a low level of service for the
proposed intersection on Connecticut Avenue. This
point is very important and should receive greater
consideration in the decision whether the proposal is
worth pursuing. Note that if this intersection backs
up, it will interfere with the existing intersection
at the end of the westbound Beltway ramp. If that
intersection gets fully blocked, northbound
Connecticut Avenue traffic can become blocked. The
potential for full fledged gridlock exists on bad
traffic days (which might be every day in the year
2010 or 2050). An accident could bring on this
condition very quickly.

With regard to weaving on the Beltway, consider the
effect of the new fourth land and how the weaving
problem can be reduced by using signs that keep
through traffic in the other lanes.

As mentioned earlier, the measurements of cut through
traffic are suspect because they were taken in the
summer months while traffic is normally lighter.
Also, they were taken when cut through traffic on one
of the routes was illegal. :

The analysis of cut through traffic ignores the fact
that the land on either side of Connecticut Avenue is
also residential.

The second paragraph under the cut through analysis
states that options D and E would improve traffic
flow through the area. This is not correct.
According to the figures on pages S-5 and S-7, the
Jones Bridge Road intersection would actually become
worse. Even though the extra lanes might reduce the

15

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Traffic Figures IV-1 and IV-2 in the EA and Figures 5 and
6 in this document present daily and peak hour (AM/PM)
traffic volumes for 23 key links in the study area.

The projected range in additional daily truck traffic on
Connecticut Avenue (170 to 370) is in response to the
difficulty in projecting land use assumptions in the year
2010. The higher truck volumes correspond with higher
development intensities.

A traffic analysis has been completed for the new
Connecticut Avenue/Ramp Bl intersection. Gridlock
conditions are not projected to occur. Like any other
section of roadway, however, an accident could cause
delays and backups.

The fourth lane on the Beltway will improve the existing
weaving conditions. Specific assignment of traffic (other
than trucks) to lanes on the Beltway would be
unenforceable and not beneficial to traffic operations.

Refer tu response #42.
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length of the queues, they would not move cars
through the intersection significantly faster.
Therefore, the pressure on drivers to cut through
would remain high.

The last paragraph under the cut through analysis
suggests thal p.ohiviiing left turns from Woodlawn
Road onto Connecticut Avenue would solve some cut
through problems. However—this would cut off one of
Chevy Chase Valley's only two means of going north on
Connecticut Avenue. The other means (Spring Valley
Road to Jones Bridge Road to Connecticut Avenue) is
frequently not viable because of backups along Jones
Bridge Road that block the intersection at Spring
Valley Road.

Under the section on traffic gaps, the EA
acknowledges the effect on homes with driveways on
Connecticut Avenue. However, there is no discussion
of the meaning of this impact. For instance, will
homeowners by unable to use their driveways at all at
certain times of the day? What will happen to home
values?

Under the discussion of the No-Build Alternative, the
chart should mention that other improvements to the
area can be made without moving the ramps. For
instance, option B would improve the situation
somewhat.

Under the discussion of the Build Alternative, note
that an additional traffic signal could be installed
on Connecticut Avenue southbound without moving the
ramps. This would improve the traffic gap problem.
This is important for both drivers and pedestrians.

Under option A, the Ea should note that the new road
could interfere with access to the proposed ramp and
would cause .cars to back vp in front of homes. As a
result, cars would generate additional noise because
of their need to stop and accelarate. It should also
be noted that option A would be unnecessary if the
Village of North Chevy Chase opened up one of its
closed streets that connect with Jones Bridge Road,
It would only be necessary to open it up in the
southbound direction.

Option C would adversely affect Chevy Chase Valley
because it would reduce the size of the median and

December 4, 1987

Y
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77.

7B.

79.

BO.

8l.

As presently envisioned, the stlected Build Alternative
would not prohibit left-turns from Woodlawn Road onto
northbound Connecticut Avenue.

See response #71.

During final design, Option B will receive further
consigeration. Whig;’Opéion B alone without the Build
Alternative would serve to increase gaps on Connecticut
Avenue, it would not serve to address the primary purpose
of the project to remove interstate traffic from
Kensington Parkway, a residential street.

Option A has not been selected.

Option C has not been selected.

;D
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IV-6

Iv-7

iv-8

Iv-9

place two left turn lanes in the way of drivers
trying to make a left out of Woodlawn Road.

There is no mention under option C of the fact that
it will reduce the median and require the taking of
lawns and probably whole houses on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue al! of the way back to Montrose
Drive.

Options D and E would require taking lawns and
probably entire houses on the east side of the
Avenue. The additional lanes of traffic would make
life much harder for pedestrians and drivers who must
now look for simultaneous gaps in four lanes of
traffic instead of three.

No one supports option F at this point. It would
require taking lawns and would leave little or no
room for a sidewalk.

The discussion of pedestrians is grossly inadequate
because it ignores the dangers of pedestrians
crossing Connecticut Avenue. This problem is much
worse than the problem for pedestrians walking along
Connecticut Avenue.

The transit problems discussed in North Chevy Chase
are largely the village's own doing because roads
have been blocked off.

If the median at Montrose Drive were removed, the
Village of North Chevy Chase would have the same
access to Connecticut Avenue southbound that Chevy
Chase Valley has northbound.

To solve the transit problem, passengers could cross
Connecticut Avenue to catch southbound buses. This
is the same burden that people on the west side of
Connecticut Avenue face.

The simplest improvement in safety would be improving
the grading and design of the existing roads, curves,
and ramps where they are currently located.

The EA states that .the general congestion at the
Jones Bridge Road intersection would be relieved if
the southbound signal at Kensington Parkway were
removed. The charts on pages S-5 and S-7 show that
this is not true. The Build Alternative with option

17

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

Options D and E have not been selected.

Option F has not been selected.

During final design, pedestrian issues will receive
considerable attention. Measures will be investigated
to address pedestrian crossings of Connecticut Avenue.
In addition, during the design phase the need and cost
of constructing a sidewalk along the east side of
Connecticut Avenue will be investigated. The signal on
Connecticut Avenue with Ramp Bl will serve to improve
pedestrian crossing of Connecticut Avenue.

Transit operations within the study area were discussed in the
EA and are summarized in Section III.B.2.b. of this document.
The Selected Action will not require any modifications to
existing bus routes or stops. While removal of the referenced
"road blocks™ may ease transit circulation problems, the
decision for this action rests with the North Chevy Chase
community.

Improving existing Ramp H, while feasible, would result
in the continued unacceptable condition of interstate
destined traffic on a local road.

The existing Kensington Parkway leg of the Jones Bridge
Road intersection will not be altered by the Selected
Build Alternative.
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A, which eliminates the need for the southbound
signal from Kensington Parkway, produces a worse
level of service than the No-Build Alternative.
Eliminating that signal phase only seems to make a
very slight difference under option G.

The EA fails to note in the last pactayraph on the
page that Connecticut Avenuye not_only traverses a— — |

IV-15

Iv-18

At least one of the residents along the east side of

residential neighborhood, but also creates a moving
barrier for the 800 families that are members of the
Chevy Chase Recreation Association and the children
attending or using the facilities of the North Chevy
Chase Elementary School.

According to a reference on page IV-2,
is supposed to address the social impacts of noise
levels. There is no discussion of the social impacts
of the noise in this section.

this section

Connecticut Avenue has a complete hearing loss in one
ear and a partial hearing loss in the other.

The description of the noise study states that r
measurements are based on average noise levels.
However, peak noise levels (and the difference from
the average levels) might be more meaningful to the
human ear.

The analysis of the noise levels fails to address the
effect on noise levels of any of the options except
option A. Given the fact that homes along the east
side of Connecticut Avenue will be faced with an
additional 11,000 cars a day driving across what used
to be their lawns, this seems like an inappropriate
omission. The SHA's consulting engineer stated that
the increase in noise levels caused by this
additional traffic within 25 feet of the front doors
on Connecticut Avenue would orly have a minimel
effect on decibal levels. 1If this is true, then it
should be clear that the noise analysis should look
beyond the simplistic criterion of decibal levels.
The SHA should consider the number of noise peaks,
the constancy of the noise (does continuous noise’
Create more stress than noise that abates
periodically?), and the hours of the day that the
noise will be heard. In addition, the analysis makes
light of the fact that the noise levels already
exceed federal criteria.

18

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

i ' access
Pedestrian issues, including school childrens ess,
will receive consiherable attention during final design.

f potential
Noise impacts are evaluated in the contexq o

effects pon the social environment. Specifically, the
noise levels have been established to allow no;mal
conversation between individuals at a distance of three

(3) feet.

This individual's home is one of those homes which SHA
has offered to purchase.

The hourly noise levels represents a worse case condition and

generally would include peak noise levels.

i tes the Build
The Selected Build Alternative incorpora . d
Alternative as presented in the EA as well as conﬁlderg
tion during final design of portions of Option E
Options A and C through G were not selected and will no
be given further consideration.

The noise analysis included in the EA accounted g:;
additional traffic volumes on Connecticut Avenue :}ch
Build Alternative. The hourly noise levels for ;;f;on
analysis was conducted represent a worse case con

the
the’
the
and

would generally include peak noise levels. The noise analysis

has been conducted in accordance with accepted noise ana;ys;i
methods and guidelines as contained in State and Feder

regulations.
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Options C, D, E, and F will require the SHA to remove
shrubbery and trees that provide physical and
psychological relief from the traffic. This is not
discussed in the report.

1v-24 The discussion of the terrestrial ecology states that 93. The loss of woodlands (estimated at 0.1 acres or
the loss of woodlands would have a minimal impact approximately 4,000 SF) is primarily located along new
because the woodlands are along existing highways. Ramp N-E within the existing Ramp C loop. All displaced
On the contrary, this is where the woodlands may be woodlands are within SHA owned right-of-way. Landscaping
needed most. measures are included as a part of the Selected Action.
Iv-25 Options C, D, E, and F would all require taking parts

of the lawns of homes on one side of Connecticut
Avenue or the other. These lawns are generally 94, Options C, D, E and F were not selected and will not be
heavily planted with large trees. Removing these given further consideration.

trees would be inconsistent with the objectives of

the master plans that apply to various stretches of
Connecticut Avenue. The Kensington-Wheaton Master
Plan in particular addresses the concept of a "green
corridor.” In addition, the widening of Connecticut
Avenue would result in homes being very close to an
eight lane road. This may not conform with relevant
set back requirements.

8C-A

6506R/8153

19
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18, WY 65

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Project Development Division
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr. Ege:

I am enclosing additional comments on behalf of the Chevy
Chase Valley Citizens Association regarding the State Highway
Administration's proposal to reconstruct the interchange at

Connecticut Avenue and the Capital Beltway and surrounding
roads.

Please find enclosed the following additional comments.

1. A letter from Mark Hessel to Norman Christeller,

Chairman of the Montgomery County Planning Board dated
November 25, 1987.

2. A letter from Mark Hessel to the Montgomery County
Planning Board dated December 3, 1987. -

3. "Comments by Mark Hessel, Esq. on behalf of the Chevy
Chase Valley Citizens Association at the Maryland
State Highway Administration Public Hearing - November
16, 1987." These comments were submitted at the
public hearing.

4. A memorandum dated December 3, 1987 from Mark Hessel

to Louis H. Ege, Jr. analyzing the environmental
assessment for this project.

In addition, I would like to state that at the mandatory
referral to the Montgomery County Planning Board on December 3,
1987, several novel ideas were proposed. This includes adding
two lanes to Connecticut Avenue on the east side of the

JOSCRM O rLENEYe

ARTERY SLaza
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BETHESOA. MC 20814 w32
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031084

1

20

95,

' The four items referenced in Mr. Hessel's transmittal

include 2 new pieces of correspondence as well as
;ettgztl have alreaé; been addressep. Responses to
reference items 1. and 2. follow - with references to
previous responses to issues where redundapt. Itgm 3.,
the Public Hearing testimony, is addressed in Section IV
of this Environmental Document (see Speaker Nos. 10 and
41). Item No. 4, the memorandup to Mr. Lou Ege, Jr. has
been responded to on the previous pages (1 through 19)
in this section.

=
L
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roadway. Since this was not part of the original environmental
assessment, if the SHA chooses to pursue this proposal, the
communities must insist, under the Maryland Action Plan, that
the SHA make a new formal proposal and prepare a new
environmental assessment.

Neil Pedersen also indicated at the mandatory referral that
his office is now looking at ways to avoid gridlock without
widening Connecticut Avenue by carefully timing the signals.

It seems unlikely that the timing of the signals could achieve
this result with an acceptably high degree of probability. The
Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association asserts its right to
comment on any analysis that is done on this matter.

I have been informed by Neil Pedersen and Sue Ellen White
that my comments will be specifically answered in writing in
addition to being addressed in the final environmental
assessment. I look forward to your meaningful responses.
Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Whade Nea,

Mark Hessel
Attorney for the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association

6602R/8153-1

21

96.

97.

This proposal was not reasonable because of potential
impacts to residences. The Selected Action does not
include proposed widening of Connecticut Avenue and
therefore no new or additional analyses are necessary.

During final design, and working in conjunction with
Montgomery County, traffic signal timing along Connect-
icut Avenue immediately south of the Beltway will be
reviewed. Copies of the analysis will be available for
review by interested parties.



WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KapPLAN, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AT Law

RARVEY € WEINCA Suite 800 SANFOAD A wrTeOwSR
A LAWRENCE MCCAFFREY, JR. COuUmSIL
JAMCS 4 BROOSHY 1350 New YoRrx Avenue, N.W.

RETEN €. RASL AN OTTO 4 weTTIL
1AVING ® masGLUES WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-4797 JOSEM O rrengrs
~ABR M, LEVINY or counnr
MCHARD ¢ ACvSTER e

PETEA A SILBEATSON

MAGR M SDMAN (202) 628-2000 HAAYLAND OFFIcE
L MARK wiNSTONe" SUITE gos
RUGEMA SILVER .

MITCHEL W, KIDER TELECORIER (202) 628-201 ARTERY PLAZA

WMBEALY A MADIGAN
DEBORAm A, SsiLLims.
RANDAL O SmiELDS®
LESUE C BENDEAr =
MICHAELA A, THOMPSONS

7200 WISCCNSIN AVENUE
BETHESOA, MO 20 614-4804
— — -{Jonssegess— T

November 25, 1937

RAREN C. AECT - — N
PAUL M. SCrICAEA®

~aTsgmiTTEO M D C
O TTED 8 O

Norman Christeller, Chairman

Montgomery County Planning Board

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver spring, Maryland 20910

T€-A

185)/Kensington Parkway

Dear Mr. Christeller:

On behalf of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association

and others who live in the Connecticut Avenue corridor, 1

submit these comments for the consideration of the Planning

Board at its meeting on December 3, 1987. 1t is ny

unde;standing that the Board intends to adopt a statement to
submit to the State Highway Administration (SHA) concerning the

proposed project at that meeting.

The Nature of the Proposal

.The propos§l of the SHA is more than just another highway
project that pits one neighborhood against another. It raises

fundamental questions about the future of residential
neighoorhoods in the County, how the burden of growth and

traffic should be divided among the citizens, the aesthetic
qualities of the County, the County's standards for traffic

planning, and procedural fairness.

Residential areas along Connecticut avenue. Under the

proposal, one neignoorhood (Norch Chevy Chase) would rid itself
of its traffic problems by shifting its burden onto the backs

of others (communities all along Connecticut Avenue) who

Subject: SHA Proposed Roadway Changes at capital
Beltway (I-495)/Connecticut Avenue (MD

98.

jority of the comments presented in Mr..Hessel's
ggsegggr 25Y, 1987 letter to Mr. Norman. Christeller,
Chairman of the Montgomery County Planning Board, M-
NCP&PC, address County land use anq plann;ng processes.
Throughout the development of this project, SHA has
worked closely with representatives of M-NCP&PC. SHA has
followed the requirements of the mandatory referral
process in the development of this proposal. The Selected
Alternative incorporates the majority of requests m§de
by representatives of the Montgomery County Planning
Board during the December 3, 1987 and November 1?, 19§8
presentations. Furthermore, many of the issues raised in
this November 25, 1987 letter have been previously
addressed in this document. Therefore, responses are only
offered to additional comments which are specifically the
responsibility of SHA. See also M-NCP&PC Janua;y 11! 1982
letter presented in Section V - Agency Coordination o
this document.

2
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already shoulder an even greater share of the traffic burden.
Every problem complained of along Kensington Parkway is already
matched or exceeded along Connecticut Avenue.

Two of the "options® in the proposal would wicden
Connecticut Avenue to eight lanes of traffic in front of single
family homes. These "ootions" would leave some homes with
driveways that are so short that it would no longer be possible
to park cars in them. Although these additional lanes of
traffic are presented as "options," they are not. According to
the SHA's own analysis, the Beltway ramp cannot be built
without widening Connecticut Avenue. The result will be eight
lanes of traffic that frequently exceeds 45 mph within 25 feet
of a bedroom, prevents homeowners from using their driveways or
backing out into traffic, and makes it very difficult to get
out of the side streets. This is sure to destroy a residential
neighborhood.

shifting the traffic burden. There was a time, not too long
ago, when Connecticut Avenue was a two lane country road and
Kensington Parkway, in North Chevy chase, was four lanes. At
that time, the homes and neighborhoods along Connecticut Avenue
shared the traffic burden equitably with the citizens along
Kensington Parkway. By 1964, Connecticut Avenue had been
widened to six lanes and the Beltway had opened. Kensington
pParkway bore the burden of half of the Beltway traffic south of
the Beltway and Connecticut Avenue bore the other half plus the

increases in through traffic between the District of Columbia
and Kensington.

In 1981, half of Kensington Parkway's half of the Beltway
traffic was shifted onto Connecticut Avenue. Now the SHA
proposes to shift the remainder of the Beltway traffic. This
would complete a shift that saddles the neighborhoods along
Connecticut Avenue with all of the increase in the traffic flow
caused by the Beltway plus the traffic burden created by growth
in that part of the County. No one disputes that the Beltway
traffic on Kensington Parkway is not good. However, placing
the traffic on Connecticut Avenue is even worse.

The Village of North Chevy Chase lobbied the SHA for over
20 years to move the Beltway ramp as a cure for its traffic
problems. It maintains that the SHA made a promise to the
residents of the Village in 1964 when the Beltway was opened.
But many of the residents along Kensington Parkway purchased
their homes between 1964 and 1981 when traffic levels were much

%3

99.

100.

In the opinion of SHA, continued use of Kensington Parkway as
an access road to I-495 is an inappropriate use for the local
road.

All options to widen Connecticut Avenue have not been selected
and will not be given further consideration.



€E-A

WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRo0SKY & KapLan, P.C. 4

Norman Christeller -3- November 25, 1987

higher than they are now. They clearly didn't rely on any
unwritten promise. on the other hand al] of the homes with

driveways on the west side of Connecticut Avenue were purchased
before the Beltway opened. .

The Village has never tried to mitigate its own problems by

asking the County to erect traffic lights or Stop signs to _slow— —

down traffic, or by bui}ggng_gua£d—faiis7 Planting bushes, or
_g:ooving—tHE‘?6§HWay to prevent cars fron driving onto their
lawns,

€xpanding the existing access ramp or placing warning signs on
the Beltway. It has also done nothing substantial to improve
traffic on Connecticut Avenue,

The appearance of Connecticut Avenue, The stretch of
Connecticut Avenue between the Beltway and East-wWest Highway
already falls short of the "green corridor*® concept
incorporated into the area master plans. The SHa's proposal
would turn it into an eight lane concrete highway (or parking
lot, depending on the hour), Large trees would be removed on
both sides of the street and under one scenario a portion of
Connecticut Avenue woulgd be nine lanes wide with no significant
median strio. This portion would be wider than almost every
foad 1in the County, including the Beltway. Houses may actually

be so close to the road that they would not be in conformance
with set back requirements,

The quality of road design. 1In addition to all of the other
problems with the SHA's proposal, the SHA has failed to show
that the proposed changes would work, Adding traffic lights to
a badly congested stretch of Connecticut Avenue could create
new backups and "improving' service at Jones Bridge Road would

probably worsen the congestion at Manor Road and East-West
Highway,

Procedural fairness. Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the
SHA's proposal has been its fajlure to consider the needs of
all of the citizens, The SHA completed negotiations on an
agreement with the Village of North Chevy Chase to move the
Beltway ramp without €ven mentioning the project to the
surrounding communitjes, From that point on the SgHa's mind
seems to have been made up.

When the communitijes along Connecticut Avenue accidentally
discovered the plan and demandeq their procedural rights under
Maryland law, the sga resisted. It told them that a public

101.

102.

All options to widen Connecticut Avenue have.not beeq selegted
and will not be given further consideration. During final
design, landscaping will be included.

The Selected Build Alternative will not eliminate all of'the
existing traffic problems along this portion of Connecticut
Avenue. Traffic volumes will not significantly increase south
of Jones Bridge Road as a result of the Selected Action.




reE-A

WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KapLaN, P.C. L 4

Norman Christeller -4- November 25, 1987

hearing was unnecessary. The SHA only agreed to an
environmental assessment and a public hearing after the
communities took a firm legal position and the Planning Board
scheduled a mandatory referral. as outlined below, the
,environmental assessment misrepresented the proposal and did
not adequately analyze or describe it,

The public hearing was a mockery. Despite assurances from
the hearing officer, the representative of the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association was not given adequate time to
speak. The representative was limited to four minutes
initially (the same as individuals) and individuals were not
allowed to cede their time to their representative.

The Mandatory Referral

As you know, on May 28, 1987, the Planning Board held a
mandatory referral on a proposal by the SHA to move the Beltway
access ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue and
to make other substantial changes to the roads in the
community. The staff report and the Board rejected the SHA's
proposal and concluded that the SHA should reconsider the
proposal and address the concerns raised at the mandatory
referral. These concerns included:

1. destruction of the median strip and the "green
corridor® along Connecticut Avenue;

2. increased hazards for pedestrians crossing Connecticut
Avenue;

3. projected increases in truck traffic on Connecticut
Avenue;

4. new traffic problems on Connecticut Avenue between'
Kensington and Chevy Chase Circle;

5. future development in the community;

6. preservation of the residential character of
Connecticut Avenue;

7. bad access for homes with driveways on Connecticut
Avenue; and

8. bad access for cars leaving and entering Chevy Chase
Valley.

25

103. The Public Hearing Officer attempted to equitibility allocate
time among the more than 20 individuals who pre-registered to
speak. All speakers were limited to four minutes, and no one
was permitted to cede their time. Mr. Hessel, and others, did
speak again later in the evening and concluded their comments.

104. SHA was aware of the issues raised by the Planning Board in
May 1987, and included these issues in the development of the
Environmental Assessment. M-NCP&PC has been an active
participant throughout this process. M-NCP&PC's January 11,
1989 letter (see Section V - Agency Coordlnat}on) became the
basis for SHA's selection of the recommended improvements.
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The Board also recommended that the Sya generate and carefully
consider alternatives.

The Environmental Assessment — - - -

In L£§_gnyiLanmen&ai~assessm€ﬁf,_Eﬁégsﬁxngzmgi;k'thumbed

T its nose” at the Planning Board. The environmental assessment 105. SHA disagrees with Mr. Hessel. SHA fully respected the

ignores many of the concerns expressed by the Planning Board Planning Board's opinion and worked with staff in the deve;op-
and pays other concerns mere lip service. In sum, the ment of the Selected Action. :
environmental assessment that the SHA issued is biased,

inadequate, and lacks meaningful analysis.

Bias. The stated purpose of the environmental assessment is to

move Beltway traffic off of Rensington Parkway rather than to 106. The Build and No-Build improvements were evaluated, along with
obtain the best distribution of traffic possible. This begs a number of options. The complete removal of all interstate
the very question that the SHA should have been objectively traffic from both Kensington Parkway and QOnnqctxcut Avenge
analyzing. ’ or other options to achieve the "best distribution of traffic

< possible" were not addressed.

| Inadequacy. Widening Connecticut Avenue to eight lanes with

w free moving right turn lanes would Substantially increase the

u

danger for people who must use buses on both sides of the . 107. All options to widen Connecticut Avenue hgve not been selected
road. However, the SHA did not see fit to address this issue. and will not be given further consideration.

The basic proposal (with the essential ®"options®) would carve a
new lane of traffic out of the front yards of houses and place

east side of Connecticut Avenue (in addition to the 21,000 cars
a day in the existing northbound ianes). The SHA did not think
that this change would generate enough noise to merit even a
single word in the environmental assessment.

There is no discussion at all in the environmental
assessment of the effect of the proposal on traffic and homes
up and down Connecticut Avenue. The SHA seems satisfied with
its conclusion that the burden of increased traffic on
Connecticut Avenue "may result in minor social impacts . . .

Lack of 2analysis. The environmental assessment is the only

document In the process that is subject to full public 108. Mr. Hessel is correct, several of the option§ presented in the
scrutiny. However, it does not contain any analysis of the environmental document were mutg@llg exclusive. The purpose
relative merits of the various options. A crucial of including these options in the environmental assessment was
consideration must be whether cars will back up through to fully respond to improvement options offered by citizens,
intersections, but the environmental assessment ignores the civic association representqtivesn and elected.off1c1alf~ tA:
question. Even though some of the options are mutually stated previously, only Option B is }ncludqd in the Se ecte

exclusive, the environmental assessment does not compare them Build Alternative. All other options will not be given

to each other. further consideration.

26 —
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The Planning Board's Specific Concerns

The green corridor. The SHA abided by the Board's
recommendation not to remove the median strip (except for
Option C, which requires the removal of the median strip
according to the SHA's project manager). But what the SHA gave
Wwith one hand, it took away with the other. oOptions C, D, E,
and F all require the destruction of the large trees along
Connecticut Avenue between the Beltway and Jones Bridge Road.

Pedestrian crossings. At a speed of 3 mph, the average
pedestrian would take about 19 seconds to cross from one side .
of Connecticut Avenue to the other. Options C, D, and E would
widen Connecticut Avenue from six to eight lanes of traffic,
These proposals would increase that time to almost 25 seconds.

This relatively long period of time makes a signalized crossing
improbable at best.

Option D would create a continuously moving lane of traffic
from Connecticut Avenue (south) onto Jones Bridge Road (west).
Without any help at all from a traffic light, pedestrians on
the west side of Connecticut Avenue would be further
endangered. Except for possibly Option A, all of the options
would create the same problem on the east side.

Truck traffic. The SHA projects ®a reasonable maximum
estimate® or 370 trucks a day using Connecticut Avenue to gain
access to tne Beltway. These loud trucks would disturb honmes
all of the way from the District of Columbia up to the
Beltway. At present, trucks are not allowed to access the
Beltway eastbound from Connecticut Avenue northbound because
Kensington Parkway is closed to trucks.

Effect on traffic along Connecticut Avenue. One of the SHA's

justifications ftor the project is that it will improve the
level of service at Jones Bridge Road and Connecticut Avenue
(from LOS F to a better LOS F). Assuming that the project is
successful in this regard, there is simply no place for the
traffic to go. Traffic reqularly backs up for great distances
from East-West Highway through Manor Road almost to Jones
Bridge Road. In addition cars bound for the Beltway would be
stuck in more traffic. The proposal would take cars off of
Kensington Parkway, which actually moves cars very efficiently
and places them on Connecticut Avenue which is frequently at a
stand still.

27

109.

110.

111.

Option ¢, D, E and F have not been selected and will not ‘be
given further consideration.

While trucks are prohibited by signing from using Kegsington
Parkway, field observations indicate that a considerable
number of trucks illegally use this facility. The projection
of a reasonable maximum estimate of 370 trucks a day does not,
in fact, represent a maximum of 370 new trucks per day. Many
of these trucks are already illegally using Connecticut
Avenue/Kensington Parkway to access I-495.

Selected Build Alternative will not result in dramatic

-improvements ‘in levels of service along Connecticut Avenue -

traffic signal timing improvements along Cconnecticut Avenue
including coordination with East-West Highway are expected to
reduce overall congestion levels. Significant 1mprovem?nts
in levels of service do not seem feasible along Connecticut
Avenue and congestion is expected to continue during peak
periods.
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Future develooment. There are two 20 acre tracts of
unoeveloped Iand at Jones Bridge Road. The roads in the area
cannot support development there unl2ss something dramatic is
done with the intersection. Unless the SHA plans for future
growth now, its problems will grow, its options will shrink,
.and it will find itself tearing up roads that it now considers
"imorovements.® The SHA should take undeveloged land along

Jones Bridge Road now to allow it to keep_its-options open—in —

_the future. _ . — — ——

Residential character. The homes along Connecticut Avenue will
be very very difricult to sell at any price if there is an
eight lane road just 25 feet from the front door. This will
put pressure on homeowners to convert their houses into offices
and other uses. With the non-residential development of the
Hughes Medical Institute and further increases in the density
of development at Chevy Chase Lake, the homeowners and the
County may be unable to resist the pressure to go commercial.
When these houses are no longer homes, the neighborhoods will
lose their buffer from commercial development.

Access to_driveways. Some of the residents who live along
Connecticuc Avénue face the risk of backing out of their
driveways onto Connecticut Avenue every day. With cars
speeding at 45 mph, this is life threatening. Even the SHA
concedes that the average gap in traffic is only two seconds
long. Homeowners must often wait five or ten minutes just to
get out of their driveways. Options D and E would actually
increase the speed of traffic in the curb lanes and make it
more difficult to exit. Since these lanes would also be right
turn only lanes, homeowners would not be able to choose which
direction they wanted to go in. In the case of homes on the
east side of Connecticut Avenue, this means that homeowners

would be forced to get onto the Beltway whenever they leave
their driveways.

These homsowners face a risk when they return home too.
When a car in a right turn only lane stops to turn into a

driveway, it greatly increases the danger of a rear end
collision.

Access to Chevy Chase Valley. The other homeowners in Chevy
Chase Valley have similar problems leaving the neighborhood via
the side streets, To go north on Connecticut Avenue, a driver
has two choices. first, the driver can wait at Woodlawn Road
for a break in the southbound traffic, drive to the median

28

112.

113.

respects the residential integrity of Connecticut
isgnsg}lyAll gptions which included.widening of Connecticut
Avenue have not been selected and will not be given fprther
consideration. For those residents on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue whose only access is onto QOnnect;cgt
Avenue, SHA will consider purchasing their properties at fair
market value. The purchases will be on purely a voluntary
basis and would not include any reimbursement for relocation
expenses.

Options D and E have not been selected and will not be given
further consideration.

=
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break, wait for a break in the northbound traffic and proceed.

Under some versions of the proposal, this movement would be

illegal and the median would be removed. The second option is

to exit via Spring valley Road, go east on Jones Bridge Road,

and north on Connecticut Avenue, Unfortunately, cars

frequently back up on Jones Bridge Road eastbound and cars move : -
quickly on Jones Bridge Road westbound. This makes it

impossiole to turn left onto Jones Bridge Road at certain times

114. The Selected Build Alternative retains the existing northbound
left turn from Connecticut Avenue to Woodlawn Road. It also
includes SHA support for a new traffic signal at the inter-
section of Jones Bridge Road with Spring Valley Road. -These
elements, when coupled with the placement of a new traffic
signal along southbound Connecticut Avenue (at proposed ramp

of the day. The continuously moving right turn lane under B) will increase traffic gaps along the west side of
Option D would make it even more difficult to exit at either Connecticut Avenue.
intersection.

; Other Problems with the Prooosal

There are other problems with the options that are too
detailed to explain in these comments. If you have any
questions, I will be on hand at the Planning Board's meeting on
December 3 to answer them.

<F Recommendation to the Planning Board
W The SHA has already demonstrated its inclination to ignore 115. SHA was an active participant during the December 3, 1987
@ the recommendations of the Planning Board. To be effective, Planning Board meeting. SHA fully respects the recommendations
the Planning Board should take the following steps. of the Planning Board. Many of their recommendations are
included in the Selected Build Alternative (see January 11,
1. Pledge its opposition to any project that the SHA 1989 letter presented in Section V - Agency Coordination of
progoses until after: this report).

a. the Village of North Chevy Chase and the County !
take realistic steps to mitigate the traffic
problems on Kensington Parkway (for instance,
traffic lights, stop signs, guard rails or
bushes, and grooving the roadway at the bend)}; and

b. the SHA does a complete study of traffic in the
Connecticut Avenue corridor and prepares a
complete environmental assessment.

2. Request the submission of legislation in the General
Assembly that would require the SHA to submit all
roadway projects to the Planning Board for approval on
the basis of consistency with master plans and the
effect on existing land uses.

29
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3. Propose to build a long, narrow park between
Connecticut Avenue and the houses to preserve the
quality of life in the neighborhood. (Federal law
prevents the SHA from taking park land to build roads )
except under extreme cirenmstances). . ——_—— —— — = =

Sincerely, o L

Mark L. Hessel

Attorney for the
Chevy Chase Valley
Citizens Association

6€-A

MLH/111/6244R/8157
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Norman Christeller, Chairman
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Dear Mr. christeller:
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coumse

QTTO . etrrTL
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o countnn,

MARYLAND OFFICE

SUITE 903
ARTERY PLAZA
7200 WISCONSIN AVENUE
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Although I have already submitted lengthy comments on 116.

behalf of

and recommendation.
recommendations and m
few general comments.

The staff's memorandum is thou

the Chevy Chase Valley Citizen's Association (ccvca),

I have been invited to tespond to the Planning staff's analysis
Rather than responding to specific

inor misstatements, I would like to make a

it still fails to grasp three central concepts.

A. Cost/benefit analysis. Staff unwittingly accepts the State
Highway Adminlstration's (SHA) basic premise that the ramp

built. Staff states "{f]rom a transportation systems
viewpoint, this Change is an ap
SHA nor stafi recognizes that i

should be

human and

costs of the project are discuss

conments.

1, the destruction of the r
Connecticut Avenue between Jo
Beltway at a time when t
Bethesda/Chevy Chase are

2. the economic loss .to. homeowners

before the new ramp was built in 1981
that 20,000 cars a day would be shifte
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue;

They include:

ghtful and intelligent, but

oropriate action.*

C t is necessary to compare the
économic costs of the project to the benefits., The

ed at some length in my other

Neither the

esidential character of
nes 3ridge Road ang the
he:demand -for housing in the
a is already very high;

who bought their homes
and had no Warning
d from Kensington
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This three page letter prepared by Mr. Mark Hessel, attorney
for Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association, responds to a
draft memorandum prepared by staff of the Montgomery County
Planning Board. As previously stated, SHA was present during
the December 3, 1987 Planning Board meeting at which time
staff presented the results of their findings and offered
opportunity for both proponents and opponents to speak out on
this issue. It is not SHA's intent to take action which would
result in "destruction of the residential character of
Connecticut Avenue". On the basis of recommendations offered
by MCPB, SHA will consider purchasing the four residences on
the east side of Connecticut Avenue whose only access is onto
Connecticut Avenue at. market value. It is then SHA's intention
to resell these homes as residential properties. Options which
included widening Connecticut Avenue have been deleted from
further consideration - all improvements would be completed
within existing State Highway Administration right of way, and
where feasible, within the existing curb lines of Connecticut
Avenue. SHA, with the support of MCPB, believes that the
inappropriateness of interstate traffic on Kensington Parkyay
should be resolved and that the Selected Build Alternative
offers a reasonable solution (see letter dated January 11,
1989 in Section V - Agency Coordination of this report).
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3. endangering pedestrians and drivers who live in houses
along Connecticut Avenue;:

4. increasing truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue between o
the District of Columbia and the Beltway; _ —_— = - - T =

5. abandoning the "green corridor® concept for that part
of Connecticut Avenue; and

6. millions of dollars in tax dollars (the actual figure
will depend on how many homes the SHA buys and destroys).

The primary benefit is that the project would make
Kensington Parkway a quiet residential street like it was in
1964 when the Beltway ogened and the County's population was
just over 400,000 (less than two thirds of the current level),
The SHA also projects that the project would improve safety by
eliminating weaving patterns on the Beltway and upgrading
access ramps. The SHA and staff ignore the fact that many of
these benefits can be achieved without moving the ramps. The
new lane of the Beltway will reduce weaving problems
considerably; the access ramps can be improved without moving
them; and traffic can be slowed down on Kensington Parkway by
installing lights or stop signs or by posting crossing guards.

1v-A

B. <The orooosal does not work. It is not a coincidence that
the only options to the Build Alternative that the staff
endorses (B and G) are the only options that can be built
without moving the ramps. Staff finds unacceptable problems
with every option that is truly a part of the Build
Alternative. What staff fails to realize is that without the
options that staff rejects, the proposal becomes unworkable!

Options D (fourth southbound lane on Connecticut Avenue)
and E (fourth northbonnd lare on Ccnnecticut Avenue) are
necessary to prevent backups that threaten to block important
intersections. For instance, the Build Alternative would
create a new intersection on Connecticut Avenue at the end of
the eastbound Beltway exit ramp. With three lanes southbound,
traffic already backs up beyond this proposed intersection.
The SHA'S studies show that a fourth lane is crucial. On the
other side of the street, northbound cars will back up at this
same intersection. The SHA has not done a queuing study of
this intersection yet, but there is a substantial risk that
without a fourth lane, eveninc rush hour traffic could back up
through the Jones Bridge R0as intersection. .

32
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Staff's recommendation appears to be unacceptable to
everyone accept possibly the Village of North Chevy Chase. The
SHA has stated its unwillingness to undertake the project if
there is no change to the Jones Bridge Foad intersection and no
additional lanes on Connecticut Avenue. Residents of all of
the communities along Connecticut Avenue between the Beltway
and the District have expressed opposition to the proposal. 1In
addition, the CCvCA, the Chevy Chase Recreation Association,
the village of Chevy Chase, the Town of Chevy Chase, the Hamlet
of Chevy Chase, Chevy Chase Section 3, and Chevy Chase Section
4 are all on record now in opposition to either moving the
ramps, widening Connecticut Avenue, or increasing truck traffic.

C. There is no pressing need for the project. Since 1981, the
traffic burden along Kensington Parkway has been lighter than
at any other time since 1964. There is no pressing need for
this project now. It only serves to further lighten the
traffic burden on one neighborhood at the expense of another.

The only reasonable conclusion is that an acceptable
solution to the traffic problems on Kensington Parkway has not
been found yet. Without a pressing need, the SHA should avoid
undertaking any project of this magnitude until:

1. it has thoroughly studied the impact of the project on
all communities along the Connecticut Avenue corridor;

2. it has pursued solutions that do not require moving
traffic onto other streets; and

3. the appropriate public officials have addressed the
policy issues involved.

Sincerely,

Mark Hessel
Attorney for the Chevy
Chase Valley Citizens Association

MLHd/mlh/6454R/8153
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Comments by Mark Hessel, Esq. 4
on behalf of the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association
at the
Maryland State Highway Administration
Public Hearing - November 16, 1587

1. Introduction.

' hearing testimony is present-
My name is Mark Hessel. I am an attorney representing the 117. A summarytqi:?v*l:fsstilissg::\};:nt' speagker numbers 10 andd:t].._._. L
Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association (CcvCa). Chevy Chase ed %n Sectl se_to_Mr. Hessel's response is .also—presented in
Valley is located on the northwest corner of the intersection . __4473E5—§~re§392f this réport. ’ )
of Jones Bridge Road and Connec;;guL_AMenueJ—ﬁkithough—r—gﬁ—‘_"__' Section
o .__teehniea}}ymunfy—EEETEEEEETEE~Ehevy Chase Valley, others who I
- live in the Village of North Chevy Chase and elsewhere along i
. Connecticut Avenue have endorsed some or all of Chevy Chase
Valley's positions.

I will limit myself to general comments this evening.
Others will provide yYou with more specific testimony.

2. Background.

To simplify the presentations tonight, before I begin, I
would like to formally request that the record of the mandatory
referral before the Planning Board in May be made a part of the
record in this proceeding. In addition, I would ask that the
notes of all SHA employees who attended the mandatory referral ‘

Ev-A

be included in the record of this hearing.

Chevy Chase Valley hoped that the mandatory referral was a
turning point for the SHA. Before then, the SHA had been
trying to impose a project on the community without properly:
(a) explaining the proposal; (b) addressing the concerns of the
community; or (c) abiding by the legal requirements of the
Maryland Action Plan. oOn the evening of the referral, Neil l

proposal did not adequately address the concerns raised by the
community and the Planning Board. '

In July, Neil Pedersen promised, on behalf of the SHA, to
give careful consideration to the issues raised by the Chevy
Chase Valley Community, including pedestrian problems, ingress
and egress, the preservation of front yards and other green
Space, and the effect on home values and the quality of life.

=
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Despite its promises, the reguirements of the Maryland
Action Plan, and the issuance of a neatly prepared
environmental assessment complete with pull out maps, the SHA
has failed to realistically address these issues. In fact, the
SHA's only concession to the Maryland Action Plan appears to be
the environmental assessment and this hearing. The community
has not seen a Systems Planning Report, a Project Planning

Brospectus, or the kind of public meetings reguired by the
Maryland Action Plan.

3. The Environmental Assessment.

There are three types of problems with the environmental
assessment. First, it is biased. 1In at least three places,
the environmental assessment emphasizes that the thrust of the
document is the removal of beltway traffic from Kensington
Parkway. This assumes that removing beltway traffic is a
worthy goal. 1If the environmental assessment were objective,
its purpose should be to study whether traffic flow can be
improved and what the impacts (positive and negative) would be.

Second, the environmental assessment does not adequately
consider many central issues. For instance, the document does
not address pedestrians crossing Connecticut Avenue, the effect
of the proposals on the guality of life in Chevy Chase Valley
and elsewhere along Connecticut Avenue, the noise effects of
most of the options, or the future growth and traffic patterns
of the Connecticut Avenue corridor. Typically, the assessment
(p. 1V-2) unprofessionally dismisses Chevy Chase Valley by
stating that the Build Alternative "may result in additional
minor social impact along Connecticut Avenue."”

Pr-n

On the issues that it does address, the assessment contains
no data to make a meaningful evaluation of the options
possible. The most egregious example is that there is no
analysis of traffic queuing, which is the only way to determine
if there is any need for additional lanes or whether traffic is
likely to back up from one intersection to the next.

The data that is contained in the assessment is highly
suspect. The accident data compares apples and oranges.
Measurements of cut through traffic in Chevy Chase Valley were
conducted in late July, when traffic in the area is notoriously
light, and at an hour when right turns into the community were
prohibited by law. The measurements of noise levels at 8911
Connecticut Avenue were skewed by the technician who parked his
vehicle on the street and thereby altered the normal traffic
flow. Residents of Connecticut Avenue can detail other
irregularities if given the opportunity.

The third type of problem is the most important -- the )
proposals do not work well and they create substantial burdens

~2-
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on the Chevy Chase Valley Community. The build alternative and
the various optiong provide for additional lanes on Connecticut
Avenue that: (a) imperil pedestrians, including school
children; (b) isolate Chevy Chase Valley by making it extremely
difficult and dangerous to drive into or out of this
residential community; (c) create poor traffic flow; (d)
violate standards for roadways generally accepted by the FHWA
and professional traffic engineers; (e) raise noise levels that
already exceed maximum permissible levels; and (£)- impose an
unfair burden on the Chevy Chase Valley Communijty,

4. CCVCA's position. .

Before giving you the CCVCA's position on each option and
alternative, let me remind the SHA that over the last 23 years,
since the Beltway opened, traffic within the Village of North
Chevy Chase has decreased while the traffic burden on the Chevy
Chase valley Community has increased inversely. North Chevy
Chase is trying to make itself a sleepy country village while
Chevy Chase Valley is being destroyed by high traffic. This is
not a case of the greatest good for the greatest number. It jg

Traffic engineers have told Chevy Chase Valley that
Connecticut Avenue is not a residential road like Kensington
Parkway. But that is only a technical distinction.
Connecticut Avenue is also bordered by homes.

In general, CCVCA supports the No Build Alternative and
opposes the Build Alternative. However, I will comment on each
option.

Option A (Green Road). Chevy Chase Valley opposes this
option because it takes an individual's home and office and
because it is inconsistent with the build alternative and other
options. Last winter, the SHA told Chevy Chase Valley that the
FHWA would not approve the Green Road if it interfered with an
access ramp to an interstate highway. According to Fig. III-3,
the Green Road still intercepts the proposed ramp. Even if the
ramp technically begins just beyond the Green Road, it will
still interfere in the same way. The Green Road would also be
inconsistent with Option C.

Option B (Reconfigure the exit ramp from I-495 {east) to
Connecticut Avenue (south) and control it with a traffic

without moving the entrance ramp to the Beltway. If designed
Properly, this option can slow down vehicles heading south on
Connecticut Avenue and make it safer and easier for people to
leave or enter Chevy Chase Valley by foot and in cars.
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Last winter, the SHA told Chevy Chase Valley that care must
be taken to prevent cars from backing up onto the Beltway. 1If
this can be done, Chevy Chase Valley supports this option, but
without moving the access ramp.

