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FHWA - Canal Road Entrance Project
at Georgetown University

COMMENT SHEET

All comments are due by Sept. 30, 1995
I ATTENDED THE PUBLIC MEARING AT MOUNT VERNOM COLLEGE ON SEPTEMBER

19TH, HAD PLANNED TO MAKE THESE REMARKS IN PUBLIC, BUT TIME DID MOT
PERMIT ME TO STAY BEYOND BPM.

Planning for a highway or street change as this is a large task. I know you
are aware a highway design cannot be dicrated by a study of one small area
only. One simple change in a highway or street configuracion to satisfy a
louwd and vocal citizen's group may affect some other nelghborhood far away.
Traffic is a very pliable element. Changes, even best planned changes, are
often outsmarted by drivers seeking speedy routes te one's destination.

Washington communities are ofter affected by the actions of people outside a
neighborhood. Recall the recent traffic reconfiguration to satisfy securicy
demands at The White House. Note the Whitehurst Freeway (together with Canal
Road) was not put in teo satisfy the demands of the neighbors, but to
facilitate the Surburban commuters, This was the complaint the citizens of
Arlington had toward the designs for Route 66 -~ they maintained the highway
adversely affected their neighborhood, and was for the primary use of people
living outside of Arlington. At hand are complaints from Georgetown
University and G residents ing their road patterns. The
University selfishly wancs a better and grander entrance; Georgetowners
likewise have made it known they do not want University traffic compounding
the congestion on their streets. These are typical special interesat issues
that you must rise above to seek a favorable traffic solution affecting a much
wider area than your study seems to indicate you have addressed.

1 urge you, highway designers, te look beyond the Georgetewn University Canal
Road Entrance. Traffic wichin two miles of the proposed entrance is mess®
Observe Machrthur Boulevard from Arizona Avenve to Canal Road: look at
Reservolr from its onset to Wisconsin Avenue; look at the streets accessing
Reservoir Road: and observe Whitehurst Freeway together with cther area roads.
These are traffic nightmares (or daymares, depending on time of observing).
The four alternative proposals fit the classic road or street adjustment made
to satisfy one citizen's group but adversely affecting others.

Flease do not make » decision based on the small area of atudy I ohserved on
display prior to the meeting. Rise uwp to the level aof a large scale vraffic
engineer. Spend the allecated funds not on an airport type entrance, not on a
propesal to guier one or two sgueaky wheels, but on & program to improve the
street network within a larger affected area!

PLACE IN DESIGNATED BOX
AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
OR MAIL TO:

Respectively submitted,

sk

Rlexander H. Jeffries .1,

e
Washington DC 20007-2050

Please add me to the Project Mailing

List,

99/29/1995
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TSNS Ariogton, VA 22201
phone/fax (703) 522-8040

September 29, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Adminisirator
Federal Highway Administration

Union Center Plaza; Suite 750

#20 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20002

RE: Qeorgetown U y
Dear Mr. Hill: Draft EIS and 4{0) Evaluation
As a long-time friend of the C&0 Canal National Historic Park and the Potomac
Palisades, | apy being kept inf d about the Cansl Road project through

your various mailings.

1 have finally reviewed the Draft EIS and the 4(f) Statement, and find thal those
d leave several imp park-relaled lssues unresolved:

1) Condltion and vulnerability of the Canal wall: 1t is surprising and dismaying
to {ind that guestions about the 1 gt gth and stability of this key historic
structure have not yel been lved, and app ly may be add d in detailed
studies only after an alternative has been picked. Indecd, the EIS generally skins
the entire subject of the condition and possible frailties of the Canal wall; the best
indication of expens' (short of the technical repon, which 1 have not
seen) is in your letier 10 Charles A. Pryor, Jr. (March 14, 1995, in appendix D-1).
This issue necds more atlention now. A design requirement of no additioal stress
is no substitute for the most careful analysis of the sirucwure - and the cosis of any
needed improvements — belore an option is chosen.

In addition, the ling impact of jve blasting and near the
wall under some alternatives (p, 4-25) does not seem to have been considered
all. The assertion of “no impact” on the wall during of any

(Tahle 4-6, p. 4-26) seems wishful at best.

Visual impacts on the Palisades: The impacts of various options on views of
ﬁr. ﬂeorguu:::l’l]im. as scen from the C&0 towpath, the Potomac Rivet and
the Virginia shore, are set [orth well in the Oraft BIS (p. 4-5 -m 4-6, and Figures
4-5 and 4-6). The elevati firm that Al ives 3B, with its elevated road
and 450-foot-long retaining wall, snd 3H, with ils 750-foot-lung reuining wall,
would be substantial visual intrusions on s key section of the green Palisades.

The draft 4(f) Statement, however, takes a very differcnt and quile cavalier view.
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With no reference 1o the analyses in chapter 4, the 4(f) Statement declares on p. 8-
8, and again on p. 8-9, that even 3B and 3H “would have I\lljly'hle effect on the
use or overall function of the NPS lands along Canal Road.” And wh

“this area is used only for land: g and visual p " This suggests that the
only parklands that matter are those used for active recreation. You should not
need reminding that the primary purpose of the Palisades park is 10 preserve and
protect a priceless natural and historic scene. In my view, this lack of

not to ion any difl jation am diernatives, makes the 4(f)
Statement sadly perfunctory. In sctord with the stawtory purpose of minimizing
losses of parkiands, 1 would expect it to he even more allentive than the EIS to the
differing impacis of various alternatives on the Palisades.

pmptny !nr

3) Secondary Impum. nh\-imu.lr the key lssue of access to the Riders' Fund
is 1 and

(p. 8-9 and elsewtu:e) that this issue “will
be detetmimd as a mu‘rl af coordination of this 4([) documentation” are highly
unhelpful, leaving citizens to wonder what is likely to be decided by whom, in
whose interests, with what (if any) public notice, and when,

1 trust that these comments are helpful.

Sincerely,

(pani 7

Carrie Johi
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Advisory Neighborhdod Commission

2E
StrySalnmmehil - Washjngton, DC 20007

Beprowmyer 2911995

Mr. Arthur Hill

FHWA

820 First Street, NE  Sutie 750
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

This letter s to convey to you our support for Altemative 2 or 2A. regarding the Canal Road
demonstration project. In our view i will greatly improve traflic conditions in Georgetown, will
put traffic on strects bettor sulted for i, and will remove inappropriste truck and bus traffic from
loul streets. It is the best altemative because it creatés these benefits without significant

sy

to or from other areas, and Is Jeast expensive and has the least
visual impact.
Thank you.
Truly yours,
Tk Jihosr . Ca, oy Do, j

Rod Johnston, 2E-
Chairman

s

cmg Davitiag, 268 T
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JEROME E. JOSEPH

Potomac, Md. 20854

FHWA Regional Dircctor Arthur Hill
Dear: Mr.Hill:

As 2 resident of Maryland and commuter to the District, | have just spent 3 stressful years
o chiring the i X fCanal Road. 1 am aulraged to hear that a plan has been proposed

1o The Federal Highwav Adimini belall of G Ut create even more licadachies to my
daily commute.
I realize that GU has a very big in Georgs offering the ity

benefits however. Lin no way want my comnmite to become morc of o hassle then it alrcady is. The plan,
s Tunderstamd. will not only impuct traflic but could be an ecological disaster for e C&0 Canal, and
a very old and beautiful historic town.

I moved to Maryland from New York where | a very hectic fo New York
City daily. Moving here has afTorded me a better way of life, more time with my family all due to less of
adaily commaute. | would hate to see all this come to a halt because GU wants easier acoess to the Key
Bridge and a GU LANE ONLY on Canal Road all for a ncw vanity entrance to the University,

PLEASE DO ALL YOU CAN TO STOP THIS!

Jerome E. Joseph

BD

1

Si rely,
O,
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ALICIA JUARREROD

Washington, D.C. 20007-201%
TR T

September 1%, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Union Center FPlaza, Suite 750

820 First St., N,E.

Washingten, D.C. 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

I write to express my strong opposition to the Canal Road
Entrance project as currently proposed. I teach at Frince
George's Community College’'s Andrews Air Force Base extension
center in the afternoons. When ] leave my house at approximately
4:00 pm, the southbound traffic flow on Foxhall continuing on to
Canal FRoad going towards Key BPBridge, is so congested that it
takes me an average of 18 minutes to get from my house to the
bridge exit, a distance of less than one and one half miles'
This same congestion occurs on pleasant weekend afterncons.
Being able to turn left onto the Georgetown University campus
will simply make matters worse, #8 it would divert traffic that
currently goes through Reservoir Road onto Canal Road.

The lack of specificity in the EIS regarding the potential
development of the Riders Trust property that mav take place as a
result of the projected road is even worse. Mhat kind of
residential property and how many could be built? W®What kind of
commercial property could be built? What would the
consequences ~—- probably adverse =-- be for the residents of
Foxhall Village and neighboring communities? MNe proposal that
does not address and answer these questions should be approved.

Onlvy Alternative #1 of DEIS is acceptable. 1! stronagly urge you:
Do not build.

ANUAD
Alicia Juarrerd, FhD

cc: Brian Harrjngton
Judith Dellenmaver
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FHWA - Canal Road Entrance Project
at Georgetown University

COMMENT SHEET

All ts are due by Sept. 30, 1995
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PLACE IN DESIGNATED BOX

AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
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Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator, "“;".(_] iR ‘.;l up (s 0.,
: Federal Highway Administration o
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Mrs. Barbara F. Kahlow
iR

‘Washington, DC 20037

September 21, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Union Center Plaza, Suite 750
820 First Street, NE.
Washington, DC 20002

Re: FHWA-DC-EIS-95-01-D
Drafl EIS for the Canal Road Entrance to Georgetown University

Drear Mr. Hill:

This letter follows up both on my oral testimony (a copy of my written testimony is attached)
September 19, 1995, on the draft envi | impact stat (EIS) for the Canal Road
entrance Lo Georgetown University (GU) and on a telephone call 1 received the next day from
Mr. Gerald Yakowenko. Mr. Yakowenko asked me to write the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to officially request a FHWA legal opinion on the meaning of “without
decreasing the efficiency.”

Sec. 14%(a)(14) of Public Law 100-17, the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987, places a requirement on the Secretary of Transportation regarding this
demonstration project that the project shall be carried out “without decreasing the efficiency of a
Federal-aid primary highway." Both Canal Road and the Whitehurst Freeway are Federal-aid
primary highways. The legislative history of the Act in House Conference Report No. 100-27
does not elaborate on this statutory | ' Mr. Yal ko infc I me that it is FHWA's
“interpretation” that a “reasonable” decrease in efficiency for the Whitchurst Freeway is
allowable. 1 find absolutely no basis in either the law or its legislative history for this

" ble" decrease) interpretation for either Federal-aid primary highway and I believe it is
emoneous. -

1 do not believe that the draft EIS fully accounts for the additional peak PM traffic to be added 1o
the Whitehurst Freeway under any of the build alternatives. Nonetheless, the draft EIS clearly

'However, the legislative history does specify that Georgetown University is the private
party which would need to designate at least 2.5 acres of land,



DOCUMENT 48 : Testimony of Barbara Kahlow DOCUMENT 48
before the FHWA and DPW
on the Draft EIS for the Canal Road E! To G Uni
Document No. FHWA-DC-EIS-95-01-D
shows? that there will be additional PM rush traffic to the Whitehurst Freeway of at least 158- September 19, 1995
220 cars under any of the build altematives. In my testimony, I requested that FHWA fully
account for the additional peak PM traffic,

1, Barbara Kahlow, am immediate past-Vice President of the Foggy Bottom Association, the

. . . . largest civic association in Foggy Bottom-West End; however, I am testifying today as an

Given the plain language of the statute and the traffic findings to date, 1 believe the increase in individual citizen who is concemed about the traffic impact on Fogey Bottom-West End of

traffic onto the Whitehurst Freeway negates FHWA's further consideration of any of the build poss-blr. changes to the Canal Road 1o Georg Uni y (GU). My testimony

alternatives, i e., there is a fatal flaw in consideration of any build al i today raises questions that 1 believe need to be more fully addressed in the final Environmental
; Impact Statement (EIS) to be prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in

1f you need any additional information from me, 1 can be reached during the day on 202-395- )

z Y concert with the DC Department of Public Works (DPW).
3053. Thank you in advance for ing a th gh legal analysis of this issue.