Option C (Enter I-495 (East) bv making a left turn from
Connecticut Avenue (north)). Chevy Chase Valley opposes Option
C. It would put more than 10,000 additional cars on
Connecticut Avenue above Jones Bridge Road every day. The
homes along this stretch of Connecticut Avenue ate already
overburdened by traffic. Although these cars would not be in
the curb lane, the other 21,100 cars traveling along that part
of Connecticut Avenue every day would use the curb lane to
bypass the two lanes of traffic trying to turn left at the
light. This option would also attract hundreds of additional
trucks every day. (Perhaps over 370 per day depending on
growth in the Wheaton/Silver Spring area.) This would
dramatically increase the problems of homeowners along the east
side of Connecticut Avenue who must put up with noise and
vibrations, and the danger of backing out of their driveways.
The additional traffic would also make it more difficult for
pedestrians to cross Connecticut Avenue and might cause traffic
back ups through the intersection at Jones Bridge Road.

Option D (New curb lane on Connecticut Avenue (south)).
The Chevy Chase Valley Community cannot decide whether “D*
stands for disaster or danger. This option would increase
traffic flow in the curb lane making exiting from driveways
much more difficult and dangerous. Cars that do manage to exit
their driveways and the side streets will find it difficult to
merge into the lanes to the left and will be forced to turn
right onto Jones Bridge Road. Buses will face the same problenm.
Obviously, the faster moving traffic in the curb lane and the
increased distance from the curb to the median will increase
the risk for pedestrians.

Because it would take the front lawns of residences and
brings trucks from the beltway closer to the houses, it will

also increase noise levels. This phenomenon was not studied in
the environmental assessment.

The appearance of the area will be severely damaged by
removing the trees along Connecticut Avenue. This will
diminish property values and cause a general deterioration of
this residential community. As indicated by the Planning
Board's staff last May at the mandatory referral, the Master
Plan for Kensington-Wheaton “is proposing a green corridor
policy as a way of maintaining a better residential setting for
homes adjoining major transportation corridors.” The Master
Plan for Bethesda-Chevy Chase emphasizes similar concerns.
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After all of this destructive construction, the new lane
would not be used that much. Studies show that only 15% of the

cars headed south on Connecticut Avenue turn right onto Jones
Bridge Road.

Option E (New curb lane on Connecticut Avenue
(northbound)). Chevy Chase Valley opposes this option because
it increases car and truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue above
Jones Bridge Road and takes most of the, front yards of the
homes on that side of Connecticut Avenue. This option moves
the sidewalk 22 feet closer to the front door of these homes

than the road is now. This wouldﬂzequipe—the—removai_ﬁf_ﬁiﬁ? -

large—trees—and would destroy the green corridor along
Connecticut Avenue. It would also make many homes inaccessible
by car. At 8911 Connecticut Avenue, the shortened driveway
would measure just 1% feet. That is not even long enough to
park a modest sized car.

A car that wants to turn into a driveway along Connecticut
Avenue would turn on its blinker after passing Jones Bridge
Road. oOther drivers would expect the car to accelerate onto
the access ramp for the Beltway. 1Instead, the car would
virtually stop in order to make the sharp turn into the
shortened driveway. This will certainly cause serious
accidents. Leaving the driveways, the drivers would also be
risking serious injury. They would be forced to back out
blindly. (These driveways have very poor visibility because
the houses are elevated and some driveways are shielded by
retaining walls.) If, the drivers can safely back out into the
curb lane without being hit, they will be forced to enter the
Beltway headed east because according to this option, all cars
in the lane would have to use the access ramp. It seems
unlikely that either the federal or the state highway
administration would support a project that places driveways on
an access ramp to an interstate highway.

This option would bring the increased level of traffic on
Connecticut Avenue closer to the houses. Accordingly, the
noise and vibration levels would increase dramatically. The
noise levels here already exceed the legal maximum. However,
the environmental assessment does not even consider the effect
of this option on noise levels. .

Ootion F_ (Driveway mitigation project). WNo one supports
this option even though it is not as bag as Option E. Drivers
will use the project as an extra lane when traffic is heavy.
Front yards with valuable trees and shrubs will be destroyed.

Option G (Widen Jones Bridge Road). Chevy Chase Valley
supports this option, if it is built without moving the access
ramp to the Beltway. This can be done because this option has
no relation to the Build Alternative. The construction
proposed for Jones Bridge Road will Create better access for

-5~ N
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the Chevy Chase Valley Community because traffic will not block
Spring Valley Road anymore. It will also improve the flow of
traffic through the intersection. This will make it possible
to change the timing of the lights at the intersection. The
extra time can be used to allow left turns onto Jones Bridge
Road, which will alleviate traffic on Connecticut Avenue
(south).

5. Other Speakers.

Other speakers will show you: (a) how pedestrians are
endangered by the proposals; (b) how they are held captive in
their own neighborhood by traffic flows; (c) how the options
will increase noise in the homes; and (d) how the environmental
assessment is inaccurate.

6. Conclusion.

In overview, the proposal casts the SHA in the role of an
anti-Robin Hood. The SHA would be taking £rom the "poor” to
give to the “rich." The proposal takes traffic off of
Kensington Parkway, with its relatively low use, and places the
burden on the already overburdened homes along Connecticut
Avenue and in Chevy Chase Valley. Every traffic problem along
Kensington Parkway is already matched or exceeded along
Connecticut Avenue. The Build Alternative would take traffic
from a road with a high level of service and put it on a road
with a very low level of service. Please keep that in mind
when you listen to the testimony of the proponents of the Build
Alternative. Also, visit the neighborhoods. Walk up and down
Kensington Parkway and Connecticut Avenue at rush hour and try
to imagine what it is like to live in the homes nearby.

8v-A

There has obviously been a lot of pressure on SHA to pursue
this project. The SHA has even avoided state law to try to
push the project through. Supposedly, all of this pressure
comes from the Village of North Chevy Chase. If that is true,
matters may soon get much worse. The Hughes Medical Institute,
which has $5,000,000,000 in assets, now wants to build a
conference center and offices at the intersection. Clearly,
they will not be able to comply with the -Adequate Public
Facilities Ordinance without chaunges to the intersection.

However, their attorneys at Linowes & Blocker know how to
put real pressure on the SHA and the county. The SHA must
never forget that people live along Connecticut Avenue. Chevy
Chase Valley implores the SHA not to let the pressure force it
into a decision that destroys existing neighborhoods.
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The SHA would be abusing its authority and public trust if
it makes major changes in Chevy Chase Valley without properly
considering the impact all along Connecticut Avenue. Its
failure to consider the traffic congestion and future land use
makes the proposed project extremely premature.

If I had the time, I could critique every paragraph of the
environmental assessment. I will try to submit an . analysis in
writing, but more importantly, I urge you to look at the
document critically and honestly. 1If you do, you will see

many, many more problems The—environmentalass&ssment is so

6V-A

lacking, it should not even be accepted and paid for. It is no
basis for spending millions of dollars and destroying the value
of people‘s homes.

Consider the shift of the burden of traffic over the last
23 years.

Take a broad view that considers traffic up and down
Connecticut - not just on Kensington Parkway.

Consider what else can be done to improve weaving problems
on the Beltway. The new fourth lane is certainly a start.

Think about whether the proposal really works and doesn‘t
cause other backup§ through intersections.

Consider where the SHA will draw the line - when it will
stop paving over residential neighborhoods.

Think about who the NIMBYs are - it is not the people who
have already absorbed the burden of the traffic jams on
Connecticut Avenue and half of the Beltway traffic from
Kensington Parkway.

The SHA should recommend Options B and G only. Only after
a thorough study of all of Connecticut Avenue, future land use
in the area, and the effect of the Beltway improvements, should
the SHA go back to the drawing board to find a way to alleviate
traffic problems without simply shifting them onto the backs of
others.

5823R/8153
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PETITION NUMBER 1

Chevy Chase Village
5906 Connecticut Ayenue
Chevy. Chase, Maryland 20815

Signed petition representing ‘S
results of a canvas of 144 homes

in North Chevy Chase;'132 homes
supported Build Alternatlve to

letter dated October 2, 1987

NOTE Original and full petition is available for review at SHA, 7

remove commuter traff;c from
Kensington Parkway

Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.
WE, THE UNDERSICNED RESIDENTS OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

.BEING OF MAJORITY AGE, HEREBY EXPRESS OUR APPROVAL OF THE

PROPOSAL OF THE MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION TO RELOCATE
THE NORTHEAST BOUND RAMP OF THE I-495/CONNECTICUT AVENUE
INTERCHANGE OF THE BELTWAY FROM KENSINGTON PARKWAY TO CONNECTICUT
AVENUE AND WE URGE THAT THIS PROPOSAL BE ADOPTED BY TﬁE MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:

NAME ADDRESS TELEPHONE
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PETITION NUMBER 2

Petition to Protect the
-Connecticut Ave. Neighborhoods
. (Chefy Chase Valley (

Association)

3909 Montrose Drive

The¢y Chiase, Nd. 28§i§

Postmarked December %,

1987

» NOTE:.

Original and full

petition is available
for review at SHA, N
707 North Calvert =~ «
Street, Baltlmore,

Maryland 21202

itizens

. Signed petition \Q\

. supporting No-Build .
Alternative (244 signatures)
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PETITION TO PROTECT THE CONNECTICUT AVENUE NEIGHBORHOODS

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, WHOSE HOMES ARE LOCATED INSIDE THE CAPITAL
BELTWAY, ON OR NEAR CONNECTICUT AVENUE, PROTEST THE STATE '
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION PLAN TO REMOVE THE KENSJNGTON‘PARK“AY
BELTWAY RAMP TO CONNECTICUT AVENUE AND TO EXPAND CONNECTICUT
AVENUE TO SEVEN (7) LANES IN THE AREA BETWEEN JONES BRIDGE ROAD
AND THE BELTWAY. WE BELIEVE THAT:

1.

SIGNATURFE

L. hkbUAAa, ]> t)fdAAJ

The plan imposes unduly hazardous conditions on
residential and pedestrian use of the section
of Connecticut Avenue to be structuraliy modified.

No justification exists for an "improved level of
service” at the Jones Bridge - Connecticut inter-
section, since an increased flow of traffic

through this point will only serve to compound the
problems which already exist along the avenue and

at East-West llighway, in particular., We predict

that this will be used as a subsequent justification r
for widening Connecticut Avenue to points further
south,

The residential integrity of Connecticut Avenue will
be jeopardized by the new opportunity for truck
access to the easttound beltway which will be created
if this plan is implemented.

ADDRESS

11 %LWW LW (.0

g‘ y~zﬂ4ﬁkﬁé C;;lﬁéklAJ££ﬁ

A2y Dawsf) 4 ce

3 Auwide JZJMW\/ _39ir Aillars Lana cc

ks U//Umr-; Z—qne

%%‘\ L\)Ki: N\ A (‘_;]' PR i.J( 2

g UJ{L[{Q/M~g LﬂJo\Q‘

—
—

3807' Wﬁ&;Mm {L«4_~

3512 lolome Tomsi

 FUZ_ [ e

‘,

A
N
N

o)




1 -

(‘ c‘ R P O NI T YRV TN

P

1=
© o
P m
~ 9x=m
="
i
w 27c>§3
£ 5320
December 2, 1987 = Tm— Response to Citizen Letter #1:
= x i .
= = (Guity A. Dubroff)

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.O. Box TIL7

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: STATE PROJECT #M600-101-370

Centelmen:

1. Because of the inappropriateness of major interstate traffic
As a resident of Chevy Chase, Maryland and the owner of two on Kensington Parkway, SHA believes that the relocation of
homes in the area -- 3806 Thornapple Street and 7107 this ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the
Connecticut Avenue --+ I wish to register my strong objection proper action.
to all of the Build Alternatives under consideration.

ZG-A

Alternative were discussed in the Environmental Assessment.
certainly the implementation of any one of your proposed Please refer to Sections III.B.4.d. and e. of this FONST for
Plans would push the air and noise pollution in Chevy Chase a summary of these impacts. These impacts are not expacted to
to unbearuble limits. be significant.

SénTi;ﬁ#%. .{fx. .
‘/}ZLMLQL1J¢A{@t;

Guity A./Dubroff

2. Potential air and noise impacts associated with the Build
The areus is already conjested and highly polluted, and l

GD:vyq
cc-area



;. . Response to_Citizen Letter #2:
' (Honorable Orman W. Ketcham

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

December 1, 1987

Re: State Project # M600-101-370

Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp

to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me

greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re- R
percussions. :

- It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will 1
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which :
we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the

- suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic
load from commuters and more-than our share of trucks. The

oise pollution on Connecticut Avenue alread exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increass in traffic will only compound
our environmental concerns.

te Highway Administration will take every reasonable
$2253:: to p;itegz the residential integrity along n:rthboggg
Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to ncieg s
traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts presente in
: the Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternat{ve ESVZIS
' Vo projected to result in significantly increased n01seS gtion
' ' in comparison tc the No-Build. Please refer  to te
III.B.4.e. of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.

£G-A

I_adamantly oppose the above referenced project roposal
and would like to suggest a referendum on this proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider

tpis motion. . - L
o lS S0 croea C}ﬂaukJ{czd"' e
i et il S T e T e T
Sincerely, /‘ﬁ%%/{«%f‘% mevre ors - preant apr aed fiwchla,

/<;é7u ZZZ%ZQMZZ»( 7£2§éﬁ£4¢___ < 2;42L2%7£Z%4¢13¢5%257i
NAME

ADDRESS /C@W wa/ Wt 20815
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The State Highway Administration

Project Development Division

P.O. .Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203 s se to tizen letter s
(James Lausaurer)

/C.
December,1, 1987

=y

Re: State Project # M4600-101-370

Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me
greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
percussions. .

It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the,
suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic
load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The
noise vollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound
our environmental concerns.

Fa-A

1. SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-

I_adamantly ovvpose the above referenced vroject provosal tion to‘ relocation of the ramp fron'x Kensmgton Parkway ?o
and would like to sugzest a referendum on this proposal. Connecticut Avenue. As d1scusse'd in Sect‘lt')n' III of tr‘us

- document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize ‘potentlal
Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider impacts associated with the B:uild Alternative'. In view gf the
this motion. inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington

Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp

is the proper action.
Sincerely,
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185)
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114 esponse_to Citizen lLetter #4:
(Ms. Lorna Griffin)

Location/Design Public Hearing =
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m. :’ [
<M=
0
NAME )—chA GR[FFIN pATE A FIAHZ?
A~ Z
oI
p . - . = I
LEASE  poress__ RIct KENQIN’QTB N Prwy, = =52
L [==Y ~——

PRINT
=S, S
CITY/TOWN QHE\)\-‘\‘ CH__state__MD zIPp cope208/8 -

1/ wish to comment or inquire ébout the following aspects of this project:
1. Option B would create additional gaps along southbound
’ Connecticut Avenue by virtue of the fact that both the

CN_CPDodN B- Do ved endeeSTAND Louy T
o . ! northbound 1left turn and southbound right turn from the
beoald CReaTe Lovse @ G‘)P, AS 1 LUSTRAT AN eastbound Beltway exit ramp would be signalized. During the
- Ly es _ .. ; . - yellow phase between this movement and the southbound
Sre w3 Se EmMT tocutd COME Ny T AT Connecticut Avenue movement, traffic gaps would be ‘created.
SaMsz Poace ns ar PR¥YSENT,
< Cyv cPfieN & — Ldy peouwtd 17 PReciudbE OPTownN 3] .? 2. Options A and C have been deleted from further consideration.
UI1 keps Peow . ResdewiS Woued STILL NESH 7
wn AND AP SWowS ~Z ReEasoN 40T Te  MsvVe
iT
Commen T, COFLMENTS  o0F  cHaNgE  craiin Gwi. Ave, -

15 ResipeENTJAL ST 1T 15 CLEaRLY

A4 MaN Ara*rea;// Ruou NG TpeougH D.C.
44D F4r INTO NiowT- Co-’uNLnké Ll REIVSFE
STRETCH _kNew VN 48§ KKENDINGToY Pewd.

[ Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.*

" Please delete my/our nameis) from the Mailing List.
*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are aiready
on the project Mailing List,

>
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=
STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION :
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS =
(&3
Contract No. M 600-101-370 a
. Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185) —
Interchange Reconstruction =
PDMS No. 151114 = esponse to Citizen letter #5:
Location/Design Public Hearing - (Mrs. George E. Geesey)
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m. -
NAME Mrs. George E. Geesey paTe_11/20/87
PLEASE i :
PRINT ADDRESS___ 3612 Faircastle Drive
ciTy/Town_Chevy Chase STATE MD ZiP CODE_20815

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project:

- S 1. As owners of property abutting the current Kensjington Parkway

ramp, we are, of course, pleased at the Build Option. But it

it is because it will remove the heavy traffic from Kensington

Parkway rather than because the ramp is an annovance. Entering 1. The selected Build Alternative includes a number of ?ctions
which are anticipated to reduce impacts associated with the

or leaving home via Husted Driveway is dancergus at hest. and relocation of the ramp to Connecticut Avenue.

frequently time-consuming, too. I realize that the residents

west of Conneciicut Avenue have these same frustrations  bug

T
($)]
(o))

the no-build option will not improve their situation, as it will _

ours.

2. As a part of the selected Build Alternative, SHA will request
that Montgomery County consider installing a traffic signal
at the intersection of Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge
Road. This traffic signal would be coordinated with the signal
at Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road and would be
installed in order to facilitate movements out of the Chevy
Chase Valley Community.

2. If a car-alerted signal were placed at the_ intersection of

Spring Valley Road and Connecticut Avenue, it would at least

give those fifty households access to Jones Bridge Road and

therefore, Connecticut. If (or when) the necessity for a light

southbound on Kensington Parkway is gone, perhaps the above

could be implemepnted

3. Above all, regardless of what is decided, I helieve it is

important to remember that people live in the area: certainly we

are entitled to access and egress from our homes., Present

Parkway and Jones Mill Road.

morning rush traffic frequently denies us that. bath an Kensington
[J Ptease add my/our namels) to the Mailing List. *

[T Ptease delate my/our nama(s) from the Mailing List.

*Parsons who have received a copy o! this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Mailing List.



STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No.

M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185)

= <
2 <0
2 2R
Interchange Reconstruction /‘.(o.u
PDMS No. 151114 2] :._'1«_3-';‘,
Location/Design Public Hearing % :ii‘f_“/\
‘Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m. = Tz
= 4
2
NAME 0 BERNHARD WITKCP paTE AN, R0, 1982,
7 M NK v
3%0HEVY CHASE, MD 20815
PLEASE ADDRES
PRINT ESS
CITY/TOWN STATE ZIP CODE
1/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project:
n ¥ B . 7
Pronviss awdd  'DmvEterMauT” . {e. fnote Local and
o2 Tarewa] - TRAFFIC (540 ot Spake N CHASVY
Iy - / — fra, - —
CHASE motmBslending Afine EMomienvaL Przpg’ 65
7?,’21 C(‘:,D:/ILELI‘\; (5‘_./_”, %’.’-{ /2-\.)/'}'/{"{73" /“./L‘/:‘/’A—: /::-L-/‘?Q /'v'."'.’/";‘,‘,/ I;".i"/_
e : = JSTNE -~ 7 L ——
CiTi28Y3 CF M. CHEVY CHHSE Al Fhaie 70 77202
Ceome ;

B PAtl/AY AUD LC
NSz STECDEY FPp TRUC
ANVD IRTERSTRTE  TRAFFIC,
I~ APPEses THRAT SwA (s Flirv
desvizanT oF Tus Sitvemeds
Litlisy Tor A0 YESDS s
N CEEMN ENEED S
) Please add my/our name(s) to the Mailing List.* -@ﬂwrr‘ﬂ-.’,l-"‘/ /\\ér,,
T] Piease detete my/our namels) from the Mailing List. v s ’
on the project Mailing List.

"

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already’

il N AN N EBE S Sy B G BE s

Response to Citizen Letter f#6:
(Dr. Bernhard Witkop)

The selected
traffic from
raised by Dr.

Witkop.

Build Alternative will remove all interstate
Kensington Parkway and addresses the

issues

5,
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue {MD Route 185)
Interchange Reconstruction

PDMS No. 151114 g o
Location/Design Public Hearing ~ l’2_o
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m. = S5
<ro
O Ph O =
5 ZEO
NAaMg _Orville W. Zastrow oATE Nov. gj ZES
-_ =
PLEASE 371} Kenilworth Dr. = —
PRINT - ADDRESS =
CITY/TOWN _Chevy Chase STATE Marylans __ zip copg_20815

I/We fvlsh to comment or inquire about the following aspects of this project:

I am a lcng time (36 year) resicent of wortn ‘.nevy Lhase¢ ano a past Chairman of the
DNorth Chevy Chase Citi-ers Committee, T was at your bespins on Noverher 16 but did not
make& a statement at that tire,

I aporeciated tre corpetent cresentation of the issues and the way the rmeeting was
hancled. Iz seems to
pecple seaved willing

me that the issues were acdressed to a greater cegree than many
to accent
record as follcws: ) . .
1. rlease use che 'oullc™ aivernavive, along wicn option A 11 at all cossiole to
allow egress anc_vester tus service for our cormunitv.

2. ise cotvion F, ir trat cance done ina-way to truly help residents on ihe east
TICE Of wonLBCLicuT avelie, or, diternately, colwic crese resicents oe proviced wiin
accuss ko btredr reaw vo enitworth Trivewsw gr tre cpurgh oargir: lot?

I wish to go on

3. Please expedite plans anc ccnstruction. Fon't allow tnis tc oe stuuied to death.
-eopile neco LO reccgnize taatl Lnere zre no nestl ans<ers to these situations.
do is carefulls weizh tiie alterpativeg, select the gest 1
go anead.

all we can

E iectiopal

L. Lo now scme of the things that can help the people in the Chevy Chase Valley

Communiiy. Ay G0 They not ALreaCy (Ve SIreet Tar<Tgs dt INUErsections at ao mot—
block intersection” signs %o helr them get onto Jones Ericdge Hoad?

5.

I oppose Cpticns C, D, and G, It is wronz to penalize residents further, sinply

to increase traific flow along thoroughfares. It werely shifts the problems to
bottleperks ajseylprs ~are t-affic flpw here will hrips
oressure for more :reet widening, denumanizinz of residential commurities and rezcning

- which xill afain increase traffic volime.

1lons Connectient, Avenue

Our daily commuter traffic nas cecome a monsier. it will s turate and overwnelm
pyers Fgpilit: as-lonc as zeonle :eep movinz farther from olaces of work
. P4 P : b4
and then insist on criving to work, one cerson rer car.
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[C ] Pleass delete my/our name{s) from the Mailing List.

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Mailing List.

(

Response to _Citizen Letter #7:
(Mr. Orville W. Zastrow)

The selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate
Fraffic from Kensington Parkway. Bus service will remain as
it currently exists, using southbound Kensington Parkway at

Connecticut Avenue. Option F has been dropped from further
consideration.

T}ixis project is currently not funded for design nor construc-
tion.

Durir_lg final desz:.gn, SHA will request that Montgomery County
consider a traffic signal at Spring Valley Road/Jones Bridge
Road.

Options €, D, and G have been dropped from further
consideration.
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Response_to Citizen letter #8:
(Mr. Richard L. Wilson)
DATE “/’7/?'7
PRS® aAooress_%905 Htmaing bom /D,sz/

CITY/TOWN CA@W Q/ZW STATE f’)P zip coosﬂ_
1/We wish to comment or mquire about the foliowing aspects of this project
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The selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate

traffic from Kensington Parkway and accomplishes the majority
of the issues identified in Mr. Wilson's comment.
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U3 Pisase add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.*

T3 Please delate my/our namel(s) from the Mailing List

*Persons who have received a cop
on the project Mailing List

y of this brochure through the mail are already
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November 17, 1987

Neil Federson, Director
Office of Flanning

State Highway Administration
P.0.Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

Mr. Pederson:

1 am writing to urge the State Highway Administration to support
the efforts of residents in North Chavy Chase, Maryland, to have the

Beltway exit ramp moved from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue,

We live in Rock Creek Hills, just up Kensington Parkway from the

1 almost never let my children travel by foot or by bike down
Kensington Parkway to Morth Chevy Chase, where we are members of the
community swimming pool, because of the exit ramp. From what 1 have
seen, there are drivers cut there racing to the ramp down Kensington
Parkway who would rather run over any cbstacle in thair path than
slow down to let a pedestrian cross the ramp or Kensington Parkway to
Husted. When 1 do let them go to the pool via Kensington Farkway,
they must go together because I believe thare is some margin of

safety in numbers. 1 always wonder if my theory is right until the
children get home safely.

exit.

There is a bike path to North Chavy Chase that runs parallel to
Stoneybrook, but taking that route adds about a mile the trip to
North Chevy Chase. People taking that route still have to cross

Stoneybrook at Brierly, which can be a breath-taking experience
itself in avoiding disaster,

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Sronon .

Nancy Suniewick

9416 Hawick Lane
Kensington, MD 20893
?49-0441

(o 706
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= o en letter H

(Ms. Nancy Suniewick)

The selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway.

Removal of interstate traffic from Kensington Parkway should
improve the safety of bicyclists along Kensington Parkway.
During final design, consideration will be given to the

construction of a sidewalk along the east side of Connecticut
Avenue.
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Response to Citizen Letter #10:
(Mr. Max H. Morris)
PRINT

oy
7 DATE /;/3'51/5/
ADDRESS 37/4 /ﬁl/flf-w’R 7H .DA’;UV

/
CITY/TOWN @EV)’ &v’ﬁ% STATE //A%_’,Vlﬂ/u’/) ZIP CODE

-
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I/We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of thisproject:
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Option C has been dropped from further consideration.
TRRICH T NRF Gk,
s A aa I
- = — .
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I :
)] ; 7 2. Option A has
= Cppew A le Adipin pizge £ S RIUETuLeZe 5 s 40
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v ipnizss dup Kot onts Dours gy PEviergiis sidy oy HRULEA [

been dropped from further consideration,
southbound Kensington Parkway will remain as it exists today
at its intersection with Connecticut Avenue.
DUS 5P _ BT PAYSICHLY PREVENT apdil LA/ nAZ o2 PETs FAMA
EMiQ6AG Ny TRRFFAC. |

L] Piease add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.*

[ Pleass delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List.

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure throu
on the project Mailing List.

gh the mail are already
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- )

(Ms. Anne F. Kiger)

/] =
NAME /7‘4’-'16 ) /{{"r&” oate__11/24/37
] 7 0
:LEASE ADDRESS ?/0/ @51%@7‘&2: ﬁla)r,({u/:-:u..
RINT 7 [

i
CITY/TOWN Phory Chasa  gTate__ MD

zip cope_RedS”
1M/ We wish to comment or inquire about the following aspects of thisproject
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The Selected Build Alternative will remove all Interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway.

Z9-A
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) I . s . :
A5 : e ,1_':’7 ; ./‘.u.'::.irf‘ 2. The State Highway Admlnlst_:rathn will take every reasonable
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) Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List

eParsons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Mailing List.
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HOPE EASTMAN I,
SEVENTH FLOOR P (“AIO‘
4800 HAMPDEN LANE é& &
s . 2o
ETHESDA, MARYLAND 20814 - {4( [%4
AN to citj tte 2:
@ g ,}g\ esponse to zen :
November 17, 1987 o 2 (Ms. Hope Eastman)
-
<% A
¢‘
&

Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstruction

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

This letter is for inclusion in the hearing record on the

above-captioned matter and is in support of the relocation of 1.
the Beltway ramp from the Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

Kensington Parkway is the natural route from Rock Creek Hills,
where we reside, to North Chevy Chase. Our children share common

schools with the children in North Chevy Chase. However, we are
extremely reluctant to allow our children to ride their bicycles
on Kensington Parkway because of the need to cross the line of

traffic entering the Beltway.
Si;;;
ope Eastman

3526 Raymoor Road
Kensington, MD 20895

s
€ly,

The Selected Build Alternative will remove all
traffic from Kensington Parkway.

interstate
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Response to Citizen Letter #13:

(Mrs. Frances Miller)

1.

The Selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway.
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[Z/Please add my/our namels} to the Mailing List.*

] Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List.

*Persons who have recsived a co

py ol this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Mailing List.

esponse _to Citize tter #14:
(Ms. Martha E. Fisher)

1. The Selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate
traffic from Kensington Parkway. Because of similar concerns:
regarding cut-through traffic expressed by representatlves of
the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association, SHA, in conjunc-
tion with Montgomery County, will restrict cut-through traffic
in this community which is destined for new Ramp N-E.
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esponse to Citizen Yetter #15:
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m.

(Mr. Peter L. Murray)
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The Selected Build Alternative will remove interstate destined
~ traffic from Kensington Parkway.
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WAYNE ELLIOT DoRrManN
3805 MONTROSE DRiveEway
CHEVY CHASE, MaRYLANG

20815-4701

December 2, 1987

=
S
—
«w
=
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director =
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering -
State Highway Administration -
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimorg, Maryland 21202

Rer Ramp Relocation at Connecticut Avenue and I-495

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

We support the Build Alternative which meets the number
one objective of the wh

ole area of Chevy Chase. We object to
Option G at this time,

because the fate of the property south of
Jones Bridge Road has not been decided.

The other Options should be decided by the professional
staff of the SHA for the safety and convenience of everyone
residents, commuters, etc. The public transportation problem
has been exaggerated, in our opinion, because bus service is
available on Jones Bridge Road and Connecticut Avenue.

We do
not agree that construction of the Green Road is an absolute
necessity.

We attended the hearing on November 16th at North Chevy
Chase school. We were very impressed with the presentations by
the SHA representatives and the thoroughness of the study.

Sincexély,
‘ /éé$%?2< g?f:iﬁ“> ‘<
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Response to Citizen letter #16
(Mr. Wayne Elliot Dorman)

SHA has selected the Build Alternative for thi.s project.
Option G has been dropped from further consideration.

With the exception of Option B, whic;h will receive further
consideration during the final design process

(ramp from
eastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut. Avenue), all other
options have been dropped from further cgns:.deratlon. Becaus:
Kensington Parkway traffic movements will not be altered a

the Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway
intersection, changes in bus routes will not be necessary.
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Citizen Letter #17 continued

Cption C accommodates the northbound Connecticut Avenue to
eastbound Beltway movement with a left-turn onto an existing
loop ramp at Connecticut Avenue. Traffic operations as-
sociated with this configuration are not acceptable.

option G has been deleted from further consideration.

The volume to capacity ratios shown in Figure 8 of the Public
Hearing handout (as well as in the Environmental Assessment
and this FONSI), have been developed using the procedures
described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual.
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! Sender retains Canary copy. €S S Q. e M
\FORM 3801 REQUIRED - TRIPUCATE (Mr. William R. Tooker)
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Roseer Dzu s, o 8101 CONNECTICUT AVE. § 310

L. Bok 722 CHEVY CHASE, MD 20315
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< APegionw o 320 Jo $ev Troces 24 7"')’ T)" v Periiavy /""’""”'57' TR AuTuSy intexj'-change v;ould be accomplished within SHA right-of-way.
Lo . P . No widening is proposed along Connecticut Avenue, and all
ot : 3 e 2 s £ o102 % eleirTTe B A 20 L2 . . s . . . .
l’ fees D, ANY TR jMiALsE IF PR L5z NewTiemn 7o BS AiRind>y ctEvs .\.mp{:ovemenis Vé.lll beibmade within existing ciurb lines to the
o ) » NS ” . , . e maximum extent possible. With the exception of Option B
o T/;)‘-? SrTVAT g 16 NeT JXcZPTARE, OFPTISVS fF TRk (3 P2 ] which will receive further consideration during the desig;x
3
" _ 4 . e - e 2 process, all other options have been dropped from further
Ges pave /”7’ o TR STeewe CEdECTRAS T2 WA e ias , consideration. Air and noise impacts associated with the
= -~ ) Build Alternative were evaluated in the Environmental
Y SIGW/}-;— »—/a._ ) Assessment. and have been determined to not be significant.
- ~ Please refer to Sections III.B.4.d and e. of this FONSI for
DATE a summary of these impacts.
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" “‘*CLI VLD i Richard H. Trainor
I} t L Secretary
VAY 22 1989 . A Maryland_l)epamnenrafibqspanqﬂan Hal Kassoff
SRENA, Grergt g 88 ; State Highway Administration Admirustrator
) ’ ) ey 06 S r' i
CLAKNINS & PRELIMIAARY ENG13Egime Chevy g,,;gg Vgélegogfé ) June 15, 1989
T May 17, 1989 Mr. Frederick W, Lawrence
Mr. Neil g Pede ; ’ 8806 Spring Vailey Road
. . r ‘
Office o planninse:,lerector : Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 -
State Highway Admgni;’tr::iellmmaxy Engineering
P.0. Box 717 en Dear Mr. Lawrence:
Baltimore, Mg 1 . ’
* 7aryland 21203-07;5 Thank you for your recent letter concerning the State Hlghway Adminlstra—

tion's decision to relocate the ramp onto the Capital Beltway from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

Thj
on the plang Notice th .
p for the interchange re at you ha:e finalizeq The decision was a difficuit one and came only after weighing all factors and
carefully considering each of the comments we received. It is our feeling that we
. € purposs of the have selected the proper course of action to serve both area residents and the
driving publlc.

poses of this project is to take interstate bound "through"

Plans that haye tsand is much improveq One of the mal

ee over t ne of the maln pur
not addresg all of :hgl’esegted' the present proposalh:tff]e:Vious traffic off Kensington Parkway, a local road. We do not belleve that changes to the
Proble does timing of the traffic signal at Jones Bridge Road and Connecticut Avenue wouid be

WS and there jg stil]
3 th i R
i gueSt‘IS’.’ appropriate because trafflc that wishes to access the Interstate wlll continue to walt
in to go, and If insufficlent tlme is given for the movement, it will only further back~-
up Connecticut Avenue.

ble:
be a Sse We wlll be addressing yohr concerns about pedestrlan traffic in the dgslgn
phase of this project. At that time, we will jook at ways to address pedestrians

€ problems that a L
Provisions wjj} be maq fo Mot addressed b the study are: crossing Connectlcut Avenue, including the feasibillty of constructing a sidewalk on
Ci!:nnecticut Avenue jf §h§°;r§;g:s§r1:n traffic to crgssre. what the east side of Connecticut Avenue.

Pact will the pe €d changes are made? ‘
W de"elopments in the area have or; tﬂgd ';f?t 2 We have taken into consideration the new development in the area. We do not

Irently Passengers fpq Project? ; feel that the development, Including the projects you mentioned, will change the
Sggifther bPedestrjang wantingmtgogthbound Connectjcyt Ave. busseg ; . reiative merits of moving the ramp vis-a-vis the alternative of not moving the

Jones Bridqe Toss Connectjicyt Av . i ramp.
Kensington parxyay C25tPOUNd traffic pe €. can wajt '
rkwa gJins to mov ,
If this traffic mg\;e:tt:hégh tlmg one can crpgg toeéh:o:;;;{a to ) At this tlme, only the planning phase has been funded. When money does.
;D:ross will be taken away. :;::ctlcut Ave., the opportunity tg' become available for engineering and construction, we will proceed with the project.
efore the traffic change j Unless the sidewalk jg installeq .
- Thank you for your participation in the decision making process. We

S made, it wji]) not be possible to

ic light ig locateqd, appreciate your interest and input.

Very truly yours,

of a new confar The County hag author i
gvenue and Jone:n§§1§§2t§§agt thg Southwest corné;egftggnzgétl:géng oYud § Pedows.
een started just vy s now €Y Rousing deve *
Sonnection witp thee:§w°§rt‘f‘i_s new conference genterfopgsnt has Nell J. Pedersen, Director
developments there has be.orfi€ load causeq by these ¢ Office of Planning and
Jones Bridge Roaq. Tzlsegga;?uth?rized 2 new traffjc 1:;;"; on Preliminary Engineering
orientation Needs to be ¢q Nge in traffje level ang traffic NJP/ih
nsSldered. : ce:  Wr. Michael Snyder (w/Incomling) t
r. Louis H. Ege, Jr. (w/incoming)
Mr. Ernest Ambush (w/Incomling)

My telesh ber is (301____333-1110

Tetetypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech Q-D
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - $65-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free ?_
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S t e

The problems of traffic on Kensington Parkway between Jones
Bridge Road and the Beltway are real, and should be addressed as
soon as possible. Before undertaking costly construction, some .
simple traffic control steps should be taken. First, to control
the amount of traffic entering Kensington Parkway, -.the green
arrow allowing northbound Connecticut Ave. traffic to enter
Kensington Parkway before it is allowed to go north on :
Connecticut Ave. should be removed. This would reduce the flow
of traffic into Kensington Parkway. Secondly, a traffic light
should be installed to allow the residents of North Chevy Chase
access to Kensington Parkway. This light would also help control
the speed of traffic on the Parkway.

No expenditure of funds or actual construction on this
project should be undertaken until alil of the problems connected
with the project are given consideration and factored into the
plans, and certainly, no massive project should be undertaken
until it is determined if the problem can be alleviated with less
costly and disruptive steps.

ijiyerely,
Frederick W.

Lawrence

ZL=A
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Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185) S r:)__o
Interchange Reconstruction P R

PDMS No. 151114 ng

Location/Design Public Hearing w L™
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2;?,:735 ADDRESS 89‘33 &NNEQ//UUO Ruenve
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i/We wish to comment or inquire about the foliowing aspects of this project
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(J Please delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing Lisx'&th/ ~/)[/ . %
«Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through the mail are already

on the project Mailing List. 1 L
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esponse to Citizen Lette 20:

(Dr. Anthony F. Natoli)

In addition to supporting the No-~Build Alternative for all of
the reasons mentioned at the Public Hearing, Dr. Natoli cites
psychological effects which, in his opinion, support the No-
Build. The example he cites, Beltway traffic congestion
causing back-ups on the existing ramp from Kensington Parkway
(and thus, by inference, the new ramp from Connecticut
Avenue), should be reduced as a result of the recent widening
of the Capital Beltway to 8-lanes. When Beltway congestion
does, however, cause back-ups on the access ramps, the
resulting congestion along the connecting state routes will
result in difficulty for adjacent residents to access their

properties. There does not appear to be a solution for this
situation.

S N N TN I O N IE O B BN BE S O I B BN e e




VL-A

8806 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
November 29, 1987

State Highway Administration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

This is to supplement and sumarize my comments on the proposed changes
to the I-495 (Capital Beltway) interchange at Connecticut Ave. (Maryland Rt.
185) and Kensington Parkway.

1. It is premature to undertake such extensive and disruptive work to relieve
the problems of Kensington Parlvay until less expensive options are tried.
Traffic lights on Kensington Parlovay at Kenilworth Dr. or at Inverness Drive,
or both could be installed easily and pramptly, and would give relief to the
problem. Better signs could advise motorists of the speed limits. Lower
speed limits on Connecticut Ave., south of Jones Bridge Rd. would avoid the

necessity of motorists to adjust to a lower speed limit when they enter Kensing-
ton Parkway.

2. The ideal of reducing Kensington Parkway traffic to a point where "dogs sleep
in the streets" is unrealistic and unfair to residents on other streets that bear
the traffic that does not use Kensington Parkway. In the early 1960s, before the
Beltway was built, Kensington Parkway's rush hour traffie experienced dehys simi-
lar to those on Connecticut Ave. at Jones Bridge Rd. The addition of Beltway
traffic to Kensington Parkway and Connecticut Ave. added proportionately to each,
but the removal of the southbound Beltway traffic from Rensington Pkwy. and the
shortening of the traffic signal reduced their southbound traffic to a level
below what it was before the Beltway was built. And these changes added to the
traffic load of Conzecticut Ave. and Manor Rd. particularly, but also added to
the load on Jones Bridge Rd, Spring Valley and Woodlawn.

3. Additional traffic controls are needed on Connecticut Ave. at the Beltway now.
Traffic from the Fastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut Ave. moves much too
fast., There should be a stop light to control traffic at this exit. A longer
exit ramp may be needed. If parkland is needed for the exit ramp lengthening, it
might be possible to arrange a swap with the parks department for land on the
southeastern quadrant of the interchange, moving the exit as in option B of the

proposal. This might also be the basis for acquiring parkland for extending the
present ramp H.

4. Better sidewalks are needed on Connecticut Ave. and better crosswalks are
needed for crossing both Jones Bridge Rd. and Connecticut Ave.

S. The State Highwav Adninistration's proposals are deficient in that they did
not consider any improvements that could be made without moving the ramp H.

6. The cost of the maintenance of Kensington Parkway should be borne by the

State Department of Transportation. P .

Moo i [/ /mwueé_
rick W. Lawrence
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Response to Citizen Letter #21:

(Mr.

Frederick W. Lawrence)

ighway Administration does not consider the
:‘gceiitigztif l::rgaff:i.yo:: signals (whiqh could result:. in increased
rear-end accidents) or other signing along Kens:.ng}:on Parkwa¥
as the proper solution to address the inappropriateness o
interstate traffic on Kensington Parkway.

Connecticut Avenue, Md. Route 185, is the proper location for
all interchange ramps with Interstate Route 495.

i i i i ifications to
buring final design, Option B, cons:.st.:ing of modi
the gxisting eastl'aound Beltway exit ramp .to sguthbound
Connecticut Avenue, will receive further consideration.

During final design, sidewalks along the eastside of Connec-
ticut Avenue will be evaluated.

i iate
Improvements to Ramp H do not address t}}e inappropria
cognection of an Interstate ramp to a residential street,
regardless of who pays for the maintenance cost.
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Mrd. John S, Nesbitt
3212 Woodbine $t.
Chevy Chase,bD 20815
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(Mrs. John S. Nesbitt)

The Environmental Assessment evaluated the noise impacts of
the Build Alternative. Please refer to Section III.B.4.e of
this FONSI for a summary of these impacts. Projected traffic
volumes, including increased truck traffic, are not an-
ticipated to result in significant noise impacts in comparison
to the No-Build.

Additional traffic volumes on northbound Connecticut Avenue,
destined for the capital Beltway, are not projected to result
in increased traffic congestion or back-ups.

5
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= 2R . Response to Citizen Letterx #23:
The State Highway Administration > 1;?; (Ms. Laura Winslow)
Project Development Division Zz A
P.0. Box 717 A
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 3
December 1, 1987
Re: Statz Projecst # ME00-101-370
Dear Sirs:
The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me
greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
percussions.

1.

It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activitiesg which

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the
suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic
load from commuters ard more than our share of trucks. The
oise vollution on Copnecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal

Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound

our envirormental concerns.

I_adamantly ooppose the above referenced project proposal
and would like to suggest a referendum on this proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

ADDRZSS

Lauwra Winslow
15 East Lenox St, Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

IS'Z.WS*/,MJM M,
g,o‘?/S‘

Mf?m

The State Highway Administration will take every reasonable
measure to protect the residential integrity along nortibound
Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to increased
traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts presented in
the Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternative :.s not
projected to result in significantly increased noise levels
in comparison to the No-Build. Please refer to Section
III.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.

Widening of the Capital Beltway was undertaken to address
overall traffic and safety operations along this important
circumferential highway. Relocation of the westbound Beltway
exit ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue was
done in response to the inappropriateness of directing
interstate traffic to Kensington Parkway.

=
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Response to Citizen letter #24:

Richard Chatfield Taylor (Mr. Richard Taylor)

OchHhe. 2, 1587
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% is projected as a result of allowing truck traffic ofi the new
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esponse to Citizen letter #25:
(Kathleen and Peter Montagree)

1. The Selected Build Alternative will be constructed within

existing State Highway Administration right-of-way, and to the
maximum extent feasible, within existing curb lines along
Connecticut Avenue. No widening of Connecticut Avenue is
anticipated.

The State Highway Administration will take every reasonable
measure to protect the residential integrity along northbound
connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to increased
traffic volumes.
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izen r #25 continu

During final design, the State Highway Administration will
evaluate measures to increase pedestrian safety. These
measures will include consideration of a sidewalk along the
eastside of Connecticut Avenue, better crosswalks, and other
measures.

The Selected Build Alternative does not include widening
Connecticut Avenue or other modifications which would give it
the "appearance of an interstate highway".
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FROM THE DESK OF : esponse to Citizen letter #26:

WILLIAM S. ABELL
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(Mr. William S. Abell)

The Selected Build Alternative includes a number of actions
which are anticipated to reduce impacts associated with the
relocation of the Beltway entrance ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. SHA fully supports the
residential character of Connecticut Avenue, but in view of
the inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Ken-
sington Parkway, believes that the relocation of this ramp

from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the proper
action.
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espons o Cit t H
(Ms. Etta S. Thompson)
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-— o<-u
The State Highway Administration Z:g
Project Development Division = :\',,‘ol_k‘-1
P.0. Box 717 S -5'3"0
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 == =m-
Sé —
December 1, 1987 -
Re: State Project # M600-101-370
Dear Sirs:
The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
< to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me
) greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
o percussions. : ; i i1l take every reasonable
N 1. The State Highway Adminis?rat ia wi t ity along northbound
It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will : measure to protect the residential integr g e go increased
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which Connecticut Avenue frzﬁ aiyeﬂée(::ﬁiig::rfx;acts presented in
we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the traffic volumes. On e basis 5 A !
suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from the Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternative is not
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic

load from commuters and more t

rojected to result in significantly increased noise levels
han our share of trucks. The fn Jcomparison to the No-Build. Please refeﬁh to tSectlon
noise pollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal ITTI.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these mpacts.
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound
our environmental concerns.

I adamantly opvose

the above refere-qced project proposal
and would like to s

uggest a referendum on thig proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake.

Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

F 704 Mord hipe S et

_ éz ’Z a / 7@ e’ Chevy %;c', Ll e85
NAVE ADDRESE
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The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division

2

= o
P.0. Box 717 L2
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 —~ 2=3

— 2o

— . e
December 1, 1987 = —

=

Re: State Project # M600-~101-370

Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me
greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
percussions. :

It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the
suburds, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic
load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The
poise pollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound

our environmental concerns.

1_adamantly oppose the above referenced project roposal
and would like to suggest a referendum on this proposal.

OQur safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

QL Sowe F
77 L, Gy el

; o0& /5

éWMCZ/@Ws

i

esponse to Cit H

(Ms. Jane L. Smith)

The State Highway Administration will take every reasonable
measure to protect the residential integrity along northbound
Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to increased
traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts preserted in
tke Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternative is not
projected to result in significantly increased noise levels
in comparison to the No-Build. Please refer to Section
III.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.
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The State Highway Administration p— 588
Project Development Division ~ 23m
P.0. Box 717 = ggg
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 = ;
s -

December 1, 1987

Re: State Project # M600-101-370

Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me
greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
percussions.

It must be reconsidered and realized that th;s‘agtion yill
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities wglch

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloged land‘ln the
suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic
load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The
noise pollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound

our environmental concerns.

I_ademantly oppose the above referenced proigct proposal
and would like to suggest a referendum on this proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

e B ltepntt /o) E.[ensx IH
NAME

R a Co - 2 o

Response to Citizen Letter #29:
(Ms. Alice B. C )
1. The State Highway Administration will take every reasonable

measure to protect the residential integrity along northbound
Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to increased
traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts presented in
the Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternative is not
projected to result in significantly increased noise levels
in comparison to the No-Build. Please refer to Stection
IXI.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.
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L s
COLLINS anD ACKER
1825 x STREET, N.W, SUITE 211
LLONARD C. COLLINS

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20006
CHARLES M. ACKER, M

872 -843s

Response to Citjizen Letter #30:
(Mr. Leonard C. Collins)
<2 o
December 2, 1987 hid '2-\:
- Zm=3
2c2
= ggsgrn
The State Highway Administration 2 o=
Project Development Division =z "
P.0. Box 717 - —4
Baltimore, MD 21203 =
- 1.
Dear Sir:
In respect to state project No.

The relocation of interstate traffic from Kensington Parkway
to Connecticut Avenue is not anticipated to result in any
increased vehicular traffic volumes along Connecticut Avenue
M600-101-370, we have south of Jones Bridge Road. Although an increase in truck
resided at 7405 Connecticut Avenue, Chevy Chase for ahout
twenty-five years.
If anybody 1s familiar with the

volumes using this ramp is projected, the increase is not
anticipated to be significant.
noise pollution on
Connecticut Avenue and the immense contrihution of trucks
thereto, it is we.

When the traffic starts in the mornin

& and the trucks go
up and down the street, they hit all the pot holes that they
have caused or all the steel covers; how often we have been
awakened at night or in the early morning,
state.

we can hardly

Additional truck traffic on this road, which was not
huilt to handle such,

will only compound the prohlem and we
strenuously object to any relocation of the East hound ramp

to the beltway which would increase the truck traffic in
front of our house.

Please.

Very truly yo .

Leonard C.

Collins
LCC:keb

=3

. ll.ll L 'Il.- illll . 'III. . llll. L__| i.ll'

Il .
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espons :

= - (Ms. Beverley K. Thompson)
The State Highway Administration «@ m
Project Development Division - o3
P.0. Box 717 — =Zro
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 - u3l&a
~ 2
3] _:23:2
= =0
December 1, 1987 5§ -
Re: State Project # M600-101-370
Dear Sirs:
The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from

Kensington Parkway has me

greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-

percussions.

98-A

It must be reconsidered and
endanger our neighborhoods
we attempt to conduct.

realized that this action will
and any local activities which

i ill take every reasonable
un . 1. The State Highway Administration w
This is not developed land in the measure to protect the residential integrity along northbound
suburbs, this is densely populated pbroperty just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.C, border

Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to increased
We already suffer the traffic

traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts presented in
load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The

noise vollution on Connecticut

the Environmental Assessment, the Bui}d Alteznatggi iivgg;
Avenue already exceeds Federal projected to result in significantly increased no
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound
our environmental concerns.

in comparison to the No-Build. Please refer to Section

III.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.
I adamantly Orpose the above referenced project_proposal
and would like to suggest

a referendum on this proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

3 7249 Wood bire ST.
4629050 1) Chevy Chase MMd Q0815

ADDRESS '
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The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

December 1, 1987

Re: State Project # M600-101-370

Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of "TAS 'Best Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me

greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
percussions.

It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will
endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the
suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from
the Washington, D.cC. border. We already suffer the traffic

load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The
noise vollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increase in traffic will on

1y compound
our environmental concerns.

I adamantly obvose the above referenced project proposal
nd would like to Suggest a referendum on this Proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

Sincerely,

L T

KRo0G4IT

espons it :
(Ms. Deborah LaMar Thompson)

way Administration will take every reasonable
:ngfggt:o }:)jfo};:ecyt the residential integrity along ngrt:hboung
Connecticut Avenue from adverse consequences due to 1nc€egsg
traffic volumes. On the basis of noise impacts presente 1:
the Environmental Assessment, the Build Alternat%ve is ngs
projected to result in significantly increased noise e:gon
in comparison to the No-Build. Please refeg to Secti
III.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.

S B .
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¥ el L, L esponse to Citizen Yetter $33:
(Ms. Mary Anne Berberich)

iEST2), €0

A
PURES & B g

1. See SHA response to Public Hearing comment number 12 (Ms. Mary

Testimony on the SHA proposals for Connecticut Avenue/1495 of Anne Berberich), page 1V-6 of this document.

Mary Anne Berberich, Council Pres., Chevy Chase Valley Citizens

Association. An abridged version was read at the design/location

88-A

hearing on Nov. 16, 1987.

Submitted: Dec. 2, 1987

e ‘7 Goeve Boidealos
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The designers of the Connecticut Avenue—Beltway
interchange had a g992d idea atbact 23 years ago. The original ramp
system, in addition to being quite safe, equitably distributed
the FReltway generated traffic between the two
residential communties located in the immediate area. At that
time, Connecticut Ave. and Kensington Parkway shared somewhat
equally the north-south local thru traffic as well.

similar,

When the Beltway was opened, No. Ch. Ch., was able to
install barricades at strategic locations in ordar to prevent cut
~thru traffic. 1In addition, they have been able to ensure
rigorous enforcement of the 25 mph. speed limit along Kensington
Parwway.

In these ways, that comniunity has been assisted in maintaining
its residential character.

On the other _hand, the Chevy Chase Valley Community has
continued to be adversely affected by an increased volume of
high-speed, local commuter traffic.  When we request enforcement
of the 35 mph speed limit on Conn. Ave., which is routinely
ignored when traffic is moving freely, we are repeatedly informed
by SHA officials that speeding violations on this stretch of the
Ave. are unenforceable. We find this excuse to be unacceptable
in an age of high technoluogy. Furthermore, because of our

limited sireet System, we cannot erect barricades against cut-
thru traffic.

In 1381, the scuthbound exit ramp of the original Beltway
system was removed from Kensington Farkway and acdded "to Conn.
Ave.north of cur community. This relocation added approximately
10,000 cars and truszks to our already heavy traffic burden. More
than 40,000 vehicles each day encircle our comnunity aleng Conn.
Ave. and Jones Bridge Rd. The original 50-50 distribution of
traffic has now been heavily skewed against the Chevy Chase
Valley Community and the conseguences are threatening to
imprizon us in cur streets.

The next few photos will illustrate the problems which this
traffic distribution has created for entrance to and exit from
our community.

2

Description of Photographs

1. A.M. Spring Valley to Jones Bridge .
Note absence of signalization or proper intersection
__designation such as striping, prominent signs, etc:
A car exiting Spriang Valley to east-bound Jones $r1dge
Tis required to cross over 2 lan2s of rapidly moving
west-bound traffic.

2. A.M. Spring Valley to Jones Bridge )
Although No. Ch. Ch. Element. Sch. is visible from
—_here, the County has been bussing our children to
school since about 1360 due to pedestrian hazards.
After—-school play arrangements remain a real problem.
3. P.M. Spring Valley to Jones Bridge
Note solid line of cars blocking access to east-bound
Jones Bridge from Spring Valley. . )
Dangerous to "nose out” to squeeze into line because
“Tof rapidly moving west-bound traffic.
4. P.M. Jones Bridge looking.east to Conn. Ave.
Queue of cars in the evening is regqularly backed up
beyond USUHS Medical School.
S. A.M. Cars entering Conn. Ave. from southbound Beltway ramp

which is located to the north of Woodlawn Rd.
Note the steep incline of ramp B.
“_When traffic is moving freely, cars enter the Avenue
at extremely high speeds, creating a dangerouf
situaticon for entry to the Avenue from Chevy Chase
Valley.

We have repeatedly requested signalization of this ramp

T since Ccars exiting from it can not ever . zeel, fr.oa
Woodlawn until they suddenly appear in the Avenue, at 2
pouint less than 80 ft. from the Woodlawn access to the
Ave. This has beer responsible for several sericus
accidents.

-6. P.M. HWoodlawn-access to Conn. Ave.

Only northbound opportunity for Chevy Chase Valley
residents at this time of day: o
Always a dangerous maneuver since cars exiting south-
_ bound ramp at high speed.

7. A.M. Conn. Ave. laoking north. )
Red light at Jones Bridge generates 3-lane barricade
" for entry into Conn. Ave. from Chevy Chase Valley. -
Green light at Jones Bridge generates <3% gaps of ?dtec.
_by which residents of Conn. Ave. may exit their drive-—
ways and by which residents may'enter the Ave. from
Wondlawn, Montrose and FParsons side streets.

—
=
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l Response to Citizen Iletter #34:
L’\>€ (N, QN;,C«A:-_/( (Q’{_L\j
C oMot £

(Mr. & Mrs. James H. Johnson)

/"d—‘? 7(70 | © o~ C/-vm s
/] .
0—{/1.«&61 0{2/ O 2T — C—\_)Q

that Montgomery County consider installation of a traffic
signal at the intersection of Spring Valley Road and Jones

Zl\_gz;f Ve On Old TESZET
Bridge Road. This traffic signal should improve resident's
ability to access Jones Bridge Road, and thus Connecticut

Avenue via the Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Kensington
LCLOI fL' ’_q(/[t_—-;/ um()cﬂ <L Cﬂ&( Parkway intersection.

il (7
yrene tevfs {Lv /1/7 A ./Zw//.a,‘,
(: LM Nl fee ail our o

/(’/‘ ﬂLw .
20 Lol oed
C)/W Cicze, md  DoTIS

| 1. As a part of the Selected Build Alternative, SHA will request

06-A
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(ECHEIVE
- - D 7%, Qorrade B, Bagquis

RV -LH 3808 Hnderwond Street
“C O Cheuy Chase, Marygland 20815

i ~ ot
WY ERTTRET, Rt i :
iV I hmr'g' v@ 7 /j‘f? | Response to Citizen Letter #35

. (Mrs. Corrado S. Bagquis)

VLot Ml forsg ClopiriiZindinn,

YA 4—,&7/7

N priricn., P2l TRO3Z

7/
S bt Snzed # NG00 - r0s-370

/&M S

cdeweZort ot Ths Zne  SE L LATL
M Le &bt ceac /4% Zy' W 1 2:tez;::§n€§dev;{‘ua€:ea fi:\:‘flix;c;r;xz‘?z‘}l im;sri%se?nl:;rt‘:tépt?:r\\s }flz:

. ag this difficult issue. Please refer to Section III.B.1l. of this

T6-A

W Mvéa//fnﬁa . FONSI for a summary of these improvement options. On the basis
Ny 7 . of an evaluation of these options, SHA has determined the

oo ) relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut

M MW ate ﬂ///rﬂ ] 7 L/ _ Avenue is the proper action.
,ﬁ' b Harttoc 4274/ I cuief A,.Z;:/ :

. & Chncz OZL Cornlolond Sore et
Voiedien. A2 G y s s
el o . a/z/c,//
Poctr Zeacetic &
O Skl oSl i . ‘

/ 2. The Selected Build Alternative will be constructed within

: Z existing State Highway Administration right-of-way, and t.o0 the
K g paximum extent possible, within existing curbs.

P
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w Q C{\'—n /4"‘(’ o 1. Because of the inappropriateness of major interstate traffic
. Plese o it m 71—7,__"‘/” I Mu on Kensington Parkway, SHA believes that the relocation of
- this ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the
Uprem | 4t NArges. 'D»( /vv?" Tl m . proper action. Construction of the Selected Build Alternative
would be accomplished within existing State Highway Ad-
- /\/"”‘V [ WKA" f/(wxor D” M . ministration right-of-way, and to the maximum extent possible,
] H—,\p - o - within existing curb lines. Widening of Connecticut Avenue
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Nancy & Harry Benner

3806 Underwood Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
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Citizen Letter #36 continued:

Except for a slight increase in northbound truck traffic, the
Selected Build Alternative is not projected to result in
increased traffic volumes along Connecticut Avenue south of
Jones Bridge Road.

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. 1In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA belleves that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.
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G. EDWARO REYNOLDS

BOX 1118 RIOGE VIEW ROAD
NEW LONDON. NH 03257

PELCEIVED

JEC 8 1087

CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 2048158

CISESTSR, L

PG & PEELIMLIARY Heieang

December 1, 1087

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Divisien
P.0.Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

Re: State Project #M600~101-370

Dear Sirs:

We are writing to let you know of our deep concern about the impact
the project to relocate the east bound ramp leading to the Beltway

certain buildings should be preserved for historic and artistic
reasons no matter what the cost. Chevy Chase should similarly be pre-
Served at all costs. If anything we would prefer to see the Connecti-

cut Avenue interchange closed altogether including the Kensington
Parkway ramp.

As two of the enthusiastic walkers, of whom there are quite a few
in this area, we might add that we would also like to see a guard rail
built on the curb side of the sidewalk from the fire station all the
way to Kensington Parkway. It is very unpleasant to walk on this
Stretch of sidewalk with cars whizzing by at speeds sometimes reaching
S50 mph just a couple of feet away. A guard rail would be more consis~

Please consider our concerns as you deliberate on this thorny issue
and be assured that we eagerly await a favorable outcome.

Very truly yours

; 7D
s T, St
Z{G. Edward R¢yndld$é & Ilona V. Reynolds

esponse to Citize tter #37:
(Mr. G. Edward Reynolds & Ilona V. Reynolds)

reciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
t ts:}ilgnflizlol yrzggcation of the ramp fron_a Kensington Parkga)::ht‘::
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III o t';l
document, SHA will undertake _actions to minimize _poter} tlzhe
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view o the
inappropriateness of major interstate traff}c on Ke:_51ngam
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp

is the proper action.

i i i i idewalks along the
. During final design, SHA will evaluate sic :
2 eastsgde of Connecti::ut Avenue. The provision of a guardrail
adjacent to the sidewalk was not evaluated.

=



3811 WOQOBINE STREET
CHEVY CHASE. MD. 20813

December 1, 1987

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

Response to Citjizen Letter #38:
Mrs. Artemi . i
RE: STATE PROJECT #M§00-101-370 ¢ is L. Weiss)

Sirs:

I am writing in connection with the proposal to
relocate the east bound ramp to the Beltway from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

This proposal is unacceptable for the following
reasons:

) ] . 1. The Environmental Assessment resented an evaluati

Noise pollution on Connecticut Avenue already potential noise impacts associaté; with the Build Alter;::ivgf
exceeds federal standards, and with additional truck Please refer to Section ITII.B.4.e of this FONSI for a summar&
traffic on the Avenue projected to be as high as 370 of these impacts.on the basis of this analysis, projected
trucks per day, the noise pollution will be compounded. increases in noise levels are not expected to be ;ignificant

in comparison of the No- .
Connecticut Avenue is already overburdened with P o-Build

traffic in a residential area. With the projected increase The Build Alternative is n

; . ; : . 0 -
in traffic, the gridlock that now exists on Connecticut bound Connecticut Avenue. t antlcipated to overload north
Avenue during morning and evening rush hours would render

a bad situation exceedingly dangerous in an emergency.

We are also concerned that the widening of one
section of Connecticut Avenue could eventually spread

: : . K 3. No widening of Connecticut Avenue is included
southward to the District Line taking trees as well as Selected Build Alternative: all improvements ;gfgh tgz
front lawns, destroying this residential area altogether. constructed within an existing State Highway Administration
right-of-way and, to the ithi
For these reasons, my husband and I respectfully existing cuzb lines. maximum extent possible, within
submit our strong objection to the above-stated proposal.

Sincerely,

-%//m A P oeies

EKrtemis L. Weiss
RECTIVED
DzC 3 1987

- B, B7RICE @
PR ECF.\F.! o

LAY Ty
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8306 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
November 29, 1987

State Highway Administration

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
Box 717

Baltimore, MD 21203

This is to supplement and swmarize my comments on the proposed changes
to the I-495 (Capital Beltway) interchange at Connecticut Ave. (Maryland Rt.
185) and Kensington Parkway,

1. It is premature to umdertake such extensive and disruptive work to relieve
the problems of Kensington Parkway until less expensive options are tried.
Traffic lights on Kensington Parkway at Kenilworth Dr. or at Inverness Drive,
or both could be installed easily and pranptly, and would give relief to the
problem. Better signs could advise motorists of the speed limits. Lower

speed limits on Comnecticut Ave., south of Jones Bridge Rd. would avoid the
necessity of motorists to adjust to a lower speed limit when they enter Kensing-
ton Parkway.

2, The ideal of reducing Kensington Parkway traffic to a point where "dogs sleep
in the streets" is unrealistic and unfair to residents on other streets that bear
the traffic that does not use Kensington Parkway. In the early 1960s, before the
Beltway was built, Kensington Parkway's rush hour traffic experienced deéhys simi-
lar to those on Connecticut Ave. at Jones Bridge Rd. The addition of Beltway
traffic to Kensington Parkway and Connecticut Ave. added proportionately to each,
but the removal of the southbound Beltway traffic from Kensington Pkwy. and the
shortening of the traffic signal reduced their scuthbound traffic to a level
below what it was before the Beltway was built. And these changes added to the
traffic load of Connecticut Ave. and Manor Rd. particularly, but also added to
the load on Jones Bridge Rd, Spring Valley and Woodlawn.

3. Additional traffic controls are needed on Comnecticut Ave. at the Beltway now,
Traific from the Eastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut Ave. moves much too
fast. There should be a stop light to control traffic at this exit. A longer
exit ramp may be needed. If parkland is needed for the exit ramp lengthening, it
might be possible to arrange a swap with the paris department for land on the
southeastern quadrant of the interchange, moving the exit as in option B of the
proposal. This might also be the basis for acquiring parkland for extending the
present ramp H.

4. Better sidewalks are needed on Connecticut Ave. and better crosswalks are
needed for crossing both Jones Bridge Rd. and Connecticut Ave,

5. The State Highway Administration's proposals are deficient in that they did
not consider any improvements that could be made without moving the ramp H.

6. The cost of the maintenance of Kensington Parkway should be borne by the
State Department of Transportation. - . _
’ glﬁiu_..;'.;‘ [l

erick W. Lawrence

RECEIVED
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espons Citi Letter
(Mr. Frederick W. Lawrence)

See response to letter #21.
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December 1, 1987

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0.Box 717

Baltimore, Md. 21203

RE: State Project #M600-101-370

Dear Sirs;

My family and | are absolutely opposed to your planned relocatlon (and
its alternatives) of the eastbound Capitol Beltway ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. The ultimate increase in traffic density
and flow in the Connecticut Avenue corridor will result in the deteriora-~
tion of a beautiful, tree lined, residential streets (Connecticut Avenue and
its intersecting thoroughfares). Furthermore, these planned changes would
reduce dependency on the public transportion system; an obvious step in
the wrong direction. The sclution of the access probiem from the Beltway
to/from downtown Washington, Bethesda and Silver Spring, lies elsewhere.

Your reconsideration on these proposals are respectfully requested. f
additional Information is available or required, please contact the
undersigned at 301-657-3648 or by mail at the address below.

-

cc: Section S Villége Council ' ) '
Very Truly Yours

?Ww%

Mr. & Mrs. Edward L. Marshall Jr.
380S Williams Lane
Chevy Chase, Md. 20815

40

Response _to Citizen Tetter #40:

(Mr.

& Mrs. Marshall, Jr.)

u appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
i;{gnf t}c} yrelcl’l:)cat:iom of the ramp from Kens:.ngton Parkway t‘:o
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternatlve.. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes tha.t relocati.on. of tt.us ramp
is the proper action. The State Highway Admlnlstratl‘.on will
take every reasonable measure to .protect the residential
integrity along northbound Connectl..cut Avenue from adverse
consequences due to increased traffic volumes.
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The Statez Highway Adminisiration
Project Dev2ispment Divisien
F.0. Box 717

Baliziincre, Md. 2103

Ra: State Frojesct BM&OC—-101-370

Ta Whom Ik May Ceacerns

B;ikwayl:;rﬁm
il RIrungLy ce
Haffic on Crpeeteot

lease: inform pae. il theace aretn b ublic. . v
or Lo wkigs in A’:;I'fch I :au(d mori a;zm%//iyﬁ%;‘:’?:7

olp/'}ysi-hbm.. i ST

7

) ticut. &y

Linda Suss.san B
Ara e —
cc The Village Council
Szctiin 5 .
of th= Villags o+f Chavy Chase

41

Response to Citize e
(Ms.

Linda Sussman)

Although the Environmental Assessment evaluated potential
increase truck traffic volumes resulting from the relocation
of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue,
observations of actual illegal truck usage of Kensington
Parkway would indicate that the projected "real" increase in
truck volumes would be considerably less. SHA cannot, by law,
prohibit trucks from a state route. Please refer to Section
IIX.B.2.a. of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts.

=
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3817 Woodbine Street
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815
December 3, 1987

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division

P. 0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: State project #M600-101-370

Gentlemen:

I have been a resident of Section 5 of the Village of Chevy
Chase for the past twenty-four (24) years. My home is located
two houses from Connecticut Avenue. The amount of traffic and
noise pollution on Connecticut Avenue has become excessive in
recent years. Additional truck traffic on this thoroughfare
would have devastating effects on our community.

Sincerely yours,

i\zanev Chas ﬁdé—r%‘ o

Eleanor Chatfield-Taylor
ECT: je '

TCopa

Loy

hzp

42

esponse

Respon to Citizen Letter #42:
{Ms. Eleanor Chatfield-Taylor)

Although the Environmental Assessment evaluated potent@al
increase truck traffic volumes resulting from the relocation
of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue,
observations of actual illegal truck usage of Kensington
Parkway would indicate that the projected "real" increase in
truck volumes would be considerably less. SHA cannot, by law,
prohibit trucks from a state route. Please refer to Section
III.B.2.a. of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts. .
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. M 600-101-370
te 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Rout
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, November 16, 1987 -~ 7:3¢ p-m.

Interstate Rouy e 185)

Response to Citizen Letter #43:
s Ccit ze t
(Iexilgn J. Fishbein/Jeffifer Crowe)

NAME _Allen J. Fishbein/ Jennifer Crowe

DATE_12/1/87
PLEASE

PRINT ADDRESS3703 Jones Bridge Road

CITY/TOWNNorth Chevy Chase

STATE__M

ZIP CODE_20815
WWe wish to comment or inquire about the foilowing aspect

See Attachment

T3 Please agg my/our namels) to the Mailing List,*

3 Plaase delete my/oyr namefs} trom the Mailing List,

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are already
on the project Mailing List,

=
L
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; : citizen Letter #43:

i My wife and I attended the SHA's November 16 Location/Design Zi :; £
Hearing at the North Chevy Chase Elementary School. Not )
surprisingly, almost all of the comments that were presented
that night focused on whether beltway-bound Connecticut Avenue
traffic should be removed from Kensington Parkway and, if so,
how should it be routed onto the I-495 innerloop. The long time
controversy over realignment of Connecticut Avenue traffic
headed for I-495 was the topic of the evening for the many
people that attended your hearing. Few witnesses touched on
Option G, the proposed redesign of the intersection at Jones
Bridge Road and Conn. Ave. The dirth of comments at the hearing
should not be interpreted by your agency as an indication of a
lack of interest about whether this option should be implemented.

1. option G has been dropped from further consideration. During
final design, SHA will request that Montgomery County copsider
the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of
Spring Valley Road/Jones Bridge Road, to help alleviate
residential access issues.

We live on Jones Bridge Road across the street from the North
Chevy Chase Elementary School and are very much opposed to the
adoption of Option G. Expanding the number of lanes at the
intersection of Jones Bridge and Conn Ave might appear to improve
the flow of traffic at the intersection, but it would signficantly
add to congestion east of Conn as Jones Bridge narrows. Moreover,
we believe that redesigning the intersection would foster much
heavier traffic flows along Jones Bridge as more and more commuters
used this route as an alternative to East-West Highway. This
point was acknowledged to us in a conversation we had with an
SHA staff member that was on hand for the meeting.

Yet, inexplicably, the transportation study on the various
options that was prepared by the SHA does not discuss the possible
impacts of Option G on the traffic flows along Jones Bridge.
Moreover, it is clear from the study and your presentation at
the hearing, in which Option G was barely discussed, that redesign
of the intersection at Jones Bridge is only tangentially related
to the controversy over the I-495 interchange. Whichever of the
other options is eventually decided upon should not affect the
decision as to whether to go ahead or not with option G

We believe that it would be wrong for your agency to go
ahead with the implementation of Option G at the present time.
Additional research is necessary to determine what are the
potential impacts of this decision. These potential impacts
should be carefully considered by your agency and discussed
with residents of the Jones Bridge Road area. Your current study
does not now discuss these impacts. At the very minimum, a
separate public hearing should be held to elicit public comments
from the residents along Jones Bridge Road and adjacent areas,
since few of these people were present at last month's hearing.
This should not be surprising since the meeting was not intended
to focus on this separate and important subject. The need for
additional investigation should be obvious in view of the recent
development plans that have been announced for the large parcel
located west of Conn Ave. just south of Jones Bridge.

In sum, we are strongly opposed to Option G in its current !
form. We also believe that other residents of the affected

areas are opposed as well. Additional research needs to be
conducted and the community should be given oppotunity to comment
on that research. It would be wrong for your agency to proceed

with_this option until you have conducted a full and complete
inquiry.

Si?fiiel . m—
e, So
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T EDWARD M. CASTLE
—Pye
- Fin :
can
— Response to Citizen Letter #44
T Hia ' (Mr. Edward M. Castle)
—_ Prek December 1, 1987
il
_:*x:
— Dea . o ;
gf‘i; The State Highway Administration
—_ Prdga Project Development Division
Sean P.0. Box 717
—_ Prepar Baltimore, Md 21203 s
Govern .
 Rely Re: State Project #M600-101-370
t
REMARKS: Dear Sirs:
—_— Any increase in traffic, especially truck traffie,
< would be most detrimental to Connecticut Avenue.
|
= T The present traffic flow strains the existing 1.  See reponse to Citizen Letter #41.
S roadway.
w
- Please count my voice as a strong objection to the
—_— plan.
Sincerely,

Z/&WM A7 é“z
Edward M. Castle

8101 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, Maryland

EMC;mr

>
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R
EAR ADMIRAY, JOHN HARLLE'E me&l’—m:
BIOICO.\'NECP!CUTA‘NZAPT-Nﬂoa (Helen King Harllee)
CHEVY CHASE, .\(ARYLA.\'D 20815
Tl St N Celmnmiddic L}, .

' L

S, L | HNeewdar 1 1434

/wzui MW Dttmgiin

(0. Bee 717

-/o% ) cé“‘-(
2epss 1. SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
i%ﬁ,g“‘q{ Wﬁ% . tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
% Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
7—2‘, document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential

N s
a“‘aﬂx‘ y2) /Z‘ C impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
D 74 M?’; inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
W Cﬁ,% ’j%—m Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
"ac% 2., is the proper action.

cw_7
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Response to Citizen Letter #46:
(Dr. and Mrs. Richare H. Spire)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. 1In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.

>
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Respcnse to Citizen Letter #47:
(David & Laurel Rabin)

3714 Underwood Street .

CLevy GLase, l\‘\aryland 20815

3o /N 1901
The Sode Mighurmy Qs ducibeon,

P b‘ . .
0. Bax 917 ‘
ww

Yad. r1203 -
Re. ST@.{..('PW W Méop~ /0 )-70

1. Noise impacts associated with the Build Alternate were

' evaluated in the Environmental Assessment. Based on this
analysis, projected noise levels associated with the Build
Alternative were not projected to be significantly different
than the No-Build. Please refer to Section III.B.4.e. of this
FONSI for a summary of these impacts.
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Response to Citize

te H

(Gina Rabai Clair)

1.

During final design, SHA will evaluate measures to enhance
pedestrian safety along Connecticut Avenue

Although the Environmental Assessment identified a potential
increase in truck volumes along northbound Connecticut Avenue
of 170 to 370 trucks per day, observations of illegal truck
usage of Kensington Parkway would indicate that the actual
increase will be considerable less. Please refer to Section
III.B.2. of this FONSI for a summary of these impacts

7
=
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esponse to Citi :

(Miss Emilie Bishop)

Chevy Chase, Md.
November 30, 1987

The State Highway Administratiom
Project Development Division

Re: State Project #600-101-370 e

Gentlemen:

Thie letter is in refersnce to the proposed relocation of
the east bound ramp to the Beltway from Kemsington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenus.

rnate were
As a resident of Woodbine Street near Conrecticut Avenue, 1. Noise impacts associated with thzss?n‘;}\td Ayszed on. this
1 am greatly concerned about the effect this would have on me evaluated in the Envi!"onmentall Assssociate'd with the Build
and other members of the household. Even now the traffic analysis, projected noise 1evets ge significantly different
noiees from Conmmecticut Avenue are a serious problem, especially Alternative were not projected to

.B.4.e. of this
in the seasons when we have windows open. than the No-Build. Please refer to Section III

FONSI for a summary of these impacts.

80T-A

I trust that the committee vorking on the above State
Project will reconsider this proposed change.

Very truly yours,

Conli B2 LKoo

Copy to the Village
Council

SIERIRAR R A RESER

Miss Emilie Bishop
oodbine St
B a‘égmuo’mexs - “en e

4 Bt ,
jm W{/ @M»'

PO der 717 . >

Taa v, Snd. 22073




— o0

2101 Conn. Ave. Apt.C-546
Chavy Chese, MO 23013 . . t .
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Alloins  4nd. 21203 , # Mi0s-101 - 370 i

Vi niud o Ttn '311"1“"#“.“‘ 1 ' Response to Citizen letter #50:
st B, Rl @ Prgesy 4in il fommn. 2T (Mr. Robert W. Oliver)
Canbee miiin b agw @, . . . Co.
.wa ‘d"l“&mm 1
: ' L el e M%.£¢m : .
“ . '\M«..:L{ rbxl“{“"wLM“' - :
‘.JA-k v Ranleg et nlalin, N
T T SO :
. Blol L Counnr. e don 3 22, , L
t%%

W. At
. Nt Lonpdld X, i T bl 1. SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
[STYIN 1«« Blod o33, cf, 9 . ’ tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
- and T T o f—LM Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
T el 1““"“1%‘{.&{2..1 document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
tond Cornn bt | wnbina Wane =, 1 impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
. . - i aﬁ:ﬁdl‘?a o inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
. ) 1 toanly Lieed fMA«*L o e Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
. | Noed, U ot X : v is the proper action.
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esponse itizen Letter #51:
(Marjorie and Henry Zapruder)
The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0. Box 717
‘Baltimore, Maryland 21203

December 1, 1987

Re: State Project # M600~101-370

-

"Dear Sirs:

The proposed relocation of the East Bound Beltway Ramp
to Connecticut Avenue from Kensington Parkway has me

greatly alarmed when considering the certain ensuing re-
bpercussions. .

It must be reconsidered and realized that this action will

endanger our neighborhoods and any local activities which ; 23.

we attempt to conduct. This is not undeveloped land in the 1. See response to Citizen Letter #

suburbs, this is densely populated property just 3 miles from R
the Washington, D.C. border. We already suffer the traffic

load from commuters and more than our share of trucks. The
noise pollution on Connecticut Avenue already exceeds Federal
Standards, and any increase in traffic will only compound

our environmental concerns.

I adamantly oppose the above referericed project proposal

and would like to suggest a referendum on this proposal.

Our safety and cleanliness is at stake. Please reconsider
this motion.

O0TT-A

Sincerely,

/. : /o éfp‘ﬂégeg oot~
" APPRESS wy %Q, %’(b zcs
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November 30, 1987 _
DEC & 1987

Albert and Carla Massoni

ﬂxmmssn.
7303 Connecticut Avenue

‘Chevy Chase, MD 20815

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division

PO Box 717

Baltimore , MD 21203

Re: State Project #M600-101-370

Dear Sir/Madam:

We are outraged that you are considering expansion of
Connecticut Avenue hetween Jones Bridge Road and 495 as well as
& new access road. All your current alternatives envision the
permitting of truck traffic which is now prohibited on
Kensington Parkway.

Connecticut Avenue runs through Chevy chase, which is
exclusively a residential neighborhood. Over the years,
traffic on Connecticut has increased substantially causing many
safety and health problems for the residents of this
neighborhood. Speed limits are not observed and are not
enforced causing numerous accidents and several fatalities to
our children. The number of trucks using Connecticut Avenue
has increased even though trucks are not permitted to use
Connecticut Avenue as a regular route. The noise and air
pollution on Connecticut Avenue far exceeds federal standards.

Instead of exacerbating the already dangerous and unhealthy
traffic situation along Connecticut Avenue, Chevy Chase, we ask
that the State Highway Administration undertake a study and
actions to reduce traffic, noise and air pollution on the
Avenue and to increase traffic safety in this residential
community.

Sincerely,

Cf:;i/(y/CZ:;'bégl__//7Z_4;:¢;;,.,T¢

Albert and Carla Massoni

RECEIVED

BZET i7ICE OF
IEARY Eisiug s

Response_to _Citizen Letter #52:

(Albert and Carla Massoni)

d Build Alternative, consisting of the relocation
'glget:ee 1ee‘:-xcstt:e):’ound Beltway entrance ramp from Kensington Px?r)évil:y
to Connecticut Avenue, will be constructed with an ezlieveg
State Highway Administration _right—of—way, ant_i, twAsenue
feasible within existing curb lines along Connecticu .
Widening of Connecticut Avenue is not proposed.

Construction of the Beltway entrance ramp from COnnectiggg

Avenue is projected to result in approx1mate1y_170 to 37

additional trucks per day on northboun? gonnictﬁ;:: :¥§2ad§
j v cks

Because many of these projected "“new ru

illegally uéinq Kensington Parkway to access the Beltway, the

actual increase will be less. .

SHA fully supports the residential charaqtif of COﬁ2ec;§§g§
i ess

Avenue but in view of the inappropria en

interséate traffic on Kensington Parkway, believes thatitgi

relocation of this ramp from Kensinggéﬁ qukwa%;tggggzniipagts

Avenue is the proper action. Potenq al air anc T

associated with the Build Alternqtlve were discussed t:dtgi

Environmental Assessment. These impacts are not expecf Shio

be significant. Please refer to Section III.B.4.e. o

FONSI for a summary of these impacts.
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Response to Citizen Letter #53:
(Mrs. William Farrell)

1. The Selected Build Alternative will be constructed within
existing State Highway Administration rights-of-way and, along
Connecticut Avenue, within existing curb lines. No w1den1ng

of Connecticut Avenue is proposed.
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS pROJECT

DEVELOPHENT
Contract No. M 600-101-370 DIVISION
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185)
Interchange Reconstruction ¥ '
PDMS No. 151114 HDY ” 3 48 AH 87
Location/Design Public Hearing
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p.m.

ViNMoo 2. m 3 2P
name _Nonfel M VINCEMT paTe 9 Nev 1997

print - Aooress_ ol Jowes Pubee  Rp
CITY/TOWN_CHEVY CHALZ sTaTE__MD __ 21p cope_20frE

1/\&E wish to comment or inquire about the foilowing aspects of this project:

O?T“’N’ G - la n"a draceiny ffa‘,;/,'eu's A o median &Fr,,'p i
ﬁ{p@fﬁu oace 0 fodt of .3'91'0( Tones Aridge Meod
hl&;ﬁurma home ZEbund fem Wilanin Ave. on
Qonet Prdse Td Pow do [ accest my drivevay o
30$ Joges bridye . 7 ‘

{n

|l _W2GE vee Te Con@eDER AN EXTRA  EalTAcond

EXIT on 49  WEET oF Cowk  AVE AMD CuTTiN G THIe0EH
AT ok wéflr OFf Hiwiews LanvE,  THiIS Wourd 2€duch.
SIGWIFICANTLY Tt ENTROUD 495 VERWES Excmue AT
Covv AVE AWD TUMING WAT ON Joves RAnGE 1o
GET To NAVY = NIH - RETHEDA  ATC, T#S  woved
_QEEvE CowM  AVE  TRALAIC ¢ THE DANGERZ Porw
OF _CokN -~ Jonel ADNGE. INTRRHCTION, | BeLiivE Yool
ACOENT ~RELLTING  hceids of THE JTowes Aol | AMTEFACTION
LLE OVDER REQRTED. Mo(T of Tt ASIDENT (MyeevADd Proll UCAE MY
Pdort To CALL ol Tow Trwcks .

[ Please add my/our namels) to the Mailing List.*

[ Please delete my/our namels) from the Mailing List.

*Persons who have received a copy of this brochure through the mail are aiready
on the project Mailing List.

Response to Citizen Letter #54:

(Mr. Monroe M. Vincent)

1.

Option G has been dropped from further consideration.

The provision of an additional eastbound exit on I-495, west
of Connecticut Avenue and connecting to Jones Bridge Road near
Havwkins Lane, is not a feasible alternative. Interchange
spacing between Wisconsin Avenue/I-270 and Connecticut Avenue
is already tight; the addition of another "mid-point" exit
would create an unsafe weaving and traffic operation condi-
tions along the Beltway.
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, J L se J STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
2 e Seh QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS
MJ 64 teaflog

\/Ol s O it$ Contract No. M 600-101-370 mw___ig&mm.
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185) (Sanjeev Malhotra)
PutleMan, “ Interc;;aMngeN Reiosnlsltlzuction
P[&guebﬂ(-zbc_’ue- Location/Dessig(: Public Hearing \
"1)[_0/[’\(” Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 p-m.

NAME SAN JEEV MALH OTRA_ pare MOV |6/) g
pRine s aboress___ T 0+ Boy 382 _
CITYITOWN_&ENXIN&TUMSTATE__PIp' 2IP cope_2£%45

I/We wish to comment or inquire about the tollowing aspect

s-of thisproject:

I wn{Llf"l.“ ’l"r—?:o 4 03(%7\0?(5 \,«; [N LY Py N(t-.-ui, o a.jﬁﬂwl;\.._? ) See response to letter #17, also submitted by Mr. Malhotra.
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STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185)
Interchange Reconstruction

PDMS No. 151114 F
Location/Design Public Hearing :, 5
Monday, November 16, 1987 - 7:30 pP-m. = C7r<n-°
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W Please add my/our namael(s) to the Mailing List.*

[ Piease delete my/our namel(s) from the Mailing List.

*Persons who have received a copy ol this brochure through i
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on the project Mailing List. 9 o mail are already

esponse to_Citize er

(Joan and Elliot Kocen)

Construction of the Beltway entrance ramp from Connecticut
Avenue is projected to result in approximately 170 to 370
additional trucks per day on northbound Connecticut Avenue.
Because many of these projected "new" trucks are already
illegally using Kensington Parkway to access the Beltway, the
actual increase will be less.

The Selected Build Alternative will not require any
modification to the existing bus service in the project area.
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%%MM7”W vﬁ-faéu.:_ esponse to Citizen lLetter #57:

(Mr. Monroe M. Vincent)
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1. The Selected Build Alternative would create traffic gaps in
southbound Connecticut Avenue traffic flow by the addition of
a traffic signal to permit eastbound Beltway exiting traffic
to turn left onto northbound Connecticut Avenue. Option B,
which will receive further consideration during final design,
will evaluate additional measures for controlling the
eastbound Beltway to southbound Connecticut Avenue movement;
measures which could include the creation of additional
traffic gaps for southbound Connecticut Avenue.

2. All widening options for Connecticut Avenue have been dropped
from further consideration. During final design, considera-
tion will be given to the provision of a sidewalk on the

eastside of Connecticut Avenue.

3. Option G has been dropped from further consideration.

4. Option E has been dropped from further consideration.

---------1----------
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/7,,(&" Ae 24 foias ma, PV M o ,@ #ro ?e/" 5. Widening of Connecticut Avenue is not proposed.

6. option G, which included a median in Jones Bridge Road, has
been dropped from further consideration.
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esponse to Citizen Lette 58:

(Mr. Gordon Fowler)

7900 Curtis Street
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Neil J. Pedersen, Director November 23, 1987

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

h i this
. See response to Public Hearing Speaker #18, Section IV of

Déar Mr. Pedersen: .
1.
report.

1987 publie hearing
ut Avenue. I would
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PRESENTATION BY GORDON FOWLER AT THE : 5 8
NOVEMBER 16, 1987 LOCATON/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
ON THE I-495 INTERCHANGE AT CONNECTICUT AVENUE

I am director of the Chevy Chase Recreation Association (CCRA), located on
Spring Valley Road and contiguous to the Beltway.

I am also a director of the Citizens’ Association of the Hamlet, a community
behind 8101 Connecticut Avenue and the library & firehouse.

This evening I am representing CCRA, although, at the conclusion of my
remarks, I would like to make a comment on behalf of the Hamlet.

1 CCRA is a swim & tennis club with over 800 members. On the grounds is the
Outdoor Nursery, which has 100 students and 11 adults who teach at or
administer the school. The co-directors are Evelyn Litwin and Barbara
Hutchinson. They support the CCRA position.

Our concern is with entry to and egress from the property via Spring Valley
Road to Jones Bridge and via Woodlawn to Connecticut. These concerns are
shared by the Chevy Chase Valley community.

Both CCRA and the nursery generate considerable traffic involving older people
and children:

- There are many senior citizens who are members of the club, and the
majority of the members have children of various ages.

- The nursery is for children from ages 2-4. It operates 5 days a
week, 12 months a year, and has no busses. Cars come & go all day long
on the following schedule.
In Out In Out Out
9am 11:45am 12:15pm 2pm 3pm

0Z1-A

i We oppose options D & G:

- Adding a lane on southbound Connecticut (Option D). This would require
crossing four lanes to turn left to Woodlawn from northbound Connecticut
and left from Woodlawn to northbound Connecticut.

- Having a mandatory right turn onto Jones Bridge from southbound
Connecticut (Option D). This would require crossing the lane from
Woodlawn in a short distance to continue south on Connecticut.

- Adding lanes to eastbound Jones Bridge Road (Option G). This would
require crossing seven lanes from Spring Valley to get onto southbound
Connecticut.

2

We also oppose any consideration of eliminating the median break on
Connecticut and Woodlawn. Vehicles will need to turn left to Woodlawn from
northbound Connecticut and left from Woodlawn to northbound Connecticut.

A signal at the intersection would add to the safety of what is now an

unnerving turning experience as welD as slow traffic to a speed approaching
the speed limit.

No matter what option is finally selected, hiker/biker access between
Connecticut and Rock Creek Park should be available.

= I would now like to speak for the Hamlet Citizens' Association. The

N Association is opposed to any general rebuilding of the Connecticut-Jones

N Bridge intersection because it would encourage rezoning in the commercial Lake
area (Option G). We are already faced with the prospect of a special
exemption being made for the HHMI.
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i/We wish to comment or inqulre about the foilowing aspects of this project:

T RE: CortrdMeoo-101-370 PDMS - 5114 ’ r

— 1 we oppose relocation of the east bound beltway ramp from Kensington -
Parkway to Conn Ave. because:

. & the expense involved is unnecessary;

_ ® traffic northbound on Kensington Parkway is not unreasonal and
occurs primarily during 3 short period late in the afternoon - the

—_ arguments aboui‘ children not being able to cross, except at that time, -
are falacious;

® most of the SHA arguments are specious at best (for example, the
issue about poor visibility for cars entering onto 495 ... no

evidence was provided to support this “claimed” situation (f've used -
the ramp many times with no problems), nor were there any facts

prouided to establish whether such claimed visibility is the cause of -
any accidents);

TCT-A
I

® moving the traffic to northbound Connecticut would create a truly
untenable situation (from the standpoints of driveway access and

noise) for those homeowners on the east side of Connecticut, north of -
Jones Bridge.

Whether or not a decision is made to relocate the northbound ramb to —
Connecticut Rve.:

o Option B should be implemented, with all traific, north and [
southbound, controlled by traffic lights on Connecticut Aue. to provide -
gaps in the flow of traffic along Connecticut and Jones Bridge so that

hose of us whn live in the area’can safely get in and out of dur
driveways or sidestreets;

10:

e Options CD,EF and G should be rejected;

® No fourth lane should be added on either side of Connecticut
Ruenue;

® There should be no taking of property;

o Jones Bridge Road should not be widened; that would create an
intolerable situation for those residents, nursery school parents and
Recreation Association members {over SO0 families who use the pool-
June to mid-Sept - and tennis courts - March to November) at the end

of Spring Valley) exiting Spring Valley and attempting to g east on
Jones Bridge.