Page 3-3 of the draft EIS states that GU will add 3.8 million square feet of building foor area by
year 2010 without a chnnse in enrollment. If there is no change in enrollment but an "increased
74 = bf’?‘é"w BH an h and grad level study,” there will be more non-students on campus lo
uul|ze this enormous mcrease in space. A high percemage of these individuals will no doubt
commute to GU by car. 1did not find evidence in the draft EIS to reflect this inevitable increase
N G SRR in cars. Please include an estimate for this increase in traffic volume in the final EIS.
Ms. Carol Jacoby, FHWA

Sincerely, 1

Attachment

Table 3-5 on page 3-14 reveals that, currently, 10.6 percent of GU AM traffic arrives via the

2 | Canal Road entrance from the Whitehurst Freeway but only 0.2 percent depart using the Canal
BC Road entrance for the Whitehurst Freeway "Since this traffic cannot get to the Whitehurst
Freeway easily from either” the Canal Road or Prospect Street entrances. Under Alternatives 2
and 2A, the only "build” alternatives that are effeciively left on the table, there will be easy access
to the Whitehurst Freeway. Therefore, there will most probably be at least a 10 percent increase
in GU PM traffic using the Whitehurst Freeway.

Table 4-1 on page 4-11 reveals that, under Alternatives 2 and 2A, in the PM rush, there is

3 expecied 10 be an increase of 158-220 cars leaving GU using the Canal Road travelling East of
BH the i.e., in the direction of the Whitek Freeway (and M Strect/Pennsylvania
Avenue). Can the already overburdened Whitehurst Freeway date these cars without
even further backups into Foggy Bottom-West End? Is the increase from the unspecified increase
in GU staff 1o be employed in the 3.8 million square feet reflected in the 158-220 estimate? Is the
10 percent increase in GU PM traffic using the Whitehurst Freeway fully factored inta the 158-
220 estimare?

Please. note that Table 4-2 mdnmea that the Canal Road and Whitehurst Freeway intersection has

4 ion capacity g F LOS in the PM under Alternatives 2 and 2A. In the final EIS,
CG please include estimates, instead of asterisks, for 1996 and 2016 under the No Build, 2 and 2A
Alternatives. DPW has ive traffic analyses from its ideration of al ives for the
East End of the Whitehurst Freeway which should be factored into the final EIS by FHWA.

Lastly, my reading of P.L. 100-17 is that FHWA cannot make 2 change in the Canal Road
BC 5 entrance which will decrease the efficiency of the Whitehurst Freeway, which is a Federal-aid
S *Even without GU's full addition of 3.8 million square feet of building floor area by year primary highway.
2 _ The bottom line is that 1 recommend that the final E1S specifically address the PM traffic impact

6 l of Alternatives 2 and 2A on Foggy Bottom-West End, including any decrease in efficiency of the
BH Whitehurst Freeway. Thank you for your consideration of my views,
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PROSPECT HOUSE

-
Washington, DC 20007

Mr. Arthur Hill
FHWA, Suite 750

820 First Street
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

My being unable to attend the September 19 FHWA hearing at Mt. Vernon College has
caused me great concern. | know too that others like me that support the Canal Road
project, supporting Alternative 2 (or 2A) that could not attend the public hearing, want to
be heard.

The Georgetown community and especially those who live on Prospect Street as [ do
deserve some relief. We were blessed when Georgetown University agreed to close its
Prospect Street to all except gency and wvehicles when Canal
Road is modified Prospect Street is a narrow residential street designed for only local
traffic. Each day 4,300 cars enter and leave the Georgetown University campus via
Prospect Street. This creates a massive traffic jam daily  Few cars use the University's
main entrance on Canal Road, NW, an arterial street d to handle

traffic. To encourage commuters to use Canal Road instead of our local streets would
give the residential neighborhood much needed relief

We live in 2 city in crisis and Georgetown is trying to make a difference. Please help us

Sincerely,

e &

September 21, 1995

cM

DOCUMENT 50
W [(23DED [

0CT 231935
FAX COVER PAGE
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From' ew Wiriaoom Tu: Congroamean on Convile Mu ofs D 10WDS Time: 145708

The Advisory Board Company

To: Congresewoman Connle Moralla Far Information Call: 202-672-5611
From ; Joe Kiriacos Al: The Advisory Board Co
[Pages:1 Fax Number : 202-336-1720 :
Dear Publie Offcial: )

Lms @ rocsipt of & Oyer rmlining the proposed shanges to de structu s sl Sow of Canal Foad s o relates to Georpetown [inveniny.
Buing m everyday comunte oo Comtl Road, Lam by concened about that affeot
= ey ccmmser Rod| dq:,m. .-,W direcaly affeot my rouss. Tirwensa, 1 woudd

With this fn mind. | would 1 to requsar firther inf the sourves of hnding
o thin project, tho entisipated cout, m;wm«mmm; f-n!ﬂ yl-mhhqmlnd

Tuch 23 the effects on the camal, the efinery oa DO pipe systems, nd the destruction of e rmnrl scepery. Lantly, please provide
Mmbmh-md'dm pusiecs, nchiding the date comstracticn would hegin and end, phas the road shanges during

Your astistancs in this matter is 1 canside: mynall
Yo sk Sy m.s:vwmm 4l & raspensible menile wl vuciery and Would 1e 1o wesgh the pros nd

Pleass yand the information ta:

-
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Mm;w.a\mmknmivmle ]\5" & 7‘,71'

Fivers pages by Deting
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Smdrnt Asswiiatisn

v t 3
Georgrowa Unnrrsiry
October 13, 1995
Mr. Arthur Hill
‘Federsl Highway Authority
Mr. Hill:
Onbehalfof the nearly 5,500 undergrad dents of Georgaiown Universty, the
Georg! University Student Assoclation hereby ex i g support for the Canal Road
Project. The 2A altemative, which appears (o have the most support among area residents, will allevi-
sle traffic problems for students as well as for residents in the arca. 1t imp tothe
current traffic situation.
Pleass feel free to contact us st (202) 687-3647 for edditional information or comments. We
i . PP
Sincerely,
Ry e~
Raj Kumar
Vice President.

PO Bix 2239 Warhingraw DC thostoon
pr

1
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Anthony J. LoPinto

Washington, D.C. 20007

Seplember 7, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

FHWA, Suite 750

820 First Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

| am writing you today as a concerned resident of Georgetown about the current traffic
situation at Canal Road and 34th Street, NW.

It has come to my attention that a determination is being made that will hopelully change
the traffic patern at Canal Road. As a homeowner in the Georgetown community, | am
concerned about the heavy traffic in Georgetown and strongly support the Canal Road
project which will help alleviate the current traffic problem in my neighborhood.

Thank you for your attlention 10 this matter.

Sincerely,
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ALICE NEFF LucaN, EsQ.

WasHNGTON, D.C. 20007-2010
September 26, 1995

Arthur Hill

Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Suite 750

820 First Street NE
Washington, D.C. 20002

RE: Protect Canal Path Access

Dear Mr. Hill:

I am told you are the person te whom I should address
ingquiries about the Georgetown University Canal Road Entrance.
Perhaps you are aware there is a pedestrian/bike tunnel under
Canal Road and the canal itself, adjacent to the intersection
with FoxHall Reoad. I would guess that hundreds of D.C. residents
and visitors use this as an entrance to the Canal Path hiking
trail and bike path. It allows a commute to downtown, an

exercise route, dog walks and recreational pleasures on the
weekend .

Please tell me to whom should I address a letter with a
reminder that this important passage-way should not be destroyed
or blocked, even for a day, whatever the outcome on the larger
preject. Thank you for your advice.

Sincerely,

/?){L 7 (?ev’
- et S N
Hlice N Lucan

»
*
'S

DOCUMENT 54
Fogay Burtom and West End o
Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC-2A)

—_— R p—
SECORSRSEREMMN + VWashington, D.C. 20006 ¢+ R

September 29, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Union Center Plaza

20 First Street, M.E. Suite #750
Washington, D.C. 20002

RE Canal Road Entrance Project
Dear Mr. Hill:
This letter transmits Resolution #95-9B, passed at a special meeting held on September 28,

1995, a quorum present and voting.

Sincerely yours,

Qg.,w%\mw

Sara Maddux
ANC2A Chairperson
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FOGGY BOTTOM/WEST END ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION (ANC-2A)
passed the following Resolution #95-9B

RE Canal Road Entrance Project Document No. FHWA-DC-EIS-95-01-D
Whereas the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in concert with the D.C. Department of

Public Works (DPW), prepared a draft E | Impact St (EIS) for the Canal Road
entrance to Georgetown University (GU); and

Whereas the draft EIS includes a no build alternative (Altemative 1) and several build
alternatives 2 and 2A); and

Whereas page 3-3 of the draft EIS states that GU will add 3.8 million square feet of building
floor area by year 2010 without a change in enrollment. If there is no change in enrollment but an
“i d emphasis on h and graduate-level study”, there will be more non-students on
campus to utilize this enormous increase in space. A high p tage of these individuals will no
doubt commute to GU by car. The draft EIS does not seem to reflect this inevitable increase in
cars and, thus, the final EIS should include an estimate for this increase in traffic volume; and

Whereas Table 3-5 on page 3-14 reveals that, currently, 10.6 percent of GU a.m. traffic arrives
via the Canal Road entrance from the Whitehurst Freeway but only 0.2 percent departs using the
Canal Road entrance for the Whitehurst Freeway “Since this traffic cannot get to the Whitehurst
Freeway easily from either the Canal Road or Prospect Street entrances. Under Altematives 2
and 2A, there will be easy access 1o the Whitehurst Freeway. Therefore, there will most probably
be at least a 10 percent increase in GU p.m. traffic using the Whitehurst Freeway, and

Whereas Table 4-1 on page 4-11 reveals that, under Alternatives 2 and 2A, in the p.m_rush,
there is expected to be an increase of 158-220 cars leaving GU using the Canal Road traveling
east of the entrance, i.e, in the direction of the Whitehurst Freeway (and M Street/Pennsylvania
Avenue). It is unclear if the increase from the unspecified increase in GU staff 1o be employed in
the 3.8 million square feet is reflected in the 158-220 estimate and if the 10 percent increase in
GU p.m. traffic using the Whitehurst Freeway is fully factored into the 158-220 estimate; and

‘Whereas Table 4-2 indicates that the Canal Road and Whitehurst Freeway intersection has
i ion capacity ing F LOS (the worst service level category) in the p.m. under
Alternatives 2 and 2A. The final E1S should include estimates, instead of asterisks, for 1996 and
2016 under the No Build, 2 and 2A Alternatives; and

Whereas the traffic flows under any build alternative for the Canal Road entrance would
i traffic ion and lengthen peak p.m. periods of traffic in Foggy Bottom/ West End;

and

DOCUMENT 54

THE FOGGY BOTTOM AND WEST END ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMIBSION
(ANC-2R) passed the following Resolution # -