® Pedestrian walks should be added to the safety islands at Jones
Biridge and Connecticut to facilitate crossing Jones Bridge on the west

side of Connecticut;

® Truck traffic except for local deliveries should be prohibited on
Jones Bridge Road, clearly a residential road, a prohibition which
would also reduce truck traffic getting onto Connecticut Rue.

- e N EE ..

Response_to Citizen letter #59:
(Lois & Martin Snyderman)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section.III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative.. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.

/ [mmmm——
Lo e

Option B, consisting of modifications to the eastbound Beltway
to southbound Connecticut Avenue exit, will be further
evaluated during final design.

Options A, ¢, D, E, F, and G have all been dropped from
further consideration. No widening is proposed along Cecnnec-
ticut Avenue 4dnd construction will be completed within
existing SHA right-of-way and, where feasible, within exiting
curbs of Connecticut Avenue. SHA will request that Montgomery
County evaluate the need for a traffic signal at the existing
Spring Valley/Jones Bridge Road intersection.

During final design, provisions for pedestrian access will be
evaluated, including consideration of a sidewalk along the

eastside of Connecticut Avenue.
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QUESTIONS AND/OR COMMENTS

Contract No. M 600-~101-37¢
Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue (MD Route 185)
Interchange Reconstruction
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Location/Design Public He
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= = esponse to Cétiz‘e:;l lLetter $60:
[T <3 . Alan H. Gran
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Alan H. Grant Novamber,zn.fi§§§2
NAME DATE - Yom
. 3208 Woodhollow Dr. = OXT
PLEASE e =m—t
PRINT  ADDRESS = %
Chevy Chase, Md. 2985
CITY/TOWN STATE -

- __ZIP CODE
I/We wish to comment or inquire about the tollowing aspects of this project:
Y

option D, and any widening of Connecticut Avenue, has been
1 dgo;ped érom further consideration.
I strongly object to Option D of this plan.

»

I own the lots situa

Jones bridge Rd.
tako

ted at the north
and Connecticut Ave

U orgd-frontage £from. mos
r 4 * Y

west corner of

++ and this will
proparty

HoreETImpoTrtantiy—tite FideTimy—ot ComnETticut—Ave—witl
only sarve to create a more Severe traffic problem
« fulther south bescause without an interchange at
\, East-West Hiwav, or Bradley B]Vd<_ju;ju;£hgg¥_chase_
’ Circle, all that will be accomplished is a further
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FUCTNSY, tTne anount o Trartic that comes soutn-bound
on_Conanecticut Ave and then turns right on Jones
Bridge Rd. to proceed to Bethesd

a, is a very small
Rercentage of the total south-bound traffie

Sinceryly,

a
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3 Please add Mmyl/our namaels} to the Mailing List, +

rad e e d
-
—— . .q
[ rlease delete my/our name(s) from the Mailing List. -
*Persons who have received a copy ol this brocnurelhroughlno mail are already
on the project Mailing List.
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3810 Woodbine §t. = oo (Jeanine and Phaon B. Der:
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 s 523
November 27, 1987 — T
= z
‘.’3: -~
The State Highway Administration
Project pev

elopment Division

P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Mp 21203 .
RE: , State Project #M600—101-370 -

Dear sir; : R

ticut
out the s ce ramp from Connec
east bound ramp to the beltway from I%erls;géion 1. Construction of thg ?__ilt;;ag_,lintﬁnapproximately 170 to 320
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. We are worrieq, among other : Avenue is pr°]ekcse er day on northbound Connecticut A‘{S-::d)}
things, about the increaged truck traffic on Connecticut Avenye additional trucf t%ese projected "new" trucks a!:'et a Y
and the congestion and noise pollution which will accompany such Because many o . Parkway to access the Beltway,
an increase illegally using Kensington Par!
' actual increase will be less. .
c . . . . . : . ticu
This is a long established residential ares ‘With beautiful esidential character of Connec
<|: landscaping, trees, and homes of which Chevy Chase is, and the 2. SHA fully supports the r
—~ state of Maryland should, be, proud. I fear that the possible
N alternatives to widen Connecticut Ave
w

3 major

Avenue, but in view of the inapg(!‘;oprla;einie:vses otfhat 2he
int st':ate traffic on-Kens:mgtoq Par ay'kw to connecticut
nue threaten the area. lglszation of this ramp from Kensington Par ay

o
cquainted with this Stretch of Connecticut Avenue is the proper action.
ncoming freshman at Ceorgetown University ' ’
re driving me from Massachusetts to School. My
comment then that they understood why the univer-

S1ty gave out directions Suggesting new students use Connecticut
Avenue rather thap Wisconsin Avenue to arrive at School; it is
& beautiful area and it makes a lasting impression. We are
concerned that it remain_so...

I first became a
Avenue when I was an i

and my parents we
parents made the

Fessin sod Fhao B eI

Jeanine and Phaon B. Derr 117
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Alice Taylor Davis
3800 Williams Lane T
Chevy Chase. Maryland 20815 .

' Response to Citizen Letter #62:

(Ms. Alice Taylor Davis)

1. SHA appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposition
to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connec-
ticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this document,
SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential impacts
associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.

2. SHA supports the residential character of Connecticut Avenue,
but believes that the relocation of this ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the proper action.

ity Ceeli; Y obinec p
/Kae/’m L e ipee 2
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‘THoMmAS MILLER RECKNAGEL
3706 WQODBINE STREET
CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815

= . .
s 2 Response to Citizen Letter #63: ) ,
T . (Mr. Thomas Miller Recknagel)
— o953 b :
:Er‘sz .
November 28, 1987¢O gzignn
o Sxo
The State Highway Administration = =m-t
Project Development Division, - Ei
P.0.Box 717, =
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Sirs:

Re.: State Project #M600-101-370.

As a resident of Chevy Chase Section 5 living close
to Connecticut Avenue, I would like to register my great

1.
concern over the additional truck traffic on Connecti-
cut Avenue which is pro

tation of the reference

ild
ial air and noise impacts associated with the Bu
igtzﬁﬁggive were discussed in the Enyirpnmentalézsseifﬁzgzé
jected as the result of implemen~ . . " These impacts are not expected to be slgnlfica;t. : :ﬁ:hary of
d project. Even now noise levels to Sections III.B.4.d. and e. of this FONSI for

on Connecticut Avenue exceed Federal standards and the . these impacts.

dust generated by existing traffic is a major cleanli-

ness and respiratory problem. To compound this by encou-
raging increased truck traffic is unconscionable.

If,
Parkway
traffic
option,
be that

SCI-A

as I understand, continued use of Kensington
as an access route for north and east bound
entering the Beltway is no longer an available
then I believe the alternative selected should
least likely to cause any increase in traffic
or congestion on Connecticut Avenue and to involve the
least displacement of existing homeowners. To my mind,

2. The Build Alternative, with Option B to lrec:eigehcg\izzﬁher
the proposed Build Alternative together with Option B consideration during final design, is the Selec .
appears to offer this.

Construction of additional lanes is not warranted 3.
if an adequate traffic light is installed on Connecti-
Cut Avenue as proposed in Option B. Additional lanes
could only lead to increased traffic.

No widening is proposed along Connecticut Avenue.
Sincerely yours,

e B Ol

Thomas M. Regknagel “j'
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=
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8206 Spring Valley Rosa
Chevy Chase, ¥d, 20815
Loverper 23, 1987

State Hjthway Mdministration

Offic2 of Planning ang Frrxzlininary Engineeriac
Box 717 . -
Baltirore »d. 21203

Subjact: Sontrac%’go% M 500-101-37C;Interst5te Routa 495/Connecticut
Avaenue (X sita 18 = arge & j ‘ctions Domg -
yanue Rout 1‘5) Iztercharge ‘cco“struCulou; PI¥S To,

Th@ rronnsals of the Stite Highway idrinistration and North
Cheyy Cna;e_ara designed to relieva the traffic load on ke%:g*:;
Parxw§y inr Forth Chevy Chase by moving all iortabound intn;;t:E on
grafflc.a:d 211 southbound trzffic fren Eenzingto: Farkuay tOC&c

onnecticut ive, This dezign plan is uafair to the resid;rt- £
Sonn?ctlcut =ve, It would bring the truffic level on Rensingtgn
;agkﬁay Fo 2 level lowver than it h%? been in more thana a gaseration
2efore tne.Bcltway was buil€, tr-.ffic from rorth Chevy Chase Ronsin
ton:agd points north was divided proportionataly betrween tga' Ta ST
lané “Connecticut ave., and the four la:e Kengincton Park;a ‘;ifixi :
backups at Jore.: Ericge Rozd of two or throe traffic liéﬁg ch;-‘:h:
bot? streetg.. The currsat nla=zs are Cesigined to rcducs‘g”" ;i;,?f ‘o
Farkeray traffic o a “er l=val thaa it was ian the earl'“i956fdl:gton
to put all of the incrazse Plus sorie of the Kaaszinoton D{ ‘vaws'?dd
orical ?raffic o1 route 135, No wonder tha lons Einc“régij'r%~h15t-
Connecticut vz, ar= ojecting. The cut-throu"; tréffic ‘G?: “1gf
Borth Chevy Chase has been relisved by their biéckinr of :;;Aﬂis:gued
cots;

ion iz puei :
ao sucE option iz av:ilable for those o the w25t side of Cowrvecticut
K 3 N .- e ey . = v - s - )
AvE,  NOoT C2u o we re ov.: a line from .deuto 125 as wres dona there, )

) The SHQ s?ould Come up witk aore justificatiom for movas that
will tran;fer neavy loads of traffic from Keasington Park:ray.before
they consider such a recoustruction, ' )

_Frederick d, Lawrence

ey 1

;oisind
zuS%QQT}ﬁaﬁ

Response to Citizen Letter #64:

(Mr. Frederick W. Lawrence)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.
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esponse to_ Citizen lett

65:

(Ms. Mary Anne Tuokey)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
As discussed in Section III of this

Connecticut Avenue.

document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp

is the proper action.

-
Z
-
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Jonx W. RipeENouRr. 111

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203 November 26, 1987

Re: State Project #M600-101-370

To Whom it May Concern:

As a life long resident of the area and as property owner

and tax payer, I am adamantly opposed to the proposed re-

location of the East Bound Ramp to the Beltway from its

current location on Kensington Parkway, to Connecticut Ave.

This would be the first step in the destruction of the residential
character of surrounding neighborhood communities.

Our iraffic problems _would only be grossly magnified by this
insensitive proposal, increasing truck traffic and accompany-
ing dirt and sound pollution to the point of situating home
owners and their families in a deleterious and dangerous posi-
tion.

As it is, one can see the direct impact of the current traffic
load on the surrounding neighborhoods, with the trucks which
roar up and down Connecticut Avenue, with no apparent ack-
nowledgement of speed regulations or awareness of the pedestrian
safety. Children, commuting back and forth to local schools
are sometimes forced to run for their lives when attempting to
cross six lanes of Connecticut Avenue, let alone any increase
of lanes and the accompanying speeds and danger. When park-
ing on Connecticut Avenue in the Lake, to attempt to patronize
local businesses, I suffer the constant onslaught of zooming
trucks and cars making it life threatening to open my car deor
and forcing occupants of the car to crawl to the other side~of
the car for fear of having the door and our selves smashed by
the unrelenting streams of speeding vehicles.

Any proposal to further increase this use of Connecticut Avenue
could only be a result of lobbying from land owners and com-
mercial entrepeneurs seeking monetary gain. )

Please protect the center of our society and communi
tecting the quality of family living.

In view of the tremendous impact on the residents of this
community, we wo

66

esponse_to Citizen lLetter #66:
(Mr. John W. Ridenour, III)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative: In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.

The Selected Build Alternative will increase northbound
traffic volumes along Connecticut Avenue between Jones Bridge
Road and the Beltway: except for a minor increase in truck
traffic, no increases in traffic volumes are anticipated along
Connecticut Avenue south of Jones Bridge Road.

SHA fully supports the residential character of_connecticut
Avenue, but believes that the relocation of this ramp from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue is the proper action.

-

.

The Selected Action strictly addresses the inappropriateness
of major interstate traffic on Kensington Parkway - no
widening of Connecticut Avenue is proposed.
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LINDA A. RIDENOUR

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division

Seiia

P.0., Box 717 .
Baltimorg‘;jMary}a__x}d‘ y 21203 November 26, 1987
Y P
Dz;Res, State Project #M600-101-370 .

6ZT-A

“the unrelenting streams ‘of speéding vehicles,

(=%
To Whom it Mdy Chicern:
As a life long resident of the area and as property owner T
and tax payer, I am adamantly opprosed to the proposed re-
location of the East Bound Ramp to the Beltway from its
gurrent location on Kensington Parkway, ‘to Connecticut Ave.
This would be the first step in the destruction of the residential
character of surrounding neighborhood communities.

EES

Our traffic problems wbuld only be ossly mag ified by this
insensitive proposal, increasing truck traffic and accompany-
ing dirt and sound pollution to the point of situating home

owners and their families in a deleterious and dangerous posi-
tion.

As it is, one can see the direct impact of the current traffic
load on the surrounding neighborhoods, with the trucks which
roar up and down Connecticut Avenue, with no apparent ack-
nowledgement of speed regulations or awareness of the pedestrian
safety. Children, commuting back and forth to local schools

are sometimes forced to run for their lives when attempting to
c¢ross six lanes of Connecticut Avenue, let alone any increase

of lanes and the accompanying s eeds and d er. When park-

ing on Connecticut Avenue in the Lake, to attempt to patronize
local businesses, I suffer the constant onslaught of zooming
trucks and cars making it life threatening to open my car door
and forcing occupants of the car to crawl to the other side of
the “car for fear of having the door and our selves smashed by

el

Any proposal to furthér increase fhisiusé of”Connecticut Avenue_
could only be a result of lobbying from land owners and com-~
mercial entrepeneurs seeking monetary g;in. -

Please protect the center of our socie and communi b ro-
tecting the quality of family living.

In view of the tremendous impact on the residents of this
community, we would suggest a referendum on this propésal.

Response to Citizen Letter #67:

(Ms.

1.

Linda A. Ridenour)

See response to lLetter #66.
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JaMIE S. GORELICK
3713 WILLIAMS LANE

CHEVY CHASE MARYLAND 20113

December 1, 1987

The State Highway Administration
Project Development Division
P.O0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: State Project § M600-101-370

Dear Sirs:

I live between Connecticut Avenue and
Brookville Roads, south of East-West Highway. I
am writing to oppose the proposal to widen
Connecticut Avenue and to allow trucks on
Connecticut Avenue. Clearly, turning Connecticut
Avenue into a major truck thoroughfare will
completely change the nature of Chevy Chase. The
elementary school is on the other side of
Connecticut and a truck route in between will make
it impossible for children to Cross. Moreover,
the traffic on Connecticut is already quite
congested, forcing commuters onto our residential
Streets and increasing noise pollution. I urge
You to maintain the residential nature of our
community. Please do not act to widen Connecticut
or permit trucks on it.

Sincerely Yours,

a___ & /{Zh et

cc: Village Council 73}

esponse to_Citizen lette 68:
(Mr. Jamie S. Gorelick)

SHA fully supports the residentigl characper of COnnectlgut
Avenue, but in view of the 1nappropr1aten§ss of major
interstate traffic on Kensington Parkway, believes that the
relocation of this ramp from Kensington Parkway.to Connectigut
Avenue is the proper action. The selected build alternative
does not include proposals to widen Connecticut Avenue. Trucks
would, however, be permitted to use the new ramp from
Connecticut Avenue.
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3519 licedbine St.
Chevy Chasz, id.
Eev. 25, 196

Stete Hdizhuey adnin.
Frcject Jevelcpmsnt Div.
F.C. 2ex 717

Baltincre, id.

Centlenasn:

i have just learned tkat there is a plan tc relcca’?e tk}e ramp
fer the beltway at Cennecticat ava. Tais mey include widening cf
existing streets and result in mcre traffic. '

I weuld like tc register my cppesiticn tc any change.

I h.ve lived at tke ccrmer cf Connecticut Ave, end Jdceddire
St. fcr ebecut 15 years. when 1 first mcved hare ib was cuite aiff-~ .
jcult tc enter Ccnxecticut dve. oeciuse of traffic, perticularly in
tie merning end evaning. Trafilic nes incrassed and it_is even mCIre
difficult. Thus mest of the time 1 use Breckville Reede

r treffic cn Cennecticut resulis

“re sccidents the cars sre ing

ng the lsw, sut scoecne turms ¢z
ticn

Alsc I bolieve thrat
4n mery accidarts. 1in resxly
slcy, the drivaers egpasT tc be ¢ C
cr off ile straat, it staerts tc veim, cr thare is scme pancer v;i-

k2 cars

in tre;sic end 2n sccijent ccours. On at lezst tuc cccesicns the Cars

cowa te step in ny yurd.

4ith the ‘ncrazse in pepaletica in the zrea, I dc rct belisve
ther: i5 eny easy W&y to alleviats ths treffic predlem. 4 miner
change in a razp tc tke beltway will be cf nc use at all. 'l'he best
use cf hizhuay meney weuld be for a majcr chenge such as rcuting
interstate traffic arcund Jashingtcne

Sincerely ycurs,

s 7

esponse to Citizen letter #69:

(Mr. Jack Estepp)

1. SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-

tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts as.sociated with the Build Alternative. 1In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
I?arkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action.

The traffic problem being addressed by the Selected Action
concerns loga} traffic's access to and from the Capital
Beltway: a joint Virginia/Maryland study of the feasibility
of the Washington Bypass is currently underway - it is not
anticipated that this study would result in significant

changes on traffic volumes along this portio
Beltway. 9 p n of the Capital

e
{_

t
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John J. Machias
8812 Connecticut Ave.
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

November 23, 1987

Response to Citizen Letter #70:

(Mr. John J. Mathias)

Maryland Department of Transportation
© State Highway Administration
Office of Plarning and Preliminary
Engineering
Box 717
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: 1-495 - Conmecticut Ave. Interchange

w

w

b ol
Dear Sirs: =

==

1

I hereby submit my written statement in connection with the public :
hearing on the I-495 - Connecticut Avenue Interchange held on Monday, November :
16, 1987 at North Chevy Chase Elementary School. As I noted at the hearing, I
am a member of the council of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association
("CCVCA™) and the owner and resident of the home at 8812 Connecticut Avenue in
the affected area. I have lived there since 1963, prior to the opening of the
Beltway, and am the newest of the residents of the group of homes facing on
the west side of the Avenue in this area.

The oral presentations at the public hearing dramatically illustrated
that the "build” alternatives are, pure and simply, the taking of property and
property values for private interests. In addition to CCVCA, three other
Connecticut Avenue neighborhoods and the Chevy Chase Recreation Association
opposed the "build” proposals on the grounds that they create serious safety
problers and adversely affect the residential character of Comnmecticut
Avenue .

1. SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Kensington
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action. : .

CET-A

Although North Chevy Chase argues vociferously about fits safety and
convenience, it is notable that it itself will only agree to the ramp
relocation, if the State builds it a new, expensive "Green Road” for special
egress from that neighborhood. They insist on this despite the fact that it
would be far less expensive to remove some of their street barricades and
allow local traffic to access Jones Bridge Road through their community, with 2.
a left turn provided at Connecticut Avenue for southbound access. The left
turn signal could not be any more disruptive on Connecticut Avenue than the
new intersection and Iight necessitated by the "Green Road.” It is a fact
that North Chevy Chase would prefer the "no build” alternative, rather than
the removal of their barricades so that a small amount of local traffic might
access Connecticut Avenue through their side streets. Their
"personal-convenience-at-any-cost” attitude certainly belies the necessitcy for
removal of the ramp from Kensington Parkway.

The Selected Build Alternative does not include the "green
road" (Option A).
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We CCVCA residents certainly share the concerr of the residanzs of Xo
Chevy Chase abou: safety conditions on Kensington Parkway. Being cliose
neighbors, these conditions affect us and our families as well. Such safery
problems could and shouid be addressec by less expensive and less disrupctive
measures, including signalization, beszter enforcement, better ramp lighting,
etc. The solution is not to make Connecticut Avenue, which is already vastly
wore hazardous, into an unlivable Beltway Junior.

The safety factors cited by SHA to support i{ts "build” alternatives ara
highly illusory. The “weaving loop” which is cited as a problem is found in
virtually every interchangs on the Beltway, most of which have a far higher
accident rate than the Connecticut Avenue interchange. In its place you would
put in & new intersection, with a traffic light, and cross-over left turn
traffic, which will be far more hazardous. We have already had numercus
serious accidents at the similar intersection created in 1981 when you moved
the other ramp from Kensington Parkway. You will also create new pedestrian
and vehicular hazards for people living on both sides of the Avenue.
Pedestrians especially will be encdangered. They will have to cross seven
lanes of traffic, one of them continuously moving, to get to and from buses,
playgrounds, church, school, and other functions. Moreover, under Option b,
you even intend to remove the safety of a sidewalk, for people to use to get
to bus stops and for other walking in our neighborhood.-

A fourth lane southbound on Connecticut Avenue, with nearly continuous
moving right turn traffic to Jones Bridge Road, will cause unacceptable
hazards and completely isolate the Chevy Chase Valley community. The homes on
Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road will be the most grievously affected,
but the entire neighborhood will be severely impacted. The homes on the
Avenue and Jones Bridge Road will basically be deprived of ingress and
egress. There will be a continuous stream of traffic past our homes and
driveways. The slight gap caused by the green light for westbound Jones
Bridge Road traffic will offer practically no respite for the homes on the
Avenue and absolutely none for those on Jones Bridge Road, or for the people
pulling into or out of Spring Valley Road. Moreover, on the Connecticut
Avenue side, even i{f we get out of our driveways or side streets, we will be
caught in a right turn only lane. We’ll have to go to Wisccasin Avenue or
take a dangerous U-turn on Jones Bridge Road in order to go south. The buses
will also have a serious problem getting back into the southbound flow, with
oniy 3 lots between the bus stop and Jones Bridge Road.

Furthermore, your plan to widen Connecticut Avenue will require taking
substantial portions off of our front lavns, including many trees and shrubs,
which are essential in the fight against noise and air pellution, and which
make our neighborhood a desirable, close-in place to live. This deprivation
will alter the basic residential character of Connecticut Avenue.

It is also highly doubtful that your so-called improvements will aid
traffic on the Avenue. You are creating a new road-block, and accident zone,
with the new {ntersection and light. It {s highly questionable whether any
more traffic will get through the Jones Bridge Road intersection on a given

0

2

Citizen letter #70 continued:

i i i i i i be given to the
final design, consideration w111' .
gggtggion of a sidew%lk along the east side of Connecticut
Avenue as well as additional pedestrian measures.

Bridge Road intersection, the three southpognd
t:azgch§:::s wougd be shifted gast to permit the pgoylslog
of a right-turn lane at Jones Bridge Rgad. The prov1:;on o
a traffic signal on southbound Connectlgut Avenge at thg nig
Ramp B-1 intersection will create traffic gaps in sgu hbou d
Connecticut Avenue and should not result in the iso at}onto
the communities in the northwest quadrant of the Kens;ng on
Parkway/Jones Bridge Road/Conngctlcut Avgnue 1nteri a:gei
Furthermore, during final de51gn! SHA will requfast 2_
Montgomery County evaluate a traffic 51gna1 at the interse
tion of Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road.

i i i widening
Selected Build Alternative does not require any
ggeCOnnecticut Avenue, to the maximum extent possible, all
improvements would be completed within existing curb lines.

e~

o
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light cycle. Bu: if a few extra cars do zanage to get to the intersection ang

pass through, they won't have any place to go. The East-West Highway 6. No widening is proposed along Connecticut Avenue, either north
Intersection is far werse than Jones Bricge Road -- traffic already backs up . or south of the Jones Bridge Road intersection. Levels of
through Chevy Chsse Lake, and takes several light cycles to clear. Until S34 traffic congestion at East-West Highway are anticipated to
can address the Connecticut Avenue corridor on a more universal basis, it remain as they are today - congested.

should avoid patch-work prcposals that will only make things worse.

Finally, in view of the failure to offer any true improvemen: to
Connecticut Avenue traffic, and the failure of the proposals to address any
real safety problem, especially pedestrian safety, in a practical manner, the
SHA should not consider taking our land, and decimating our property values,
solely to increase the property values of residences on Kensington Parkway.

You refer to a 20 year commitment to North Chevy Chase as your primary
Justification for the build proposals. We other neighborhoods can cite to an
over 30 year commitment. We bought and built our homes in reliance upon your
original plans and your construction

Sincerely,

Aohn J athias

veT-A
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Section §
of the Village of Chevy Chase
P.O. Box 15140, Chevy Chase, Md. 20815
1 NG C\@uo\&@}' /&c’r}‘* [T SY QNNSQ\L cJH” 4!&‘_

DERR" Re :
EAR RESIDENTS: IS @,QSM 1\\ S(\&Q_ ‘{ﬁm\&.u Cowyy Co(s’?

THE MAR LAN\%/?TATE H}Jv INISTRATION IS

CONSIDERING RELOCATING THE EAST BOUND RAMP TO THE BELTWAY
FROM KENSINGTON PARKWAY To CONNECTICUT AVENUE. SEVEN OPTIONS
ACCOMPANYING THIS BUILD ALTERNATIVE HAVE BEEN STUDIEO RANGING
FROM ADDING UP TO TWo (2) MORE LANES ON Couuecr:cur AVENUE
BETWEEN JONES BRIDGE RoaDp AND THE BELTWAY TO WIDENING JONES
BRIDGE RDAD AT CONNECTICUT AVENUE." ALL OoF THE Burto
ALTERNATIVES WOULD PERMIT TRUCK TRAFFIC USE OF THE RAMP WHICH
NOW CURRENTLY IS PROHIBITED FROM KENSINGTON PARKWAY.

THE COUNCIL IS CONCERNED WITH THE IMPACT THIS WILL
HAVE ON OUR NEIGHBORHOOD. THE ADDITIONAL TRUCK TRAFFIC IS
PROJECTED TO BE AS HIGH AS 370 TRUCKS PER DAY USING
CONNECTICUT AVENUE. NoISE POLLUTION ON CONNECTICUT AVENUE
ALREADY EXCEEDS FEOERAL STANDARDS AND ADDITIONAL TRUCKS WILL
COMPOUND THAT PROBLEM. THE WIDENING OF ONE SECTION OF
CONNECTICUT AVENUE CDULD EVENTUALLY SPREAD TO DUR SECTION
TAKING OUR TREES AS WELL AS FRONT LAWNS.

IF YOu ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THIS SITUATION PLEASE

WRITE TD: ~}
Pleass %\ N Lieae &\Q‘f&*ﬂ
THE STATE Hie AY ADMINISTRATION 3%c0 L(L\CI&:&U‘—‘OGCQ

PROJECT DEVELDPMENT DIVISIDN
(:‘ké‘ﬂi Class \%J,

P.0. Box 717
BALTIMORE, MD 21203
RE: STaTE ProJect #M600-101-370

§15S

THE sTuoy toses DecemBer 4, 1987. YouRr
CORRESPONDENCE MUST BE RECEIVEO BEFORE THAT OATE FOR
CONSIDERATION. PLEASE SEND US CDPIES OF YOUR CORRESPONDENCE.

e Vioge Curec

Response to Citizen ILetter #71:

(Ms. Lisa B. Parpereter)

SHA fully appreciates the strong opinions expressed in opposi-~
tion to relocation of the ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. As discussed in Section III of this
document, SHA will undertake actions to minimize _potential
impacts associated with the Build Alternative_. In view of the
inappropriateness of major interstate traffic on Ken§1ngton
Parkway, however, SHA believes that relocation of this ramp
is the proper action. No widening is proposed along Connec-
ticut Avenue.

2;
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83806 Spring Valley Road

Chevy Chase, Md. 20815
December 18, 1987

State Highway Administration
Baltimore, Md

This is in reference to the current plans to move the

Capital Beltway entrance from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Ave.

In my statements at open hearings and in my correspondence
to you on this subject I have previously indicated my opposition

to the progosed construction, and I stand by that assessment. It

seems, however, that the SHA has committed itself to making some
changes at this exit. This letter is to suggest options that
will minimize the disruption to the residents in the area and
will at the same time give most effective relisf to traffic
problems.

In order to move traffic between the Capital Beltway and
Connecticut Ave. the best options seems to be one that involves
moving the inner (eastbound) lanes about fifty feet south of
their present location, and moving the outer (westbound) lanes
about the same distance north. The necessary space for these
moves can be obtained by closing the present entrance and exit
ramps. These moves should give enough space to put four lanes of
entrance and exit traffic from and to Connecticut Ave in the
middle. This would mean exiting to the left and entering from
the left, types of entrance and exit that are frequently seen in
other parts of the Interstate Highway System. This move would
eliminate the necessity of cross traffic between entering and
exiting traffic on both the Beltway and Connecticut Ave. It
would mean that only one traffic light location would be needed
on Connecticut Ave. It would mean that widening Connecticut Ave.
would not be necessary.

9€T-A

While it is obvious that the no-build option is the best one
that faces the SHA (provided the SHA will make some improvements
to Kensington Parkway), it does seem that any of the build
options that are under consideration are not as good as the one
suggested here. I hope that you will consider this option.

Sincerely yours,
rd
7 - e
/Zl@é;ﬂfy At 2o n

S rare PRué&c NVa Frederick W. Lawrence

M C2iaryi~37
Lfl
Cc: Delegate D. Robertson

Park and Planning
Montgomery County Council

esponse to Citize tte 72:
(Mr. Frederick W. Lawrence)

The considerable modifications suggested by Mr. Lawrence do
not seem appropriate in view of the recent public funds
expended to widen this portion of the Capital Beltway to 4-
lanes per direction along the existing alignment. Furthermore,
the provision of left-hand exit ramps are not in keeping yith
the general character of the Capital Beltway (which consists
almost exclusively of right hand exit ramps. Only a few
instances of entrance ramps on the left hand side (i.e. in the
median) are evident. Mr. Lawrence's proposal of gntrance and
exit ramps to Connecticut Avenue from the Capital Beltwgy
median would, in the opinion of SHA, result in unsafe traffic
operations. The Selected Build Alternative does not include
any widening of Connecticut Avenue.

q/(l\(f



Decembar 1, 1987

Mr, Neil J, Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning & Preliminary Eng. RECEIVED
State Highway Admin,
Box 717 ' DEC 2 o7
Baltimore, Marvland # é??
21203 BiREias, o7 o
PLANKING & Paiicy i v T

Response to Citizen Letter #73:

(Mr. & Mrs. Carl Peterson)

Dear Mr, Pedersen,

We are tesidents of North Chevy Chase Village and have
lived on Kensington Pkwy. -for 18 years, However, I am an Chevy
Chase native and have lived here in the area most of my- life.

YNeedless to say, when we moved on Kens, Pkwy,, the traffic
was nil and traffic has become more than 10 times in volume, I remeamber
when the Beltway was built----there were two beautiful homes allowed to . .
be built on the Beltway land, So--===-— they moved the two houses down
on Connecticut Ave, and one of then is the rambler close to the Beltway,
This was purely idiotic of the State Roads then and is still a probdlem,

He all know that politics played a big part of placing the
traffic through Kens, Pkwy. We have fought this for years and no one
seems to care. The residents who live behind us live on nice, quiet
streets while we here on the Pkwy, are their buffer,

LET-A

We ware unable to attend the last hearing at N.C.C. school
because of illness and that is why I am writing now, The noise in front
of our hous2 goes on constantly and the pollution is so bad that we were
forced to put in air conditioning and must keep the windows closed., Whare
we do open the windows in summer in the rear of the house, the pollution
is thick with yellow dust.

My sons have had three cars damaged and were almost killed out
in front of our home because of the speed and reckless driving., We have
always had troudble getting in and out of our driveway, ' We have witnessed
several killed by our home and have had to call the ambulance numerous
times for those who have had accidents,

The sign '"No Trucks™ means nothing, We have many dump trucks
coming from all the building in Bethesdd and car carriers and too many
trucks to mention, The police are often stationed outside my house but
they never ticket the trucks, However, they earn the State plenty of
roney by the tickets they give within an hour. The-minute the police leave,
the cavrs soeed up to th2ir 50 mph in a 25 mph zone, Nothing seems to slow
thes down,

%;/
-

---f-----d---------




Citizen letter #73 continued:

Our Pkwy. looks like a raceway with signs all over the
place and now"thev have put cTFima light sb the cars cas go faster
ani not . =iss the corner (name‘ly-----dea:h coTnet).

v -

When are the residents of Kens, Pkwy, going to be considered
It is impossible for us to cross the street because of the speed of
the traffic. As a handicapped person, I could not tross to catch a
bus even if it were fres,=--ee—ac I guess I would just be a splash of
blood on the Pkwy, and they could clean it up,

I don't think it is fair that the residents on the other side
of Connecticut Ave, have such an imput in the decision of the ramp, The
residents on N,C,C., side of Conn, don't have any more troudle gettinge
out of their driveways than we do and not as much. There are very few
houses on Conn, and only two homes do not have private driveways entering
froa Kenilworth Ave. besides entering tnto Conn, I believe you should
check this when you survey, As you know, no home faces Conn. Ave, on
the other side and they have nice quiet streets over there.

Also------Connecticut Ave, was always a main thoroughfare and
people who bought homes there knew it at the time they purchased their
“homes, Kensington Pkwy. was always and is supposed to be a residential
street and not many homes have been built since the Beltway was built.

We have travelled all obver the G.S, and have never seen a Pkwy,
or Beltway in a big city leading into a residential street at 55 mph,
I would like to have you consider all this when you finalize your plans,
This problem has gone on for years and it seems that we here on Kens.Pkw,
are here for the convenience of the State Roads Comm. and travellers,
Did you know that we could legally block off Kens, Pkwy? This street
is in violation of Federal Hwy, regulations,

8ET-A

1. The Selected Build Alternative will remove all interstate

There is much more to say but in closing, I hope you will consider ; . s ised
3 i i traffic from Kensington Parkway and address the issues raise
gé¥ing Kensington Pkwy, a relief from the noise, traffic and trucks that by Mr. & Mrs. Carl Petersen,

have made our lives unearable at times, Traffic isn't going to get better=---- .
it just increases no‘matter how many roads you build. Yoxw You are welcome

to come in my house an? stand in my yard just to monitor the noise and . -

traffic of the constant speed of tars, :

Thank you for listening to my opinion and God bless you on your
detision to make everyone satisfied,

Sincerely yours, w4 .
) v
o e Cak Gtz
/

“’
M. Q-‘Srs. Carl Peterson

8309 Kensington Pkwy.
Chevy Chase, Maryland, 20215
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CHEVY CHASE VILLAGE
$906 CONNECTICUT AVENUE
CHEVY CHASE, MD. 2081$
Telephone 654-7300

BOARO OF MANAGERS

ARTHUR G. LAMBERT

EPHRAIM JACOBS Counsel

Chorman OAVID R. PODOLSKY
BURT SCHORR Asnstent Counsel

Vace Chesrman ROY A. BURKE
DAVID L WINSTEAQ C’:’;‘:I’Mrd

Secretary
JOHN D. TALBOTT LEONARD G. KUMPHREY

Treasurer - paeer
MARGOT W ANDERSON

Asusient Trearrer

PATRICIA S. BAPTISTE
Bocrdmember

WALTER SHEBLE
Boerdmember
Mr. Michael Snyder
State Highway Administration
9300 Kenilworth Ave.
P.0. Box 327
Greenbelt, MD 20770

November 16, 1987

re: State Project No. M 600-101~370

Dear Mr. Snyder,

At 1ts regular monthly meeting on November 9, the Chevy Chase
Village Board of Managers considered the various alternative
suggestions for improvements to the beltway (495) interchange at
Connecticut Avenue. We are sensitive to the concerns of the
Village of North Chevy Chase regarding the volume of commuter
traffic using Kensington Parkway, especially in light of our own
volume and speed problems on Brookeville Road. Nonetheless, we
would urge the State Highway Administration to adopt the "no build
alternative"” position at this time. : .

Our reasons for this position are twofold: first, the
projected increase of truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue would
have an adverse impact on the residential character of that street
in Chevy Chase Village, and could have the effect of encouraging
increased traffic on the already saturated Brookeville Road. Our
second reason for urging the "no build alternative" at this time is
a concern over the timing of changes at that intersection as they
might impact the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan which is
currently in the process of revision. It would be unfortunate 1if
land use changes which could destroy the residential character of
the entire area were made as a result of road improvements

designed to protect the residential communities surrounding the
intersection.

Accordingly, until the final adoption of the revised
Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan, any decision regarding
improvements to the beltway interchange may well be premature at
this timme.

RECEIVED
< 7 G

Nov 1 8 1987
“ FRoy A. Burke "\ Distnct #3 Oftice

State Highway Administration
Greenbelt

City Manager
RAB/1c

- G

Administrator

Richard H. Trainor
PR Secreta
s Maryland Department of Transportation Hot Konsoft
Wiy ) State Highway Administration
s i*'
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Otfice of Dismct Lagineer Z-o
3300 Kamatwoeen svanve Decemben 8, 1987 w heH
v.0. %0z 327 . - -2 P
Greenbelt, Maryland 26770 ‘&“ .—):?r.\"
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Mr. Roy A. Burke -

City Manager
Chevy Chase V.iflage
5906 Connecticut Avenue

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Re: Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185 Interchange
Montgomeny County
Dean Mr. Burke:

This offdice is in receipt of youn November 16, 1987 fLetter unging the State

Highway Administration to adopt the "No-Build" alteanative for the referenced
intenchange projfect planning study.

We appreciate the position of the Chevy Chase ULua.gg and A}m& include your
comments in oun project record fifes fon futurne consideration.

Thank you for taking the time to advise us of the opinion o

§ the Village Board
0§ Managens. .

[ twly yours,
e
70 Vi Engzltem
MS: &c

2e Mr. Neil Pedersen (w/attach)

RECET/E
DEC 11 198

OIREZTOR, OFFICE OF
PLANNING & PRELMINARY ENEINEERING

My telephone number is (301). 720-7311

Teletypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800~492-5082 Statewlde Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Council of the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association

3909 Montrose Drive
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
(301) 656-8770
November 25, 1987

Hal Kassoff, Administrator
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Mr. Kassoff,

November 16, 1987 was a date long anticipated by the
residents of Chevy Chase Valley. After laboring for a}mgst two
years in order to ensure adherence to the process specified by
the Maryland Action Plan for projects of th}s type, we were
finally going to "have our day in courg," via a pgb11c .
hearing. We decided to eschew discussion of the "back-room
deals (see attachments) that had attempted to deprive us 9f
this right and decided rather, to focus on the facts apd issues
immediately pertinent to the SHA proposals fo; Connect1cu§
Avenue and I-495. Irrespective of the past h}story gf this
project, we persisted in our view that a.pub}lc hearing would
provide an opportunity for rational examination of a problem
and evaluation of possible solutions.

Wrong again! We keep forgetting that one of the many
alternatives available to the SHA is to fuel the cogfllcts
between communities by taking sides rather than acting as an
impartial mediator. Why should the SHA adopt Fh}s posture?
That's the million dollar question which the citizens of the
Chevy Chase area continue to ask in ever-increasing volume.

The "public hearing” of November 16, 1987 was an example of
the home-team coach acting as referee for a game being pl§yed
according to his own rules. We protest the gonduct of this
hearing and are forced to an obvious conc1g51on: The so-called
hearing was staged to justify a set of engineering plaps which
are very basically flawed. As chalrmap of the'pro;eed}ngs,
Michael Snyder overstepped the boundaries~of the generally
accepted format for public hearings and refused to a}lgw the
official representatives of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens
Association (CCVCA), such as the Council and our atgorney as
well as the representative of the Coalition on Sens;ble .
Transportation (COST), adequate time to present their testimony.
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December 24, 1987

Ms. Mary Anne Berberich

Councii of the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association

3DD9 Montrose Drive

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20816

Dear Ms. Berberich:

Thank you for your November 26t Jetter concerning the State Highway
Administration's proposais for Connectlcut Avenue and the Capital Beitway.

I cannot agree that Mr. Snyder's conduct

at any other point. As you know, I attended
this issue closely. We have

opposed to moving the ramp,
the hearing was conducted.

to the same ground rules uge
crowds. People were told th
Individual presentatlons so

was Improper at the hearlng or
the hearing, and have followed
received comments, including some from those
about the Impartlal, objective manner In which
Meetings on this mat
d in ali our public meetings that attract large

at it may be necessary to set a tlme llmlt on
that everyone would have an opportunity to speak.

I should polnt out that typically when a road is constructed or substan-

tially upgraded, adjacent homeowners are affected. We work very hard to

reduce thls impact as much as possible, and to conduct our technleal work In
an impartial and objective manner.

We beileve that the scope of the study In terms of the corridor consi-
dered was well suited to h

t
Parkway ramp. I am s

ge the fact that public opinlon is very sharply
dlvided. There Is no simple right or wrong here. It Is, Instead, a compiex
issue of pro's and con's which vary sharply, depending upon the communlty In
which one happens to live. There Is the sdditiona’ rirspectlve of logical and
effectlve engineering measures that are sensitive to community Impacts and
concerns. Thls 1s our perspectlve, and our basls for declsion making,

TCEIVED

J2C =3 1987

Sl UorinE OF

" i 333-1111
PG & PriludidARY CHSUMEERING My talephone number is (3D1) 1

Teletypewritar tor Impaired Haaring or Speech
3983-7555 Baltimora Metro

= 585-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-482-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvart St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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Hal Kassoff -2- November 25, 1987

testimony. Neither Mr. Snyder nor Ms. White would provide a
straightforward answer to direct queries concerning time
limitations right up to the commencement of the proceedings!

We of the Ccvca Council, Mr. Hessel, our attorney, and Mr.
Vrataric of COST do hereby lodge formal protest concerning this
most recent attempt to undermine our efforts to protect the
rights of the residents of Connecticut Avenue and Chevy Chase
Valley.

Mr. Snyder's improper conduct appears to belie a basic
anxiety on his part concerning the feasibility of the SHA
design plans, which are found to be sorely deficient when
examined from a cost/benefit perspective.

From the beginning, Mr. Snyder has repeatedly stated that
the relocation of the Kensington Parkway ramp to Connecticut
Avenue is only possible if the queue of cars in the Avenue can
be reduced to allow for the resultant cross-over functions.
Therefore, the Build Alternative is absolutely dependent upon a
widening of Connecticut Avenue! Any widening of Connecticut
Avenue, in addition to creating increasingly hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, bus commuters, and the residents of
Chevy Chase Valley, would wreak horror upon those homes located
directly on Connecticut Avenue in the area to be modified. Why
does Michael Snyder believe that he has a right to inflict such
destruction upon the property and quality of life of the
Connecticut Avenue residents? Why does he continue in his
determination to implement the relocation of ramp H whatever
the cost? 1Is the SHA prepared to offer current, full market

. value for every home on Connecticut Avenue in the area of the

planned reconstruction? The residential function of these
homes will be so severely impaired as to make this a necessary
consideration in estimating the cost of the project.

Of late, we do not even hear the oft-repeated justification
for ramp H relocation offered by Michael Snyder, "I won't do it
without some improvements to the intersection.” Clearly, no
justification for this Plan can be found in terms of an
improvement to the intersection ot Jones-Bridge Road and
Connecticut Avenue. It is obvious ro even the casual Cbserver
that cars are gridlocked all along Connecticut Avenue,

Clearly, the review of the East-West Highway intersection,
which was only recently agreed to by Mr. Snyder on November 4,
calls for including both of these intersections in a
comprehensive study of the Connecticut Avenue corridor. Such a
"wider area of study" was recommended earlier by the Planning
Board and is supported by every residential community alpng
Connecticut Avenue north of the District line. These nine

December 24,1987

Ms. Mary Anne Berberlch

Page Two

Let me assure you that a decision will be made in an impartlal, objective

manner, taking into account sound engineering principles, as weil as the

concerns of aii affected communities.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
it 1RSSCFF
Hal Kassoff

Administrator

HK/t

cc: The Honorable William Donald Schaefer
Secretary Richard H. Trainor

bee: Mps Mlke $hyder
r. Neli Pedersen

=
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Hal Kassoff -3- November 25, 1987 1

communities are united in opposition to any widening of
Connecticut Avenue. Clearly, Mr. Snyder has become hopelessly
entangled in a nightmare of his own creation.

We support a wider area of study for the problems of
Connecticut Avenue of which the relocation of ramp H is but a
minor component. If ramp H can not be accommodated within the
confines of existing Connecticut Avenue, the attempt at its
relocation must be dropped in the larger interest of
maintaining the residential character of Connecticut Avenue.
We call upon you to assign another engineer to take charge of
this larger project. Clearly, Mr. Snyder who is wedded to
band-aid approaches is not up to the job.

We believe that the concerns of all Connecticut Avenue area
residents should be addressed equally and that special *
agreements with special interest groups should be scrupulously
avoided. Mr. Snyder has been found deficient in this
particular regard as well. We call for an open-minded approach
to problem solving in the matter of auto and pedestrian travel
in the down-country area. We urge a more creative
participation by the SHA in this process.

The Council of the
Chevy Chase Valley
Citizens Association

cc: Governor Schaefer wm MBM

Secretary Trainor
Senator Schweinhart =z, @M«c«

Delegate Robertson f;zzz.17"
Delegate Sher
Delegate Wiser
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Mr. Michael Smyder
District Ergineer - -
9300 Remilwerth Averma . ' ’

-Richard H. Trainor

Post Offica Box 327 e '

Greenbelt, MD 20770 ) y Secrwtary
NN Maryland Department of Transportation e ot

Dear Mr. Snyder: b :_:" State Highway Adm/'n/'stra_tlon Administrator

zmmmﬁﬁslmmoﬂummwmmmmﬂm J '

of the I495/Camecticut Averme improvements.

I a» on the project miling list far this project, and found your printed o T : .

Kumary of utmacammmsmnmnedmmmbemtmmam . Ottice of Dismnct Eoqunesr i .

cmvlzlta‘ I chesa not to attend the public hearing because I thought that bivieind Ay eishiiad : Lo : L .

your alternates were so very sensihle. Media reparts of disprte to these r.0. am 337 . - Decemoer 8, 1987 =

sensible plans leaves me in awe. | memonke. Marmiana 10779 ' : : i . E . "o,

Ianalz-yearraidmtothmqmymmty. I drive over twenty thousand &'9<1:

mﬂaﬁp;ryeatmaxlomlrmds,asrmmcnjd:s,attsﬂniqbtsdml,qa (71 <2g

shopping, emjoy local recreation, and so an. I have many saund opinions of R , BO

traffic and roadvays from my use of cur local roads, . Mr. Gregory L. Dinandi . . & S“’l%

T hope that £ th plans of iquring ' ?&3{’ s"?”"'-’“’”"uiwszﬁ 20904 ' ' = :52

You move forward with your of recant: ing the Cormectiart ver Spring, . - -

Averue interchanga. Your staff’s plan to cancel the locp ramp (eastbourd I495 : 4 . =2 3

0 northbound mﬁl‘W) an-fl build in its place a Rensington Parkway " Re: [Interstate Route 495/ 5

camector road bty ramp for northboud eastbound Land chan,

1495 is a sourd, practical, and most of all safety-enhancing proposal. The :‘:;ggaﬂ,v;ogws Intex ge

Alett-umr-_mtypa TP you built for westbound 1495 to sauthbound Cormecticut : i

Verne Wi _itsazplevehiclastmagnisidealasamde.ltoreasdnnuuss . .\
gmm Comecticut Avenue. Your added lanes for Cormecticut Averma Dear Mr. Dinandi:
I495amﬂmmtm'sm' Parkway traffic signal would do mich :
to erhance operation of this imxrtant styetch of tca;:a;. Thank you forn your Novemder 24, 1987 Letter expressing your dupport fon the
build aliernate of the State Highway Adainistration Profect Planning study

I hope you will not fall to the narrow, clearly self-centered NIMBY attitide at the referenced {nterchange.

ottmse_q:posed.toﬂﬁspmje.t. mrqumhass_xftemdmighmyinsgxfety . : . .
and ?Bl-ltr-oit.;l-v.te from the dtzn:;utg:!m of a mlt:.t:t;:z of medeqn;adlzg iham:i.c,ipa,ce a decision being made by the State Highway Administration over
our region, self-servirg citizen oppositian. ext & ', 7 s oY s ect.
A ]‘ . iare A € s | , 23 due th patient and en vernzl months on e disposition of this proje
safety-jecpardized citizens of the Rensington Paricay area. Your informed comments are greatly appreciated and will be made a part of our
’nnscmod:jectthelaximtnyuzsensihlehpzwmhavemdaa project reconds. .
azscimdacisimtolivumav&tymsymcrmgtmy' , within inches of an : X X . . N
interstate hichway. Fleasa do not permit tn.ja selfishness of a few scare of Thank you again §or Zaking the time to expnress your thoughts on this matien.
Mojmdmmmmgmmmmhmgotm :
traveling public - Vﬁ&m&y yours,

Ammmm,mdxwmm@:mmnn
Mﬁmmmmmsﬂmmmmmmm:
mm,mtmmmtﬁwymmmw
in our area. Igrwupfaruyeazswiminthzeeblodaotlwsm .

University Baulevard, and proximity of these highnays did not bother my famil, MS:£c
o bit, nﬂmmmplmsdbydnmaﬁmsﬂ:asimtimpzwided'

to cur traveling. - <er™ Mr. Neil Pedensen (w/attach)

Thank for taking the time to review my coments. T wish you the best of
Lluck project.

of thousands of the .
Ifcrmnanvnlirqtndomyshamotsac:iﬂm,a'smyham;hinﬂn M/// M/
I lock - Sniyder
ket Ehgineen
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Victor L. CRAWFORD 7 7
10t NORTH ADAME STRARY
VICTOR L CRAWPORD (¥D, D.C) p— a ¥ D C
OEORAE J. GANIQN. IR. (MD) (300 rou-1000 EBENT AND BOWTTZ Ry iy
2000 L STRERY, NORTHWEST o 1 L
WASEINOTON, D. €. $0008-4088 ) ;’:’:z:’ H. T"""Q’f;
November 30, 1987 T Maryland Deportment of Transportation Hat Kassoff *
) : State Highway Administration Admimirator
- phah 7 -
Mr. Hal Rassoft _ - . A ' December 29, 1987
{ 8 2330 S — = .
State Highway Administratoe ) Re: Contract No. M 600-101-370
P.O. Box 717 ’ . R . Interstate Route 495/
707 Noeth Calvert Street . Maryland Route 185
Baltimore, Maryland 21203 Interchange Reconstruction
’ PDMS No. 151114 -
Re:  State Project §M600-101-370
Northbound Interchange Connecticut Ave. and 1-49% Mr. Victor L. Crawford
Montgomery County, Maryland 101 North Adams Street
Dear Hal: Rockville, Maryland .5,0850
I kmow that you need this like you need a hole in the head, but enclosed please Dear Mr. CrawFord:
find & copy of a newsletter which we have received from our Village Couneil here in A
Section § of the Village of Chevy Chase. Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposal to
relocate the existing Capital Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway
Linda and 1 live on Connecticut Ave. at the corner of Connecticut and Leland : to Conne?ticut {\venue. Yov:xr comments will be included as part of
St., some two blocks south of East West Highway. Any aﬁdiuonn truck traffic on the public hearing transcript.
Connecticut Ave. would not only destroy our peace and tranquility, but would undoubtedly
ruin the neighborhood and also the entire area of Chevy Chase. If the northbound to eastbound Beltway ramp is relocated to
ad Connecticut Avenue, it would be constructed according to State
The State has lived up to virtually all of its promises as far as Kensington ] Highway Administration design criteria, providing a safe means of
Parkway is concerned, All northbound traffic has been taken off of the Parkway. ANl access to the Beltway. Our analysis of truck traffic in the
Northbound traffic from 1-495 has been taken off of the Parkway. All southbound - corridor indicates that if the ramp is relocated and trucks are
traffie from 1-493 has been taken off of the Parkway, There only remains a small permitted to use it to access the Beltway, there would be an
stretch of perhaps some 200 yards allowing those individuals going north on Connecticut additional 170 to 370 trucks a day on Connecticut Avenue in the
Ave. to get onto I-493. At the present time, trucks are banned, It is very seldom that year 2010. We expect that the actual number of additional trucks
this ban is ever broken because Rensington Parkway itself is a narrow, two lane road. would be toward the lower end of this range because a substantial
However, I'm very much afraid that in the event a new northbound entrance to number of trucks violate the restrictions on Kensington Parkway
1-495 were constructed by the State Highway Administration, it would mean that truck today. These violations were noted by State Highway
traffie would go up Connecticut Ave. in order to get to the Beltway going eastbound, Administration personnel during field reviews.
Even a prohibition against truck traffie on this ramp will not stop the trucks if the ramp All of the comment§ .received concerning this project will be
is as I belleve it is designed t n wide and convenient. . g X
L o be, namely rev1ewe§ before a final decision on what action, if any, the
Accordingly, would you please add my volce and the volce of Section 5 of Chevy State Highway Administration will take.
Chase to the protest, and I certainly hope you can see fit that if this project can not
be killed completely, you can at least delay it so we have a chance to organize and Sinceraly/
study the impact upon our community, Z ’
4
- Hal Rassoff
Mr. Hal Rassoff Administrator
November 30, 1337
Page Two HR/ih
| . cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
have written to all of our local eleeted offici Inctudt tr. Michael Snyder
County Council and our County Executive, and I cert:hlt?y hope t?qu:om:l:bt?mppond vt fr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
the position of the citizens of Section S, Ms. Sue Ellen White
., u?
Best personal regards for the coming new year, QErs . tTe
Very truly yo
- My telep ist3ot_ _333-1111
7 - Tetetypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
Le. 383-7533 Baitimore Metro - 585-045¢ 0.C. Metra - 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Tol! Free
Vietor L. Craw? 707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203-0717
etor rawfoed
YLC/pw s_}
Enclosure . —
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Section § pEn §if 332 g ‘-»-.,_“3255 -':1 i
" of the Village of Chevy Chase :|§g© 287 HEH \ RS
P.0. Box 15140, Chievy Chase, Md. 20813 e PE nag . gza !
. : £ £gas ggé Pgs / 338
oo 3} =2 z z > .
DEAR Restoents: ' . | : : EH §§ =
. 228533
i 5 | e
THE MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY AOMINISTRATION IS §~;;§ s
CONSIDERING RELOCATING TNE EAST BOUNO RAMP TO TNE BELTWAY %55; h
FROM KENSINGTON PARKWAY TO CONNECTICUT AVENUE. SEVEN OPTIONS §§ H .
ACCOMPANYING THIS BUILO ALTERNATIVE MAVE BEEN STUOIED RANGING 3 o s
FROM ADDING UP TO TWO (2) MORE LANES ON CONNECTICUT AVENUE ) g;
BETWEEN JONES BRIDGE ROAO AND THE BELTWAY TO WIDENING JONES ' v 5
BRIDGE ROAD AT CONNECTICUT AVENUE. ALt oF THE Burwp N 5'5
ALTERNATIVES WOULD PERMIT TRUCK TRAFFIC USE OF THE RAMP WHICH e : g
NOW CURRENTLY IS PRONIBITED FROM KENSINGTON PARKWAY, H § = :
| il > -
THE COUNCIL IS CONCERNEO WITH THE IMPACT THIS WILL 138 is :
NAVE ON OUR NEIGHBORNOOD. THE ADDITIONAL TRUCK TRAFFIC IS 3?? .;:f Lo - :
PROJECTED TO BE AS HIGH As 370 TRUCKS PER DAY USING frrzsld 1 LR
ConnECTICUT AVENUE. NOISE POLLUTION ON CONNECTICUT AvENUE ;g:-;; ;ig » ‘}‘
ALREAOY EXCEEDS FEDERAL STANDARDS AND ADDITIONAL TRUCKS WILL ~;;i§§ . ;;" 3
COMPOUND TNAT PROBLEN. THNE WIDENING OF ONE SECTION OF 2"3;32 oo
CONNECTICUT AVENUE COULD EVENTUALLY SPREAD TO OUR SECTION ;':;Eg‘;: g & -
TAKING OUR TREES AS WELL AS FRONT LAWNS. '::":,; H Ef""’?#-f"
IF YOU ARE CONCERNEO ABOUT THIS SITUATION PLEASE §‘f;f.5:';’ iy
WRITE TO: 'ig;;i ;i-_“-:
THE STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION fyiin f’}i‘_‘ 3 8
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT DIvisron beiiif 83 3 ic
P.0. Box 717 S 1T ° :3
BALTIMORE, MD 21203 ) S E 2 ig v
RE: STATE ProJect #M600-101-370 {E 5 3 4
THE sTupYy cLoses DeceMser 4, 1987. Your . ZE Bt
CORRESPONDENCE MUST BE RECEIVEO BEFORE TNAT DATE FOR °3 oS

CONSIOERATION. PLEASE SEND us COPIES OF YOUR CORRESPONDENCE.
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November 24, 1987

Neil Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717

707 N. calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: Request for Documents I-495/Connecticut Avenue
Interchange Reconstruction

Dear Neil:

On behalf of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association,
I am writing to make a formal request under §10-614 of the
State Government Article of the Maryland code. I would like
to receive copiesg of documents relating to the State Highway
Administration's (SHA) consideration of the Interchange
Reconstruction.

Under the Maryland Action Plan, the SHA must prepare a
Systeas planning report, project planning prospectus, and
other documents in the course of developing a proposal and
considering it. please send me copies of these documents.
However, you may exclude copies of the following documents,
which I already have:

1. The environmental assessment.
2. The green °*brochure.®

g RECEIVED

Y NOV 27 187
, DIRECTON, ePiee op
oA PLUOCIG & PRELLOUASY DrsrrEaeg

WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BROOSKY & KapLan, PC.

Neil Pedersen, Director -2~ November 24, 1987

3. The noise study.

4. The air quality study. -

5. The traffjc analysis memoranda that you sent to me
earlier this month.

I thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

Mark Hessel
Attorney for

Chevy Chase Valley
Citizens Association

MLH/smt/6270R/8153~1
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gF. State Highway Administration ainASSOrF

Administrator

EEZ3 B8 Re: contract No. i 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstrugtion
PDMS No. 151114

Mr. Mark Hessel .
Weiner, McCaffrey, Brodsky and Kaplan, P.cC.
1350 New York Avenue, N.W. .
Washington, D.cC. 20005-4797

Dear Mr. Hessel:

I am writing in response to both your November 24 and
December 5, 1937 letters requesting information Pertinent to the
Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185 project Planning study.

Enclosed is a Copy of the Interagency Revicw/Scoping Meeting
minutes. This was written instead of a systems planning report.

The project Planning prospectus is a document prepared in
the process of acquiring a consultant through the consultant
selection process. On this particular project, all the
consultant services were obtained through existing open-end |
contracts, and therefore, no prospectus was done.

We have been unable to locate any written record of the
agreement, or documents referring to the agreement, made in the
1960'sg concerning the temporary nature of the ramps onto and off
of Kensington Parkway.

As far as we know, we have sent you copies of all other
pertinent data concerning this project, except for the report of
the vibrations study which is also enclosed. If you have any
additional inquiries YOu are welcome to write to me again.

Verx. Ll AP uEs
HEiL ). PEDIRSEN

Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP/ih
Attachment

€C: Mr. Michael Snyder
Ms. Louisa Goldastein
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Bllelh White o
y telephone number Is

huqnu-ﬂu'ﬁulmmcuccu-u"m or Speech
393-7558 Batimare Metro - 585-0451D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Ststewide Tolf Free
707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Marylana 21203-0717
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Mr. Neil Pedersen 3
Director
Offics of Planning and Preliminary
Enginesring : hN
Stats Highway Adninistration
P-0. Box 717 AN \.\
707 N. Calvert Street . o~
Baltimre, Maryland 21203 ~ Please refer to SHA response
Re: Rsconstruction of the Connecticut Avenue interchange " on previous page.
of the Cap{tal Beltwsy . e

Dear Neil,

There has been a lot of talk during the public debate about
a commitment that the State Highway Administration made to the
Villags of North Chevy Chase in the early 1960°'s regarding the

Beltway access £amps. I am intecested in knowing exactly what
this commitment was,

wr

Since the environmental assessment discusses the compromise
under which the Beltway ramps were originally built, I assume
that your office has aACCaSs to copies of the relevant
documentation, Under Section 10-614 of the State Government
Article of the Maryland Code, I am formally tequesting coples
of any writtan commitments or conpromises made by the SHA
relating to this matter and any documents that refer to oral

LYT-A

WEngR, MCCarFrgy, Broosky & Kapuan, P.C,

Mr. Neil Pedarsen -2- December Sf 1937

Thank you very much for your continuing_ courtesy and

cooperstion. ) . /
Sincerely, ?/-

Mark Hessel
Attorney for the Chevy Chase
Vsllsy Citizens Association

2 _
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Tl .
N B & AN & =R B =Ea
-l




BethesdaChavy Chase

Monigomery County Government

-

December 1, 1987

Cltizrens Advissry Bourd

BYT-A

g 3
2.9
o
Norman Christeller, Chairman = 2‘\"‘%
Montgomery County Planning Board ° Tn?o‘\"“
M-NCPPC Lt 34
8787 Georgia Avenue % =m
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910 7z %
3

Dear Mr, Christeller:

The members of the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cit{zens Advisory Board are
writing to you about an {ssue that {s extremely important to the residents
of this area. 'The issue, which has generated a great deal of controversy, is
the State Highway Adminfistration's proposed changes for the Connecticut Avenye-
Beltway Interchange. WNe understand that on December 3 the Planning Board will
be reviewing this and and transmitting recommendations to the State Highway
Administration.

The Advisory Board members urge that both the Planning Board and the
State Highway Administration take a closer look at the broad issues impacting
the entire Connecticut Avenue corridor from the Beltway to Chevy Chase Circle.
For example, the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan Update {s now in process and
it remains to be seen as to how the Plan will address the Connecticut Avenue
corridor. If the residential nature of that area {s reconfirmed by the
Master Plan this would impact several of the options being considered by the
SHA. Those options that allow truck traffic on Connecticut Avenue or that
would involve widening lanes at the expense of residential property or access
’tio resig?ntia] nefghborhoods would not be compatible with the intent of the

aster Plan,

there are several undeveloped parcels of land in the
Connecticut Avenue - Jones Bridge Road area. Any future development in this
area will certainly impact traffic capacity along the avenue. A wider study
of the Connecticut Avenue corridor which would include safety and traffic

In addition,

Bethesda Chevy Chase Center

7815 Wnodmont Avemie, RBetheeda, Marvland 20814 tn11ne4 g1anrey

p.2

capacity elements should be undertaken to furnish information necessary for
a more comprehensive picture upon which to base decisions.

We appreciate the opportunity to share our comments with You.

Sincerely,

e b hadbn_

ne E. Lawton,
hairman

cecy B./Kassof. SHA

RICHARD H. TRAINOR
Secretary

HAL KASSOFF
Administrator

Maryland Department of ransportation
State Highway Administration

QEC 29 w37

Jene B, Lawton, Chairman

Ms.
Bethesde - Chevy Chese Citizens Advisory Boegd

Montgomery County Government

7815 Woodmont Avenue
Bethesda, Merylend 20814
.

Dear Ms. Lawton:

Thenk you for sending me a copy of your December 1st letter
to Mr. Norman Christeller. I would like to take this opportunity
to clarify some of the issues you reised in the letter.

The proposals discussed at the public hearing held on
November 16th, concerning the relocation of the Capitel Beltway
remp from Rensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue, were
developed because Kensington Perkway is e locel road meinteined
by the Village of North Chevy Chasa. Though thare are numerous
residences elong Connecticut Avenue, Meryland Route 185 is e
mejor State highway.

At present, trucks are permitted on Connecticut Avenue, but
prohibited on Kensington Perkway. By the yeer 2010, if tha ramp
vwere relocated to Connecticut Avenue, an additionel 170 to 370
trucks per day could be expected.

Before eny decision is made, we will study the recommenda-
tion of the Montgomery County Planning Board, and consider
. cerefully the comments of concerned citizens end organizations.

We eppreciate your concern and thgnk you for your comments
and suggestions.

= 8 Sincerely,

=
Puw- XJ§ ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
802_“9 n HAL KASSOFF
33; = Hel Rassoff
[ 7Y et
asa Administretor

= HKﬁ’h

a

&
My teleph ber le,

Tetetypewriter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-73533 Batimore Metro - 533-04510.C. Metro - 1-300-492-5082 Statewide Tdl Free
707 North Caivert St.. Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0T17
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SR é;chard H. Trainor
] ' Secratary
Joha J. varh, Maryland Department of Transportation “\Hal Kassoff
8813 Conresticu: Ave.

State Highway Administration Administrator
Chevy Chese. Mirviand 20515

Novezzer 23, 1987

December 30, 1987

—=ne
N,
i : Re: Contract No. M 600-101-370 o
ary? arcmams of = : Interstate Route 495/Maryland .
:n.);a:f Eepg:‘;zerlx-.o‘ izensporcecion . Route 185 Interchange Re2onstruction
tate Highway administrezion No. 151114
Office of Planning and Preliminary FoMS
Engineering (=4 :
Box 717 ® ' = %_o Mr. John J. Mathias
Baltinore, Maryland 21203 oS53 - 8812 Connecticut Avenue
i - 2;‘2 Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815
Re: 1.495 . Connecticut Ave. Intercharg? © S m R
w 512\ : Dear Mr. Mathias:
© Zh
= Tl ; he proposal to move
irs: . v =t s Thank you for your recent comxpents on t T
pear strs: : ) S - the Capital Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway ;:‘Cogn*:i;;;“t
) i i i ublic he
1 hereby submit my writcen stacemenc in connection with the public Avenue. Your comments will be included in the p
hearing on the 1-495 - Connecticut Avenue Interchange held on Monday, Noverber transcript.
16, 1987 at Norch Chevy Chase Elementary School.

&s I noted at the hearing, I

e Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Association The comments and concerns you have expressed will be
resident of che home at 8812 Conneccticut Avenue in

considered in our deliberations leading to a decisl}ix{ g: ;loiiig
> o ; w
che affected area. 1 have lived there since 1963, prior to the opening of the project. Before a decision is made, ho:g?i;,wgil ;ddress some of
Belcvay, and an the newest of the residencs of the group of homes facing on further investigation of other options whi
the West side of the Avenue {n this ares. the concerns expressed at the hearing.

2m a member of the council of th
('CCVCA"_) and the owner and

The oral presentasions at the public hearing dramatically fllustrared
that the *build-~ alternatives are, pure and simply, the taking of propercy and . D desa s
Propercty values for privace interests. 1In addition to CCVCA, three othex W 9 P
Comnecticuc Avenue neighborhoods and the Chevy Chase Recreation Association
opposed the "build~ Proposals on the

[
i i irector
grounds that they create serious safecy Neil J. Pedersen, 'Dir
pProblems and adversely affact the residenzial character of Cemnessicuc

Office of Planning ax}d
Fremse. Preliminary Engineering

Very truly yours,

6vT-A

Alchough North Chevy Chase argues vociferously about {ts safety and

NJP/ih

convenience, it i{s notable thac ic icself will only agree to the ramp

relocation, {f the State builds it a new, expensive “Green Road” for special . cc: Mr. Michael Snyder
egress from that nei{ghborhood. They insist on this despite the fact that {g = Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
would be far less expensive to remove some of their street barricades and 1 Ms. Sue Ellen White
allow local traffic to access Jones Bridge Road through their community, wich )

-a lefc turn provided as

Connecticut Avenue for southbound access., The lef:
any more disruptive on Comnecticut Avenue than the
new intersection and light necessitaced by the "Green Road.” It {s a fact
that North Chevy Chase would prefer the “no build” alternative, rather than
the removal of their barricades so that a small amount of local traffic might
access Connecticut Avenue through their side streets. Their

'pe:sonal-convenience-e:-any-cos:" attitude certainly belies the necessicy for
removal of the ramp froz Kensington Pariceay,

turn signal could not be

My teleph ber is (301)_333-1110

Telatypewriter for Impaired Hearlng or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C, Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewlde Tall Free

707 North Caivert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 3&«

1
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Chas safe izion 3 icse
nelghtors, chese condizions afisct ua ard our families es vell. Such safecy
problems could and should be addressed bv less expensive and less disTupsive
measures, iacluding siznalizazion, be:zter enforcemen:, beicar ramp lighiing,
etc. The sclucion Ls noT to make Connecticut Avenue, which is already vaatly
@ore hazardous, into an unlivable Bel=way Junior.

Tne safecty factors cited by SHA to support its "build” alzernatives ara
highly {llusory. The "weaving loop” which is cited as 4 prodlem is found in
virtually every incercharge on the Beltway, most of which have a faz higher
dccident rate chan the Connecticut Avenue interchange. 1la its place you would
put in a nev interseccion, with a traffic light, and cross-over left turn
traffic, which vill be far more hazardoua. %e hava already had auzerous
serious accidencs at the sinilar incersection created in 1981 when you moved
the other ramp from Kensington Parkway. You will also create new pedestrian
and vehicular hazards for people living on both sides of the Avenus.
Pedeatrians especially will be endangered. They will have to cross seven
lanea of ctraffic, one,of them continuously moving, to get to and froa busea,
playgrounds, church, school, and other functions. Morsover, under Option D,
you eéven intend to remove the safety of a sidevalk, for people to use to get
to bus atopa and for ocher valking in our neighborhood.

A fourth lane southbound on Cormecticut Avenue, with nearly continmuous
@oving right turn traffic to Jones Bridge Road, will cause unacceptable
hazards and completely isolace the Chavy Chaae Valley compunity. The homes on
Cormecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road will be the moat grievously affected,
buc the encire neighborhood will be aeverely impacted. The homea on the
Avenue and Jonea Bridge Road will baaically be deprived of ingreas and
egreas. There will be a continuous stream of traffic past our homes and
drivewaya. The slight gap caused by the green light for westbound Jonea
Bridge Road traffic will offer practically no respite for che bomea on the
Avanue and absolucely none for those on Jonea Bridge Road, or for the people
pulling into or out of Spring Valley Road. Moreover, on the Connecticuc
Avenue side, even if we ger out of our drivevays or side streets, we will be
caught in a right turn only lane. We'll have to go to Wiscemsiz Avamue or
take a dangerous U-turn on Jones Bridge Road in order to go south. The buses
will alao have a serious problem getting back into the southbound flow, with
only 3 lots between the bus stop and Jones Bridge Road.

Furtherzore, your plan to widen Comnecticut Averue will require taking
substancial porcions off of our front lawns, including many trees and sbrubs,
which are essential in the fight against noise and air pollution, and which
make our neighborhood a desirable, close-in place to live. This deprivation
will alter cthe basic residential character of Connecticut Avenus.

It ia also highly doubtful that your so-called improvements will aid
traffic on the Avenue. You are creating a nev road-block, and accident zone,
with the nev intersection and light. It is bighly questionable whether any
more trafflc will get through the Jones Bridge Road intersection on a given

.2,

lighs cycle. Buz 1f & few ex:ra cacs do =anage to ge: to tha intersection and
Pass through, they von't nave any place to go. The Eas:-West Bighvay )
In:'ts.ection is far vorse :tRaa Jones Bridge Road .. sraific alreadw Eacks a3
througn Chevy Chise Lake, and takes several light cveles to clear. Unsii Py
can addrass che Comnecticur Avenue corrider on a moze universal basis, ic
should avoid paceh.vork Freposals that vill only make things vorse.

Fiaally, in view of the failure to offer any true improvezens to
Co:\ne:\:f‘.cu: Averue trafffc, end the failure of the prcposals te address any
real safecy problex, especially pedastrian safecy, in a practical @anner, .th-
SH? should not consider taking our land, and decicacing our property values,
solely to increase che Propercy values of residences on Rensington Parkvay.

You refer to a 20 year commictment to North Che
2 vy Chase as your primary
Justification for the build proposals. We ocher neighborhoods can cite to an

over 30 year cocmitrent. We bought and built ou
. r hozes in relia
original plans and your construcgon TS upen your

- Sincerely,

it

ohn J chias

80

B



IST-A

81

Town of Cheuy Chase

Incarperates 1919

(301) 634-7144

Fown Coonril

WILLIAM AAVILDHACK Qairese
JANG §. LAWTON. By Saairman
CAREY MIVERS. Brvcomrey
CATHIE NTUE. bevrvtary

MIER WOLS. Sreurtmen

MARTHA J CLING Rawn Ssnspre
AnOSgA SILVERSTONE Admusistretive Alde
LUE MAGGIN Bowe Birvis

November 29, 1987
Mr. Neil J. Petersen
g[ar'{land Department of Transportation
a

e Highway Administration RECEIVED

Office of Pianning and Preliminary Engineering 058 & 1987
Box 717 = '.997
Baltimore, Md. 21203 mszia’f L o
Dear M. Petersen:

6 § PRELING:ARY st
The Town Council of the Town of Chevy Chase strongly opposes the
widening of Connecticut Avenue to either seven or eight lanes from the
beltwayto Jones Bridge Road and the removal of the east bound beltway
ramp from Kenslngton Parkway.

The additional traffic added to Connectlicut Avenue northbound by moving
the eastbound Deltwa{ ramp to Connecticut Avenue will place an
Intolerable burden onto an already severely congested roadway. Carsusing
Kensington Parkway to the beltwa( would then use Connecticut Avenve.
Additionally, allewa!é? Connecticut Avenue north to the beltway to become
a truck route wil) a significant number of trucks that now seek other
routes to the beltway. Connecticut Avenue is mostly a residentlal street
In this section. These actions will si?nlrlca\tly decrease the desirabllity
and value of that area as a residential street.

The widening of Connecticut Avenue north of Jones Brld%g Road would have

" adomino effect. Once there are seven or eight lanes of traffic on
Connecticut Avenue, the pressure would be enormous to continue widening
Connecticut Avenue to polnts further south. This would further undermina
the residentlal nature of Connecticut Avenue.

Additlonally, this area will be impacted by the possibility of the grade

crossing at Connecticut Avenue proposed by Montgomery County If a

l51ranslfzw% 1s bullt along the abandoned 8&0 Right-of-way just south of
anor Ro

Changes to the beltway ramps at Connecticut Avenue and the Jones Bridge
Road, Kensington Parkway intersection should be not be made at the
expense of significantiy alterm? the residential nature of Connecticut
Avenue. If that is the resuit of the decistons belng made now, then a much
wider study and diaiogue must take place.

Hailieg Ad2rese
£ 0O Gox :3a8e
Crevy Crass MO 20015-0881

Tswn Oticy

Tinman AL,

7100 COnnECTCUT AvEnus
Cotve Crnags MD 208" 3-4 098

Before further pursuing the fdea of wldening Connecticut Avenué; a major
study of Connecticut Avenue from the b__e%tga,y to Chevy Chase Circle for
both safety and Capacity should be undertaken. Also, Hontgomery County IS
currently undertaking a revision of the Bethesda Chevy Chase Master Plan.
Any decisions contemplated by the State should become an integral part of

.

Richard H. Trainor

Secretary

MarylaﬂdDepartmentofl'mqsportqtlon N

State Highway Administration Adminisurator
December 30, 1%87 . - -

Re: Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114

Mr. William A. Wildhack, Chairman
Town of Chevy Chase

P.0O. Box 15888

Chevy Chase, Maryland

Dear Mr. Wildhack:

20815-0881

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposal to
relocate the Capital Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway to

Connecticut Avenue. b
- widening Connecticut Avenue will be considered as part of the

decision making process.

Your concerns for the overall effect of

Your letter will also be included as

part of the official public hearing transcript.

NJP/ih

Very truly yours,
wgﬁm
Neil J. Pedersen, 'Director

Office of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

cc: Mr. Michael Snyder

Mr. Louis H.

Ege, Jr.

Ms. Sue Ellen White

the evaluation and recommendations for
studies would aliow a comprehensive ev.

the updated Master Plan These
aluation by State and County

planners and provide opportunities for input from all affected citizens In

the Chevy Chase area.

Sincerely,

WML N, WO

Willtam A Wildhack
Chairman

My telephone number is (301)___333-13110

Telotypewriter for Impaired MHearing or Speech )
383-7553% Baltimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-35062 Statewide Toll Free ™
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

’ o
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December 11, 1987 D Hol
w =om
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director ) = :,:5,2
Off¥*e of Planning and Preliminary Engineering - =
- = -

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

The December 6 Newsletter of the Village of North Chevy
Chase briefly mentions the proposal adopted on December 3 by
the Montgomery County Planning Board to restudy the question
of the beltway interchange at Connecticut Avenue with the
suggestion that the 11 homes on Connecticut Avenue between
Jones Bridge Road and the beltway be purchased and razed.

The Village opposes the proposal.

I am the owner of one of those homes and this letter is
to let you know that I strongly support the proposal.
Several other of the owners I have previously talked to
would also support the proposal. We only ask fair market

value of our properties.

The reasons are fairly obvious. Not only will the
future value of our homes wissl be adversely affected, but
also the quality of our life. Some of the houses have no
access other than Connecticut Avenue; trying to get in and
out of those driveways will be extremely hazardous.

I am sending this letter also to Mr. Christeller and
Mr. Keeney of the Planning Board.

I hope the Planning Board's regquest for restudy of the
issue will be carried out.

Sincerely,

Robert B. Mehnert
Helene A. Mehnert

8917 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
(654-7647)

TN T T2 v wiahe s L a et i e TRV £ Y et i < e+

.-

Re: Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114

Mr. and Mrs. Rokert B. Mehnert
8917 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Mehnert:

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Montgomery
County Planning Board staff recommendations concerning the
proposal to reconstruct the Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route
185 (Connecticut Avenue) interchange.

'We are in the process of studying that proposal. We will be
looking at the reasonability of purchasing all of the homes with
direct access to Connecticut Avenue on the east side as well as
the feasibility of providing alternative access for as many homes
as possible. ‘

If we'determine through our studies that relocating access
or purchasing homes is feasible, we will offer to meet with each
affegted p;operty owner before including this as an option for
consideration. We appreciate your letting us know of your
support for the Planning Board proposal. Please feel free to
contact me or ys. Sue Ellen White, the Project Manager, if you
have any questions. Ms. White's telephone number is 333-6431.

Very truly yours,

T L ITERAEN
Neil J. Pedersen, Director
Office of Planning and
Preliminary .Engineering

NJP:db

cc: Mr. Hal KRassoff
Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White_
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3383 HAMLET PLACE CHEVY CHASE. MARYLAND 20813 . 854-3848

ﬁzquucéao

Dec. 14, 1987

RE EIVED

State Highway Adzinistration

Cffice of Flanning . DEC 28 B&l
Box 717 Bt
Baltimore, Md. 21203 J

BIRELI. Giriae B
FLANNING & PRELIMINARY ENSINEERING
Dear Sirs:

Cn behalf of the Board of Directors and the residents
of famlet Flace Owners, Inc., I write to express our continued
opposition to the plan to alter the Beltwéy access to Connecticut
Ave. and to widen Connecticut Ave. to eight lares in the area of
the Beltway. Harlet Flace is a Cooperative of 75 town houses
located in Chevy Chase, Faryland, close to Connecticut Ave.

Among the reasons for our opposition to the proposal
the proposed alterations are an unnecessary expenditure
of public funds, adding to our already heavy tax burden; 2) the
plan will increase, rather than alleviate, traffic problems in
our area; and 3) the plan will drastically increase heavy truck
traffic on Connecticut Ave. to the detriment and safety of those
of us who live, work, shop, and vote in the area.

are: 1)

€EGT-A

We, in Haplet Flace, will watch with interest the
positions taken on this proposal by our elected representatives

as well as those who serve us within our State and County
administrations, y

Respectfully,

LL(I«Q({&WC A

Yilliam C. Benn
Fresident

Copies to :

Senator Schweinhaut

Del. Robertson

Del. Sher

Del, Wiser

County Executive Framer

County Council Fresident Subin
State Highway idministrator ¥Xassoff

Sy~ v .’L‘ﬂt;/

g&ﬁ:ﬁgttTRAmOR
Maryland Department of Transportation

. . , ) HAL KASSOFF
State Highway Administration Administrator
JAN. 3 1 mag
Mr. William C. Bennett, Jr. -
President e o
Hamlet Place Owners, Inc. = m
3583 Hamlet Place ~ gn‘_‘;
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 <o
N 5o
Dear Mr. Bennett: '5 ;533
=m
Thank you for your recent letter concerning our 1mprov?ﬁe tiﬁ

to the Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue interchange. d=

The proposal was first studied in response to a commitment
made many years ago to the Village of North Chevy Chase regarding
the temporary condition of Interstate traffic using Kensington
Parkway. We have added various options to the proposal to
relocate the ramp to alleviate problems expressed by the
communities on either side of Connecticut Avenue, north of Jones
Bridge Road.

Our traffic forecasts indicate that if the Beltway ramp is
relocated from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue, an
additional 170 to 370 trucks will be using northbound Connecticut
Avenue each day in the year 2010. The total traffic expected on
the northbound roadway is 37,300 vehicles., Currently, a
significant number of trucks use Rensington Parkway despite the
truck prohikition.

No decision has been made at this point concerning hew the

State Highway Administration will proceed regarding the proposal.

We are still in the process of receiving input from Fhe public
and doing further evaluations. Your input is appreciated and
will be considered before a final decision is made.

orrorBiE SIS By: L

HAL EKASSOrFF

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

HK/ih

cc: Mr., Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
M3, Sue Ellen White-

N
My telephone number Is,

Telstypewriter for Impairad Heering or Speech
363-7555 Baitimore Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 SQIOII“ Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717
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WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KAaPLAN, P.C,

ATTORNEYS AT Law

RARVEY € wrINER Suite 800 SARFCRD 4 WATHOWSKS
R LAWRENCE MCCAFFREY, UR. IumsLL
JAMES A, BRODSKY 1350 NEw YOARK AvENuE, N.W.
PETLR £ nafran QTTO » METICL
AVING B MaRGULES WasHINGTON, D.C. 20005-4797 -C3CPm © reLuevs
aRW b, LEVIN or counae.
PCHARD 1. PEYSTER
ooin & auncaTsON 1202) 6282000 e MARYLANO OFFICE
MAARK H. SIDMaN
L. MARK WINSTON SUITE 903
AUGENIA SivER
HITCHEL W, micER TELECOPIER (202) 628-201 ARTERY PLAZA
RIMBLRALY A, MADIGAN . 7200 WISCONSIM AVENUE
DEBCRAM A, SeiLPS
RANDAL 0. SHiELOSe February 5, 1988 SETHESOA MO 20814-4e04
LESUE C. BENDER® w= (301} 986-GRps
MICHAELA A THOMPSON® =
RAREN & REED™
JOHN DOCHERTYS -
PAUL . SCRICRER® T
1t TYED v B C. ~
i =
Ms. Sue Ellen White =
Project Manager =
State Highway Administration =

707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Public hearing transcript: November 16, 1987; 1-495
and Maryland-185 interchange reconstruction

Dear Sue Ellen:

I want to thank you for sending me the transcript of the
November 16, 1987 public hearing. "I appreciate how difficult
it can be to coordinate so much paper.

As we discussed this morning, there were several omissions
in the transcript. I am enclosing a copy of the letter from
the Town of Chevy Chase and a copy of the comments that I sent
on December 4, 1987, 1 have a letter in my files from Mr. Ege
confirming receipt of those comments. I will try to get you a
copy of the letter from the Village of Chevy Chase as well. I
also did not see a letter from Mr. Victor Crawford. Although I
do not have a copy of that letter, for your reference I enclose

Mr. Kassoff's response which states that Crawford's letter will
be included in the record.

I assume that the transcript of the public hearing is not
the complete record. I note that it does not include the
Environmental Assessment or other reports that your office
prepared. Nor does it include the proceedings before the Park

84

WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KapLan, P.C.

Ms. Sue Ellen White ~2- February 5, 1988

and Planning Commission. If the transcript is supposed to be
the complete record, please let me know. In that case, I would
like to formally propose that the record be supplemented.

After we spoke this morning, I called Pat Willard who
confirmed that the Planning Board has tentatively scheduled the
issue for Thursday evening March 10, 1988. It is my
understanding that the Planning Board will be reviewing SHA's
resoonse to the Board's last proposal. Please send me a cooy
of any written report on the matter as soon as it is availaole.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

m

Mark Hessel
Attorney for Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association

Enclosures

MLH/smt/8153-1/8698R

Response 1. Citizens Written Comment #84.

: eventeen additional pages of written testimony were
NOTE :ubmitted by Mr. Mark Hessel, attorney for the cheyy Chase
Citizens Valley Association, in conjunction with the

public hearing process on this projegt. Because these

letters are identical to letters previously submitted by

Mr. Mark Hessel (see Civic Association letteg nugbgr 5,

40 pages), please refer to SHA responses to this citizens

association.




The Snydermans
8804 Spring Ualley Road
Chepy Chase, M0. 20815

[ SRV A
TAY AN AIVLS

January 26, 1988

Hal Kassoff
State Highway Rdministrator
ox 717

707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD. 21205

BIRECTD:, QrcliE CF
PLANNING & PrELIMINAKY ENZINEI

Re: Proposed State Highway Rdministration (SHR) Plan to relocate the
east bound beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway to Conn Rue.

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

We have lived at the above address since 1963 and oppose the
proposed plan because:

® the expense involved is unnecessary; the volume of traffic
northbound on Kensington Parkway 1s not unreasoenal and occurs
primarily during a short period late in the afternoon;

Sel-A

moving the traffic to northbound Connecticut would create a trul
untenable situation (from the standpoints of driveway access an
noise) for those homeowners on the east side of Connecticut,
north of Jones Bridge.

the already existing traffic volume makes auto and pedestrian
access into and egress from our nei?hborhoqd {north of Jones
Bridge, west of Connecticut) very gdifficult; increasing the number
of 1anes on Connecticut and Jones Bridge as proposed and putting
some 11,000 additional cars and several hundred trucks on
Connecticut would be disasterous for us in terms 9f further
crossing difficulties and increased noise; when we first moved
here this was a quiet neighborhood; now it's like living next to a
freeway, which in fact it 1s. {Please, let's not make i worse) -

~

to the best of our knowledge there was never an “understanding”
between the SHA and the village of North Cheuy Chase that (in
spite of SHA claims to the contrary) the interchange from ..
Kensington Parkway would be modified; the SHR has never )
prcduced a single historical document supporting such a position,
yet has repeatedly stated that because of such an “understanding”
1t has as obligation to move the interchange. Baloney!

fom ey

l.-\y)‘: r~—

»”

PROJECT
DEVELOPMENT

-~

— L et

Pur)rﬁ'n e - "r-.‘[_ug
E

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

Hal Kassoft
Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

FEB 23 1983

and Mrs. Martin Snyderman

Mr.
8804 Spring Valley Road

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Snyderman:

Thank you for your January 26th letter concerning the
proposed improvements to the Interstate Route 95/Maryland Route
1£S interchange. We have not yet made a decision concerning
which alternative and options we will pursue. Prior to making
such a decision, we will be considering your comments as well as

the other comments we have received.

If you have any additional comments or questions regarding
this project, please contact me or Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director
of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering. Mr.
Pedersen's phone number is 333-1110.

Sincerely.
ORIGITAL SICITD BY:
HAL

KASSCFF
Hal Kassoff
Administrator
HK/ih
cc: Mr, Neil J. Pedersen
:zz Michael Snyder
. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White
o ’
E-D
— =
< oo
I J——
= =
o =
3
=
i
My telephone is (301).

Telatypewriter for impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimora Metro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-50082 Statewide Toli Free
707 North Catvert St., Baltimore, Marylard 21203-0717
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If, however, a decision is made to relocate the northbound ramp to
Connecticut Aue-

o Option B in the SHA Plan should be implemented, with all traffic,

north and southbound, controlied by traffic lights on Connecticut
Rue. to provide gaps in the flow of traffic along Connecticut and
Jones Bridge so that those of us who live in the aréa (west of
Connecticul and north of Jones Bridge) can safely get in and out
of our driveways or sidestreets; .

Options C,D,EF and G should be rejected;
No fourth lane should be added on either side of Connecticut

- RAvenue,
. There should be no taking of property;

Jones Bridge Road should not be widened; that would create an
intolerable access and egress situation for those residents in our
area, as well as the nursery school parents and Cheuy Chase

" Recreation Association members (over 500 familiesy who use the

CCRA swimming pool (June to mid-Sept) and tennis courts (March

_ 1o November), both located at the end of Spring Valley Road);

Pedestrian walks should be added to the safetH istands at Jones
Bridge and Connecticut to facilitate crossing Jones Bridge on the
west side of Connecticut;

Truck traffic except for local deliveries should be prohibited on
Jones Bridge Road, clearly a residential road, a prohibition which

__would also reduce truck traffic getting onto Connecticut Aue.

Sincerely,

e

Lois & Martin Snyderman

¢’
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" February 2, 1988
State Highway Administrator Kassoff
P.0. Box 717 707 N. Calvert Street -
Baltimore, Ma 21205

Dear Mr., Kassoff:

AR 'V
53 El
FES ¢ 1982
#/8%
BirEXT3N, 57Nt o
PLANKING & Pritisay ENGINEEN

I wish to express my opposition to any widening
of Connecticut Avenue in the area of the I-495 inter-
change or any relocation of the existing entry/exit

rampse. .
Either of the above mentioned actions would

significantly alter the residential character of the
Connecticut Avenue corridor through the substantial

increase in traffic. Traffic is already at such
high levels as to lead to unreasonable amounts of

congestion., Exit from my neighborhood at either Woodlawn
& Connecticut or Jones Bridge & Spring Valley is extremely

difficult at peak use hours.

Moreover, correlary problems such as noise levels,
ground vibration, and threats to pedestrians would also

rise under the SHA plan.

I respectfully urge you to oppose any SHA proposals

which adversely affect the quality of life in our
residential neighborhosd.
Sincerely, :‘

Grego. S. Etteses

3906 Woodlawn Road

Chevy Chasge, Md.