. Whereas traffic on the affected sireets in Foggy Bottom/ West End s in many places already

ting at the worst, heavily congested capacity during peak p.m. periods (at tw_ei ni_‘ se!-vic.e F),
?-:;a mg‘ problems for p ,‘ 8msafel:y, damage to the Foggy Bottom Fﬁnom: District
properties from traffic vibrations, and air and noise pollution seriously exceeding Federal |
standards; and

Whereas conditions - outside the immediate area of GU, e.g., in the Fg-ggy Bottom/West End -
of pedestrian safety, traffic vibrations, and air and noise pollution have either not been addressed
a1 all in the draft EIS or been examined only very supecficially, and

Whereas any increase in p.m. traffic from the Canal Road entrance {mt:: Foggy Botto :
End would rhate the d existing problems which negatively effect quality of life;

and

Whereas the cost of any of the build alternatives shifting traffic from one area to other h_eavily
trafficked areas would negatively impact Federal and D.C. taxpayers 10 the mﬁt 'p‘.nrnan!y ofa
private no paying institution and to the d of multitudes of taxpaying residents; and

Whereas P.L. 100-17 clearly specifies that FHWA cannot rnfake a chmgz in the Canal Road
entrance which will decrease the efficiency of 3 Federal-aid primary highway. Both the
Whitehurst Freeway and Canal Road are Federal-aid primary highways.

i i d West End
Be it therefore resolved for all the reasons stated herein that the Foggy Boﬁor‘n an
Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC-2A) request that the final EIS sp.ocl.fically address the
p.m. traffic impact of Alternatives 2 and 2A on Foggy Bot fWest End, any
in efficiency of the Whitchurst Freeway, and all other environmental effects, and

Be it further resolved that ANC-2A requests that the final EIS include a FHWA legal opinion
about any change which would result in any decrease in efficiency of Canal Road and/or the
Whitehurst Freeway, and

Be it further resalved that ANC-2A strongly opposes any of the build alternatives, including
Alternatives 2 and 2A, and, thus, supports no build Alternative 1.
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25 October, 1995

To Whom It May Concern:

1 ama resident of Montgomery County and | commute to Arlington, Virginia every day
using eiﬂm_lhe Clara Barton Parkway or the George Washington Parkway. Each route
has many difficulties and my 15 mile commute frequently takes more than one hour.
Irecently learned of Georgetown University’s plan to add a traffic light on Canal Road
and to add GU-oaly lancs to Canal Road. | strongly oppose this plan, I also strongly

object i using tax dollars to modify the entrance to the university.

| urge you to decline to support these changes and vote against any impending legislarure

that would enact these changes to the university and di y
Sincerely,

g iy

Vinnie McCollough

REAMNEE TR
Rockville, MD 20852

TR RN R

TOTAL P.@1
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September 25, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

FHWA

820 First Street, NE  Suite 750
Washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Hilk:

1 would begin by thanking the FHWA for its long and careful process in regard to this
project. Since 1993, it has held 3 public hearings, sent out 4 newsletiers, been available
at all times to answer questions, and has allowed over 60 Jays for pu}llm comment to the
DEIS. lis performance has been a model of good governance.

1 write to you as someone who is affected by this project on three levels. As the ANC
commissianer in whose district this projeci will occur, 1 bring to you the voices of
countless residents who have called, written and spo]u-n to me of their freal desire for
relief to the current pro!:l:ms of traffic and pollution. As Executive Director of the
Francis Scott Key Foundation, which ereated the park at Key Bridge and M Streets and
whose new Francis Scott Key Education Center will be at 34th and M Sis., I see the
impact of the traffic lnl:lzup every Ja}r, As a resident on Pmspecl Street, I‘w"mg between
34th & 35th Sts., ] watch every day as trucks, busses, and cars literally inch their way

th 51 this chok poini i bcarlwn ide and black dust inte our 1ung.¢ and
homes. £ have the misfortune to have ta retun: to my x:'.'iglat'cr‘.'wed betweer the hours
of 3:30 and 6:30 p.m., it can take me as long as twenty minutes to travel the last few
blocks to my hame. There is no question in my mind that there is indeed a serious

problem and that residents are cheering the FHWA's effort to improve their quality of
life.

Bt et £ the build alternatives help residente?

1 Most simply, it will relieve the massive tangle that takes place for three hours every
afternoon on Prospect St., 34th 5t., and 35th 5t. Rush hour is longer in the
vicinity of the Universily, as classes break carlier and then regular commuler traffic
mixes in. Taking the university traffic out of the mix will allow commuter traffic

Sniclioapsspbnbililisidaiias | D0 10007 Phone ekiieiitdeiidd o ki

A ramprohi, tas-riempt erpanizatien
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coming from upper Northwest and heading for Virginia to flow llarough the
neighborhood mere quickly. It will also mean that ) tly
called to the University -- will be able to move l‘hmugh the corridor more qu:cHy
and more salely.

2. A major benefit will be that all truck and bus traffic to and from the University --
at all hours -- will then be able to be rouled in and out of the Canal Road entrance,
removing this one element !nla“y out of the mix, and }wlping 1o relieve the
p:ol!]ems of backup, road damage, noise and pollution caused by this inappropriate
use of |1eig’1['por|'moc| streets.

= Air quality in the neighborhood will vastly inp Not only will there be ferer
vehicles, the fact that ilwy will ot he vi.rhll“}l 'parlae&" with their engines running
for Iong mﬁo:ls of time will greal]y legsen the po“u!iom

4, The bulk of the traffic will utilize arterial roads that are built to withstand it, rather
than fragile neighborhood streets. Homes will also benefit from a reduction of
building-rattling traffic.

5. Finally, almost all the traffic will move better. Surely that coming l]\rougl‘l the
corridor described will, but also traffic moving through Georgetown on M St
(because the huge tie-up at 34th and M will be vastly eased).

Which solution is hest?
Actually, any of the build solutions would serve to alleviate the teaffic and pollution

prablem for Georget but residents care about other issues as well. For the following
reasans, we would opt for either 2 or 2A:

1. We do not wish te solve our problem at the exg of our neight
communities. A traffic light allows the most ﬂexnl!:hly for possible ad;uslmenl in
the future. Changes can be made in the operation of the light, including timing,
turning it off cllmng the morning rush hour (v]ml'l is acceptaHe to Georgelown
residents and should eliminate the "ug " problem), estting it to flashing for
late night/holiday times, and adjusting the hmu when left turns can be made. 1t
also allows further niudy on the L']Demg."npcmng of Prospect 51.

2. Tt is the least invasive solution envi tally. Both the overpass and underpass
lternatives would be disturbing to the C & O Canal and river views, and would
have enormous impact on the palisades there.
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3. s the least costly. At $1.7M, it costs less than a third of the budgeted amount,
a significant benefit.

What about i 1=?

1. The great of " " residents is that they will suffer greater delays. It
seems, however, that I]‘:e_v need not he overly concerned for two reasons:
Georgetown residents are wr.llmg to leave the ]:g]-:l off in the eastward
direction in the morning, a zero-impact lution for upst !

- FHWA traffic studies indicate only a 10-15 second Jehy in the afternoon

for those commuters l'len:lmg wesl,

We are hopeful that this resp to their for the ing rush hour will
result in a correswn&mg willingness on their part to accept the 10- ]5 n:cond per
car \‘]elay in the aft for an benefit for G

3. As for concern about the impact of the expanded Canal Road entrance on the
University's building plans, we would respond that those are set by the BZA-
approved Master Plan, not by this project -- and that when that building takes
plane. we will be even more gnch to have the additional construction and l‘lrliwry
traffic coming and going on a major arterial and not !hrougl: local streete.

4. To those who are concerned about the loss of some of the woods along Canal Road,
or who worry aboul the landscaping treatment of retaining walls, and 0 on, we
would state that we share those concerns. But everything in life is "compared to
whal," and the reliel we will up:mncr when this project is compkled will far

igh those ibl i ere arc ways to mitigale many of
those concerns, ]:u\ only an expemlecl Canal Road entrance can resolve the traffic,
noise and pollution problems of Georgetown residents.

5. We share the concem regarding the proposed devel P t of the Riders' Fund
praperty, and urge the FHWA to determine, as promptly as possible, whether
access to the site is indeed possuHe, as Mr. Gordon claum whether or not the
Canal Road project is built. If it is, then the prospect of tlaat devel t should
not enter into the decision regerding vi'l!ll'ler or not to build the Clna] Road
project. 1f accees is on|y pmm“e lhmugh IJ“IH!I‘IE the Canal Road project, then we
would urge the FHWA, the University and the National Park Service to work
together to puxc]\m the property and thus protect the pa‘isndcs.

6. Fiua“y, to those who say that the sturly is in:omplele and that more information is
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needed, we would quote Senator Alan Simpson, who once said "Every important
decision | have had 1o make in my life has been made on the basis of too little
information." So often in our lives, we wish for more assurance that our choices
will be gnocl ones Bul al some point, the effort to "get more information” becomes
a roadblock that prevents resolution. This project has been studied since the late
1970', and it is now time move forward to a decision.

2| We ask the FHWA to make its decision for Alternative 2 or 2A. Thank you.

Rmtp!c!{uny yours,

7 M

C 2E-06 Commissioner

Executive Director

Francis Seott Key Foundation

AU
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Dorothy Miller
Commissioner ANC 2A05

PG TRESER
Washington, D.C. 20037

October |, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Union Center Plaza

820 First Street, NE.
Washington, D.C. 20002

RE: OPPOSITION to Build Aliernatives for Canal Road Entrance Project
Dear Mr, Hill:

As Vice President of Columbia Plaza Apartment Complex housing over 1,000 people and
as a publicly elected non-salaried official to be the Commissioner for ANC2A05, I wish to object
on the behalf the District residents I rep in both capacities, to all of the build alternatives for
the Canal Road Entrance Project suggested in FHWA Draft E: I Impact §

My written statement is a follow up ANC2A's Resolution 95-9B and for my sirong suppon of the
“NO BUILD ' Alternative |.

The ANC2A's District 5 which | represent has been heavily impacted by additional traffic
on Virginia Avenue resulting from the closing of Pennsylvania Avenue and E Street, The traffic
on Virginia Avenue has now double with the closings of these streets. Your report was probably
being complied at the time these changes were taking place and with no follow-up in place by
your staff as 1o which way the incoming and cutgoing traffic would adjust 1o these changes in our
area. Your EIS S failed 1o consider these closings or the traffic impact these two street
closing would have on the Foggy Bottom/West End neighborhood.

Virginia Avenue is now operating at congested capacity during work days and severely
congested capacity when the Kennedy Center is in operation. So, by adding as your repont
suggest a "small increase” in traffic on our neighborhood streets, is like adding a drop to a full
cup, it would make it run over.

The Kennedy Center just completed renovating their garages purting a burden on this
area's parking. Mow that the Kennedy Center has begun work on outside repairs over Rock
Creek Parkway, the Parkway from Virginia Avenue to the Memorial Bridge for safety reasons, is
closed o traffic in off rush hours. This is causing backup traffic on Virginia Avenue. Virginia
Avenue is now operating at congested capacity during work days and severely congested
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capacity when the Kennedy Center is in operation. This you might say is temporary but so is the
Brenner Race and other sport events on the river that cause such traffic havoc for this area now.

Two other contributing factors lo congestion on the streets in my District are George

Washington's ever i ing student il that walk and bicycle the streets of Foggy
Bottom/West End and the out-of-t visitors to Wi and the Kennedy Center.
This is an finary exp for the ience of a few and for the benefit of a non-

taxpaying institution that would cause scvere adverse traffic 10 1k s of resid
in another neighborhood. The residents in my District find the use of federal funds at this time for
this purpose inappropriate and unacceptable

In summary, for these and other reasons not cavered in your EIS Draft, I join the
p ives of other neighborhood: ding the small area for whom relief is being sought
to strongly oppose any of the build-alternatives for the Canal Road Enirance Project and join in
the suppont of ANC2's Resolution in supporting the existing no-build Allernative.