STATE H¥Y Abu
D FB €3 23 47

20815

RS P

State Highway Administration SR Administrator
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Mr. Gregory S. BHumes

3906 Woodlawn Road

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815
Dear Mr. Humes:

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposed

- reconstruction of the Interstate Route 495/Connecticut Avenue

interchange.

Your comments will become part of the public record and they
will be considered in the decision-making process.

on this matter.

Sincerely,

CRIGITAL STo~mp BY:
Hﬁ%;nggggg}f

Administrator
HK:tn

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
/Mg. Sue Ellen White

My telaphone number is (301}

Teletypewriter for impalred Hsaring or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-300-492-5082 Sctewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baitimore, Msryland 21203-0717

Nt e . £ P WK N e e

We appreciate you taking the time to let us know your position

/)vc '-179'r,
/d,c{(r :
PROJECT Richard H. Tainor
W EMT  Secres
Maryland Department of Tiansportapon ~ DEVELOPTERT  Sweby

%
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WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KAPLAN, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AT Law
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,:53 10 1988

Mr. Hal Kassoff m_:ﬁm!?;"’run;

Administrat LI
ministrator PLUNIKS 3 PRELININALY ENZLIEERIGE

Maryland State Highway Administration
707 N. Calvery Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Re: Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185 Interchange
Reconstruction

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

As you know, the effect of increased truck traffic along
Connecticut Avenue is a major issue in the state's proposal to
move the Beltway ramp at Connecticut Avenue. Mr. Viector L.
Crawford has shared with me a letter that you wrote to time on
this issue dated December 29, 1987.

In the letter, you stated that:

Our analysis of truck traffic in the corridor
indicates that if the ramp is relocated and
trucks are permitted to use it to access the
Beltway, there would be an additional 170 to
370 trucks a day on Connecticut Avenue &n the
year 2010. We expect that the actual number
of additional~‘*rusks would =¢ “oward ¢he
lower end of this range because a substantial
number of trucks violate the restrictions on
Kensington Parkway today. These violations
were noted by State Highway Administration
personnel during field reviews.

oo
’ DEQ?ESE&E“T Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department of Transportation  piv:c;r " :':I".‘('a"sso"

Administrator

State Highway Administratiorml 2 1sa Ly G
i Al

MAR 01 1983

Mr. Mark Hessel

Weiner, McCaffrey, Brodsky and Kaplan, P.C.

Suite 800 -
1350 New York Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005-4797

Dear Mr. Hessel:

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the current
Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185 interchange study.

The truck count, on which the information on the current
number of trucks was based, came from a count done south of Jones
Bridge Road. 1It, therefore, includes all trucks currently
traveling northbound on Connecticut Avenue which use Kensington
Parkway. The percentage of trucks in this count was applied to
the Connecticut Avenue volumes north of Jones Bridge Road.
Because of a standard practice to consider the percentage of
trucys constant along the length of the project, the trucks on
Kensington Parkway were assumed to be on Connecticut Avenue. As a
result, the diversion calculated relates directly to those trucks
that should either complete the northbound/southbound symmetry
expected in truck counts or the maximum possible which could
divert from the adjacent Beltway ramps given existing truck
patterns.

Anything larger thcn a pick-up truck is considered a truck.
This includes vehicles ranging from delivery trucks to tractor-
trailers. Of all the trucks observed, less than 7 percent were
tractor-trailers. Most of the discrepancy in northbound and
southbound truck volumes involved single unit delivery vans.

Though no written evidence exists of a commitment to remove
the Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway, it is still inap-
propriate for a local rsad to bo used as access to an Interstate
highway. For this reason, we believe it is appropriate to
continue the study.

My telephone ber is (301). 333-1111

Teiotypewriter for Impaired Hesring or Speech
383-7555 Bulllﬂ':a-a Metro - 5‘65-0151 D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
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WEINER, MCCAFFREY, BRODSKY & KAPLAN, P.C.
Mr. Mark Hessel
Mr. Hal Kassoff -2- February 5, 1988 Page Two

No decision has yet been made regarding the proposed ramp

relocation. We are continuin
g to analyz
the comments we have received. yze the inpacts and consider

1 believe that this statement is inconsistent with the
Environmental Assessment. -

¥
Pirst, the Environmental Assessment states that the 170 to h
370 trucks a day are in addition to an expected 18% increase in Sincerely,
baseline truck volumes {p- IV-3). There are currently 480 ’ o
trucks a day using northbound Connecticut Avenue (p. II-4). ORIGITAL SIGHTD BYf
This means that if the ramp is moved, the residents along EAL KASSOFF
Connecticut Avenue can expect 736 to 936 trucks a day traveling Hal Kassoff
northbound. That is an increase of 53% to 95% over truck Administrator
traffic levels that the Environmental Assessment describes as .
"relatively heavy® (p. 1I1-4). HK/ih
Second, the Environmental Assessment explains that the [ €c: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
b Mr. Michael Snyder

projection of 170 to 370 trucks a day is ®the number of trucks ;
that would be expected to divert from [Georgia and Wisconsin . Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Avenues] to the new Ramp N-E on to eastbound I1-495 . . . _p&. Sue Ellen White
{emphasis in the original) (p. IV-3). . Since the analysis seems
to be based on diversions, it follows that the current level of
truck traffic on Kensington Parkway was not considered in
making the projection. Therefore, it is not appropriate to
subtract the Kensington Parkway trucks from the ®170 to 370°
figure. :

6ST-A

Another issue which has gotten a lot of play in the public .
debate is the so-called "promise® that the state allegedly made : .
when the Beltway was originally designed. According to the a
residents along Kensington Parkway, the state promised in the j
early 1960's that Beltway traffic would only use Kensington
Parkway temporarily. Despite challenges from opponents of the -
ramp relocation, no one produced any concrete evidence of the
alleged "promise.® On December 5, 1987, I sent a formal
request to Neil Pedersen (attached) asking for ®any written
commitments or compromxses' and *any documents that refer to
oral commitments.® On December 23, 1987, Neil responded
(attached) by saying: '

We have reen unanle to locate any written -
record of the agreement, or documents

referring to the agreement, made in the

1960*'s concerning the temporary nature of the R

ramps onto and off of Kensington Parkway.

[Emphasis added.]

2 ‘ =
-------------------‘@’
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WOINER, McCarraty, Breosxy § Kappan, P.C.

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Pebruary 5, 1988

1 hope this puts the myth of the promise to rest once and for
ail, <

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any
questions about this matter, please call me.

Sincerely,

Mas Messel

Mark Hessel

Attorney for the Chevy Chase
Valley Citizens Association
Enclosures .

€c: Victor Crawford

MLR/smt/8693R/B153~1
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—cn v December 5, 1987

Mc. Neil Pedersen

Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717 .

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Re: Reconstruction of the Connecticut Avenue interchange
of the Capital Beltway

I9T-A

Dear Neil,

There has been a lot of talk during the public debate about
a commitment that the State Highway Administration made to the
Village of North Chevy Chase in the early 1960's regarding the
Beltway access ramps. I anm interested in knowing exactly what
this commitment was.

Since the environmental assessment discusses the compromise
under which the Beltway ramps were originally built, I assume
that your office has access to copies of the relevant
documentation. Under Section 10-614 of the State Government
Article of the Maryland Code, I am formally requesting copies
of any written commitments or compromises made by the SHA
relating to this matter and any documents that refer to oral
commitments. . R

-

WEingr, MCCarraey, Broosay & Karian, PC.

Mr. Neil Pedersen -2~ December 5, 1987

Thank you very much for your continuing courtesy and
ooperation.

Sincerely,

Wk Negsek _

Mark Hessel
Attorney for the Chevy Chase

- “ey C's As-lon -
- SMISJ-I-

ey r‘.:‘.x\‘.xv.\rv:":’ . L TTYRER

SLT=CI0A =0 208w <804
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Maryland Department of Transportation

State Highway Administration HAL KASSOFF

Administrator

e e B e ST

RICHARD H. TRAINOR
Secretary

December 23, 1987

Re: Contract No. M 600-101-270
Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstryction
PDMS No. 151114

~

Mr. Mark Hessel .
Weiner. McCaffrey. Brodsky and Kaplan. P.C.
1350 New York Avenue, N.W.

Washington. D.C. 20005-4797

Dear Mr. Hessel:

I am writing in response to both your November 24 and
Decamber 5. 1987 letters requesting information pertinent to the
Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185 project planning study.

Enclosed is a copy of the Interagency Review/Scoping Meeting
minutes. This was written instead of a systems planning report.

The project planning prospectus is a document prepared in
the process of acquiring a consultant through the consultant
selection process. oOn this particular project, all the
consultant services were obtained through existing open-end
contracts, and therefore, no prospectus was done.

We have been unable to. locate any written record of the
agreement, or documents referring to the agreement. made in the
1960°'s concerning the temporary nature of the ramps onto and off
of Rensington Parkway.

As far as we know, we have sent you copies of all other
pertinent data concerning this project, except for the report of
the vibrations study which is also enclosed. 1If you have any
additional inquiries you are welcome to write to me again.

Very tryly, yours,
M Pi .
éi

Neil J.\Jedersen, .Director
Office of Planning and ...
Preliminary Engineering

NJP/ih
Attachment

cc: Mr. Michael Snyder
Ms. Louisa Goldstein
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Ms. Sue Ellen White
My teliephone number Is

Teistypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech -~ . .
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-045¢ D.C. Meotro -~ 1-800-402-35082 Statewioe Toi! Free
707 North Calvart St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

: r;);)dg
L
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Samuel Silver
8808 Spring Valley Rd
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Mr. Neil Pedersen

State Highway Commission Director,
Office of Planning

707 N, Clavert St.

Baltimore, MD 21202

February 11, 1988

Relocation of Beltway Ramp-Connecticut Avenue & Kensington Pkwy
(Montgomery County)

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

Your study last year of the subject matter is not a very good
sound and technical study, usually expected of the S.H.C.

In short, your proposal would not significantly improve the flow
of traffic. If there is a problem, it exists between Chevy Chase
Circle and the Beltway. Widening of Connecticut Avenue betwéen-Jones
Bridge Road and the Beltway and the destruction of the homes on the
east side of Conmnecticut Avenue is a waste of limited funds. (Im-
cidentally,:-sast-side of Connecticut Avenue includes homes/practices

s

- of a doctor, dentiat, and a veterinarian causing an expense of add-
- 4tional milliovs of dollars to cover value of business and relocation
costs). . E
It should be noted that all the citizens organizations along
Connecticut Avenue between Chevy Chase Circle and the Beltway opposed
to your proposal, including the some 550 member familits of the Chevy
Chase Recreation Association. (9000 Spring Valley Rd., Chevy Chase,
: MD 20815). Hﬁhny of the associations have contributed funds to continue
.the_legal battle.
It is suggested that the S.H.C. announce a withdrawal of proposed
plans and direct their efforts to improve signals.

Sincerely yours,

Sl $10.4

Samel Silver

N EE R S aE EE IS BN BN S BE B S .
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~
Richard H. Trainor
Secretary
Hal Kassoff

Administrator

Maiyland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

March 15, 1988

Re: Contract No. M 600-101-370
Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
Interchange Reconstruction
PDMS No. 151114

Mr. Samuel Silver
8808 spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for
desire for the Stat
proposal for the reconstruction of t
495/Maryland Route 185 interchange.

We are in the proce
their impacts and are co
from the public. Once a
you and others on our mai

ss‘of evaluating the alternatives and
ns;dgr%ng the input we have received
dgc1s1on has been made, we will notify
ling list of the decision.

We appreciate your interest in this project.

Very truly yours,
Neil J. Pedersen, Director

offige of Planning and
Preliminary Engineering

NJP/ih

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

¢c: Mr. Michael snyder
/Hs. Sue Ellen White

333-1110

Telstypewriter for Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

My telephone number is (301),

J\
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PROJECT Ricrhard H. Trainor
- Maryland Department of Transportation DE VELOPMENT ot Koot
RECT‘T‘ T‘L‘D State Highway Administration DIV Sloy Administrator
B-To M 4 3,0,
FEo .o 1S 7406 Brookville Rosd 13 Pl *gg
omr“-%#: . Chevy Chase, M4, 20815
who OFFIEE Of 12, 1988 .
PLANKKS & Pailiiahay gy T 02T March 4, 1088 .
- Mr. Hal Kagaoff -
te Hi Administrator
if%.esoxg§’3y e Mr. Theodore Kleinman -
707 N. Cslvert Street . 7406 Brookville Road
Bsltimore, Md. 21205 Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815
Desr Mr. Ksssoff: Dear Mr. Kleinman:

k your help in preventing the
propozedlmvi‘:l:’ﬁ;izgoft%otyx::ctt:cuatsAveynue between Jones Bridge Road Thank you for your February 12th letter about the proposed

and PEsst-West Highway. This proposed action, if implemented, ilmprovements to Connecticut Avenue.
vould open up the Chevy Chase Lake area to additionsl commercial
development. With thia development would necessarily conme
edditional vehicnlar traffic which wonld impact the adjacent

. T Chevy Chase area is already . . ; ; h : :
.:;::::i::;;lf;1:1§::°;::gf;nf1;:; of t:affic associsted with the options being studied in conjunction with the ramp relocation

1 the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. Onr area neither do propose widening Conngcticut Avenue to eigpt lanes petwgen
development along } 1e1 development the Beltway and Jones Bridge Road. This may include widening
needa nor vants any additional commercia P . Connecticut Avenue immediately south of the Jones Bridge Road

sction,
Connecticut Avenue 4a already three lanea in each direéct

Adoittedly, there is rnah hour congeation betwveen the Beltway and
Jonea Bridge Road bdut this congestion norlglly sbates aouth of
Jonea Bridge Rosd in the aorning and north of Jonea Bridge Road

in the evening, Moreover, much of the pressure 1°ddﬂf 2:1;:: i::g One point in your letter needs to be clarified. We are
tr:ffic Ussht: at g;;”‘ tBridrgoe‘l\lhé-::n:cfiecu’;qu“v";eue i’j_dening the not considering widening Connecticut Avenue between East-West
an veat oun tra c o C .

Highway and Jones Brig € Road as part of this study.
road between Jonea Bridge Road and Eaat-West Highway would only g p y

cauee fnrther traffic delays as the fonr lsnes hsd to funnel into Your name has been added to our project mailing list so
three south of Bast-West Highway, that you will be kept informed of the study’s progress. If

™ int 1n time when the commnnity and its You have additional comments or questions, feel free to call
ere comea a poin

me or Ms. Sue Ellen White, the Project manager. Ms. White
leaders have to stsnd up and aay "Enongh!" We are at that time can be reached at (301) 353-6431.

nov. I hope yon will stand up and be counted with the community

by opposing the proposed videning of Connecuticut Avenue. Singeye
’
Sincerely youra, ///

QF'{L(L’ X/e , Kassoff

Administrator

may go through the intersection during each traffic light
cycle phase. The road would then quickly taper down to the

€9T-A

Theodore Kleinman HK/

€C: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White

333-1111
My teleph ber is (301)_

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech j
stewlde Toll Free
’ O

383-~7555 Baitimore Metro -~ 565-04510.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 St
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Marytand 21203-071

STATE HWY Aby
17 FEB 83 103 Cé




Richard H. Trainor

Maryland Department of Transportation T ot
State Highway Administration

Administrator

March 30, 1988

Mr. Warren Lasko
NOTE : 3404 Rolling cCourt
—_— Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

The original of this letter Dear Mr. Lasko:

has been misplaced. Thank you for your March 8th letter expressing your

concerns regarding the proposed improvements to the Interstate
Route 495/Connecticut Avenue interchange.

We are still evaluating this project and all the
options. In this process, we are considering the potential
impacts of the ramp relocation and roadway widening.

Please be assured that your concerns will be considered

in the decision making process. Thank you for letting us know
your position.

POT-A

Sincer .

H Kassoff
{ . Administrator

\ _J HK:db

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
. Michael Snyder
. Sue Ellen White

My telephone number is (301) 333-1111

Teletypewriter for Impelred Hearing or Speech

383-7555 Baltimore Matro - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-300-492-5082 Statawlde Toll Free \)3
707 North Calvart St BQaltimnara Maruiand 212872 -N7e7
——
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Richard H. Trainor
Secratary
Hal Kassoff

Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

September 22, 1988

Mr. Richard L. Wilson
8905 Kensington Parkway
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Thank you for your August 29th letter concerning the proposed
relocation of the Beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway to
Connecticut Avenue. We appreciate your concerns, and those of
many of the residents of the Village of North Chevy Chase, about
the current situation on Kensington Parkway caused by cars and
trucks travelling toward the Beltway. We are also aware of the
concerns of the citizens who live along Connecticut Avenue and in
the Chevy Chase Valley subdivision who oppose the relocation.

Because of the potential impacts under both the Build and No-
Build alternatives being considered, the decision on what action
to proceed with }s a very difficult one to make. We are in the
process of evaluating the impacts and will make a decision once we
have considered all factors. We appreciate your interest and
willingness to share your thoughts with us.

Very truly yours,
Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director
Project Development Division

by:‘/ xlu_ Eli,, SCUNTL

Sue Ellen White
Project Manager

LHE/SEW/ih

cc: Mr, Neil J. Pedersen
’ Mr. Michael Snyder

My talephone number is (301)__>3 36431

Teletypewriter for Impeired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewlde Toll Free
707 North Calvert St.. Baltimnara. Marviand 21503-n717
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JOHN B. UMHAU, Ja., M. D.
8805 CONNECTICUT AVENUE
CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20818

et

PROJECT Richard H. Trainor

iy 3
aon e32.4200 S‘@F Maryland Department of Transportation be [‘)’ ELopu Engranen
Th SR

November 25, 1988

Mr. Neil pedersen, Planning Director
Maryland Department of Transportation, SHA
P.0. Box 717 707 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Marvland 21203-0717

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

I am writing to you to express my opposition to the closing
of the Northbound 495 Beltway ramp on Kensington Parkway,
North Chevy Chase, Montgomery County.

As a thirty-four year resident at 8804 Kensington Parkway,
the first house in the triangle formed by Kensington Parkway
and Connecticut Avenue, just north of Jones Bridge Road, I
have lived through many changes on this thoroughfare. When
my wife and I first moved here, Kensington Parkway and
Connecticut Avenue were both two lane country roads.

With the coming of the Beltway and the ensuing horrendous
traffic at both the front and the back of our house, we were
all but immobilized when trying to leave or return to our
property by car. It was nearly impossible to enter the flow
of traffic from the front of my house to travel the fifty
yards through the light at Jones Bridge Road. For eleven
years my wife literally had to stop traffic in order for our
three sons to cross Kensington Parkway to attend North Chevy
Chase Elementary School. So I am well aware of the burden
beltway traffic has imposed on the Village of North Chevy
Chase.

A\

i

Administrator

[) State Highway Administration
Dee iz 5 W9 P 139

December 12, 1988

Dr. John B. Umhau
8805 Connecticut Avenue
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Dr. Umhau:

Thank you for Your November 25th letter expressing your
opinions concerning the proposal to move the Beltway ramp from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

The State Highway Administration has been working for quite
some time to develop a consensus between the groups with
differing opinions. At this time, we do not have a preferred
alternative and no decisions have been made. We are continuing
to look for opinions from local citizens and elected officials as
we work to resolve this difficult situation. We appreciate

receiving your comments and will consider them as we move toward
a decision.

However, when the South Bound ramp was closed the situation Sincerely,

was enormously improved. If the SHA made promises that ramps

would be removed, I believe that closing one ramp has

essentially fulfilled that promise. Further, I question if i

the mere convenience of fewer than two hundred families can Kassoff
Administrator

justify the total disruption of the lives, livelihood and
financial investment of the citizens whose homes would be
removed by the new ramp plan. In view of the devastating
effect closing the ramp will have on those families, in view
of the great inconvenience to thousands of Marylanders who
use Kensington Parkway, in view of the impact of added
traffic on Connecticut Avenue, and in view of the relatively
few people who will benefit by an expenditure of more than
ten million tax dollars, I urge the SHA to leave well enough
alone on Kensington Parkway.

Sincerely yours, RECEI‘JED

Jghn B. Umhau, Jr.

OIRECTAR, 4, izt &y
PLALKING & PRELIUEARY Edkiktate

HK/ih
Cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
\:;;_uichael Snyder
. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Ms. Sue Ellen White

My telephone number is {301)

Teletypewriter tor impaired Hearing or Speech
383-~7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-045¢ D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 9_>
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8900 Spring_Valley Road
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
(301-652-3064)

November 29, 1988

The Honorable Willlam Donald Schae fer
Governor of Maryland

State House

Annapolls, MD 21404

Dear Governor Schaefer,

As you may be aware, for some years the resldents of the Village of
North Chevy Chase 1n Mongomery County have been trylng to have the
entrance ramp to the Capltal Beltway (Route 495) moved from 1ts present
locatlon at Kenslngton Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. In 1981, they
succeeded In having the exlt ramp relocated, actlng behind the backs of
the other communltles of Chevy Chase, all of whom have been adversely
affected by thls change, and they have been trylng to pressure the members
of the Transportatlon Commlttee of the State Delegatlon and other
leglslators to put the Ilnterests of the homeowners of Kenslington Parkway
above those of all the rest of Chevy Chase, as well as the taxpayers of
the entire state, who will have to foot the blll for the construction and
demolltlon costs of this change .

The methods of North Chevy Chase have lncluded egreglious
misrepresentatlon of the facts about present trafflc condltlons along
Connecticut Avenue as well as along Jones Brldge Road between Connecticut
Avenue and Rockvlille Plke when they testifled at public hearings, and
mlsrepresentatlion of the facts In regard to the amount of trafflc on
Kenslgnton Parkway, especlally the number and slze of trucks which they
clalm are uslng Kenslngton Parkway illegally.

But thelr most outrageous ploy has been their--successful-~-efforts to
enlist the support of Senator Margaret Schwelnhaut and Delegates
Robertson, Sher and Wiser, who have been favoring the Interests of North
Chevy Chase over those of the rest of thelr constltuents In this battle
for years, desplite the fact that once anyone 1s elected to public office
that person acqulires the obllgatlon to serve all constltuents equally. To
engage ln conduct that would pit the lnterests of one group of
constituents agalnst those of others Is, qulte simply, abuse of power.

In thls matter, because the above-mentloned Senator and Delegates
apparently have numerous friends In the Village of North Chevy Chase, they
should have scrupulously refralned from taklng any part in deliberatjons
or declsion-making on the grounds of conflict of lnterest. Instead,; 1t
appears that at least some of them have played an actlive role of advocacy
for the Village of North Chevy Chase, evidently to the polnt of putting
pressure on members of the Transportation Commlttee of the State
Delegation to support the resldents along Kensington Parkway.

In order to move the Beltway ramp, which ls estimated to cost the
State from $4 to $6 allllon, changes would have to be made that would not
only adversely affect the traffic on Connectlcut Avenue and Jones Bridge

co

[ 1- s

A',q fi(;\
Wittiam Donaid Schaefer
Maryland Department of Transportation Governor
Aichard H. Trainor
The Secretary’s Office Secretary

December 14, 1988

Ms. Jeanne Ostrow
8900 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Ms., Ostrow:

Thank you for your recent letter to Governor William Donald
Schaefer regarding the proposal to move the Beltway ramp at
Connecticut Avenue. The Governor asked that I look into the
matter and respond to you directly.

We are aware of the strong sentiments of the residents in
the Chevy Chase area regarding the proposal to move the ramp.
We have been working for quite some time to resolve the situation
and develop a consensus on what, if anything, should be done.
This has involved obtsining data and performing detailed
engineering and traffic snalyses. We have attempted to address
the specific concerns raised by both Chevy Chase Valley and the
Village of North Chevy Chase in the various options presented
with our build alternative. This includes improvements to the
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road intersection and a possible
traffic signal at the Spring Valley Road/Jones Bridge Road
intersection.

At this time no decisions have been made. We are still
evaluating the comments we have received and considering possible
impacts of a decision for either the build or no-build alterna-
tives. I can assure you that we will undertake a decision-making
process that is as impartial as possible and permits the
viewpoints and concerns of all interested parties to be heard.

We apprecilate receiving your comments and will consider them as
we work toward a decision.

Sincerely,
o

(M e Pl atatt e

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

RHT/1ih

cec: Governor William Donald Schaefer
Mr. Hal Kassoff

My telephone number is oY)-_____859-7397
TTY For The Deat (301) 859-7227
Post Otfica Box 8758, Battimora/Washington Intarnationat Airport, Maryland 21240-0755
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Road, but also threaten the livelihoods of a physician, a veterinarian and
a dentist whose homes and offices would be among i1 that would be
condemned to be demolished on Connecticut Avenue, as well as of the
proprietors of the Outdoor Nursery School in the Fairchild estate house on
Spring Valley Road. The proposed changes in traffic flow would make it
virtually impossible for anyone to enter or leave the Chevy Chase Valley
ne ighborhood, where the school is located, safely during rush hours. Need
less to add, it will aiso make it even more difficult than it is currently
for the members of 55 households in Chevy Chase Valley to leave or enter
safely to get to work or school. The neighborhood would in effect be
sealed during morning and evening rush hours.

The Chevy Chase Valley Citizens Assoclation has presented evidence
regarding the consequences of the proposed changes to the State Highway
Administration, the Parks and Planning Commission and the Transportation
Coamittee. Every neighborhood along Connecticut Avenue between Jones
Bridge Road and Chevy Chase Circle would also be adversely affected, and
all have so testified. The Chevy Chase Recreation Association has
testified that its members would face enormous difficulty in having safe
access to their facilities on Spring Valley under the proposed changes.

At the open meeting of the Transportation Commitee on November 3rd, Mr.
Neil Pedersen of the State Highway Admlnistration answered questions
confirming that the ramp relocation would_pnot_inprove traffic flow on
Connecticut Avenue, and would_not_improve the function or safety of access
to [-495. He also indicated that the sole support for the proposed raap
relocation came from gomg of the residents of North Chevy Chase.

On behalf of the Council of the Chevy Chase Valley Citizens
Association, as well as ail the citizens of Chevy Chase who would be
affected, I urge you to take actlion to ensure that any declsion to
relocate the Beltway entrance ramp Is made only on the basis of accurate
and adequate factual data and careful consideration of all possible
consequences of changes of traffic patterns, immediate and future.

But, most important, I also urge you to take steps to ensure that the
review of the facts and the entire decision-making process be impartial,
and that everyone who would be affected be given complete information and
adequate opportunity to respond. One of the members of our Citizens
Association was told by the Chairperson of the Transportation Coamittee
at the November 3rd hearing that while she considered us to be in the
right, she felt she would bave to vote in accordance with the wishes of
our delegation (1).

My purpose in writing this letter is not to embarrass anyone or to
make indignant accusations, but rather to ask for your intervention to
ensure that every aspect of the decision-making process be carried out
honorably and impartially. Obviously no Governor can be aware of all of
the steps that lead to all decisions, or even of all the decisions taken
under his adainistration; however, I believe that this is one about which
you should be fully informed.

Yours sincerely,

Jeanne Ostrow, Ph.D.
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IRA H. SILVER, V.M.0.

ARG & Frbliibat Lol CE0INE November 29, 1988

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

This letter concerns the proposed Kensington Parkway/ I-495
beltway ramp relocation with an additional lane on the east side
of Connecticut Avenue resulting in the destruction of eleven
homes.

Press reports quote Mr. Neils Pederson as stating at a meeting
on November 17, 1988 with the Montgomery County Planning Board that
it would cost $3 million dollars to purchase the eleven homes on
the east side of Connecticut Avenue. As one of the eleven home-
owners I can testify that your cost projection is unrealistically
low. The current market value of these eleven homes already
exceeds $3 million dollars without even adding the soaring price
increase of these Chevy Chase homes in the future years wEen the
beltway ramp project would have to be budgeted and actual work
commenced. Furthermore, your staff overlooked a very significant
fact in its $3 million cost projection. Three of the eleven homes
are maintained as professional offices - physician, dentist, and
veterinarian., Thus, these three home/of fices wWould require a
business appraisal plus incurring very expensive relocation costs.
The present 1988 value for my practice is one million dollars -
one third of your budget.

The only group supporting the ramp relocation is the North
Chevy Chase Village Association. I am a member of this group
and do not support their position. Based upon my observations
at meetings of the North Chevy Chase Village Association, the
beltway relocation position is quite controversial among its
members. There is sentiment for and against the beltway ramp
relocation. Most residents are indifferent to either outcome.
Even the official position of the North Chevy Chase Village Assoc~
iation - which desires the ramp relocation, - opposes:the:déas-
truction if the eleven homes along Connecticut Avenue.

It is also a fact that ever organized citizen's group alonge
Connecticut Avenue from Chevy Chase Circle to the beltway, plus
the 550 member familes of the Chevy Chase Recreation Association
oppose the ramp relocation.

8815 CONNECTICUT AVE. « CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815
301- 656-6655

Richard H. Trainor
Secratary

Hal Kassoff

Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

UEC 1 9 188

Dr. Ira H. Silver -
Chevy Chase Veterinary Clinic

8815 Connecticut Avenue

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Dr. Silver:

Thank you for your November 29th letter regarding the
proposed interchange reconstruction at Connecticut Avenue and the
Beltway. We appreciate receiving comments from area residents as
we work to solve this very complex and difficult situation.

The cost estimate of three million dollars for the purchase
of the ten homes along Connecticut Avenue and the relocation of
the affected residents was made based on current dollars. 1In
order to determine the cost several years down the road, an
appropriate inflation factor should be used.

We are currently in the process of updating these costs to
reflect the current market. As part of this work we will verify
that the relocation of any existing businesses are included. It
is our normal practice to relocate rather than purchase affected
businesses.

The question of whether or not the ramp should be moved is a
very difficult one. We have been working toward developing a
consensus among area residents. At this point, however, that
does not seem possible. We will continue to consider the
potential impacts of this project and will make a decision based
on our evaluation.

Singer ,

Kassoff
Administrator
HK/ih
cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Michael Snyder

Mr,
—¥f. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White

My tetaphone ber is {301). 333-1111

Teletypewrliter for Impaired Haaring or Speech
363-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-04510D.C. Metro ~ 1-600-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717




R N s U TN O UE T P T hr hE E TR T R B
- 94

I believe it is tragic for the State to be wasting funds on
a questionable project wgen there are so many urgent unmet needs '
in Montgomery County and the State of Maryland. The beltway ramp : 3\
relocation project for the past two years has been very contro-
versial and has created bitterness and diviseveness ift the
communtiy. I think the time is long overdue for the State
Highway Administration to announce abandonment of the project.

Sincerely,

Dhed Slerymp

Ira H. Silver, V.M.D.

0LT-A

IHS/sas
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8806 sSpring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Md. 20815
November 30, 1988

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen, Director

Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering
State Highway Administration

P.O0. Box 717

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

Subject: Proposed moving of Beltway Ramp from Kensington Parkway
to Connecticut Ave.

Dear Mr. Pedersen:

This is to point out one other factor that should be
considered in making a decision to move the beltway ramp from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Ave. Traffic on Connecticut
Avenue between Jones Bridge Road and the Beltway is now so heavy
that the Police cannot enforce observation of traffic laws or
even patrol the area. Traffic on Kensington Parkway, on the
other hand, is subject to frequent police patrols. Moving the
Beltway bound traffic from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Ave.
would provide opportunity for more drivers to ignore the rules of
the road (and common courtesy) and increase the hazards of
driving, walking or living in the area.

Sincerely,

/zéé; _ 5%?4%;;%—4*’~___—

Frederick W. Lawrence

¢c: Senator Margaret Schweinhaut
Delegate Patricia Sher
Delegate C. Lawrence Wiser
Delegate Jennie Forehand
County Council

Sy N SNTATT e
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Mr. Frederick W. Lawrence
8806 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

! . Oecember 22, 1988
l
|
1
|

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

NJP/ih

cc: Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White

My telephone ber is (301). 333-1110

Thank you for your November 30th letter regarding the
proposal to move the existing Beltway ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. Your comments regarding police
patrols are interesting and we will consider them as we work
toward a decision on this very difficult issue.

Very truly yours,
Mt } Fedoiw
Neil J. Pedersen,

' Office of Planning and
! Preliminary Engineering

Toletypewrlter tor Impaired Hearing or Speech

0

Aw U3
Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

Hal Kassoff

Administrator

2

383-755S5 Baitimore Metro - 565-04510.C. Metro - 1-600~492-5062 Statewide Toll Free

707 North Calvart St . Qaltimara Marvinnd 299071-A717
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8808 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Decemher 31, 1988

Mr. Hal Kassoff

Administrator

Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Dear Mr. Kassoff:

My community is opposed to a proposed State Highway
Administration (SHA) praject to relocate a Beltway (1-495) ramp
from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue, with the

possibility of destruction of eleven homes on the east side of

Connecticut Avenue to build an additional lane.
significant facts for

The following are your

consideration:

some

1. Every citizens association and the various incorporated
Chevy Chase areas along Coonecticut Avenue from Chevy Chase
Circle to the Beltway, including the 550 memher families of
the Chevy Chase Recreatinn Association, are opposed to any
change. The opposing organizations represent several
thousand homeowners and some 7,000 registered voters in the
affected election district/precincts. Only the Village of
North Chevy Chase (less than 200 homes) supports the change

and they are divided if a poll were taken. However, even
this village is against the demolition of the eleven homes.
2. SHA ackoowledges that the ramp relocation provides no

impravement to the present bottleneck, Jones Bridge Rnad-
Connecticut Aveoue intersection, no improvement to the flow
of traffic nn Connecticut Avenue, and ao improvement in
‘safety for access to 1-495.

3. Ramp relocation will permit additional northhound truck
traffic on Connecticut Avenue to the Beltway - now
probihited on Kensington Parkway. This truck traffic through
the Connecticut Avenue residential corridor will endanger
childrens® safety and create enviroomental prohlems, as more
noise and pollution.

4. Most of the homes ahutting Kensington Parkway approaching
the Beltway were purchased with the prior full knowledge of
the existing [-495 Beltway ramp. Additionally, <traffic on
Keasington Parkway was relieved when several years ago the
southhound exit Beltway ramp was relocated from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

96

Mr.
8808 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

PROJECT Richard H. Traine

PO ~ D1} Skoretary

Y\ Maryland Department of Transportation DEVELOPE

’ 7’ } State Highway Administration v namimao!
s 3netd'El

January 24, 1989

Samuel Silver

Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the proposal to

;elocate the beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
venue.

supporting and opposing it.

We have received many letters concerning this project, both
We have been working at trying to

develop a prudent course of action that is in concert with the
transportation needs of the community, and with the views of

elected officials and area residents.
been possible.

2 Thus far, this has not
No decisions have yet been made regarding the

project and we are weighing all the comments we have received.

Again, please be assured that your specific comments will be

considered as we work toward a decision.

al Kassoff
Administrator

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr, Michael snyder
ME. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White

My telephane number is (301}
Teletypewriter for Impalred Hearlng or Speech

383-7555 Baltimore Metrn - 585-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-50682 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvert St., Baltimare, Maryland 21203-0717
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Hal Kassoff 2

5. There would he an inerecased hazard to bus passengers and
pedestrians, alrcady endangered when they scek to eross
Conneetient Avenue. -

6. The present Chevy Chase heauty and flavor of a
Conncetieut Avenue residential eorridor would be destroyed
by the widening of Conneetieut Avenue for another lane and
the possihle destruetion of eleven heautiful homes for the
lane.

7. The projeet is very eostly and the SHA is underestimating
by many millions of dollars the total eost at the time the
work would aectually eommenee. For instance, three of the
eleven honses heing eonsidered for destruetion are home-
professional offiees - physician, dentist, and veterinarian
whieh would be a severe loss to the area and would involve
expensive reloecation eosts. Also, SHA does not faetor into
the projeeted costs the loss of property tax revenues to
Montgomery County and the State of Maryland that would
result from the destruetion of homes on Connecetieut Avenue.

In summary, <chis costly projeet provides  no signifieant

henefit and the meager highway funds availahle would be better
speat oo the many eritieal wunmet transportation projects
elsewhere in Montgomery County or the State of Marylaznd.

Sineerecly yours,

S vmuef 'S«Q/\Q/7

Samuel Silver

$S/ahs

ce:

Governor William Donald Sechaefer
Mr. Neil Pedersen

2
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January 23, 1989

Mr. Samuel Silver
8808 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. Silver:

Thank you for your recent letter to Governcr William Donald
Schaefer concerning the proposal to relocate the beltway ramp
from Kensington Parkway tc Connecticut Avenue. The Governor
asked that I respond to you directly.

We appreciate your sharing with us your concerns regarding
the proposal to relocate the beltway ramp. All the concerns of
area residents are being considered as we work toward a decision
on this very difficult matter. while strong sentiment has been
expressed against the relocation, we have also received much
correspondence supporting the project. Because of the unusual
situation of an interstate ramp being accessed by a local
residential road, it is important that we fully investigate all
aspects of the project before making a decision. We are con-

sidering the expense of the project and the best use of tax
dollars. :

Once again, thank you for your interest. We appreciate
knowing the views of area residents.
Sincerely,
s/ RICHARD Z. TRAINOR

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

RHT/ih )

c¢c: The Honorable William Donald Schaefer
Mr. Hal Kassoff

bce: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder ’
Mr. Louils H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White
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February 6, 1989

Mrs. William C. Pennington
9100 Kensington Parkway
North Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mrs. Pennington:

Thank you for your January 22nd letter to Governor William
Donald Schaefer regarding the proposed relocation of the Beltway
ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue. The Governor
asked that I respond to you directly.

We are in the process of evaluating the comments we have
received and the results of our engineering studies in order to
determine the best course of action. This is a difficult
decision to make as there are very strong sentiments on both
sides of the issue. We have been trying to develop a consensus
among the concerned citizens, but we have been unsuccessful to
this point. As we move toward a decision, we will be weighing
all factors. Your comments will certainly be included as part of
the decision-making process.

If you have any additional comments or questions regarding
this project, please feel free to contact me or Mr. Hal Kassoff,
the State Highway Administrator. Mr. Kassoff can be reached at
(301) 333-1111.

Sincerely,
Y&l RICEAPT * “Trveep

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary ’

RHT/ih

cc: The Honorable Jennjie Forehand
Mr. Hal Kassoff

bcc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White
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wy 9 1989 8900 spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, ‘aryland 20815
SECRETARY May 1, 1989 ‘é{
OF TRANSPORTATION -\ UI}SO
ce
Mr. Richard H. Trainor ’
Secretary fi}

Maryland Department of Transportation ¢w’3
Post Office Box 8755 ;;ﬁf -
S8altimore/Washington International Airport B

Maryland 21240-0755 !
Dear Secretary Trainor:

We, as the representatives of communities which will be
adversely affected by relocation of the access ramp to route MAY - § 108¢
495 from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue, urge .
you to reconsider its implementation, to vhich we are very
strongly opposed.

The proposal to relocate made by representatives of
Pistrict 18 was made without adequate consultation with our
comnunities and before we could make our objections clear to
the rest of the legislature. We hope that your department
will be more sensitive to the needs and wishes of the citizens
of our combined communities, especially in view of the assurance
that we were glven at a neeting quite some time ago at the
North Chevy Chase Elementary School at which Michael Snyder
represented your departrent, that if the community opposes
relocation, it won't be done.

Ine homeownare of North Chevy Cnase whe =-ill banofit from
relocation have from the very beginning insisted on repracont-
ing this matter as a dispute which involves only North Chevy
Chase and Chevy Chase Valley. Since North Chevy Chase is a
much larger community than Chevy Chase Valley, and since few
people are ever likely to oppose a measure which reduces traffic
{n their neighborhood, they claim that the rmajority of citizens
favor trelocation.

However, all of the comrunities which border Connecticut
Avenue will be adversely affected by relocation. Our comrmunities
have already suffered greatly from the increase in truck
traffic since the exit ramp was relocated. Tnis has proved
to be not merely extremely unpleasant to homeowners along
Connecticut Avenue, who have borne the brunt of added noise
and pollution from trucks, but the increased number of trucks
have created a significant safety hazard to pedestrians who
need to cross Connecticut Avenue, especially to our children
on their way to and from school. Removal of the last constraint

May 23, 1989

Jeanne Ostrow, Ph.D,
8900 Spring Valley Road
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Dr. Ostrow:

Thank you for your re
ch cent letter regardin
yosrngggzggngggecticut Avenue ramp relgcatiog.ou;edggisisgron
those of others opposed to the ramp relocat?o:r

We considered all
He co options very carefully before making a deci-

A :
quite : gggf?gslgware, the decision regarding this project was
evaluated before wgngezgdzgkgé it conren of oreimelohed and

e W our course of act . -
nately, any decision would have been objectionabignto ::;grtu

At this point, only the
Funding is not availablg for
are not able to predict when

current planning phase is fund

3 ed.
engineering or construction, and we
it will become available.

I regret that we cann
ot

ngeyer, we appreciate

willingness to share yo

provide a more positive re
your interest in this proj S your”
ur concerns with us. project and your

Sincerely,

j8/ RICEain #. THLINCF
Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

RHT/ih
cc: Mr. Hal Kassoff

Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder -

becec: Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White

52
=

T W



. 99

MAY~ 9-89 TUE 15:4S MDOT TSO

8LT-A

P.11

Sccretary Richard it Traineot
May 1, 1989
Page Two

to truck traffic can only result in an incrcase of this hazard.

A1l of Chevy Chase is a residential nelghborhogd: 1th:on
argument that was used to jus:lfy rel?cation. ;hér kenz ng
Parkway runs through a residential neighborhood wherca cic
Connecticut Avenue does not {s absolutely false. The tr:
along Kensington Parkway has already been gfeatly‘red;cecon-
by the relocation of the exit ramp and can in no way e o
sidered an unbearable burden. The consequences of reloca.lon
will cause a far greater burden to the regt of the communxtifs
of Chevy Chase, as well as an enormous.injustice to ?he home
owners and professionals of the east side of Connccticut
Avenue north of Jones Bridge Road.

Moreover, from what we have seen of the pl;ns gor the .
proposed access route, it appears certain that it u1¥lirfsu t
in far more accidents than the present access ramp, which
has just been rebullt with taxpayers' noney.

Taking everything into consideratioq, h9w.cag the
expenditure for relocating this ramp be justified?
cc: Governor Willianm D. Schaefer Very truly yours,
Mr. Hal Kassoff
Mr. Yeil Pedersen

Teine (0l POT.
7
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Je. Ostrow, rh.D.
652 - j06h

Copy of £ditorial for Vashinjiton Fost of 5/7/39 or 5/ 14/ B39

This year's session of the llaryland logislaturo has ended, and the
congratulations and self-congratulations are fading from memory. Cut
some of us did not find cause for celobration; in fact, we witnessed a
Kafikaesque charado played out by .the scnator and delegates of District
18 and the rest of tho Montzomory County representatives., At issue is
the docision to have tho access ramp to route 495 relocatod from len-
sington Parkway to Connecticut Avo,, entiroly for political reasons,
ifot only will it not improve transportation in the area, it will con-
siderably worsen it,

The traffic changes which will result if this rolocation is implc-
mented will adversely affect the entire Connecticut iAve, corridor, as
well as Jones Bridge ., west of Connocticut Ave, Thesc chan;jos will
also affect all motorists who use this access to the leltway hecause the
proposed design and engineering modifications will both increaso their

inconvenienc:: and almost cortainly increcase their risik of an accident.
veweole

traffic, from !ensington Parioway by tho proposed relocation must go
somewhere, and thio only place it can o is onto Connecticut \ve, Lotth
Chevy Chase has already succeeddd in relocating the exit romp and its
flow of traffic onto Connecticut aAve,, thereby enormously reducing its
butden by shifting it in front of the homes of the community on the
west sido of the Aivenue...Excopt during evening rush hour, traffic
along “ensington Pariway is lisht.

Iho changes proposed by the Stato ighway Administration do not
include widening onnecticut Ave, ‘the additional trarffic that will be
fannelad into the scection between Jones 3ridjo d, aud the leltwayr will
nndountedly :rencl: increasce the traflic baciknps during c¢vening: rush
hon=s soutl: alony isonn, .Ave. to the Circle and wvest alon's .Jones “rid:e
A, to ethescda, In addictian, tie traific that will e jenerated Ly
tiio .uhes cdieal Institute, whiclh was nover factored into ti:e pru-
Jections when this proposal was s:udied by the 3i.\, will aiacorbate

tiresc Lackuns . : ~
v == with the excention of the swall comrercial centcr =t

11 of Chevy Chasepis nnd alvays has been a residential neiishtbor-
foods tiio Justifisntion for relocation that the access ramp does not
balon.; in a residential ncighborheod is specious, Jri;innll:, what is
now callod ‘ensingzton Yar:way was Connecticut .\ve,, the major rouce Lea-
tween the District and  casington, Vhat is row onn, .\ve, was ~n un-
naned commty roud that was ouly widencd and nmade a state road after the
“eltwar was planned, Slearly it was more losival for the planners to
locate the access ramps, than on tho tlen less importnnt rouctc of Com,. VR,

e e kunlfs{u.; Cavbw

XL tho roun relocation is inmplewented, tho traffic press:res to
widou "onn, .Ave, all the wnr o Ihevy Cuase irclo will Hecoiic inexorchle,
ospecially since relocation will rosuli in a ~reat liocreasc in ek
trasffic, which is now coucztriainad Ly lie fnet iikat truciks cannot 1:se
'qqsi%quu yar way to access the Jeltway, Ihevy Lhase is one of tho
0246380 the rosidential nalitiborhwoods in tho with Leanedil

Ve nroay ¥ith Uoantiinl
trees lining Conn, \ve. and with hoics that vory closely bordor it, K]

furthor widon this ..wvenuc vill cause rewvastatings destiruction,

T

* hows chinse fLalie,
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Chovy Chaso has alrcady suffered an influx of trucis since the
exit ramp was rolocated. In addition to the a2ddod burded of pollution
and noise, trucis have provon a considerable safcty hazard, cspecially
" to pedestrians, including cormuters who use buses instead of cars, '
and children on their way to and from school. 7uho projectecd increase |
of truek traffic will sinificantly increase this hazard, . -

We who opposo théd ramp relocation believe that it would bo an
irresponsible anc unjnstifiabtle usc of ;tax monev.. In order to benefit
tho residonts of a short stretch of lensington Parikway who want to turn
back the clock by thirty years to escapc the consequences of dcvclop=-
ment, the state's taxpayers will have to pay an estimated cost of .
betweon 6 and 10 million dollars. Ihe present access romp has just
heen redesigned and rebuilt with taxpayers' dollars,

Hlowever, in acddition to tie issue of responsible use of puislic
funds, thero is a strong clement of injustice in this decision, Tilie
proposced traffic chanfes will have a drastic impact on the residences
on ti:c ccst side of Coun. Ave, which already lost part oi their front
vards when Conn, .\ve, was widened: for most of then the traffic will be
50 close to their QJomes as to male them unfit to live in, .or the
three professionals, a2 physician, a veterinarian and a dentist, wlho
havo lonz maintained their practices in their lomes, tle additional
onslauzht of traffic will considerably impede their patients' zbility

— to reach their offices und 17ill thereforc have a scrious impact on
J their livolihoods,

et Tt is an aviom of the philosophical tradition on which our

cemoeracy was founded that a just and honest gJovernment will not
inflict harrs on anv citizen unless sowethin:; must be done for the
~recter oot of tlhie col itv and there is no other way to accomplish
ore ro-
an it o5 to allowati:w: funds thoan the lei-l-¢
- their use ifor this relocartion.

it, e hono thiat tlie itate “dishway Adninistration will te

B el s IR CRAE]

snonsginle 1
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VICTOR L. CRAWPORD (MD.. D.C.}

CEORGEZ J. GANNON, JR. (™D., D.C}
THOMAS 0. WITKOP fMD.. D.C., PA)

1. Hal Kassoff

707 North Calvert Street
2aliimore, MD 21202

Jear Mr. Xassofi:

LAW OFPICES

VicTOoR L. CRAWFORD
IO} NORTH ADaMS STREET

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850
WASHINGTON, D, C. COUNSEL

(301} 7re2-1000

RECEIVED

MAY 24 1cpq

EBERT AND BOWYTZ
2000 L STREET. NO RTHWEST
WASH!.VOTP.V. D. €. 2003e-1288
202-836-0202

GRECTAR. Grfig o oare May 22, 1989

tate Highway AdministrationfXHiING & P2ersyyyay BgiveEan

sueseer  Access Ramp - Connecticut
Avenue and 485

Since cictating my previous letter to you of this date, I have received a letter from
Secretery Treinor concerning the orogosed beltway interchange. With that letter, I enclosed a
“2w3paoer article which shows that citizen opoosition is far from dead in_this matter and probaoly

wsuits wiil be {iled concerning the access ramo. It eiso eppears that those individuals who were

o :Camant [or the eccess remp intend to {ight you es far as the Light Reil project is concerned.

ng it's uniortunate that these two orojects will be joined togather, and I'll look forward with
nlerest to sezing how those elected off

lais who pushed so hard for this access ramp will then be

:0 eCamantly ooposed to Light Rail from Bethesda to Silver Soring.

Since you have elready made this decision, [ certainly hope that You can put it at the very
:nd of a iong list of progosed projects so at least it will not see the light of day in the

‘sreseszole ‘uture.

08T -A

LC/dmr

'(éfor L. Crawrord

Maryland Department of Transportation
The 3ecretary's Office

May 18, 1989

Mr. Victor L. Crawford
101 North Adams Street.
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Cear Mr. Crawford:

AT AN Q\

Willlam Donald Schaeler
Governar

Richard H. Trainor
Sacretary

Stephen G. Zentz

Deputy Secratary

Thank vou for your lettar some months ago concerning our
broposed Capital Seltway and Connecticut Avenue project. I
apologize for the dela ed responsa; nowever, a dacision has justc
z g E
ra

cently been made.

AsS vou kxnow, this is a Very controversial project with

support for both alternates under consideration,

We have decided

L0 seek locatior} aporoval from the rederal Highway Administration
fcr the ralocation of the northbound ta eastbound ramp in the
Connecticut Avenue/Capital Beltway interchange, frcm Xensingtoan

Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

Attached is the public Qotice that was sent to everyone on

the project mailing lisc.
selactad for the famp. As stated in the notice, this
currently funded for Planning only.

I aporeciate your interest in this project.

The notice explains the location

project is

If vou have any

CQuestions regarding the project or our decision, please contacc

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Stata Highway Administrator, at (301)

nard 3. Trainor
Secretary

RHT/in
Attachment

€T Mr. Hal Xassor<

333-1111.
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LAW OPFFICES

VicTtor L. CRAWFORD
101 NORTH ADAMS STREET

ROCXVILLE. MARYLANO 20830
VICTOR L. CRAWFORD (MD.. 0.C.)

GZORGE J.GANNON. JR. {MD.. D.C)
THOMAS G. WITXOP (MO., O.C.. Ps.) EJERT ANO BOWYTZ
. 2000 L STREET, NORTHWEST
WASHINGTON, O. C. 20038-4088
W2-839-3202

WASHINGTON, D. C. COUNSEZL

(301) 7r62- 1000

Me, Hal Xassoff

State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street suesecr Access Ramp - Conn,

Baltimore, MD 21202 Ave., and 495
Montgomery Co., MD

oare May 22, 1089

Dear Mr. Xessoff:

As I am sure you know, ! am active in the Montgomery County Chamoer of Commerce as
cone of the Viee Presidents and [ am a big suoporter of the Governor's Light Rail arooosal.
Zowever, | 2m also an exiremely avid and outspoken oopanent of the new access ramo to the
Seitway at Connecticui Avenue because of the obvious increase in truck traffic along my aree
of Ccnnecticut Avenue (7601 Connecticut at the corner of Leland Street), and Linda is as
coneerned es [ am.

[ heve been doing everything possible to keep the business community aligned with the
Governor's progosal on the Light Rail, but those elected officials whom yvou have been listening
10 for this access remo eare, in fact, precared to oppose the Light Reil orooosal because of the
coposition of ihese same citizen groups who backed them ior the access ramo in the first place,

Inclesed please {ind & cogy of an article which is self-exolanatory. I understand that Jou
nave alresdy sgreed to fund the access ramp, but isn't there someway this csn be reconsicered
or perhaps postponed indefinitely? It certainly has generated a lot of heat in the Chevy Chase
area, and anything you cen do will be greatly appreciated.

Perhaos you can drop me a note so I can tell my friends and neighbors in Section V, Chevy
Chese, as to what the position is. [ would not like this access ramo to gat tied uo with the
Light Rail, out it might very well hapoen. Anvthing you can do to helo will be aporeciated, and
I'l look {orward to hesring from you.

“LC/dmr
Znclosure

AR EE BN B o B am un =i am

June 6, 1989

Mr. Victor L. Crawford
101 North Adams Street -
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Mr. Crawford:

Thank you for your May 22nd letter conceming the decision to relocate the
ramp onto the Capital Beltway from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.
The decision was a difficult one and came only after weighing all factors and
carefully considering each of the comments we received. We believe this course of
action will best serve both area residents and the driving public.

At this time, only the planning phase has been funded. We do not intend to
proceed with further phases of the project until funding is identified.

Any decision concerning the proposed light rail line will be made independent
of the decision to relocate the ramp onto the Capital Beltway from Kensington
Parkway. An attempt to tie the two projects together would only result in unfortunate
scheduling delays of the projects and a general misunderstanding of the purpose
and need of each individual project.

Thank you for your participation in the decision-making process. We
appreciate your interest and input.

Sincerely,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
HAL KASSOFF

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

HKA

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder

bee:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. David Wallace
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N VILLAGE OF NORTH CHEVY CHASE ~

POST OFFICE BOX 15887, CHEVY CHASE, MARYLAND 20815 =

May 23, 1989

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Administrator
Department of Transportation
State of Maryland

707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Mr, Kassoff:

On behalf of the Village of North Chevy Chase (NCC), I want to thank you
for yovr decision to seek relocation of the Beltway access ramp from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticvt Ave. We recognize that the State Highway
Administration (SHA) proposal to relocate the Kensington Parkway Ramp has been
a politically controversial subject, and we salute your willingness to make
the right decision on this issve.

As you Know, all state and local agencies which have studied this issue
have unanimously conclvded that Kensington Parkway is "inappropriate® to carry
Beltway-bovnd state highway traffic and that such traffic should properly be
located on the state highway (Connecticut Avenue). We look forward to workKing
with you on this matter and would welcome the opportvnity to meet with you and
further discvss how we can reach a timely completion of this project.

For over twenty years, NCC has endvred the burden of 12,000 Beltway
.commuters daily bisecting ovr quiet, residential village. Further, as Senator
Schweinhavt tellingly noted at the Montgomery Covnty Planning Board hearing,
NCC was promised by the Maryland State Roads Commission (SHA‘s predecessor),
that the Kensington Parkway ramps were only a “temporary solvtion®, not a
permanent one. Your public recognition of this problem and strong support for
the ramp relocation has earned yov the deep gratitvde of the entire Village.
After twenty years of effort, yov have given vs the strength to redouble our
efforts and the hope that ovr village will soon regain its proper residential
peace and quiet,

Sincerely,

Jeff t"oah s Chairman

Citizens’ Committee

cce: 1Bth District Delegation

A SPECIAL TAXING DISTRICT . CONSTITUTED APRIL 9, 1924

Response not necessary.
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) Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department of Transportation Secratary

. . . . Hat K f
State Highway Administration Administatar

June 16, 1989

Mr. and Mrs. Wayne Dorman
3805 Montrose Drive
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Dorman:

Thank you for your May 23rd letter supporting the State Highway
Administration’s decision to relocate the ramp onto the Capital Beltway from
Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

The decision was a difficult one and came only after weighing all factors and
carefully considering each of the comments we received. It is our feeling that we

have selected the proper course of action to serve both area residents and the
driving public.

At this time, only the planning phase has been funded. When funding
becomes available for engineering and construction, we will proceed with the project.

Thank you for your participation in the decision-making process. We
appreciate your interest and patience.

. Sincerely, //
/ / // -
al Kassoff
Administrator

HKA

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. David Wallace

My telephone number is (301),

Teletypewriter for impsired Heering or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Toll Free
707 North Calvart St., Baitimore, Maryland 21203-0717

%

—
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s Richard H. Trainor

i . Secretary
A Malylandpepamemalmlgsponqwn Hal Kassof
Slj, B State Highway Administration adminmenor

, June 23, 1989

Ms. Kathy Griffin
7108 Fulton Street
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815

Dear Ms. Griffin:

Thank you for your recent telephone call concerning the
State Highway Administration's decision to relocate the ramp onto
the Capital Beltway from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut
Avenue.

Enclosed is a brochure from the Combined Location/Design
Public Hearing held in November of 1987, which contains a map
with the selected alternate highlighted, and the public notice we
sent out in May 1989 which describes the selected alternate.

At this time only the planning phase has been funded. When
money does become available for engineering and construction we
Telephone call. ' will proceed with the project.

S81-A

We appreciate your interest in this project and have added
your name to our project mailing 1list. You will be notified of
future project developments.

Very truly yours,

. . Louis H. Ege, Jr.
| Deputy Director
\ / . Office of Planning and
- Preliminary Engineering

by: L 2rnnet olevens,
Harriet Levine

Project Manager
Project Planning Division

HKL:ih

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Dave Wallace

| My telephone ber is (301)____ 333-6431 9{%\
Teiatypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech 7

383-783S Baltimore Metro - $65-0451 D.C. Metro - 1—500-!92-_5082 Sjmawlds Tl Frae
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NO. M 600-101-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

V. CORRESPONDENCE

B. ELECTED OFFICIALS (1 thru 9)
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RICHARD H. TRAINOR
Secretary

Maryland Department of Transportation HAL KASSOFF

State Highway Administration Adminlstrator
. DEC 14 1987
LY
- (=]
The Honorable Donald B. Robertson S r?'l
Maryland House of Delegates —_—
7003 Delaware Street o %’ﬁ;
—
Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 w 308
w -— om
Dear Delegate Robertson: S Oxo
z =3
-
In response to your request at the Montgomery County Pu§§ic o]
Hearing on Transportation Issues on November 5th, I have

enclosed a copy of the Environmental Assessment for the
reconstruction of the Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185
interchange and related improvements.

The proposed basic build alternative, which proposes to
relocate the northbound to eastbound Beltway ramp from Kensington
Parkway to Connecticut Avenue and to combine both eastbound

< Beltway exits at Connecticut Avenue, would require no right-of-
| way acquisition. Six of the seven proposed options, however,
- would require the purchase of some residential property. The
fo ) amount of required right-of-way associated with each option is
o)) listed below:
Prepared in response to a verbal _ Right-of-Way Cost of
request from Delegate Robertson Required Right-of-Way
Option A - Two lane westbound 0.4 acre $330,000
connection from {includes
Kensington Park- relocation
way to Connecticut of 1 residence/
Avenue. dentist office)
: Option B - Adjustment to the east-— 0 acre $o

bound to southbound ramp
providing a double right
turn at Connecticut
Avenue.

; Option C - Northbound Connecticut 0.2 acre $50,000
Avenue to the eastbound
Beltway via a left turn
onto the southbound
Connecticut Avenue to
the eastbound beltway
ramp.

My telephone number Is

Taietypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baitimore Metro - 565-04510.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free J‘

7AT NAartn Nolvart St Aaltimara Marviand 21203-0717



The Honorable Donald B. Robertson

Page 2
. Right-of-Way Cost of
~ Required Right-of-Wav

Option D - Fourth southbound lane 0.3 acre $70,000
on Connecticut Avenue
between the Beltway
and Jones Bridge Road.

Option E - Fourth northbound lane 0.4 acre $100,000
on Connecticut Avenue
between Jones Bridge
Road and the Beltway.

- Option G -~ Reconstruction of the 1.9 acres $460,000

Connecticut Avenue/
Jones Bridge Road/

Kensington Parkway

intersection.

This information can also be found on page S-7 of the
Environmental Assessment.

If I can be of any further assistance, please contact me at
(301) 333-1111.

LB8T-A

. Sincerely,
. ORIGINAL SIGNED BY
AL Ve omee

Hal Kassoff
» Administrator

HK/ih

Attachment

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
; Mr. Michael Snyder
Mr. Jack F. Ross v/
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
becec: Mr. John D. Bruck
- Mr. Robert W. Martin

P
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

ROSS CRENCA

Februgry 16, 1988

Hal Rasoff, Administrstor
State Highwsy Adminia.
P.0. Box 717

707 N. Cslvert Street mm o 1588
Baltimore, Md. 21203-0717 Ygv12
Lai i

Desr Mr. Kassoff, VUil & Feiabal ENGINELAING
For sometime I hgve been resding correspondence on

both sides of the matter concerning Interstste Route 495/

Maryland Route 185 project plamning.

I would like to urge that the project to relocste the
ramps and the proposal to widen Connecticut Avenue be dropped.
It makes no sense to incresse rosd capacity in a swmall segment

vhen it has no plsce to go; it merely incresses the "squeeze"
factor.

I request your fsvorable sttention.

Sincerely yours,

bune)

ROSE CRENCA
Montgomery County Counsil

cc: Mark Hessel

- 8
SR 3

IR

. R %Q
o du 3N
;nanaroud

STELLA B. WERNER COUNCIL OF MICE BUILDING, ROCKVILLE, MARYLANGD 9000 — 2817000 — TTY 279-1092

Il

5.
D
Lo

MAK
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The:Honoralile Ross Crenca

"Montgomery County Touncil

‘Council Office Building

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Councilwoman Crenca:

Thank you for your February 16th letter regarding the

possible relocation of the ramp leading onto the Capital Beltway
from Kensington Parkway.

We recognize this is a very complex issue with impacts
regardless of what course of action is taken. We are currently
evaluating all the concerns which have been raised on both sides
of the issue to determine what options are available to address
these concerns. Unfortunately no course of action is available
which will satisfy all parties involved in the debate. However,

we will attempt to make a decision which is sensitive to all
issues which have been identified.

I appreciate your letting me know of your feelings on this
matter. If you have additional questions or comments on this
matter please feel free to contact me or Neil Pedersen, Director

of the Office of Planning and Preliminary Bngineering. Neil's
phone number is 333-1110.

Sincerely,
LNICTTAT- ] By
HAL RA38 5y
e Hal Kassoff
. Administrator

&5

~
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL H " - 155
ROCKVILLE. MARYLANO L 3 8 FH ﬁ}l

March 2, 1988

Hal Rassoff, Administrator,
State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, 73: and 21202
Al
Dear Mr. B80ff:

I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Ma
rk Hessel, Attormey for the Chi
Chase Valley Citizens Association, concerning what he l;elieves {O be a la kevz
agreement to remove Beltway ramps. e

I don't think this means that there 1
8 no better me
Beltway, but the reasoning would have to be different. ane of access to the

Sincerely,

. -
Neal Potter

Councilmember

NP/mh

X

Enclosure

HANG0TIA3Q
103royd

uB, K ST 2

STELLA 8. WERNER COUMCIL OF FICK BUILDING, ROCKVILLE, MARYLANG 20890 —281-7000 — YTY 2791083

"-' the project.

B O e oA AP ISR U L WP oA LIS SO ¥ TIPS SRR o A K § X 2 S TR LS & = ST 1 UL T S VT,
OV~ COJLLLP- extelga ‘)/z
. . ' Pg&t‘\gd H. Trainor
- . Maryland Department of Transportation  DEVRL$ *‘zT N
State Highway Administration DiXdramevador

H‘R le 2 10 FH ,88

MAR 2 4 1983

ZMontgomery County Council
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building

-March 2nd letter concerning the proposed
-Inte¥state Route 495/Connecticut Avenue
“attadhéfFiletter from Mark Hessel.

. "We are proceeding with the study of relocating the ramp onto
@ .Beltway from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue because
nsington Parkway is a local road. maintained by the Village of
:North Chevy Chase, and is not an appropriate facility for
xarrying interstate-bound traffic. We are aware that relocating
=the _ramp would have an effect on Connecticut Avenue and are

. investigating the severity of the effect and mitigating measures.

We would be pleased to discuss with you details of the
project and issues which have been raised. Please feel free to
call either me or Neil Pedersen if you wish to further discuss
Neil can be reached at 333-1110.

Sincerely,
: SRIGIMAL BIMTTD BY!
HAYL KASGOFY
. Hal Kassoff
= Administrator
HK/ih

cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen .
Mr. Michael Snyder .
. :ys Sue Ellen White

- My telephone ber Is (301). - 7
Teletypewriter for impalred Hearing or Speech . I (‘\'\
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 565-0451 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free | )

707 North Caivert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717




MO WD T S : o
e 1908 - 1954 c
N Richard H. Trainor
ROV &8 3V
yd Maryland Department of Transportation e
. . . . al Kassoff
) State Highway Administration Administrator

| oo"s w®
TReoTY . MaLoney House oF DeLeGATES ! “Rs ot ¢
Jon C. Asig COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS - roust crmer :
VICR Qs LAW ENFORCEMENT AND TRANSPORTATION o noono'.m '
Gany R ALDUNDER BUOGET SUBCOMMITTEE o ANNAROUR MARYLANG 7' 40Li9et <
R. CHARLES Avamra . 3018413318
auuu.c.umv”:: . - ‘ WARSGTON wETRO 5383318 November 4, 1988
NANCY L MURPHY October 18, 1988 . '
ERED H. REMRMANN
B The Honorable Timothy F. Maloney
REC I ' Maryland House of Delegates
Mr. Hal Rassoff, Administrator VE 424 T.H. Lowe House Office Building
State Highway Administration ocr 919 6 Governor Bladen Boulevard
707 North Calvert Street 4 1988 Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 J- 80 —
mm,;“'"”“ , 0,10t of Dear Delegate oney: I V-
Dear Hal: “'EUllh'Au[mymm -
. Thank you for your recent letter requesting an update on the
I am writing to you at the request of members of the status of the I-495/Connecticut Avenue project.
Prince George's County‘business gommum:.ty who have highway- : { that
related concerns relating to their residential neighborhood ‘ We ;;e Stiltiin tl;etgrocess OgtreaChingia d:gés gge;:ati\ales
in Montgomery County. . L ssue. e reaction o e community regarding a
< ’ . . . : has been divided, with very strong feelings being expressed from
! Specifically, I am writing inquiring as to the status both sides. Given that the request to make changes to the
S of efforts to create a new direct entrance ramp to the - interchange was community based, we had hoped that any solution
o Capital Beltway (Rt. 495) at Connecticut Avenue so that the - that is implemented would have broad-based community suvgo;'t- We
residential neighborhood will not be burdened with the he : have been trying to see if a consensus could be developed for a
Beltway traffic that now travels through that community. e single alternative, but have not yet succeeded. We are continu-
: : ' : : ’ ’ . ing to work with Montgomery County elected officials and the
Thanks very much for any assistance you can provide. community toward this end. .
Regards. ) If you have any additional questions regarding this issue,
) . . ) please feel free to call me or Neil Pedersen. Neil can be
reached at 333-1110.
Sincerely,
Timothy F. Maloney
~
TFM:skb al Kassoff
- Administrator .
( A yen
HK/ih , P S o S
/l/\ - - J :5‘— us?
cc: Mr. Neil Pedersen N 1
Mr. Louis Ege, Jr. / o d _,r(_,‘(* :
Ms. Sue Ellen White C Ho— . //J

My telephone number is {301).

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech h
383-7555 Ballimare Metro - 565-0451D.C. Metro ~ 1-800-492-5082 Statewide Tall Free € -

707 North Calvert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 ‘/' * é




Prepared in response to a
verbal request from Delegate Gordon

T6T-A

The Honorable Michael

Maryland House of Delegates

418 Hungerford Drive,

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Delegate Gordon:

(\G')"’d-f) . lega T

NOV 30 1988

J. Gordon

Suite 330

At the November 3rd Delegation public meeting on the Draft
FY 1989-1994 Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP), you and

Delegate Forehand requested
history of the 1-495/MD 185

.MD 185
constructed,

The

in 1963.

information on the construction
interchange.

initial construction consisted of the 1-495 bridge over

The following year, the full interchange was
including the westbound to southbound and the

northbound to eastbound movements to and from Kensington Parkway.

onto MD 185.
1-495 to eight

In 1981, the ramp for

the westbound to southbound movement
onto Kensington Parkway was removed. This movement was added to
the westbound to northbound ramp onto MD 185 via reconstruction
of the ramp to provide an additional lane and the southbound exit

With the exception of the widening of the mainline
lanes and normal maintenance, no additional

reconstruction of the interchange has taken place.

Thank you for your
free to contact me or Mr.

interest in this matter. Please feel
Nei |

Pedersen, Director of the Office

of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, if you have any further

questions or concerns. Mr .

333-1110.

HK/srm

cc:

bee:

Senator lda G. Ruben
Delegate Jennie M. Forehand

Mr.
Mr .
Mr.
Mr .
Mr.

Mr.

Ms.
Mr .

Michael Snyder
Neil J. Pedersen
Jack F. Ross
Louis H. Ege, Jr.
John D. Bruck

Robert W. Martin
Sue Ellén White
Steven R. McHenry

Pedersen may be reached at (301)

Sincerely,
ORIGIMAL SIGNED BY:
HAL KASSOFF

Hal Kassoff
Administrator

~ ,_;,_/,7 , .



MONTGOMERY COUNTY OELEGATION
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> PETER FRANCHOT
i BRIAN E FrROSH
GILBERT J. GENN
HENRY B HELLER
SHEILA ELLIS HIXSON
ROBERT H. KITTLEMAN
CaroL S. PETZOLO
DonaLo 8. RoserTson
JEAN W, ROESSER
PATRICIA R. SHER
LEONARC H. TEITELBAUM
JuoiTh €, Torn
C. LAWRENCE WISER

MicHAEL R. GorDON
CHAIR
NaNCY K. KoPP
VICE.CHAIR

HouseE oF DELEGATES
MaRY BOERGERS

JOEL CHASNOFF ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-199
GENE W. COUNINAN -

OANA OEMBROW
February 10, 1989

ROSERT L. FLANAGAN
JENNIE M. FOREMANG

DRI E‘:
Mr. Hal Kassoff SR
State Highway Administrator §-4 .

Maryland Oepartment of Transportation FER = °e

707 North Calvert Street # 930

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 DIREuro... o .. E OF
PLANNING & PRELININARY ENGINEERING

Oear Mr. Kassoff:

The Montgomery County Senate and House Oelegations have considered
and urge your approval of the following with respect to the Connecticut
Avenue interchange:

1. The relocation of the ramp between Kensington Parkway and the
eastbound Capital Beltway to the southeast quadrant of the Connecticut
Avenue, Capital Beltway interchange, and

2. The relocation of the movement from eastbound Capital Beltway to
northbound Connecticut Avenue to Ramp "B". In doing so, would you please
review the issue of substandard conditions at the end of the eastbound and
southbound ramp.

Both of the aforegoing are to be as proposed by the State Highway
Administration and contained in your booklet entitled, “COMBINED
LOCATION/DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING for 1-495 (CAPITAL BELTWAY) INTERCHANGE AT
CONNECTICUT AVENUE (MARYLANO ROUTE 185) for the public hearing on this
project on November 16, 1987.

The following should also be done with respect to this project:

1. A1 movements from Kensington Parkway into the intersection of
Jones Bridge Road and Connecticut Avenue should continue as they are now
permitted.

2. The "Green Road" should not be constructed.

3. Any improvements on Connecticut Avenue should be made within the
existing right-of-way and without widening outside the existing curb
lines, except for the minor portion required in the parcel on the east
side nearest to the interchange in order to accommodate the new Ramp N-E.

Ck T . .
LTy b

Richard H. Trainor
Secretary

Hal Kassoff

Administrator

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

MAR 17 1989

The Honorable Ida G. Ruben
Maryland State Senate

204 James Senate Office Building
100 College Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991
The Honorable Michael R, Gordon
Maryland House of Delegates

222 Lowe House Office Building
6 Governor Bladen Boulevard
Annapolis, Maryland 21401~-1991

Dear Senator Ruben and Delegate Gordon:

We appreciate your review of this issue and your
subsequent recommendation. This will be of great value to us as
we move toward a decision on the project. We expect to reach a
conclusion in the near future.

Sinc ly)

HaY Kassoff

Administrator
HK/ih
cc: Delegate Jennie Forehand
Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
MF. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White
My teleph ber is (301) 333-1111

N

Teletypowriter for Impalred Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 865-04581 D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-50682 Statewide Toil Free
707 North Calvart St., Baltimora, Marviand 21201-n717
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Page 2
Hal Kassoff, State Highway Administrator
February 10, 1989

-

4. A recommendation should be made by you to the Montgomery County
Department of Transportation that a traffic signal be placed at the
intersection of Spring Valley Road and Jones Bridge Road that would be
interconnected and coordinated with the traffic signal at the intersection
of Connecticut Avenue and Jones Bridge Road. By separate copy of this
letter to the County Department of Transportation, we urge them to place
this traffic signal in operation.

5. There should be no widening of Connecticut Avenue south of Jones
Bridge Road.

We understand that offers will be made to purchase at fair market
value the four houses on the east side of Connecticut Avenue whose only
current access is on Connecticut Avenue.

We request that you investigate the construction of a sidewalk
between the interchange and Jones Bridge Road and check with the owners of
the property on the east side of Connecticut Avenue to determine the
desirability of that.

Finally, there should be no
Connecticut Avenue south of this
project.

Ida G. Ruben, Chairman Michael R, Gordon, Chairman
Montgomery Co. Senate Delegation Montgomery Co. House Delegation

implication of any future widening of
interchange as the result of this

ICR:MRG/sv

s

2

&



Richard H. Trainor
Maryland Department of Transportation e ot
U SR State Highway Administration mininat

Administrator

¢ oF DELEGATES

BsURLDNG -
uS owt House oFFict
AGTHY . MALONEY HO APPROPRIATIONS ) RO NS e a9 -
CHAIRMAR commn'g:"ieg;‘ AND TRANSPORTATION waroms W
C. ALt ENFORC MITTEE as63718
2 comoann LA N eupcET suscoM WASHINGTON METRO
AVARA
% ::::;‘;. DoN 1989 . o MAR 141383
PrTER FRANCHOT pebr“a‘-'Y 28,
SAMULL C-M‘::':‘: i
[
E::::‘H REHAMANN
;gfyvgggrgbleeTiToéh¥ F.tMaloney
ouse o elegates
or 431 T.H. Lowe House Office Building
g£, Administrat 8 Governor Bladen Boulevard
Mr. Hal xissz Administration Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991
jghwa : .
state H19g t street .
707 North C;:izzlnd 21202 Dear Deljgilg,urfaﬁg}: ) G
paltimore. )
< 1: jon has novw We.have received thg letter from the Montgoyery County
I pear Hal: cqomery pelegati cr. I under- N Delegation ogtllnlng thelr.recommendatlon regarding the proposed
u know, the M°na3en“e ramp prqjevote in severa ramp relocat!op.at Connecticut Avenue and the Beltway. We are
t; As Y:he connecticut onding to this carefully weighing this proposal, as well as the recommendations
&~ endorse% £ you will be resp made by the Montgomery County Planning Board and individual
stand tha espondence. 1 cttizens aqd.CIt!zen groups, before we make a tinal decision.
weekS . on our previous coz‘-‘posted on S s Once a deC|Sl9n I's made, we will inform you of our proposed
nce wit uld keep ™ course of action.
1n accordance if you €O
e it

In the meantime, if |
ject.

; regarding this matter
would appreciat '

. rant PIro
PP this most imPoT
itio
poslt

can be of any assistance
please do not hesitate to call me.

i Sianr 14,
very much.
Thanks inderely: -
wv H4l Kassoff
N oy o waloney Administrator N
HK/ih L [t
. - oy S /
ce: 46. Neil J. Pedersen /ZLAd ° .
N : .
Mr. Michael Snyder Jb e L. - f{_ e O
1o

Le
§71~.}. ‘7"\_/£f; ! /féi

My telephone number is (301) 333-1111

Teletypewriter for Impalred Hearing or Soeech
i 383-7555 Baltimora Metro - 565-34510.C. Metro - 1-300-492-3062 Statawlde Tail Frae
707 North Calvert St.. 3aittmoeore, Marytand 21293-3712 g__
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SENATE OF MARYLAND
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLAND 21401-1991

MARGARET COLLINS SCHWEINHAUT

: HOME ADDRESS:
COMMITTEE: 3601 SAUL ROAD
JUBKCIAL PROCEEDINGS KENSINGTON, MARYLANO 20898
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
May 16, 1989

Mr. Hal Kassoff
Administrator

State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21203-0717

Dear Hal:

Your letter of May 8 concerning the decision
on the Kensington Parkway entrance to the beltway NOTE:
is a reason for many to sing hallelujahs. This —
matter has been of concern to me for a great
many years and I am much relieved that a decision

S6T-A

This letter was received in
has finally come about. I am personally indebted ]
to you and to all those who participated in finalizing response to SHA's May 8’ . 19.89 letter
it. I wish there were a way to soothe the feelings to elected officials adv1s1ng them of
of those 1 sition, but I know of none such. . . PR
¢ inopee . the Selected Build Alternative decision.
With personal appreciation of your help,
I am

Sincerely,

2 rgaret Schweinhaut
- Senator
i
AR ite]
Tz o
L=
= >z

_ BERCE

[



WAGHINGTON OFFCE ! : t-

CONSTANCE A. MORELLA

1024 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE SUR.DMG )l -
ST DI3TAICT, MAkTLAND wu:u:roqo(zmn Dr\'/g,’). ! Richard H. Trainor
200 22%-4241 [ 43 . ~ _Ts.c’o'.’y
POST OFFICE AND cn:L seavice prstmer ornce: Ma’yland.p epa”’”e”t"”(-a,.'sp 0”3.”0” T Hal Kassoff
1141 Ctoncie avtvet State Highway Administration . Administrator
SCIENCE. SPACE, AND TECHNDLOGY WNEATON, MO 20902 v».:'.. (.
remcmmeonars Congress of the United States I
ouse of Repregentatives .
ﬁ P June 8§, 1989 June 27, 1989 .

Mr. Hal Kassoff

g::t:iz‘;;:::; Administration ' The Honorable Constance A. Morella

707 N. Calvert Street United States House of Representatives

Baltimore, MD 21202 . 11141 Georgia Avenue

Suite 302

Dear Mr. Kassoff: Wheaton, Maryland 20802

I have enclosed correspondence which I have received from my
constituent, Sandra Alexopoulos. I would be grateful if you would Dear Congresswoman Morella:
review the information provided and keep me apprised of your position.
I am certain you would like to resolve this community dispute to the

Thank you for your June 8th letter on behalf of Ms. Sandra Alexopoulos. We
satisfaction of all those involved.

have reviewed her comments and they will be taken into consideration in the
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration in this matter. preparation of the final environmental document.
If you have any questions please contact my distriect office.

The State Highway Administration recognizes the inappropriateness of having'

96T-A

Sincerely, interstate ramp traffic travelling on a local street such as Kensington Parkway. For
. this reason, we have recommended the relocation of the ramp to Connecticut
% M"_ Avenue. While we feel the ramp should be relocated, we are making every effort to
Cohstance A, Morella minimize the impacts to the homes along Connecticut Avenue. Based on the
Member of Congress information we have available at this time, we believe that the proposed improve-
ments can be accomplished within existing SHA-owned right-of-way. Final right-of-
CAM: §k way requirements will not be known until detailed engineering is complete.

Enclosure e

We are also sensitive to the issue of pedestrian safety. During the final design
phase of this study, consideration will be given to the feasibility of adding sidewalks
along the east side of Connecticut Avenue in the area under question. In addition,
the median strip will be retained to serve as a refuge area for pedestrians crossing in
the middle of the block.

In recognition of the difficuities faced by residents of the four homes whose
e TT g3 e only access is off Connecticut Avenue in the vicinity of the new ramp take-off, we
have offered to purchase the homes, at the request of the homeowners, when the
project is ready for construction.

This project decision was not an easy one. There were very strong feelings
and compelling arguments on both sides of the issue. We have tried to mitigate the
impacts of the proposed ramp relocation to the extent reasonable and will continue
to be sensitive to the issues raised during the development of engineering plans.

My telephone number is (301)

Teletypewrliter for Impaired Hearing or Speech
383-7555 Baltimors Metro - 585-0451D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5082 Statewlds Toll Free
707 North Catvert St . Baltlmars Warefamd 249A1 N2~ g—

=
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JUN 05 1989

8911 Connecticut Avenue
North Chevy Chase, Md. 20815
May 25, 1989

. 3
The Honorable Constance Morella J“NQT m -

U.S. House of Representatives -
Washington, D. C. 20515 GS 33’50

Dear Representative Morella:

For the past 11 years I have lived at 8911 Connecticut
Avenue in the Village of North Chevy Chase. This is the last
block before the beltway on the east side of Connecticut
Avenue and, while conditions are far from perfect, most of
the families who live on this block were content until three
years ago. At that time our tranquility was shattered when
we received our monthly Village newsletter which included a
copy of an agreement our Village Citizens' Committee was to
sign with the State Highway Administration to move the beltway
on-ramp located on Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue
at the end of our block. While most of the families on
Connecticut were aware of our Citizens®' Committee's efforts
to have this ramp moved, we trusted that they would never
agree to anything that would harm their own Connecticut Avenue
residents. You cannot imagine our shock when we saw that our
Village officials had agreed to the widening of the east side
of Connecticut Avenue, which would take 12 feet of our front
yards to provide an entry lane for this ramp (see Enclosure 1).

The families on Connecticut Avenue protested to our
Citizens' Committee and were told that we were just being
paranoid and that, in any event, it was our own fault for being
so "stupid" as to have purchased homes on Connecticut Avenue.
Qur arguments that our elected officials should be concerned
with the well-being of all Villagers and not just those on
Kensington Parkway - many of whom purchased their homes after
the two permanent beltway ramps had been constructed there -
were in vain.

The Connecticut Avenue families then turned to the State
Highway Administration and were told that this project was
to be done as a "speclal exception”" and that there would be
no public hearings and no impact studies and that we must
bear the burden for the greater good of the community. How
Connecticut Avenue was to be widened, the existing loop ramp
on the east side of Connecticut moved to the west side of
Connecticut, a new on-ramp constructed, and a new road built

The Honorable Constance A. Morella
Page Two

Thank you again for your letter. If you have any further questions, please feel
free to contact me or Neil Pedersen, Director of Planning and Preliminary
Engineering. Neil may be reached at 333-1110.

Sincerely,
ORIGINAL sion £p
=NZD By:
-HAL KAssOFE

=~ Hal Kassoff
Administrator

cc:  Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
bee:  Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Ms. Cynthia Simpson  (w/incoming)
Mr. David Wallace (w/incoming)

T

S oy
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The Honorable Constance Morella
May 25, 1989
Page Two

between Kensington Parkway and Connecticut Avenue within the
monetary constraints of a special exception was never
explained.

At this point, the families on Connecticut Avenue were
frantic. We had not only been cast aside by our own Village,
but we now learned that the SHA had only developed this
proposal under intense political pressure from our state rep-
resentatives (Senator Margaret Schweinhaut and Delegates
Donald Robertson, Patricia Sher and Lawrence Wiser). We had
nowhere to turn and expected to see bulldozers in our front
yards at any moment.

Then what had essentially been a private agreement between
the Village of North Chevy Chase and the SHA became known to
the Village's closest neighbors on the west side of Connecticut
Avenue, the community of Chevy Chase Valley. In 1981, the
southbound exit ramp on Kensington Parkway had been relocated
to Connecticut Avenue - also as a result of a private (and
secret) agreement between the Village and the SHA - with no
prior notice to the community of Chevy Chase Valley or even
the Village's own residents on Connecticut Avenue. Prior
to the 1981 relocation, Chevy Chase Valley had been promised
by SHA that, if any changes were contemplated for Connecticut
Avenue, they would be consulted well in advance. This promise
was broken when the exit ramp was moved. Thereafter, even
though SHA reiterated their promise of prior consultation, the
Chevy Chase Valley Citizen's Association learned of the proposal
to relocate the on-ramp merely by accident when a copy of a
Village newsletter came into their possession. This was just
the beginning of a string of broken promises and misrepre-
sentations by our District 18 representatives, the SHA and the
Village of North Chevy Chase.

Chevy Chase Valley, which consists of 55 homes between
Jones-Bridge Road and the beltway, had been bearing the
extremely deleterious effects of the 1981 relocation and
could see that this further relocation would only worsen their
situation. Although Chevy Chase Valley is a non-taxing
entity - unlike the Village of North Chevy Chase - and had to
levy a special tax on their residents to pay for legal
assistance to oppose ramp relocation, they "adopted" the
Village residents on the east side of Connecticut Avenue and
have represented us ever since.



The Honorable Constance Morella
May 25, 1989
Page Three

Due to the efforts of Chevy Chase Valley, this matter s
was taken up the Montgomery County Planning Board and the
State Highway Administration was finally forced to do an
Environmental Assessment and hold a Design/Location Public .
liearing. ’

The Environmental Assessment and the study done by the
Planning Board staff did nothing to assuage our concerns,
but instead confirmed our worst fear that, while the Village
Connecticut Avenue families and Chevy Chase. Valley would
bear the brunt of the relocation, the entire Connecticut Avenue
corridor from Chevy Chase Circle to the beltway would be
seriously harmed. .

The major concerns of the families on my block were the
effect the extremely large increase in car and truck traffic
would have on our safety and health. Also, pedestrian safety
was a major concern, since many residents on both the east
and west side of Connecticut must cross the avenue to reach
their bus stops. The Environmental Assessment confirmed
that our safety would be seriously impacted. There would be
virtually no gap in traffic to allow us to exit our driveways
and entering our driveways would also be extremely dangerous.
Traffic tends to speed up as it leaves the Jones-Bridge- ’
Connecticut Avenue intersection headed for the beltway and
every one of the cars diverted from Kensington Parkway - and
all of the additional trucks - will be in the curb lane next
to our homes. The relocated ramp will be so close to our homes
that, when we signal to turn into our driveways, the cars or
trucks behind us will logically assume that we are signalling
to enter the ramp. This point deserves special consideration
in view of the large increase in truck traffic that would be
engendered by relocation of the ramp. Studies done by the
American Automobile Association show that a major cause of
accidents involving trucks is the truck being cut off or forced
to brake abruptly by a smaller vehicle. This is the very
situation that will be created in front of our homes - and
with more and more trucks transporting hazardous materials -
it will be a disaster waiting: to happen.

66T-A

As for health issues, the Environmental Assessment con-
firmed that noise levels in front of our homes even now exceed
the Federal Highway Administration's criteria for noise
abatement. The study also claims that nothing can be done to
alleviate these high noise levels, except that, by some
miracle beyond my ken, SHA claims that noise levels will
decrease (although still be far above federal criteria) with

4
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The Honorable Constance Morella
Bay 25, 1989
Page Four

the addition of 12,000 cars and 370 trucks per day directly
in front of our homes (see Enclosure 2).

Pedestrian safety was not even addressed in thé Environ-
mental Assessment. The east side of Connecticut Avenue has
no sidewalk and the lack of traffic gaps make crossing the
avenue a nightmare. Pedestrians often find themselves
marooned in the median strip. If the ramp is moved, it will
be impossible to cross Connecticut during the AM and PM rush-
hours -~ the very times when most of us are leaving or returning
home.

A very large increase in truck traffic on the east side
of Connecticut Avenue is predicted by the SHA in the
Environmental Assessment (see Enclosure 3). Kensington
Parkway prohibits trucks so, when both ramps were located
there, they served as a constraint to trucks using Connecticut
Avenue. When the southbound exit ramp was moved in 1981,
truck traffic on the west side of Connecticut Avenue increased
considerably. The SHA has suggested that, as truck drivers
become aware that they can enter the eastbound beltway via
Connecticut Avenue, they will switch from the more congested
routes through commercial districts they now use and an
increase of up to 370 additional trucks per day on Connecticut
is predicted. Any plan that will deliberately draw additional
truck traffic onto a residential street (which Connecticut
Avenue assuredly is) is unconscionable.

I think the disastrous effect this relocation will have
on the Village Connecticut Avenue families is summed up best
by these remarks in the study done by the Montgomery County
Planning Board staff:

“The people who are most harmed by this Beltway
ramp relocation are the people who reside on the
east side of Connecticut Avenue. These people
will have a situation similar teo, but worse than,
what is experienced each day by the residents on
Kensington Parkway. The homes are closer to
Connecticut Avenue, the driveways in many cases
are already at steep grades, and they already
have heavy volumes of traffic passing by their
homes."

The studies done by SHA and the Planning Board staff
galvanized opposition to the ramp relocation and the
following groups and Citizen Associations in Chevy Chase
have voiced opposition to this proposal:
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The Honorable Constance Morella
May 25, 1989
Page Five

Village of Chevy Chase, Section 3

Village of Chevy Chase, Section 5

Town of Chevy Chase -
Hamlet Citizens Association

Chevy Chase Hills

Chevy Chase Valley

Chevy Chase Recreation Association

The familes on Connecticut Avenue embarked on what can
only be called an "Alice in Wonderland" journey in which
up is down and black is white and from which we learned
why "politics" is a dirty word in some people's lexicon,

After much effort on the part of Chevy Chase Valley, our
District 18 representatives (Senator Schweinhaut and Delegates
Robertson, Sher and Wiser) grudingly granted us an audience.
I was invited to represent the families on the east side of
Connecticut Avenue. It was clear that our representatives
were not interested in our views and had not even taken the
time to look at the studies done by the Planning Board and
SHA. Delegate Robertson dominated the meeting and made it
clear that he wanted this ramp moved regardless of how much
harm it did. During the meeting, all our representatives
claimed they did not want Connecticut Avenue videned; yet,
when the meeting was over, Senator Schweinhaut took me aside
and told me there was no doubt in her mind that Connecticut
Avenue would eventually be widened and she suggested I sell
my home.

The ramp relocation proposal was brought up before the
State Delegation Transportation Committee on November 3,
1988. At this meeting, representatives of the SHA dropped
all pretense that this proposal had anything to do with road
improvements. They atated that the proposal wvas instigated
solely as a result of political pressure and that the SHA
was now officially "neutral"” and would make their decision
based on recommendations from our State delegates and the
Planning Board.