Yours sincerely, o
jmf:ﬂé,wo

Dorothy Miller, Commissioner
ANC-2A05

Attachment: (1)

AMTHUN COTTON MOORE/AGROCIATER, ¥.C.
ANMCHITRCOTS PLANNRIS
WASHINGTON HARBOUR

TON. D.C 20007
i T

28 August 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

FHWA

Suite 750

820 First Street, MN.E.
wWashington, D.C. 20002

re: Ge etown University - Canal Road

Dear Mr. Hill:
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I know you are looking at options, but I would like to know how the at-
grade signalized intersection responds to the 3 questions on the
enclosed sketch. For me to make a comment, I need the answers to these

questions, and would appreciate a note from you.

Mrs. Moore and I are affected owners l(apartment bulding at 3633 M Street
H.W

Arthur Cotton Moore

\.-4\2

DIVDGE EMGINEER

ELAMNGRESEARCH

FUirlail\ MANAGER
FECAL

CLE TYPRT 1

CLERY TY®ST 2
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Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Association Inc.
A citizens” association concerned with the conservation of the namral and
historical environment of the C&O Canal and the Potomac River Basin

September 27, 1995

TESTIMONY FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE
CANAL ROAD ENTRANCE TO GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

The proposed Canal Road E I nent for the G University will have
immediate impact on the C&0 Canal Nauonnl Historic Park as a result of its proximity. The
Canal is acknowledged to be a prime of the Washi M litan area as well as

the entire Potomac River Basin. As a result, we feel that any pmjocl Ihat adversely impacts the
Canal is inappropriate and must be avoided. Since this prop i project hap to be in an area
of the Canal that already suffers from i intrusions from traffic and p

1o any degradation becomes that much more imp While we ppreciate the nud for uafﬁn:
relief elsewhere, we do not feel that this particular solution would help that much and overload
the burden on the Canal unnecessarily.

Afier reviewing the Draft Envi 1 Impact S (E1S) on this project, we find
that it does not adequately state the impacts on the Canal adjacent to Canal Road and that this
project would adversely affect the Canal. Therefore, the C&0 Canal Association Board, in a

unanamous vote taken on September 24, 1995 favors the no build option, Option 1 as the least
detrimental to the Canal.

The main points are as follows:

L. The Draft 8 does not adequatel ion dangers to the Canal structure both from

construction as well as possible increased heavy traffic when the project is completed. The Canal

wall adjacent to Canal Road is quite fragile and might not withstand any additional stress. We

understand that construction could create a danger to existing mains under Canal Road, whose

rupture would severely affect the Canal, There will be blasting in any of the build alternatives.

There 15 not only the pusmhlllty of increased car traffic but also gr:auy increased truck traffic,
ially if this the main entrance.

v

The Technical Report for the EIS dated June,1995 on page 7, Chapter 2 clearly states that
the wall "does not meet current standards and that new loads or changes in existibng loads should
be evaluated carefully.” Also, in Chapter 4, page 12 of the same report, concrns are voiced abom
the stability of the soil, the stability of the wall and the drai are considered 1o be
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and there is an explicit statement that the wall must not be subject to any additional loading.
There is clearly some majot concemn during construction and seems at variation with the markings
of Table 4-6.

2. The entire section on noise and air pollution does not lion the levels appropriate for
the Canal Park. Some sound levels are listed, but without mention, the Canal seems to be equated
with a playground, picnic area or other recreation area, Level B. However, Level A, reserved
for lands which serenity and quiet are essential to their character is much more appropriate (page
3-18). While we agree that this section of the Canal does not meet this standard, we do feel that
there should be no further worsening of the situation. In this regard, no attention has been paid
to the any lengthening of peak impacts which are just as detrimental as the actual peaks. There
is also no attention paid to impacts at times other than peak, which can be very important in the
utilization of the Canal. Since we feel that the traffic pattens created by this project will have
just this effect (see Section 4)we disagree with the Draft Statement.

3 Mot only is noise and air pollution a problem, but so is visual pollution. As one
approaches the city along the canal, this section is the first place where the city is seen and is the
visual entrance to the city. The structures already present act to detract from what would be a
magnificent view of the Watergate and any retaining walls or other cuts would be a further
detriment. The visual importance of this section is not addressed, even though it would be
impacted. Similarly, the possibl ibution from ion in the Rider's Trust (see
Section 5) would be important and is not ioned. The drawings p d at the hearing on
September 19 for the Rider’s Trust showed seventeen four-story town houses that would clearly
dominate the hillside. To the extent that this project will facilitate the construction along the
Rider’s Trust property, the visual impact would be quite large.

We wish to point out that the Canal Park plays a major role in protecting the Potomac
Gorge and is a very valuabl for the Washington Metropolitan Area for both its residents
and its visitors. The entire length from Georgetown up to Great Falls is very heavily used and
any compromising of its integrity would be quite serious.

4, The traffic analysis does not adequately address the impacts 1o the Canal. The analysis is
admittedly superficial (page 4-13, where quening analysis was not used because the levels are
already oo high). While we admit that the current level of service is at saruration and can not
get 100 much worse, we are concerned that the interference of any additional intersection will
serve lo increase the duration of peak loads, increasing the impacts along the Canal, There is no
mention of duration in the EIS. Also, there is no mention of possible backup lengths in the area
as a result of interference with current waffic flows from the presence of another intersection.
Even Alternative 2A could lead to longer backups along Canal Road in the moming due to
interference as cars slow down to enter a lefi turn stack and especially if the stack overflows. We
agree with commentary at the hearing that a LOS B for Canal Road in the morning is incorrect
but and is much worse. Certainly any lengthening of stacked traffic along Canal Road would be
a major impact for the Canal no matter where it occurred, since the entire length of Canal Road
is adjacent 1o the Canal.
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The Canal could be seriously impacted even at off-peak hours, while the beneficiary
would be at most 200 vehicles during any peak hour according to the EIS (Figures 4-8 to 4-12),
We question the traffic flow relief elsewhere relative to the impacts along the Canal,

. We m; aJm' .conue?cd that the intersection improvement will allow additional
p n . In particular, the 3.8 million square feet of allowable development
could be used as traffic generators. Notwithstanding, the University's denial of any ﬁvfmyw

intention to use the total capacity, an analysis should take cognisance of any maximum build
possibilities, which was not done.

) In this regard, We are also concerned about the possibility of any build alternative
alIomng? greater density of truck traffic, which could place an additional strain on the Canal
walls. This would be possibly an off-peak impact and is not discussed in the EIS. This concemn
is especiallly elavant given the remarks in Section 1.

5. . "rh_e Rjderjs Trust property has the potential to be one of the biggest impacts to the Canal.
W'Iule.lf is mentioned quite often in the EIS, nowhere is its significance discussed nor the

n Iforme‘ ':_ of this property to be influenced by this project. As mentioned
pres y, the prop develo would have a large visual impact on the Canal, changing
a view from an approach to the city and Watergate to one of high development. The dispute as
to ownership may have indeed been resolved ling to stat made at the hearing, but
lnan)rc_aselhe,_, y will inly be developed by dy if it can be, A dispute in
ownership should not be used as a means for not addressing the issues of its potential

development. Certainly the drawings presented at the hearing show clearly what visual impact
potential construction could have.

\_-Vhiiz we cannot judge the merit of the staternent made by Mr. Bebchick as to the right
of the RldFr's Trust to have access regardless of the wishes of the Park Service, we are concerned
that any improvement could lead to access and development. We feel that this is the more
important issue than who will actually own the property.

6. Finally, we are concemed by the section 4f exchang of property to comp for the
use of the Park Service property that is needed for any of the build altemnatives. A mention is
made of a parcel along the western edge of Georgetown University, but the most environmentally
sensitive part of the Canal is along the southern edge of the campus, It is not clear that there is
any parcel along the western part of the campus that will benefit the Canal,

g e

Frederick 1. Mopsik
Environmental Committee
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3500728 P : Q7
October 19, 1955 '

g
-
sl

s

Bethesds, MD 20816

Secretary Federico Pena
U.S. Department of Transportation

B T g e
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OBRIEN KALVIN B ASSOCIATES, i

Ter  Sonator Barbars Mikuiskl
Sanator Paul Sarbenos
Congresswoman Connie Morslia

Congressvwomen Elesnor Norton Holmay

Mayor Marton Barry
Council Chair Dave Clark
Counclimembar Jack Evans

Transportation Secretary Fredesico Pen]

FHWA Reglanal Director Arthur Hil
Intatior Sacretery Biuce Babbitt

Washington, DC 20590 ! F National Parks Director Roger Kennady,
Congressmen Tom Davis, Chair Houss Bubcommittee
Dear Secretary Pena: t Senator Bl Cohen, Chair Senate Subcgmmittes
L Harvey B. Gantt, Chair National Capltod Planning Commipaion

I am writing you to protest the project on Canal road currently being proposed by
Gnorget_own University. Asa daily commuter on MacArthur Boulevard and Canal Road
1 find this proposal very upsetting,

Currently traffic during ing and aft rush hours is ly slow and
congested. The addition of another traffic light on Canal road would further intensify the

From: Anne O'Brisn Peay

Prosidant, 0'Brien Kalvin & Associatey Inc.

Terty G, Peay
E Vice F The

DCate: 22 January 96

p and ly affect from DC, Maryland and Virginia. I Re:  Opposition to tha plannad traffic ght bn Canal Road for Geargstown University
2 I 1 think jt is wrong to i i b ds of tax paying and " ! P :
o . e o MITHMMENg i Racanily, while sitting in traMic st the intersection of Canal Road and MecArthur Blvd,, we were given
J communities for the sole benefit of Georgetown University (2 non tax paying institution). ' # notica about tha planned traffic light on Canpl Raad for I 's vanity sntrance, to
} Thwmdsnfwmmmﬂammdnmabwﬂybmnhﬂnlhemhmhynudsm ! n.puldro««lu.wmdonm.w.mwﬂftnuwvwwupmuoummmmu
traffic light for their own use (which would benefit only 200 cars). It is obvious where the i F 1 | provaRk
mggw e :M-g o 9 be et 13 yeall shelr : As you may ba aware, tratfic in this particular gioa is already We und ]
i £ : P ¥ 5 i L] that
o Or & more wal e purpose which does not disrupt the community and traffic 2 during tha two ysar construction period that tqpfiic would be diverted to Rasorvelr Road and that Canal
) B F Road would ba reduced 1o a one lans road. Thi resulting gridiock would ba unbearable. In addition, we
undaratand that the rock palisade sbove ConaljRoad would be blested and replscad with a retaining wall
‘our support is in helpi event this project from bei i tioes and g pacel agd that this blasting will endanger the CAO Canal as well
3 Yo is strongly needed in helping pr proj being approved. 1 3
F urge you to help. A X as the water mains that supply the sntire Disprict of Columble.
How any official could even think of approving such a project (s beyond us, but wa felt it important to
AK*
piect. We feel that nothing is gained for the community

Ist you know how opposed wa are Lo this pd

Sincerely, by this vanity enwance, and thst the “rogd” 1o gat thers would deswroy District residents and

i in that Qur typicd commute of 8 miles 1o work, down MacArthur Blvd.,

» N Siu Canal Road, Whitshurst Freeway and K Swgat NW. currently takes a minimum of 45 minutes. The

T 4"62:: v intersection st MacArthur and Canal Road Js backed up for at lsast ono mils every morming, snd
Bonnie Pant P Whitehurst Frasway |s backed up to K Streeg almost evary night. Thase roads cannot take any mors

onaig o X traMic, not to say snything about the destrugtion of the beauty and seranity of the landscape sround

the Canal. It is 3 basutiful entrance into the
NOT ALLOW THIS TRAFFIC LIGHT TO BE

ity - and muet be sliowsd to stay that way. PLEABE DO
ALLED.

JIHINCTON, BT
U oo oo oa

|
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Susan M. Phillips

“TIECTITRTIITENES
Washington, D.C. 20007

September 19, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

FHWA, Suite 750

820 First Street, N.E.
‘Washington, D.C. 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

| have been told that a decision is going to be made whether or not to open up Canal
Road to through traffic.

| am concerned about my son's safety around our home and | am in favor of the project
if it will help alleviate the Iraffic in our neighborhood. Therefore, please count this as one
vote “FOR" the Canal Road Project,

o Pt

Susan M. Philips

BV

18-81-1995 @314 FROM 1 ORTEL ASSDCIATES
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FOXHALL COMMUNITY CITIZENS ASSOCIATION
Founded 1928
Colony Hills - Foxhall Village - Indian Rock Terrace

29 September 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill

Federal Highway Adminigtration Union Center
Plaza Suite 750

First Street, N.E.-

Washington, D.C. 20002

Subject: Canal Road Project

Dear Mr. Hill,

1 am the elected President of the Foxhall Community
Citizens Associaticn (FCCA). This is a community association of
just over 700 householda. We are located in the area ncotled alom
Resexrvoir Road te the north, Machrthur Boulevard to the south, an
the Glover Archbold Park to the East. This places us at the
confluence of three major intersections which will be seriously,
and advarsely affected by the Canal road project. These
intersections are:

- Reserveir Read and Foxhall Road
- MacArthur Boulevard, Poxhall Road, and 44th Street
- Foxhall Reoad and Canal Road

The citizens of the FCCh are on record ae being against any of
the build alternatives. The FCCA is on record as being for
alternative 1., the no build option.

Our representative commissioners to the Advisory Neighborhood
Commission 2E, Mre. Judith Dollenmayer (ANC2E-01), and Mr. Brian
Harrington (ANC2E-02), are also on record as baing againet any of
the build alternatives, and ae being on record for alternative 1,
the no build optien.

The FCCA board of directore and T have found the EIS to be
hopelessly inadeguate because of the total absence of any
discussion of the impact of the Canal road project on the Foxhall
Community or the clear need for this project at all. The Canal
Road Project is go hopelessly narrow in focus that it's intent to
help a gingle, private organization to the detriment of surrounding
communities is glaring.
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Since I have been following the dealings of a private
university with a history of building exg iem and dubi for
profit schemes with negative impact on surrounding communities
(i.e. Marriott cperated hotel, Deminion Energy), I have serious
reservations about the true requirement for the Canal Road Project.
Pleage note that the lawsuite from the G.U./Dominion power plant,
with charges of filing of false and misleadin ‘ernment permit
applications and the submigsion of falae and IH.O eading documents
in regulatory proceedings, ara etill ongoing.

Georgetown University in its current building plan envisions
3.8 million square feet of pew buildings, 3.5 million square feet
to be non-academic. This can only be interpreted as commercial
development. C il develop (leased for profit with tax
free exempt status) of any scale could not be accomplished unless
access can be provided. Is this the real reascn this Canal project
is being pursued? Despite the answer t¢ thie guestion, the BIS
does not account Eor any of the traffic which would come from this
planned development .

The end result of any build option for the Canal road project
ie additional traffic on the streets of our neighborhood, with no
real mitigation from traffic on the streets of Georgetown. The
only clear winner in any build scenario is Georgetown University,
a private, tax free entity.

As stated in the EIS (1.3.2), one of the District's goals is

to reduce traffic wvolume through residential streets. Thia
discussion, although referring to Georgetown, applies the same
argument to the streets of Poxhall. ain, plesse note that the

EIS does not study the effects of traffic in our community. It im
alsc mentioned (1.3.1 Project Objective - Improve Roadway
Utilizatlon) that Canal Road is an east west commuter route for
traffic for residential areas in northwest D.C., Virginia, and
Maryland and the District's office centers, and that this tratfic
is best served by arterial roadways and not local roads which serve
residential traffic.

What I currently observe as a long term regident at 1612 44th
Street NW, is that we have cars from Virginia and Maryland going
enst on P, Q, Volta, Greenwich Parkway, and the alleys of Foxhal
Village to go north or south on 44th street in order to bypase
traffic at the intersection of Foxhall and Reservolr, or Foxhall
and MachArthur. The reason, as simply stated by the D.C.
Metropolitan police, ie that the intersections wmentioned are
already clogged beyond capacity and that drivers will take any
route, even through residential streets, to avoid this traffic
back-up. This is contrary to the project objective of keeping
higher levels of traffic on arterial roads and off Che residential
atreeco. I will also mencion that these drivers travel at great
speeds through our residential streets and create a gerious hazard
to the safety of the children and adults of this community.

AD
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The Canal road project will create an even larger backlog of
traffic at the intervections of Reservoir Road and Foxhall Road,
MacArthur Boulevard and Foxhall Road and d4th Street, and Foxhall
Road and Canal Road. The end result will have a far grester impact
on our residential roads.

As mentioned earlier, the Canal road project is hopelesaly
narrow in scope. It is designed is to serve a single end user,
without consideration of the surrounding ities or ers
from Nertharn Virginia or Maryland. There are serious traffic
problems in this regicn and the Canal road project doesn't address
them. The money for the Canal rcad project would have been much
better spent solving a regiomal problem instead of solving a
problem for CGeorgetown University.

Respectfully submitted,

bl

Seott Polk, President
Foxhall Community Citizens Asscciation

TOTAL P.@3
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BURLEITH CITIZENS ASSOCIATION POSITION ON THE
CANAL ROAD ENTRANCE PROPOSALS

Burleith is an entirely residential neighborhood of about 500 households,
located directly north of Georg University. Burleith is bounded by
Reservoir Rd on the south, Whitehaven Parkway on the north, 35th St on the cast 6
and 39th St on the west, B E

The citizens of Burleith, like the citizens of Georgetown, suffer a significant
impact from wraffic connected with the day-to-day operations of Geargetown
University. OF the five full {two-way), traffic access points 1o the Umiversity,
four, on Reservoir Rd., are directly connecied with Burleith. These entrances
serve 2,157 Medical Center parking spaces, plus business and visitor traffic. The
other full entrance is that on Prospect 51, which serves some 1,451 parking spaces.

impact on Burleith from University waffic includes severe congestion on 37th
Stand Reservoir Rd, including a large number of heavy vehicles and service
vehicles. Congestion on these anenal roads encourages dangerous high-speed
through traffic to cut through the ¢ ity. Parking problems also exist,
possibly exacerbated by the fact that the Reservoir Rd entrances are the most
prominent and easily accessible routes wo the University.

1t is unfortunate that the draft EIS did not address the issue of University-
related wraffic on Reservoir Rd and through our community. The stated reason for
this was the existing gates that prevent passage between north and south campus.
These gates do permit some through traffic, however, and ominous suggestions
have been made to madify their configuration so as (o put still more wraffic on
Reservoir Rd. Despite this shortcoming in the draft EIS, we da feel that we can
take a position on the current proposals.

ALits regular meeting on September 13, 1995, the Burleith Citizens Association
considered the proposed project. The following resolution was passed.

Resolved, that the Burleith Cilizens A ion opy Al ves 1,2, 3B
and 3H, and supports Altlemative 2A (traffic light al grade with Prospect Street
open). under the following vwo conditions. 1) No further property development
must occur as a result of this project; 2) As supulated in Aliernative 2A. the
Prospect St entrance must remain open.

We are opposed 10 any further development resulting from this project. In
particular. any development of the Riders Fund proy would be ptahl
Additionally, our support of this allernative is based on the understanding that it
will not enable any further on-campus development.

We are opposed to closing the Prospect St entrance. Closing it would block
access from the nearby neighborhood and downtown DC 1o the University. DC
residents with business or jobs at the University would be forced 10 po through the
Key Bridge bottleneck or (o circle around the University on Foxhall and Reservoir
Roads, passing through several residential communities. including Burleith. We

DOCUMENT &6

belicve that projects like this one should encourage, not discourage, DC residency
by University employees.

One additional neig d concern is distuption during the construction
process. Itis very important that through traffic be allowed on Canal Rd during
construction, and that waffic disruption be minimized.

We believe that improvement of the Canal Rd

s ohberh

will lead to imy d
in imy g ds like Burleith by providing an entrance on
an arterial road as an allernative to those that presently exist on Reservoir Rd.
While no direct improvement is promised in the current plans, we hope that this
development may enable future reduction in use of the Reservoir Rd entrances.

Finally, it must be noted that improvement of the Canal Rd entrance must be

ppl I by imp in both physical cquipment and wraffic
management, particularly on Canal Rd, Key Bridge, and the Whitehurst Freeway.
While a large contributor, Georgetown University is not the only cause of the
traffic problems afflicting this area, and many problems will remain even if this
project is completed.

-
o, 2

Peter Pulsifer

President,

Burleith Citizens Association
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& smment of the District of Columbia

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 2-E

WE CAN STOP DAILY GRIDLOCK IN THE 34TH ST. CORRIDOR
Dear Neighbor:

Have you ever wondered why streets near University are
jammed with cars during the moming and evening rush hours? Thisis ‘because 4, 300 cars enter
and leave the campus each day via Prospect Street, a residential street designed for only local
Iraffic. Few cars use the University's main entrance on Canal Road, an anerial street engineered
1o handle traffic. Universit cannot use Canal Road because a concrete
raised median barmier prevents traffic l'mm tuming left into and oul of the campus.

During the month of September 1985, we have a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to

remedy this. The Federal Highway A (FHWA) is ing & fully-Federally funded
‘modification to Canal Road that will enabie University traffic 1o enter and leave the campus from
all directi To 1o use Canal Road instead of our local streets,

Georgetown University has agreed 1o closs its Prospect Stree! entrance 10 all iraffic excepl
emergency and maintenance vehicles when Canal Road is modified.

The Canal Road project will radically Improve traffic conditions In Georgetown, will have
only @ minor impaci on traffic condilions elsewhere, and will have no negalive environmental
efiects. The FHWA has determined that two of the three being
(a\relpns II'ICI underpls] will add only 6-10 seconds to Canal Road commuters’ ﬂitrflrlps The

an al-grade with a traffic signal-will add only 10-15 seconds.
Alhmlh\rt 2, the at-grade inlersection, is the least costly ($1.7 million), will have Ihe leas!
wvisual impact, and will cause minimal interim disruption. it is the most cost-effective choice,

! . Same 1o the norih and wesl of Georgelown have organized
o oppose any d‘unue 1o Canal Reoad, regardiess of the greal relief this project will bring to our
communily and the insignificant effect it will have on them. Because of this opposition, the
FHWA will not improve Canal Road unless Georgelowners strongly suppor the project,

Show your support for Canal Road, Altemative 2:

1. Call your ANC Commissioner before Sept. 5 and ask her 10 support the Canal Road project.
Waterfront to south side of N St: Jonda McFariane - 865-3131
Morth side of N St. 10 south side of Volta Pl Bevery Jost - 625-7447
South side of Volta Pl to Whitehaven Plwy: Westy Byrd - 342-3916

2. Attend the Sepl. 5 ANC Meeling, 7:30 p. m. at St. John's Church, Polomac and O Sts. NW.

3. Attend the Sepl. 18 FHWA Huan-m. 6:00 p.m. a1 the Mi.Vemon College library,

" 4. Write 10 the FHWA by Sept. 30 Mr. Arhur Hill

FHWA, Suite 750
B20 First Street, N.E.
Washinglon, D.C. 20002

-

If we all make a little atfort now we can solve our traffic problems for years to come.
yncerely yeurs,