The Montgomery County Planning Board, after holding
several hearings on this matter, made their "final" decision
on November 17, 1988, after hearing testimony from Mr. Neil
Pedersen of the SHA, in which he reiterated that political
pressure was the impetus for this proposal and that there
would be no improvement in the traffic flow on Connecticut
Avenue and no improvement in the function or safety of
access to I-495., Mr. Pedersen also stated that, if Connecticut

o)
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Avenue had to be widened north of Jones-Bridge Road and homes
condemned as a result thereof, it was unlikely that SHA

could approve this project due to the costs involved. After
hearing this testimony from SHA and remarks from proponents
and opponents, the Planning Board decided to ‘recommend to

SHA that, if the ramp were to be moved, the east side of
Connecticut Avenue must be widened, the four homes whose only
access is Connecticut Avenue must be condemned and offers to
purchase the other seven homes must be made, if any of them
remained viable after widening.

On January 3, 1989, I was informed that this proposal was
again to be taken up by the Planning Board on January 5th.
I did not know the purpose of the hearing, but on arriving at
the Planning Board, I learned that Delegates Robertson and
Wiser and Senator Schweinhaut had requested a special hearing.
Our senator and delegates each made long presentations to the
Board on behalf of the Village of North Chevy Chase, but what
it boiled down to -~ in Delegate Robertson’s words - was that
the November 17, 1988 recommendation of the Planning Board was
“politically unpalatable” and they would be unable to persuade
other State delegates to vote for this ramp relocation if Tonns
ecticut Avenue were widened and homes condemned. Delegate
Robertson asserted - in contradiction of all studies done on
this matter - that he did not believe that the homes on the
east side of Connecticut Avenue would be adversely affected
by relocation of the ramp, but even if he should be wrong,
these homeowners would just have to "bear the burden”. He also
stated that his "neighbors™ south of Jones-Bridge Road were
“confused"” and apparently, in his view, incapable of under-
standing the ramifications of this proposal. The Planning
Board, with very little discussion, reversed its earlier
decision. Voices of caution by two board members were ignored.
The decision of the Planning Board still included a provision
that SHA should make an offer to buy the four homes on the east
side of Connecticut whose only access is Connecticut Avenue.

This was a low point for me in this whole sorid saga.
While I felt the first recommendation of the Planning Board
was mistaken, at least I thought their decision was made in
what they felt was the best interest of the community and
was untainted by political considerations. Seeing what I had
always believed to be an independent board forced to capitulate
under public political pressure was disgusting.
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Once the Pianning Board's recommendation had been .
sanitized and made poiiticaiiy paiatabie, the proposai to \
reiocate the ramp was taken up by our State Deiegation. I . "
won't go into ail the detaiis, except to say that many of
the deiegates and senators, when contacted by residents of
Chevy Chase Valley, had not even Seen any of the studies
and were not aware that anyone was opposed and were oniy
voting for relocation as a "courtesy” to District 18 represen-
tatives (see enclosure 4),. Not surprisingly, the recommenda-
tion to move the ramp was approved and sent to SHA. While
this recommendation goes to great lengths to assure the
residents south of Jones-Bridge Road that no widening of
this section of Connecticut Avenue is contempiated, no such
assurances were given to residents living north of Jones-
Bridge (see Enclosure 5).

Two weeks ago, the SHA issued a Pubiic Notice confirming
that they had decided to seek approvai for relocation of
this ramp from the Federal Highway Administration (see
Enciosure 6). Again, no assurances are given that Connecticut
Avenue north of Jones-Bridge Road wiil not be widened. When
I telephoned the SHA, I was told by Ms. Sue Eiien White,
Project Manager, that she was unsure how much right-of-way
(our front yards) would be required for what she cailed a
“deceleration lane.” I asked if I couid see the pians that
would be submitted to the FHA and was told that they would not
be available for public perusai until after approvai by FHA.
Ms. White also stated that the preliminary design submitted
for FHA approvai would not have to be resubmitted to FHA
even if changes were made in the final design before construction.
A recent newspaper article which included a diagram of the
proposal, shows that the new Tamp seems to begin in the front
yards of the last two homes on my block (see enciosure 7).
How can we possibly comment on this proposal to the FHA {f
we don't even know if the east side of Connecticut Avenue is
to be widened and by how much?

I know this has been a long letter, but I think you
should also be aware of how SHA, our District 18 Tepresentatives
and the eiected officials of the Village of North Chevy Chase
have misrepresented this issue to the public on many occasions.
First, I am enclosing a ietter from Mr. Michael Snyder of
SHA in which residents on the east side of Connecticut Avenue
are assured that no right-of-way in front of our homes
wouid be required for this project (see Enciosure 8).
Unfortunateiy, I do not have a transcript of the January 5,
i989, Planning Board hearing at which Senator Schweinhaut
and Dejegates Robertson and Wiser misrepresented many issues,
but I am enciosing a letter I sent to Deiegate Jenny Forehand
in which I recount many of their statements (see Enciosure 9).

>
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In addition, this coatroversy has always been misrepresented
by proponents of ramp relocation as a disagreement between

the Village of North Chevy Chase and Chevy Chase Valley -~
completing ignoring opposition from all over Chevy Chase and
from within the Village itself. The village of North Chevy
Chase has repeatedly misrepresented elements of the proposal -
not only to the public - but to their own residents. For
example, the Village has denied that they ever supported
widening Connecticut Avenue. Yet, as you can see from Enclo-
sure 1, the plan they designed with SHA included widening.

The Village has called the issue of additional truck traffic

a "red herring"” and has claimed that up to 200 trucks per

day are illegally using Kensington Parkway. They have no
studies to back up this claim and in fact - it is not only
judicrous - it is not true. In contrast, the estimate of up
to 370 additional trucks per day using the east side of
Connecticut Avenue is the result of a study done by SHA (see
Enclosure 3). Recently Senator Margaret Schweinhaut has
attempted to appease residents living south of Jones-Bridge
Road by intimating that she would attempt to have truck
traffic barred from Connecticut Avenue, even though she is
well aware - and SHA has made clear - that this is impossible.
While the cost of this project has always been projected

at between $6-10 million, the Village has maintained that it
would cost no more than $2 million (see Enclosure 10). The
Village has also vastly exaggerated the cost of maintaining
Kensington Parkway. At the Design/Location Public Hearing,
Jeff Noah, Chairman of the Village Citizen's Committee, stated
that the Village had spent almost $50,000. in 1986 to maintain
Kensington Parkway (see Enclosure 11). 1In fact, according

to Village records, almost no monies were expended on Kensington
Parkway during that year and the $50,000, referred to was spent
on resurfacing other streets in the Village. As for the
Village's contention that SHA had agreed that the ramps on
Kensington Parkway would only be temporary, SHA has been unable
to find any record of any such commitment (see Enclosure 12).
As you can see from the above, the village doesn't let the
truth get in their way when it comes to having this ramp
moved.

None of us like traffic in front of our homes, but we
cannot accept all the advantages afforded by the automobile
while attempting to foist all the disadvantages onto our
neighbors. At some point our elected officials must decide
whether they want any homes to remain on our major roads or
whether they wish to create massive roadways - devoid of all
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signs of human habitation and plant life - fit for nothing but
ferrying vehicles back and forth. If the tesidentia} character
of many of our major roads is to be maintained, then certain
small concessions must be made to those living along these
roads. At the very least, they must be able.to enter and exit
their driveways with some degree of safety and projects like
the one to relocate this ramp must be stopped.

I live in one of the four homes that SHA has said it
would “consider" purchasing, if the ramp is moved. SHA says
these purchases will be voluntary, but, since I cannot subject
my family to the unsafe and unhealthy conditions that will
be created by this relocation, I will be forced to leave.

This is so unfair. The question that all of us who will be
so terribly effected by relocation keep asking is why is our
safety less important than those on Kensington Patkwayf Ate
we less valuable because we live on a state highway?

I am enclosing photographs of my home so you can see just
how very close to the road it is and that my fears are not
exaggerated.

Mrs. Morella, we who live on the east side of Connecticut
Avenue, have no where else to turn. We desperately need your
help. We implore you to try to stop the unjust relocation
of this ramp - not only for the Village Connecticut Avenue
families - but for all the communities with homes on
Connecticut Avenue.

Yours very truly,

S

Sandra Alexopoulos

encls.
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INTERSTATE ROUTE 495/MARYLAND ROUTE 185
INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION
CONTRACT NO. M 600-101-370

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

V. CORRESPONDENCE

C. AGENCY COORDINATION (1 thru 16)




Date

July 24,

August

August

August

August

August

August

August

August

6,

6,

10,

13,

18,

19,

21,

21,

1987

1987

1987

1987

1987

1987

1987

1987

1987

September 8, 1987

November 11, 1987

November 12, 1987

November 23, 1987

C. AGENCY COORDINATION

Coordination

Letter from Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, Maryland Geological Survey,
regarding archeological resources.

Telephone call from Maryland Department of
Natural Resources, Non-Tidal Wetlands,
regarding wetlands.

Telephone call from Maryland Department of
the Environment, Standards and Certifications
Division, regarding stormwater management.

Telephone call from Maryland Soil Conserva-
tion Service, regarding prime farmlands.

Letter from Maryland Historic Trust regarding
significant standing structures.

Letter from Maryland Historic Trust regarding
archeological resources.

Letter from Maryland Historic Trust regarding
cultural resources.

Letter from Maryland Department of Natural
Resources Forest Park and Wildlife Service
regarding known Federally threatened or
endangered plant or wildlife species.

Letter from Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, Capital Programs Administration,
regarding park properties.

Letter from U.S. Department of Commerce,
National Marine Fisheries Service, regarding
Federally listed endangered or threatened
species.

Letter from Maryland Department of Fhe
Environment, regarding air quality analysis.

Letter from U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, regarding air quality analysis.

Letter from Montgomery County Department of
Transportation regarding update for Ken-
sington/Wheaton and Bethesda/Chevy Chase
Master Plans.

V-206



Date

December 4, 1987

September 2, 1988

January 11, 1989

n\

Coordination

Letter from M~NCP&PC Chairman providing their
recommendations.

Letter from Montgomery County Department of
Transportation regarding park-n-ride lot at
I-495/MD 185 interchange.

Letter from M~NCP&PC Chairman providing their
revised recommendations. This letter was key
in SHA's decision regarding the Selected
Build Alternative.

V-207
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' ] Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland Geological Survey
2300 St. Paul Street

Baltimore, Marylapd 21218
Telephone: (301) 554-5500

&=
William Donald Schaefer Torrey<T. Browﬂd.b.
Governor ch:mml__!':'a o<
Keaneth N. W& D
Director= —%8
w S
. Emery § >
Division of Archeology Deputy Director, 7= 24
(301) 554-5530 :xi -
(=] -
—_

24 July 1987

Mr, Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Division of Project Development

State Highway Administration

P.0. Box 717/707 North Calvert Street
galtimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: Proposed Interchange Reconstruction
and improvements to Connecticut Avenue at I-495

Dear Mr. Ege:

I have reviewed the above-referenced project with regard to archeological
resources. Within the immediate area on the south side of the intersection
there is a low potential for the presence of archeological sites. The terrain
is relatively steep (8-15%) with eroded to severely eroded soils. There is a
snall section of land on the southeastern side of the intersection that is
generally level, but residential development appears to have introduced
substantial disturbance to the landscape. It is anticipated that the land
immediately around the intersection has experienced disturbance from road
construction activities. If prehistoric sites were in the area, they probably
would have been located on the level terrain, and have been seriously impacted
by development. Eighteenth and 19" cCentury maps do not record historic sites
at the intersection.

80C-A

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, 7

/Ted M. PaYne
Eighway Project Director

™2 lw

cc: Cynthia D. Simpson

Joseph Hopk
oseph Hopkins, II1 1 p 1 for Deaf: 301-974-3683
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RUMMEL - KLEPPER & KAHL

1035 K. CALVERT STREET « BALTIMORE, MO, 212023891 « 301-685-3105

July 30, 1987

Mr. Richard J. Ayella

Wetland Division

Oepartment of Natural Resources
Water Resources Administration
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Project: 1-495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study
Montgomery County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Ayella:

consulting engineers

ALBERT R. STALLKNECHT
RALPH €. MARQUSS
ALBEAT L DEEN. JR.
ERIC K. WEBER

€ ROBERT SEMZ

HARRY F. SCHMALE. JR., C.PA.
WALLAM K, MELLMANN
EDWARD & ZEGLER

H. LEROY WIHITELEY, A,
WILLIAM R. SUTLER, R,

The Maryland State Highway Administration is evaluating improvements for the
existing 1-495 (Capital Beltway) interchange with Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185)
in Montgomery County, Maryland. As indicated on the attached map, the study area extends
along Connecticut Avenue from 1-495 to south of Jones Bridge Road.

The purpose of this study is to evaluate options for relocating the existing
entrance ramp for eastbound 1-495 from Kensington Parkway (a local street) to Connecticut

Avenue (Maryland Route 1B5). Options being studied include new r
the existing interchange area), portions of a new local street

amp construction (within

» and widening of Jones

Bridge Road. Traffic operations and circulation, traffic and pedestrian safety, and
neighborhood impacts are some of the issues being addressed. None of these options would

require property from Rock Creek Park.

As part of the environmental evaluation, we are concerned if the project would

impact any wetlands or other ecologically sensitive sites.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (301) 685-3105.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter. Your timely response would be greatly

appreciated.

Very truly yours,

August 6, 1987 - telephone call

from Ms. Denise Clearwater

RUMMEL, KLEPPER & KAHL
(974-3841)

Oavid W. Wallace, P.E.

Md. DNR, Non-Tidal Wetlands

1. There are no non-tidal wetlands in
broject area.

2. Requested a wetlands inventory.

OWW/sms
Enclosure
cc: Ms. Sue Ellen White, SHA

D.H.N.

A wetlands field inventory was conducted and determined tha® there
are no wetlands located in the project area.
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RUMMEL - KLEPPER & KAHL consulting engineers

1035 M. CALVERT STREET - BALTIMORE, MO, 21202-3891 + 3016853105 . ALBERT A, STALLKNECHT
RALPH €. MAROLRSS
ALBERT L DEEN. JR
ERIC K WEBER
€. AOBEAT SENZ -
FARAY £, SCHUALE, R CPA.
WILIAM K, MELLMANN

EDOWARD 4 ZEIGLER
M. LERCY WTELEY, JA.

July 30, 1987 WLLAM R BUTLER. S

THOMAS N. LASH
Ms. Jo Ann VWatson g:g::uuuz
pivision of Water Quality CHARLES M. EASTER, .
Md. Department of Mental Hygiene Cumas € PO R
office of Environmental Programs £, DUNCAN SMITH

201 W, Preston Street
galtimore, Maryland 21201

Project: 1-495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study
Montgomery County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Watson:

The Maryland State Highway Administration is evaluating improvements for the
existing 1-495 (Capital 8eltway) interchange with Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 185)
in Montgomery County, Maryland. As indicated on the attached map, the study area extends
along Connecticut Avenue from 1-495 to south of Jones Bridge Road.

The purpose of this study is to evaluate options for relocating the existing
entrance ramp for eastbound 1-495 from Kensington Parkway (2 local street) to Connecticut
Avenue (Maryland Route 185). Options being studied include new ramp construction (within
the existing interchange area), portions of a new local street, and widening of Jones
Bridge Road. Traffic operations and circulation, traffic and pedestrian safety, and
neighborhood impacts are some of the issues being addressed. None of these options would
require property from Rock Creek Park.

As part of the environmental evaluation, we are concerned if the project could
have an adverse effect on flood control, or water quality in the project area.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at {301) 685-3105.
Thank you for your assistance {n this matter. Your timely response would be greatly
appreciated.

Very trul urs

J yyo * August 6, 1987 - telephone call

RUMMEL, KLEPPER & KAHL from ¥r. Andrew De:
Maryland Dept. of the Environment
Standards and Certification Division
(225-6293) .

David W. Wallace, P.E.
1. Stormwater management issues are

DWW /sms critical, and must be addressed
Enclosure in final design. ’ "
cc: Ms. Sue Ellen White, SHA D.H.H.

Stormwater Management Plans will be developed during final design

and submitted to the Maryland De i i
I ommevas ry partment of Environment for review
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RUMMEL -+ KLEPPER & KAHL consulting engineers

1035 N. CALVERT STREET « BALTIMORE, MD, 212023891 - 3016853105 ALBERT W STALLXNECHT

July 30, 1987 . LEROY WAMTELEY, R

Hr. Richard Nagel D e v
State Conservationist FRANX . DONALDSON
Soil Conservation Service £ P
Room S22 . DAY E NEwaun
4321 Hartwick Road F AN S
College park, Maryland 20740

Project: 1-49S/Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study
Montgomery County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Nagel:

The Maryland State Highway Administration is evaluating improvements for the
existing 1-495 (Capital 8eltway) interchange with Connecticut Avenue (Maryland Route 18s)
in Montgomery County, Maryland. As indicated on the attached map, the study area extends
along Connecticut Avenue from 1-49S to south of Jones 8ridge Road.

The purpose of this Study is to evaluate options for relocating the existing
entrance ramp for eastbound 1-49S from Kensington Parkway (a local street} to Connecticut
Avenue (Maryland Royte 18S). Options being studied include new ramp constructfon (within
the exfsting interchange area), portions of a new local street, and widening of Jones
8ridge Road. Traffic operations and circulation, traffic and pedestrian safety, and
neighborhood fmpacts are some of the fssues being addressed. None of these options would
require property from Rock Creek Park.,

S part of the environmental evaluation, we are concerned if the project would
affect any prime or unique farmland soils (the project area f{s residential),

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (301) 68s-310s.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter, Your timely response would be greatly
appreciated.

Very truly yours, August 10, 1987 - telephone call
from Mr. Rick Brush
RUMMEL, KLEPPER & KAHL Soil Conservation Service
(251-2290)
1. While there are some prime farm-
Oavid W, Wallace, P.E. land soils in tke project area,
the intensity of development in
DWW /sms the immediate project area would
Enclosure breclude any need to assess prime
€c: Ms. Sue Ellen White, SHA farmlands.

D.W.W.
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J. Randall Evans
Secretary, DECD

August 13, 1987

Ms. Cynthia Simpson, Chief
Environmental Management

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

P. 0. Box 717

707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

: RE: Interstate Route 495/
Maryland Route 185
(Connecticut Avenue)
Improvements Study

Dear Ms. Simpson:

Thank you for your letter of August 7, 1987 concerning the
above-referenced project. Our office concurs that the area outlined
contains no significant standing structures. Your cooperation is

appreciated.
Sincerely,
<
! Mﬁ/vﬁ/
N J-
= George J. Andreve
[\ Project Review and
Compliance Administrator
Office of Preservation Services
GJA/AHL/mmc

cc: Ms. Rita Suffness
Mr. Paul Wettlaufer
Ms. Mary Ann Kephart
Ms. Margaret M. Coleman

Demmu-d&nnnk;ud&nmkyl):nw

Shuw Howe, 21 Sawe Cirde. Ansapobs. Marylaod 21401 (301) 974.2212. 974-2438
Temporwy Address: Amold Village Profomiona Ceames. 1517 Richic Highway, Amold, Marylind 21012

\00\!
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August 18, 1987

Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.

Deputy Director

Project Development Division
State Highway Administration
707 Noarth Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717

RE: M Rt. 185 (Connecticut Ave.)
with I-495

Dear Mr. Ege:

We have reviewed the above-referenced project for effects to archeological
resources. .

not warranted for this southern portion. However, the area north of I-495

includes level, relatively undistuxbed park lands along Rock Creek. If construction
or related construction activities outside the existing right of way are proposed
fotﬂﬁsarea,vewoumrecmmm&utardmeologimltesthgbecanmctedm
identify and evaluate the area's archeological resowrces prior to impact.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Beth Brown at (301) 974-4450.

Sincerely,
Richard ‘B. ushes
Chief Administrator,

Archeological Programs
Office of Managment and Planning

REH/BCB/fmc

cc:  Dr. Jody Hopkins
Mr, Tyler Bastian
Ms. Mary Ann Kephart
Ms, Margaret M. Coleman

Departmecs of Exornz 7 vod Consmeniey Developrsent
Shasw Houme. 21 Scre Circe. Arvmpolin, Marybaod 21401 (301) 9742212, 974.2438
Terporary Addrenc Amold Villege Profomicnl Cases. 1517 Rischi Highery, Arasd, Marylend 21012

.
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TRUST August 19, 1587

Mr. David W. Wallace, P.E.
Rumel, Klepper & Kahl

1035 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-3891

RE: I-495/MD Rt. 185 Interchange Stidy
Montgarery County, Haryland

Dear Mr. Wallace:

We have received your request for cultiral resowrces information on the above-
referenced study area.

For archeology, there are no known sites presently recorded on cur inventory for
the study area. In our opinion, the section on the south side of I-495 has a low
potential for the presence of significant archeological resources, due to the
area’s topogrephy and extent of modern disturbances, Archeological investigations
are not warranted for this southern section. HBowever, the area north of I-495
includes level, relatively undisturbed park lands adjacent to Rock Creek., If
construction or construction related activities are proposed for outside the exdisting
right of way in this area, we would recamend that archeological testing be conducted
to identify and evaluate the area's archeological resources prior to impact.

In terms of standing structures, our office has recently been in contact with
SHA concerning what is apparently the same project (see enclosures) but with a
significantly smaller study area. There are at least two known historic structures
within your larger area M35-10 (Hayes Manor) and M35-11 (Trolly Station/Chevy Chase
Lake) which are noted on the enclosed map. Other, wnsurveyed structures may exist
within your larger area.

We hope this information is of utility u).you. - If you have any questions or
require additional infarmation, please contact Ms. Beth Brown (for archeology) or
Dr. Al Luckenbach (for structures) at (301) 974-4450.

Sincerely,

Project Review and Camliance Administrator
Office of Preservation Services

GJA/AHL/BCB /fanc

cc: Ms. Mary Ann Rephart

Ms, Margaret M. Coleman
stmmk;nacmmmm

Shaw Howe, 21 Sae Circke, Anapola. Maryland 21401 (301) 974-2212, 974.2438
Temporary Addros: Armold Village Professioonl Comes, 1517 Rischie Highwey, Aroold. Maryland 21012
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources
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f Forest, Park and Wildlife Service
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Py

ST

William Doaald Schaefer
r

Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
WTrno!

Secretary

Donald E. MacLauchlan

Director

August 21, 1987

Mr. David W. Wallace, P.E.
Rummel~Klepper & Kahl

1035 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-3891

Dear Mr. Wallace:

This is in response to your July 30, 1987 letter requesting information
about populations of listed threatened or endangered specles in the I-495/
Connecticut Interchange study in Montgomery County, Maryland. This will
inform you that there are mo known Federally threatened or endangered, or

State threatened or endangered plant or wildlife specles in the proposed
improvement area.

If I can be of an

y further assistance to you on this matter please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

> s

i

(' ~Assistant Director

JB:emp

cc: Therres
Boone

Telephone:

DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683
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Donald Schaefer

2012 Industrial Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

vernor . Secretary

Michael J. Netson
Assistant Secretory
Jor Capital Programs

August 21, 1987

Mrx. David W. Wallace, P.E.
Rurmel, Klepper and Kahl
1035 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Re: I-495/Connecticut Avenue
Interchange Study
Montgomery County

(1]
.

Dear Mr. Wallace:

Your letter to Mr. Chip Price concerning the above referenced pro-
ject has been refered to me for response as I am the Regional Administrator
assigned to Montgomery County.

North Chevy Chase Recreational Area was not funded by Program Open
Space. The State of Maryland, through Program Open Space, has invested
nearly 1.2 million dollars in Rock Creek Park for land acquisition and
facility development.

If required more information, please feel free to contact me.

orge K. forlifer ™ %
Regional Administrator

GKF:drg

Telephone: 301-974-2231
DNR TTY for Deaf: 301-974-3683

Torrey C. Brown, M.D.

R
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT Of COMMERCE

. % s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administeation
>, & NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
Management Division

Habitat Conservation Branch
Oxford Laboratory ]_()
Oxford, Maryland 21654

8 September 1987

David W. Wallace, P.E.
Rummel Klepper & Kahl
1035 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-3891

Dear Mr. Wallace:

Reference is made to your letter, dated 30 July 1987, relative to
the I-495/Connecticut Avenue Interchange Study.

There are no endangered or threatened species within the purview

of the National Marine Fisheries Service found within the project
area. We are concerned, however, that project implementation may
adversely affect water quality within tributaries to the Potomac

River. ’

Please apprise our office as to the progress of the subject
study.

Sincerely,

(2 e 577D

Edward W.l Chri offéés, Ph.D.

Asst. Branch Chief

——— T .
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
201 WEST PRESTON STREET « BALTIMORE, MARYLANO 21201
AREA CODE 201 « 225-
Witllam Donald Schaefer

. Martin W, Walsh Sy,
Governor Secretary
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November 11, 1987 =

Ms. Cinthia D. Simpson, Chief
Environmental Management

Project Development Division

Maryland Department of Transportation
State Highway Administration

707 North Calvert Street, Room 310
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Deer Ms. Simpson:

RE: Interstate Route 495/Maryland Route 185
Connecticut Avenue Interchange
Contract No. M-600-101-370-N

I have reviewed the air quality analysis performed for the improvements of the Interstate
Route 495 interchange at Maryland Route 185 and concur with its conclusions.

Given the expected increase in traffic predicted for the region, the Department believes

that any build alternate will yield the best air quality for the area by minimizing traffic
congestion.

The proposed project is consistent with the transportation control portion of the State
implementation Plan for the Metropolitan Washington Interstate Air Quality Control
Region. Furthermore, adherence with the provisions of COMAR 10.18.06.03D will ensure
that the impact from the construction phase of this project will be minimal.

Thenk you for the opportunity to review this analysis.

Very truly yoyrs,
\./L‘\:¢.~—(,4"~¢. _/“
Mario E. Jorquera, Chief
Division of Air Quality Planning
Air Management Administration
MEJ/mop
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A\74 841 Chestnut Building 273
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Ms. Cynthia D. Stmpsoo, Ohfef -

Eavironmental Mansgement =
Project Develomment Divielon (Rocw 310)

Stata Righwey Admfofetratine

707 Worth Calvert Street

Bsltimore, Marylead 21202

Re: Route 183 (Connecticot Avenve) Iaoterchanga (88-10-082)
Dear M. Simpmoo:

Ia eccordanca with the Matfonal Enviromsental Polficy Act (WEzPA)
and Sectios 309 of the Clean ALr Act, EPA haa revieved the Drafe Afe
Quality Ansiyste for tha abdova referenced project. The praposed
project f¢ loceted fa a monsattainment aree for both osone and cardos
®monoxide (CO). Therafore, the fmpacta of thie project must be evalusted
cerefully vith regard ts both the one-hour end afght-hour State and
Tatfonal Ambdfent Alr Quality Staoderds (S/MAAQS) for CO.

The CALINE 3 microscala €O pollution diffusfoo snalyeie me
weed to predict poteotisl €O levele tesulting from the Mo-Build and
Bulld Alternates. The aseumptions waed 1o the model to derfve potentisl
wob{le sourca mmtsetone are eesentially correct. The reeults of the
anelyste, hovever, {ndicate that the Bufld Alternatee will fncrease
smbdisat CO levela along Connecticut Avenue, while uinimally decreesing
CO levels alnng Kansington Parkwey (Teble 2)» The reeson for this
increese, ae explafned {n a telaphone cooversatioo with Bruce Crey,
an afr epecfaifst oo your etaff, {e that the videning of Oonnecticut
Avenue bringe the rosdwsy cloeer to the receptor aftee.

Of greater concern, hovever, are the afght-hour worst-case -
potentfal afr quality {mpacte associsted vith the Buf1ld (Optfone)
Alternate. Tsble 2 ahows that fn 2010 the €O concentratfons at
feceptor eftes 4, 3 and & spproach (vith potentiel to exceed due -
to sodeling error) tha 8/MAQS. Consequently, the propoeed project
doee not appesr to provide any obvious atr quality benefite.

At the very leset, the Pinal Alr Quality Analyats ehould anplein
the potentisal fncresea in €O levels along Connecticut Avenue end

déiscuss 1ts f=plicatfons, EPA euggests that the Maryland SMA explora -
®eene to mitigate any potential fncreasee {n CO concentretisns:

Thaok yoo for focluding EPA fn the eerly coordioetion of thie
feport. Should yoo hewe oy questfone or 1f we can da of further

asef{stance, plesse contact Lyon P. Rothasn or Barald A. Prankford
at 215/397-7336 or 397-132% respectively.

Sincerely,

Ko

tirey M. Alper, Ohfef
NEPA Complienca Sectioo

- .
—_—

Build options D, E, & G

are not included as part of the Selected
Alternate.

The predicted build eight-hour concentrations for receptor sites
4, 5, & 6 consist mostly of background concentrations. The
difference between the no-build and build concentrations for
these receptors in 2010 is negligible (i.e. .2-.4 ppm).

Air quality is not a concern on this project as discussed on

bages 1III-19-20 of this document and in the Air Quality
Technical Report.
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November 23, 1987

Mr. Hal Kassoff, Adainistrator .
Maryland State Highway Administration
707 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 -

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

In preparing our suggested update to the Kensington/Wheaton and
Bethesda/Chevy-Chase Raster Plans, we are investigating the feasibility of a
park-and-ride lot or deck on SHA property at the 1-495/MD 185 interchange.
Specifically, the facility would be located where the former loop ramp
existed, which took westbound B8eltway traffic onto Southbound Kensington
Parkway. HKhile this location is large enough for a park-and-ride facility,
the question remains as to how morning traffic would safely access it from

westbound 1-495 and how evening traffic would leave it and re-access 1--495
eastbound.

We have not yet formed an opinion about which options at the 1-495/MD 185
interchange we Shculd support; we want to support options that would not
preclude a park-and-ride facility. 1 would appreciate your staff evaluating
which options would allow safe and efficient access to and from the site, and

determine what modifications (if any) would be necessary tc accommodate this
access.

1f you have any questions, please -ontact Clenn Orlin (251-2145).

Sincerely,
Original s.;:.,

Robert §. McGare,

Robert 5. McGarry, Director
‘Department of Transpertation
RSH:mjo

cc: Neil ). Pedersen
Sue Ellen Uhite

R e
gle(élr'(:;l'l') H. TRAINOR
Maryland Department of Transportation AL K s’s oFF
State Highway Administration Administrator

'JAN 0 6 89

Mr. Robert S. McGarry, Directecr

Montgomery County Department -
of Transportation

Executive Office Building

10th Floor

101 North Monroe Street

Rockville, Maryland 20850

15iM10
N 013A30
1n3r0Nd

s LW
lNBHdO

Dear Mr. McGarry:

Thank you for your recent letter asking that we consider a
park-and-ride lot for the northeast quadrant of the Interstate
Route 495/Maryland Route 185 interchange.

You will be pleased to know that we will investigate the
feasibility of a park-and-ride lot in the interchange area as

part of our current interchange study. We anticipate completion
of the study in about 90 days.

Since funding is currently not available for a park-and-ride
lot at this location, if the lot is found to be feasible, we
would assume that then you will pursue funding for the project
as well as responsibility for community coordination.

Please feel free to contact me or Neil Pedersen if we can be
of further assistance. Mr. Pedersen may be reached at 333-1110.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGK®Y BYf
RAL XASSOYP -
Hal Rassoff
Administrator

HK:tn
cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Michael Snyder

. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Mr. Jack F. Ross

My telsphone number is

Teletypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Speech

383-7555 Baltimore Metro - 585-0451D.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Tail Free s}
707 North Caivert St., Baltimore, Maryland 21203-0717 &
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THE IMARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION g;;ﬁ_‘;:':ﬂn L. Christelter
;:D 8787 Georgia Avenue o Silver Spﬁng, Maryland 20910-3760 Montgomery County Planning Board
(301) BIRXO00T The Maryland-National Capital Park
"l 495-4525 and Planning Commission

8787 Georgla Avenue
Siiver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760
pecember 4, 1987 Dear Mr. Christeiier:

Thank you for your letter with the recommendations of the Planning

' i Board staff about the proposed changes to the Interstate Route 496/Maryland
giécgarlugﬁ::ofﬁém?g'f::i::fzf." Route 186 interchange. We are studying these recommendations and wiit
707 N. Calve¥t Street respond with the resuits when our investigation is compiete.
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 Sincerety,
Re: Project Planning study ORIGINAL S'G*:2p gy
I-495 capital Beltway HAL KASSOFE
Interchange at Connecticut Hal Kassoff
Avenue (MD 185) a
Administrator
Dear Mr. Kassoff:
HK/th
The Planning Board reviewed the referenced project during
our regularly scheduled meeting of December 3, 1987. We appre- bee: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
ciate the attendance at our meeting of Neil Pedersen and Sue : Mr. Michael Snyder
$ Ellen White from your staff and David Wallace from your engi- ‘ /zr- Louis H. Ege, Jr.
no Deering consultant. Their presence was of great assistance to ; s. Sue Elfen White
ny  the Board during our discussions. Ms. Patricla Willard
= We understand from Mr. Pedersen that SHA will be spending , Prepared by:Sue Ellen White
additional time evaluating alternatives and conducting studies i Proj. Dev. Div,
Prior to making a decision about this project. The Planning : Ext. 6431

Board discussed additional studies which we think are hecessa
before we can make a decision. Mr. Pedersen indicated that SHA
can do these studies ang provide us with additional information.

12/21/87

tion of the ramp traffic from Kensington Parkway, we cannot
approve this project until we are assured that the impact of this

Avenue can be mitigated. The impact upon these residents is the

most critical issue of this proposed project and an acceptable
solution must be found.

The Planning stafe recommendation avoids additional traffic
on southbound Connecticut Avenue by maintaining Kensington Park-
way as it is today (rather than building the "green road".), The
staff recommendation wWould also improve traffie flow southbound
on Connecticut Avenue (from the residents viewpoint) by imple-
menting Option B to improve visibility and Create traffic gaps.

18, Hysh e 6§20

HOiSIALD
LRIRKd013A30
103roydd

Montgomery County Planning Board 9‘-99
| S
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The Planning staff addressed the mitigation of traffic
impacts to those residents on the east side of Connecticut Avenue
by recommending the purchase of those homes whose only access is
from Connecticut Avenue. The Planning Board felt that this idea
should be carried further. We asked Mr. Pedersen to study the
purchase of all the homes along the east side. This study should
include protecting the residences along Kenilworth Avenue from
the impact of traffic on Connecticut Avenue. -

During our discussions with your staff, it became apparent
that the queuing problem identified earlier in the study has not
yet been resolved. Mr. Pedersen suggested the possibility that
this may be controllable through traffic signal coordination. We
are asking that you pursue studies on this measure and present
additional information to us.

Since you will be studying the possibility of acquiring the
residential properties along the east side of Connecticut Avenue,
we requested that you study the feasibility of adding an addi-
tional travel lane in each direction (still with a fourteen foot
treed median as recommended by our staff) with the widening to be
entirely on the east side. This study in combination with the
traffic evaluation of a signal coordination system mentioned
above should begin to provide answers to some of the still un-
answered questions regarding the impact of this ramp relocation.

The following recommendations are those prepared by the
Planning Board staff. The Board favors these recommendations
but, as discussed earlier, we cannot make a final decision until
additional information is available. These recommendations are
for your information.

1. Remove Ramp H (northbound Kensington Parkway to east-
bound Beltway) and construct new Ramp N-E (northbound
Connecticut Avenue to eastbound Beltway). This change
will remove Beltway oriented traffic from the local
roadway (Kensington Parkway) and place the Beltway
oriented traffic on Connecticut Avenue (MD 185) which is
a State highway. From a transportation systems view-
point, this change is an appropriate action. However,
the construction of Ramp N-E will necessitate various
other reconfigurations at the Beltway/Connecticut Avenue
Interchange and will have an impact upon traffic opera-
tions and upon the liveability of the residences along
the east side of Connecticut Avenue between Jones Bridge
Road and the Beltway.

2. SHA should purchase those houses along the east side of
Connecticut Avenue whose only access is to Connecticut
Avenue. SHA should provide some form of buffer for the
remaining homes to protect the residents from the impact
of the approximately 1,100 vehicles per hour during the
PM peak hour that will use the curb lane of Connecticut
Avenue to reach the Capital Beltway. Access to these

14

driveways in the midst of this heavy traffic flow will
be hazardous and egress will be extremely difficult.

Kensington Parkway should continue to function as a two-
way street for its entire length. The Level of Service
(LOS) improvement for the Connecticut Avenue/Jones
Bridge Road/Kensington Parkway intersection created by
eliminating southbound traffic at Jones Bridge Road is
small (remains at LOS F). The gap in northbound
traffic created by the signal rhase devoted to this
movement has the benefit of enabling pedestrians to
cross Connecticut Avenue, therefore, this signal phasing
should be continued. Pedestrian crossings have been a
major concern and deserve high priority.

Remove existing Loop Ramp C (eastbound Beltway to
northbound Connecticut Avenue) and add new lanes to Ramp
B so that this traffic will use a new intersection with,
Connecticut Avenue. This new intersection will be sig-
nalized; traffic exiting the eastbound Beltway to travel
north on Connecticut Avenue will have two lanes in which
to approach Connecticut Avenue and make the left turn.
The removal of Ramp C is necessary to provide space for
the construction of Ramp N-E.

The removal of Ramp C will eliminate the weave on the
Beltway between Ramp D (traffic entering from southbound
Connecticut Avenue) and Ramp C (traffic exiting to
northbound Connecticut Avenue). As traffic volumes have
increased, this weave has begun to be a traffic opera-
tional problem. The removal of Ramp C will also elim-
inate the weave on Connecticut Avenue between Ramp C
(traffic northbound on Connecticut Avenue from the
eastbound Beltway) and the ramp carrying northbound
Connecticut Avenue traffic to the westbound Beltway.

Relocate Ramp B (eastbound Beltway to southbound Con-
necticut Avenue) to the north of its present location to
reduce speed of vehicles using this ramp and to improve
visipility for motorists and pedestrians at Woodlawn
Road. This movement may need to be signalized to create
gaps for local traffic entering and exiting the Chevy
Chase Valley community.

Install a sidewalk along the east side of Connecticut
Avenue north of Jones Bridge Road.

Replace the existing monolithic median and barricades
along Connecticut Avenue with a grass median to match
the existing 14 foot grass median. These medians should
be planted with trees.

Improve the Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Ken-
sington Parkway intersection similar to Option "G" with

=
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special attention to the Jones Bride Road/Spring Valley
Road intersection.

tion, (2) SHA's evaluation of the purchase of all residences
along the east side of Connecticut Avenue and 3) the-feasibility

We understand this to be a very difficult study and we share
what we know are Your concerns with finding a solution that is
equitable and fair to al) concerned.

\Sincerely,

AN
Norman L. Christeller
airman, McpB

NLC:PBw:vgn\kass.pbw
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mmycamv September 2 WBREC Mr. Robert S. McGarry

ep , Director, Montgomery County
EIVED | .

Department of Transportation

Nr. Ha) Xassoff, Administrator Executive Office Building

Raryland State Highway Administration - 337~ l%e 101 North Monroe Street -
707 North Calvert Street T-08 Rockville, Maryland 20850
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 : Bacdon. G.oi 8

PLANNING & PRELinARY iikmumn Dear Mr. McGarry:

Dear Mr. Kassoff:

s Thank you for your September 2nd letter regarding the pro-
In Novenmber of last year we asked SHA to investigate the feasibility of a posed park-and-ride lot in the northeast quadrant of the I-495/
park-and-ride facility at the 1-495/MD 185 finterchange; you responded that SHA MD 185 interchange.
would conduct such a study and that its findings were anticipated in April

(both letters are attached). We have severe reservations about permitting access between

the I-495 off-ramp and the proposed park-and-ride lot. The ramp
I recognize the complexity of the [-495/MD 185 interchange study, and can has been a high accident location during each of the past three
understand that the resolution of the fssue has been slower than expected. years. There is currently limited sight distance for vehicles
However, we have a deadline regarding the park-and-ride facility that is fast coming off the beltway at high speeds. An exit from the park-
approaching. The County Planning Board's draft of the Kensington/Wheaton and-ride lot onto the ramp would introduce a weave movement in
Master Plan makes reference to a possible park-and-ride factlity at this the middle of this ramp.
location, and refers to the State's study. The draft was forwarded to us at
the beginning of August; the County Executive has sixty days to make revisions
to this draft before it goes to the County Council for its consideration. The
sixty-day period ends on September 30.

In sum, from a safety perspective, we feel that introducing
an access point onto a ramp would create a higher accident poten-
tial and, regrettably, is not a concept that we can support.

_ We would very much appreciate your comments regarding the feasibility of
the park-and-ride facility so that the Executive can make a definitive
recomsendation to the Councfl. The most critical issue 1s whether the
facility can be reasonably and safely accessed from the east off of [-495 and
to the east on to the Beltway. In order to include the substance of your

XA A

We regret any delay in our response and hope you will feel
free to contact me or Neil Pedersen, at 333-1110, if you wish to
further discuss this matter. :

i Sincerely,
¢ need them by Friday, September 16.
cosments, w y Y. Sep ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
1 appreciate your attention to this matter. HAL KASSOF?
Hal Rassoff
Sincerely, Administrator
i HRK:tn
: bert S. McGarry cc: Mr. Neil J. Pedersen
Director
becec: Mr, Michael Snyder
cc: Nefl Pedersen . )t(:ouis H. Ege, Jr.
Sue Ellen White Mr. Thomas Hicks
. Mr. Glenn Orlin
Ms. Patricia wWillard
- Mr. David wallace
dictated by Neil Pedersen
Office of the Director, Depantment of Transporutios 9-;
101 Monroe Screet, 10th Floot. Rockville, Maryland 20830, 301/217-2170 p
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January 11, 1989

RECEIVED

Mr. Hal Xassoff

Administrator

Maryland State Highway JAN 18 1289
Administration 267

707 N. Calvert Street

DIRECTOR, 0¢FiCE OF
PLAXNING & PRELIMISARY ENSINEERING

RE: Project Planning Study
I-495 Capital Beltway
Interchange at =
/ Connecticut Ave, (MD 185)

Dear Mﬁ. Kassoff:

Baltimore, MD 21202

At the request of the District 18 Delegation, the Planning
Board discussed the referenced project at our regularly
scheduled meeting of January S5, 1989. This discussion was the
fourth time that the Planning Board has reviewed that project.
The Delegation, represented by Senator Schweinhaut, Delegate
Robertson, and Delegate Wiser, (Delegate Sher being out of town)

tration on the very difficult problem of relocating the Beltway
In particular, the Delegation asked
Us to reconsider our recommendation that you purchase the 11
houses on the east side of Connecticut Avenue and construct a
fourth northbound traffic lane at that location.

The Planning Board voted to modify the recommendation that
we sent to you in our letter of December 1, 1988. The following
is a list of recommendations which the Planning Board supports
with respect to this ramp relocation. We recommend relocating
the existing ramp from Kensington Parkway to the eastbound Belt-
way to Connecticut Avenue with the following conditions:

1. The Board supports the intersection improvement at
Connecticut Avenue/Jones Bridge Road/Xensington Parkway
(Option G in the Project Planning Study).

2. Kensington Parkway should remain open for two-way traffic.

———
——— e

. Mary/aﬂdﬂepanmem0/T/aﬂspanqt/aﬂ
£5) State Highway Administration

Richard H. Trainc
Secretary

Hal Kassatf
Admunisirator

February 2, 1989

Mr. Norman L. Christeller

Chairman, Montgomery County Planning Board

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Dear Mr.‘SQ;istéfi;;:'\Jbqu"-_

Thank you for your January llth letter about thg Planning
Board’s revised recommendation regarding the relocation of the
beltway ramp from Kensington Parkway to Connecticut Avenue.

We are considering your comments as we work toward a

decision on this issue.

We appreciate your input and support.

Sincerely,,
1

Hal Kassoff

Administrator
HK/ih
cec: «ﬁ/. Neil J. Pedersen
Mr. Louis H. Ege, Jr.
Ms. Sue Ellen White
Ms. Patricia Willard
My telephone is (301).

707 North Calvert St., Baltimora, Marytand 21203-0717

Teletypewrlter for impaired Hearing or Sceech
383-7555 Baltlmore Metro ~ 565-0451 0.C. Metro - 1-800-492-5062 Statewide Toll Free ~

g
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3. We recommend that SHA purchase, from a willing seller, any ]-(;
of the four houses whose only access is onto Connecticut
Avenue. The Board feels that those houses should not be *
resold until the Beltway relocation is accomplished and
purchasers of these houses can see traffic conditions along
Connecticut Avenue.

4. We support relocating Ramp C to Ramp B and moving the .
existing Ramp B (east to south traffic) northward with that \
movement to be controlled by the new traffic signal. :

5. There should be no additional lanes on the west side of
Connecticut Avenue, that is, the southbound lanes should .
remain as they are today. )

The Board continues to be concerned with the traffic envi-
ronment created by this ramp on the east side of Connecticut
Avenue but we realize that the expense and the precedent-setting
nature of the purchase of the 11 homes may cause an additional
burden which this project simply cannot bear.

7incerely, =

Aain

orman L. Christeller
Chairman, MCPB

NLC:PBW:Kkcw/b:I1495.pw

9Z7-A

cc: Montgomery County Delegates and Senators
Montgomery County Council