= McFariane
ANC 2E-08



Once in & grest while g pre comes along
than all Georgerowners can agree on. wice in an even
greaer while. What project involves a local
transporisiion improvement. The Federal Highway
Administration’s (FHWA) proposed modification of
Canal Read near Geofgetown  University's south
talranee @ such & project, It deserves the
community’s sireng and sctive uppon

Transponation improvement projects in

have often boen Metroail;
the Whitehurst Freeway, “Stop” signs or traffic lights
mrs_nw. Most such proposals divide the
communiry because the are perceived as shifting one
wea's inflic problems to another Mot so with the
Canal Road project,

For nearly two decades, the FHWA, in
cooperation with the D.C. Department of Public
Works, has been urying ta find & way 1o provide the
nearly 5.000 vehicles that enter and leave Goorgeiown
University via Prospect Street, MW, with a more
Aiseet route 1o and frem the University thar does nar
require them to thread their way through
Georgesown's namow residential streets. The FHWA
is involved in solving this taffic problem bocause
Canal Road is categorized as 3 “principal snecial”
commuter & W i ith
the nomthwest suburbs, Maryland, and Virginia

In 1982, the FHWA concluded that the
remedy for the daily gridlock caused by University
millic in Georgetown was the jnsullasion of an
sdditiosal waffie light o Cansl Rosd pear the
Ummivy'smmmmpmm wvehicles to make
lef tums inte and oot of the campus.  But, the
FHWA shebved its plan in the face of opposition from

divi that an additi wrafTic light
would delay through traffic on Canal Road,

By 1987, with daily traflic on the west yide
of Georgetown stalled during the evening rush-hour as
far north a3 P Street and beyond, FHWA analysis
decided to revisit the Canal Road situstion, They are
now considering four possible propouals for salving
this daily uwaiTic nightmare. The four alternatives are:
consiruction of aa overpass: constuction of mn
underpass: and two “traffic light™ aliematives, one
which would permit leR ms into and o of the
University's south entrance at all times. and one that
would make no chanee in current Canal Road maffic
panems during moming ruth-hour but would permit
feft tums at Canal Road in both directions at all ather
times.

The first three aliematives would invelve the
closing of the Prospect Street emrance 1o th
University to all but gency and U i

Prospecs Street entrance open, but eraffic using
Prospect Street would be substantially reduced
because of the availability of a more direct route via
the University's south entrance and the new Canal
Road mafMic signal,

AUGUST 1995...
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The FHWA has 0 isued o ..
Environmental Impact  Statement evaluating the
impact af the four “build™ altematives. nd also the

impact of mot making any changes 1o the cument
conditions. The Draft EIS concludes that none of the
four "build” aliermatives will megatively impact the
environment, and that any of the four will improve
the wrallic siwation on Georgetown's residential
mreets near the University,

Long before the FHWA completed ity most
recent study of the Canal Road sitwation, some
individuals and community Eroups in the Palisades,
the FexhallMacAnthur neighborhoods, end a8 far
north a3 Potomac, Maryland, suked out a Fosition
aguinst gy modification 10 Canal Road, They claim
that shifling waffic from Georgetown's residential
streets to Canal Road will delay their daily commute
to and from dewntown,

We hope tha these premature opponents
the Canal Reoad project will resd the Draf ElS w:’:
™ open miad. If they do, they will see that their
worst fears are wnfounded. FHWA analysis have
concluded that the proposed traffic signal will delay
commuters” Canal Road trips by only
while the overpass and underpass aftematives would
cause only a f:10 second delay per trip, Surely, even
the most time-sensifive commusters must have |0 o
13 seconds to spare in their daily routines.

uﬂvwnmly.dew.ammums&xm

and assume that because FHWA s conclusions on the
Canal Road project are so favarable, the Canal Road
Peoject will be easily approved. (Lest we not forgee
that _, University's €. ailed
threugh scores of agency technical reviews, only 1o
erash on the rocks of local polities.)
) Georgetowners have everything to gain fram
improvements to Canal Road, Although neighbonng
communities have only a few seconds » day 1o lose,
Federal and local decisionmakers may sifl be swayed
by Canal Road opponents. I has happened before,
m_i it can happen again. This time, Georgerown's
united support for the Canal Road project must be
loud and clear.

1 s to0 5000 ta tell which of the four Canal
Road build ahematives is best, However, with a
pricetag of $1.7 million. compared with $11.3 miltian
and 520.2 million respectively for the ‘averpass and
wnderpass. either of the trafic signal altermatives seem
fo be more reasonable choices,

For now, the FHWA needs only 1o hear that
Georgetown wants and needs relief from University-
related traffic that is clogging its streess, petlating its
air. and making 2 luge pan of the community
insccessible several hours each day.

Send a better 1o the FHWA (Mr. Anbur Hill,
FHWA, 820 Fimt Swmeet, NE. Suite 750,
Washington, D.C. 20002) expressing your support for
the Canal Road project.  Attend the FHWA public
hearing on the Canal Rosd project which will be hetd
o 6:00 pm.on Seprember 19, 1995 31 the library at
Maount Vemon College.

1F Georgetowners decide to sit this one our,
we will have only curselves to blame.

"PAGEZL .

-THE.GEORGETOWNER

1
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19 September, 1995

M. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Union Center Plaza, Suite 758

828 First Street, H.E.

Washington. D.C. 28882

Dear Fr. Hill:

e wish Lo express our oerposition to all rlans to change the
Canal Road entrance to Georgetown University. UWe find that

many serious suestions have been answered unsatisfactorily,

if at all. Below are some of our concerns.

1= Traffic: of course, we understand that epeorle living on

several streets ecast of the university greatly desire reduced

traffic, but so does everdone living close to the center of a

| large citu. Shifting traffic from one area to another surely

| is not a real solution to any problem. Anyone using or

' observing Foxhall, Macarthur, or Canal Road in the mormingf
rush hour knows how heavy the traffic already and how often

| there are back-ups. Traffic would become heavier under any of
the 4 proposals. even though some are worse than others.

| 2= Costs: any change would be paid for by us, the taxeavers.

3 ' Is this the best use of tax revenues, given the dreadful

J

4
v, X

P

. condition of D.C.'s roads and budget? Changes in Canal Road
' seem like an unconscionable waste of money.

| 3= UWe understand that the university wishes to construct 2

' commercial buildings on the edge of the park, not far from
our houses. This seems to have many horrifuying imelications.
Ue often hear heavy construction noises during the nisht. UWe
assume that these would increase and continue for months.
rerhaps Years. UWe have many auestions about the environmental

| impacts of such development on the rark and neighbourhood.
We are aware that the university has an unusually small endow-
ment. As an increasingly prominent institution, why does it
not conduct better fund-raising and carital cameaigns, instead

' of prorosing new prodects every few uears that are disruptive

- of surrcunding neighbourhoods?

I 4= The Riders' Trust: what is it? UWho ouns or controls it?
5 What is those peorle’s conmection with the university? Uho

- would most profit from building 48 houses? There are many

| additional suestions to be answered about this subject.

We hore that all rrorosals will be rejected once and for all,
but, if that does not cccur nows we would greatly aspreciate
much mere thoroush and accurate information about the above
matters.

Thank wou.
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b b October 24, 1995
anne H, Reese
ﬂ%é—/ Arthur Hill
30» | ' P oo S lene
aul and Jane preiffer

, Dear Mr. Hill:

register our strong disapproval of the proposed traffic light on
Cansl Rd., It is unreasonable for the Federal Highway
Administration to add a light for the convenience of

2 I

- | Ac reaidents of the District of Columbia, wa would like to
1

Univercity students (who are part-time residents) at the ;xpensn
of tax paying D.C. residents who will be subjected to longer
traffic commutes in the morning and at night.

We urge you to NOT go forward with the propesed project.

ety

. Sincerely,

Kenngt? B. Relsenfeld Hayes M. Reisaenfald

Sz3-0I181
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Georgetown University has been pushing for a new int.rsection on Canal Road, even though
the new traffic light would create daily traffic jams fron Canal to the District line.

[ attended community mectings at which it was optimi tically estimated that the pew traffic
signal would add 30 minutes each way to roy commuti. At these mectings & Ms. Greepan
from Georgetown U, repesedly argued that the new inlersection would help relieve .
congestion at the comer of 34th and Prospect. She sayi that the University gets complaints
from the peaple who live at 34th and Prospect. Doesn': she know that there ae many more
people who don't live a1 34th and Prospect than who d3? It's unfair for the hundreds or
thousands of people who commute to have o sit for an extra hour each day so that there will
be less traffic on 34th streat.

The transportation officials admit that they have not sladied the impact of the new
intersection on MacArthur Blvd. traffic. In their own sudies, they state that traffic on
Foxhall and Canal is bad.

Think of the gas that will b wasted by all those cars s-alled in this new traffic jum. Think of
all the human encrgy this intersection is going to wast:. The construction will cost millions
of dollars that could be used clsewhere,

At these community meetings, GU shows that they are 2 bad peighbor. They misrepresented
the size, puspose, and finction of their propased powe *plant. Thiey licd abaut basic facts. In
the case of this infersection, they aid years ago that thay bad Congressional approval to
build and intcrsection, when there was no such approval At various times they said that an
underpass would be buill, when it seems obvious that bey are planning and “at grade”
crossing that would create a bigger traffic jam.

1 called the University a1 the time this was proposed ad was told, "do you know how many

bers of ded G 7" How arrogant! Do they mean o say that
members of Congress attended the university and will ically approve anything the
university proposes, even if it’s & bad idea?

This mtersection is a bad idea that will ruin the area nar the C, & O. Canal, It will only
benefit Georgetown University and a small minority < fafflucut people in Georgetown ot the
expense of thousands of working people.

Please help, Stop the Federal Highway Administration from building this
monizment to poor judgment.

Maurice Sanders
RN
| R A e
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MICHAEL G. SCUEININGER
et
Washingion, DC 20005

October 24, 1995

Mir. Arthur Hill

Regional Director

Federal Highway Administration
820 12t Street, NE, Suite 750
Washington, DC 20002

Re:  Canal Road Commute

Dear Mr. Hill:

I am a Maryland resident who has commuted every day for the past 15 years into downtown
DC. Over the years, my commuting time has grown longer and longer. At rush hour, it now takes me
40-45 minutes to traverse the 13 miles from my house to my office, My primary route of trave} is the
Carter Baron Parkway to Canal Road to the Whitehurst Freeway.

I have just learned that Georgetown University wants the Federal Highway Administration to
add a traffic light on Canal Road so as 1o facilitate University personnel access to Key Bridge. 1also
understand that GU wants to construct additional lanes for its own use on Canal Road.

The prospect of ion delays followed by a p lengthening of my already

wretched commute is enough to motivate this, my first letter ever on the issue of my commuting.

As a tax payer, an area commuler, and an adjunct professor of law at GU, [ ask for your
ungualified opposition to this plan by Georgetown University.

Sincerely,
M G2

Michael G. Scheiningei!
MGS/fh
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Joju Sebastian
Hini Sebastian

Ve et A
Gaithersburg HD 20877
Ref: Ceorgetown University's request to add a traffic light on Canal Road

We read about the request and are really stunt. How it takes about 15-20
minutes to travel between Reservoir Road and Canal Road intersection to
Canal Road and Fox Hall Road. Adding another traffic light anywhere on

the Canal Road or Fox Hall is a real slap on the commuters Face. A decision
in Favor to the University is really going to hurt the daily commuters.

We humbly beg you not to add another light in this route. Please take the
long haul commuters like us in to consideration before you decide. Also, we
hear a lot about saving the environment and nature's beauty. Is that what
really University has in mind 7 1 very much doubt that. Please do not add
any more lights on the Canal Road 11!
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RICK SHERMAN

o ]
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007
US.A.

Arthur Hill

FHWA

B20 First SLNE 750
washington, DC 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

I write to you concerning the COnal Road project designed to
relieve my neighborhood of the burden of heavy traffic from the
university twice each cay

| fully support the efforts of those who have designed
alternative egress from the university parking lots and support your
agency's approving the plans. Georgetown 15 truly burdened with
these thousands of cars on 34th St. and 35th St (not to mention the
cross streets) all maneuvering for advantage in the rush to escape
the District each evening

| have attended meetings on the project but am not sure | will
be at the next one on Sept. 19th. | wanted, therefore, to write to you
about my support for the proposal.

Thank you for your hard work on this plan and, please, carry
through now Lo achieve the cutcome | ang my neighbors, as well as
the comrnuters, gesire,

Rick Sherman
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W. KENT SLOWINSKI LANDSCAFE ARCHITECTS
TON, DC 20007  202-335-9534

September 27, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Union Center Plaza, Suite 750
Washington, D.C. 20002

Re: Georgetown University South Entrance (Canal Road) Project
Dear Sir:

1am concerned about the incomplete, misleading and false information presented in the
Draft EIS for the Georgetown University South Entrance Project. 1 believe the focus of
the study was too narrow and does not address neighborhood or regional traffic problems.
Foxhall, MacArthur and Canal Roads eastbound are major morning commmster routes.
Whitehurst Freevay and Canal Road westbound are major evening commuter routes. [
prefer o cut through 33rd, 34th and 35th Streets, instead of sitting in traffic on Foxhall,
Reservoir, Canal, Whitelurst or Key Bridge. Commuters and neighbors frequently sit
through 3-6 signal changes at these intersections, yet some intersections are only rated
LOS B. Other intersections are rated LOS F. .

Thess intersections vill be impacted by traffic diverted from Prospect Street, future
development of the Riders’ Tract, and future development of Georgetown University. The
Riders” Tract is slated for 17-40 lownhouses, and the Georgetown University Masterplan

. allows for 3,800,000 additional square feet. The EIS does not address traffic generated by

the inevitable proposed development.

1 think the scope of your study should be increased to look at thess traffic issues ona
regional level. In addition, Georgetown University should improve internal traffic
patterns so that traffic disperses more efficiently onto city streets.

Sincerely,

V. Kent Slowinski

cJ
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10/6/95

Lt. Edward L. Smith
Truck Company 5

A=
Washington, DC 20007
TR

Attn: Ms. Linda Greenan
201 A Healy 37th & O Streets, N.W,
Washington, DC 20057

Dear Linda Greenan:

As per our conversation regarding the impact on the Fire Department if a new intersection was
constructed on Canal road. |t would be beneficial to the Fire Department if this intersection
was located at the base of the roadway that serves the southwestem end of the campus and
parking area.

Qur Fire Station which is located at 4811 MacArthur Bivd. is comprised of Engine Company 29
and Truck Compamy 5. These two Fire Compani pond to ies on g

University campus, If the location of the gency Is in the ho area of campus we
now must respond up Reservoir Road and through the entrance at 37th Street in order to reach
the emergency. This is a very i route and ¢ ly time Ina
emergency situation, time is a very important dity. Our resp time is now neg; 1y
effected because of the present roadway situation of small winding roadways and large amounts
of pedestrian traffic. The proposed intersection on canal road would be beneficial. Our response
time (the time it takes our parsonnel and equipment to amive on the scene) would improve, as
well as traffic and pedestrian safety.

If this proposed roadway change was to occur the area of o University
would be more efficiently served by the Fire Department. This area of the campus has a high
concentration of dormitories (especially high rises). The heating and cooling plant, McDonough
Gymnasium, Yates Field House and the Observatory, etc. are all located on this southwestem
area of the campus. This area would become more accessible to Fire Department equipment and
personnel if this roadway change was in effect. 1t is my contention, that the safety and well
being of the stud faculty, admi ive staff, and others on the Georgetown University
campus would benefit from the proposed roadway change.

Sincerely,

Soaf7 Al

Edward L Smith, Lieutenant



2
B1

3

DOCUMENT 76

September 22, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill
FHWA, Suite 750

820 First Streer, M.E.
Washingron, D.C. 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

We think it is fair to say, that for much of the day - and night - seven days 2 week, wraffic an
Prospect Strect, NW, is extremely heavy. However, espcmlly in the time period between
roughly 3:30 and 7:00 PM, the cong becomes ble. The principle reason for this is the
enormous number (nearly 5000) of vehicles leaving the Georgetown University campus, and
combining with the rush-hour traffic on 34th Street.

We have lived on Prospect Streer for nearly a quarter of a century, and have watched the problem
steadily grow worse. Every evening we encounter a daunting gridiock, which inevitably makes the
time expended traversing the two block distance to our house (between 33rd and 35th Streer),

equal to the time it has taken us to travel from Gth Streer and Constitution Avenue, NW, where
we work.

In addition, wehicles of a size and type completely unsuired to residential streets use Prospect
Street - often it is the only way they can reach the campus o make deliveries. The street is not
engincered to support vehicles of such tonnage and in such quantities. They emit diesel fumes, are
extremely noisy, and cause dangerous vibrations. Canal Road is already engineered to carry this
type of traffic.

We und | thar residents in ities to the north and west are objecting o the proposed
modifications to Canal Road. Surely, such modifications would not delay their commuce more
than a few minutes. Obviously adjustments could be made to the timing of traffic lights
depending on the traffic patterns. | cannot believe that the objections ofgpeople to a theoretical
situation will be given more weight than 1o those of us who have suffered under the present
conditions for so long. We und ] that an envi | impact sudy is not necessary for
these modifications. Whar about an environmental impact study of the traffic situation as it exists
now ar Prospect and 34th Streets? 1 am sure you would find thar pollution and noise levels were ar
unhealthy limits. Frustrated motoerists are dangerous to the many pedestrians, as well.

As tax-payers, home-owners, and long-time residents of Prospect Street, we surongly endorse and
support the proposed modifications o Canal Road - Aleernative 2 - the ar-grade interscetion with
a traffic light, Please give this lewer your serious consideration.

o v OO

Frances P. Smyth and Gaillard F. Ravenel
ool "/ 2:hingion, D.C, 20007
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DOCUMENT 77
‘DR. THOMAS STAUFFER
e P A,

WasHINGTON, D.C. 20007

September 28, 1935

Mr. Arthur Hill

Federal Highway Administration Union Center
Plaza Suite 750

First Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20002

re: Canal Road project
Dear Mr. Hill:

Enclosed please find my formal submission in response 1o the issues raised in
connexion with this project.

| ask that | be allowed to submit the remaining exhibits next week and that they be
included with my submission for the record.

1 protest the timing of the issue of the EIS and the time allowed for the response. It
arrived at the end of the summer, when there is a high probability that citizens and
neighbors will be away — or just returning and preoccupied with getting their children
back to school.

It appeared that the timing was calculated to maximize the difficulty of citizen response
and minimize the likelihood of citizen participation.

Yours sincerely,

[t S

Telex: 4991097
L TRSTAUTF

I
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DOCUMENT 77

Dr. T. R. Stauffer
Page 1 of 17

Absence of substantive review of
alternatives to project’

There is no substantive review of alternative solutions to the traffic problems. In

particular options which are energy-efficient and pollution-reducing, such as
sateliite parking or a satellite campus are conspicuously absent.

Note: the matter is not new. The question had been raised in writing, well in
advance of the preparation of the current draft of the EIS,

Note: DOT staff were aware of the issue. Staff had noted this matter, also well in

advance of submission of the EIS (see FOIA File "A%)..
DOT/HDR cannot claim that this option for remission had not been noticed.
Specifically, where are analyses of:

1. Shuttie buses/sateliile parking

Alternatives to be studied must include shuttle
buses/satelliite parking. This is a recognized option.

Why was this option not considered with respect to: 1)
traffic reduction and 2) poliution abatement?

2. R i iminati nformi

The EIS does not quantify the traffic on campus now
ger ted by non-ce 1g activities.

1 As required by statute.

BY
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Dr. T. R. Stauffer
September 28, 1995

Page2of 17

Itis silent as to how much traffic could be reduced by
‘ eliminating those activities and the associated vehicular
traffic.

3. Rescheduling of University traffic

Alternatives should include restriction/prohibition of
commercial traffic and deliveries to the campus during
hours of peak traffic or daylight hours in general.

Example: DOT falled to note GU's own testimony in
power plant case about the volume of traffic to be saved
if the coal trucks were eliminated.

How much would traffic be reduced if coal deliveries
were suspended completely, thereby coll
bringing the plant into compliance with the clean air
standards? (see #9, below).

Is that coal traffic in fact legal? Is it not a violation of the
federal regulations that coal is still bumed?

More generally, how much would congestion be
reduced if all deliveries were restricted to off-hours?

Ifthat is claimed to be expensive, what are the costs of
such mitigation versus the alleged gains from the
proposed project?

NOTE: it is argued that GU traffic responsible for
congestion east of campus. If true, then GU must
mitigate. If not true, then argument for Canal Road's
impact of Georgetown is false.

4 Where s the traffic study which analyzes the pattern of
traffic to and from the Campus which impacts upon
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Prospect street? What is the foundation for any
conclusion that traffic on Prospect strest would be
improved by the project?

Traffic studies must be completed which deal with the
entire pattern of flow to, from, and around GU, including
the interaction with the Whitehurst Freeway and Key
Bridge traffic. The omission is glaring.

Review of alternatives must assess the costs if the
developer claims that alternatives would be
burdensome.

In particular, for any such alternative - as satellite
parking and shuttle buses, for example - the review of
alternatives should relate the private costs to the
developer of the alternative to the public costs of the
project. Note that GU exists "by exception® on its
present campus (see Section 4, below).

There is no basis whatsoever in the report for the
condusion of p2-2 that traffic management options
would *not serve as an alternative®. That key conclusion
is unsupported by analysis of alternatives.

Action required: the revised EIS must include
substantive assessment of the costs and benefits of all
altematives, noting the impacts on environmental
impacts as well as financial costs to both private parties
and the public.

The current document is conspicuously derelict

2 Egregious failure In traffic analysis:

DOT noted awareness of new construction of 2.7 mm sq fest (really 3.8 mn) but

included NO assessment of associated traffic.

DOCUMENT 77

Dr. T. R. Stauffer
Page 3 of 17
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DOCUMENT 77

Dr. T. R. Stauffer

The response by DOT was disingenuous to the point of deception: it stated that
the Campus Plan limits cars. How to explain access for 10-13,000 new
occupants?

DOT later noted the corrected scale of planned construction; it also noted that
GU stated thet it had intention 1o add fagulty or students. The EIS was
implausibly silent as to number of occupants in structures included in Campus
Plan and the associated new traffic.

Traffic analysis must take Campus Plan as given (or recognize its fatal flaws; see
section 3 on "Pattern and practice of bad faith).

Mr. Waggoner (spelling), new VP of GU, stated orally that GU did not plan
substantial further building. Such a statement is not binding; that assertion can
be given weight if and only if the commitment is in writing and if GU so notifies
the BZA of an amendment to the Plan,

Iif DOT/HDR do not provide analysis of the expansion-related traffic, and if
DOT/HOR do rely upon any claimed limitation to the construction plans, then
DOT/HDR shall provide copies of written declarations by GU that construction
will be limited and also of the related filing before the BZA,

Documented history of oll spills on campus, Including
ge Into the P (see Exh TRS-8).

Why is that history of contamination not
discussed in the EIS?

Where are the soil surveys?
Where is remediation discussed?

Has the Park Service responded to the possible contamination of its lands in
and around Archbold Glover Park?

1 not, has DOT obtained from the Park Service the records of the several spills
and any consequential soil surveys?
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4.  Speclal Status of Georg University: Subor d *Rights® b

exists and operates only by exception and in absence of "adverse Impact",

DOT memos raised the question whether GU has any "right" to access. The
zoning documents empiiasize that GU activities are limited to those which have
NO adverse impact.

DOT should show that the proposed plan meets the standardftest imposed by
the zoning regulations.

Given the public opposition, how can DOT conclude that there is "no adverse
impact*? Citations to be supplied if this is disputed.

5. Status of Land

A. Project promotes development of housing
and commercial office projects

It is our understanding that the National Park Service may not
exchange land which would have the effect or purpose to
facilitate commercial developments.

Can DOT show that the project will not faciiitate directly at least
two possible commercial developments?

1. Tract of townhouses (Riders Trust property)

DOT knew of impediment.
EIS is silent.

Money is wasted unless this issue
had been resolved first.

Project provides access 1o currently

. DOCUMENT 77

Bill of Particulars Dr. T. R. Stauffer
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12

undeveloped tract abutting NPS lands.

Mr. Gordon, attomey for the Trust, clearly stated in the public
hearing that the Trust would be able to build if the access road
were provided.

2. Commercial development of campus

The project facilitates the planned commercial expansion of GU's
campus by providing indispensable access for commercial
developments on GU campus.

Planned office buildings are unrentable without expanded access
for vehicles.

The project is therefore a key step in promoting that
development.

DOT knows of this plan; the EIS is silent (see FOIA File "A%).

NPS, as well as DOT, must also consider information in files
about intent and impact on commercial development and recent
history of such development on campus; see Section 9).

© DOT files show that DOT suspected or knew that the
project is designed to give access to the planned
commercial development on campus (FOIA File "A7).

© GU documents/statements acknowledged that purpose
is to support commercial expansion on campus (see
FOIA File *A").

o DOT is aware of precedents for ial projects on
the Campus — staff memos note "llegal hotel” already
operating on the GU campus (FOIA File "A").

0 GU documents clearly show that some 3.4-3.5 mn
square feet of the added space are not for academic or
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hospital purposes.
How is the land transfer possible if this restriction is binding?

How is the current expenditure justifiable if that restriction has not been
resolved? .

Reduced quid pro guo
GU had agreed to offer 6.5 acres of scenic easement in return for NPS land

(FOIA File "A")..

Suddenly NPS is willing to consider taking only 2.4 (7) acres.

Where is the doct iori for the change in conditions? Was this change
legal? Is that consistent with the requirement that GU fund a fixed share of the
costs?

Value of scenic easement
‘Where is the appraisal of the easement?

Where is it shown that it is sufficient to cover GU's share of the praject, or
expenditure to date?

Where is there a ruling on the developability of that land for which the easement
is offered? If it cannot be shown that the land can be developed, how can it be
concluded that the "easement® has value?

If the easement does not have demonstrable value, how can DOT justity
spending funds when the counterpart quid pro quo has not been ensured?

Why should all work not stop until the status of the land exchange has been
resolved?

Is it correct that the design work will have been wasted, and the public funds

15
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spent to no avail, if it is ultimately determined that the land cannot be
exchanged?

Is it not prudent to defer imeversible expenditures until an issue on the critical
path is resolved?

ur land
A DOT representative at the public hearing stated that “we" (presumably
referring to an agency of the USG) might purchase the land, thereby facilitating
any transfer,
Is this an option being reviewed?

How can such land be purchased under a demonstration project?

How can it be demonstrated that any such purchase is necessary for the

construction of work on the Federal highway, as distinct from an access road to
Gu?

Environmental Impacts
The selective detail highlights the critical importance of what has been omitted
from consideration.

Conspicuously absent is review of the environmental gains from the satellite
parking/bus option:

What are the reductions in pollution levels with different
levels of shuttle bus operations?

What is the cost-effectiveness of this option
for reducing poliution?

What is the reduction in poliution if non-conforming traffic is eliminated?
(see #9.b below).



CA

17

Bill of Particulars
September 28, 1995

DOCUMENT 77

Dr. T. R. Stauffer
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How do these options together compare with the claimed amelioration from
the project?

GU acknowledges concems for public health impacts of congestion (Hearing
Transcript).

That is therefore an even stronger argument for reduction of own traffic as first
step towards environmental remediation.

Large-scale Commercial Development Plans
on Campus Excluded from A I

The planned commercial expansion
memos, as well as from mat

of the campus is clear from DOT
ial from GU obtained through FOIA,

GU has already undertaken, or attempted, such commercial activities; see also
Section <>False data on space to be added. That history must be reviewed
with respect to two aspects of the current project:

o Pattern and practice of duplicitous information (see Section
12). Given that history it is particularly important that the plans
be reviewed with due diligence.

o Need to review existing and prospective development plans,
or provisions for such development, in current review of traffic
effects - i.e. considerable mitigation could be possible threugh
the simple device of curtailing non-conforming traffic related to
existing commercial operations.

The latter include, but are not limited to, the Marriott-run hotel,
longer-term rental of space on campus to other unrelated
parties, and recurrent short-term commercial use of the
campus,

19
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Interaction with Traffic Patterns
on and ing to Whitet

Freeway

The EIS is silent about the interrelationship between traffic on Canal Road and
that on the Whitehurst Freeway. This is inexcusable, given that Canal Road
feeds into the Whitehuirst, and vice versa and that thera is no exit between Key
Bridge and the Georgetown U. access. Therefore any raffic passing that
access point eastwards impacts upon that already congested and difficult
intersection.

Conversely, westbound traffic p
flows past the access.

ing the Whitehurst/Key Bridge intersection

It is therefore an inexplicable technical error that the study/studies on the
Whitehurst Freeway have nct been reviewed and the interactions assessed.

Absence of substantive efforts
at mitigation by GU
a. Prospect Street

Itis alleged that an important part of the traffic
this is true, then shuttle buses are immediate relief.

with the University. If

It it is not true, then the Canal Road project has little or no impact on the eastern
side of the campus.

Where does the traffic study trace the flows on the eastern and northeastern
sides of the campus? How much traffic exists and enters the University from the
east? Where was that surveyed in relation to the feeder roads to Prospect
Street?

What is the foundation for any conclusion that the project mitigates congestion
in the Prospect Street area or more generally to the east and north?
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This must be clarified,
b. MNon-conforming space use on campus:
Related traffic

10

How much traffic is generated by non-conforming uses of the eampus, such as
the hotel, rentals 1o unrelated parties, or other commercial operations?

Have those uses been surveyed and reported?

How much could traffic be reduced if GU were obliged to limit campus
occupancy to that for which it is zoned?

Example: the Marriott-cperated hotel (see FOIA File "A” re "illegal® campus
operations and Exhs. TRS-5 and 6).

Where is the type of use of existing buildings detailed and tested for conformity?
Where are identified the numbers of such occupants in relation 1o observed
traffic flows?

Where in the EIS is the effect of mitigation tested against the potential benefits of
the project? (See also #1, above).

c. Coal deliveries

In the EIS for the proposed power plant GU argued that elimination of coal
deliveries, if the gas-fired plant were built, would have a major impact upon
traffic and pollution.

Where does the EIS assess the option of: 1) restricting such deliveries to off-
peak hours and 2) eliminating all coal use to bring the existing wtility plant into
compliance with the clear air standards?

Coal deliveries are also a non-conforming use; where is the data on that traffic
which could be eliminated as an alternative?

Collateral traffic Impacts

22
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Dr. 7. R. Stauffer
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a. Convent of the Visitation

How much traffic on 35th Street and the northern and eastern sides of the
Campus is due to the Convent of the Visitation? Should they not be
required to bus students in from satellite locations as well?

Ms. Eve Grimaldi, speaking at the public hearing, indicated some 300400
cars per day. (See Hearing Transcript); the Convent officially supported all
"build" options, indicating its concem for traffic.

Has mitigation by the Convent been considered as an option for reducing
congestion. If not, why not?

In particular, why should other neighborhoods bear the consequences of

the project while the Convent, which supports the project, is not required to
reduce its own traffic?

Is the traffic originating with the Convent not itself non-conforming?
operties:

0 iner in traffic
Where does the traffic study include the planned/possible increase in traffic
due to the proposed move of the Washington International School from its
Otive 5L campus to the site on Reservoir Road?

Possible traffic load ~ 300 vehicles two times per day, coinciding with
moming rush hour and the early part of afternoon rush hour.

Can a traffic study be deemed valid which omits such a major impact within
_ the planning pericd? Why did the EIS not include this contingency, since
the negoftiations predate its drafting?

Did the traffic survey not review future developments?
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en: sulta

Formal complaint has been filed with the office of the Inspector-General of DOT.

Review of the EIS, and the related materials from FOIA requests, indicates a
persistent pattern of suppression, omission, and distortion of information,
starting with false inf ion being di inated about the scale of the
University's building program.

Itis to be noted that HDR does more than half of its business with the one
department. It is almost a "captive® consultancy and its independence of DOT -
and therefore its independence from any political pressures upon DOT - cannat
be ensured.

There is concern that the pattern of omissions is not accidental.

- prec:

The community has had prior experience with distorted EIS's. A consultant to
GU/Dominion in the matter of the EIS for the power plant project admitted in the
course of cross-examination that he had omitted a key section from EIS upon
instruction from GU/Dominion (transcript - Case 888).

Integrity of the Campus Plan
and fllings by GU

History suggests strongly that filings by GU  or information supplied by GU
must be reviewed with more than ordinary care. The integrity and the validity of
the Campus Plan cannct be taken for granted. Prudent review would recognize
the long prior history by GU of viclations of the Campus Plan, of zoning
regulations, and of restrictions on land use. It must also weigh the prior history
of false statements and the accumulating charges of fraudulent representations.

This history is important in understanding the community's response to this

Bill of Particulars
September 28, 1995
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newest project by GU. It is also impoertant in determining the level of verification
needed for materials from GU.

The history of bad faith requires that DOT apply a higher standard of proof. A
summary list of such violations and misrep tations includ

o Construction and operation of a hotel on campus, including falsely
deciaring the use of the site and attempting to hide the existence of the
hotel.?

o Construction (aborted) of a laboratory building
for FIDIA, a now bankrupt ltalian pharmaceutical firm (see Exh TRS-7).

o Effortto truct a cx ial-scale power plant for Dominion Energy,
trying to conceal the real purpose and ownership of the plant. (see
discussion below of suit by DC govemnment charging GU and its
associates with fraud and conspiracy); see suit for fraud and conspiracy
filed by DC Corporation Counsel against GU and its partners (Exh TRS-
1).

o Tax fraud in connection with the Marriott hotel on campus (see Exh TRS-
6); by misrepresenting the use of the building GU attempted to avoid DC
taxation but was exposed by a former Council member.

o Tax fraud in connection with the transfer of ownership interest in the
Alban Towers complex, an off-campus housing site; see Tax Court
opinion — Exh TRS-4,

Muitiple instances of construction and occupancy of buildings without
construction permits, inspections, or occupancy permits. GU confinues
to occupy and use building in spite of violations.

There is a parallel history of false filings and fraudulent representations in the
earfier dispute over the power plant; citations from the current suit against

2 Mr. W. Green, formerly VP of GU, denied its existence in the course of a videotaped
District council hearing.
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Dominion, which includes GU within the charges illustrate the assessment of the |

4 5 i | 13.  Fallure to Notify Atfected
DC Corporation Counsel, backed up by potential testimony from community

o £ Commuter Groups In Virginla
participants (sea page 4 of TRS Exh-1): and Maryland
*The traudulent scheme included: the filing of false and
misleading government permit applications; the submission of Commuters from Maryland and Virginia are di i i
£ ! s rectly impacted by the project and
false a}nd misleading documents in regulatory proceedings.....(op c B 27 also by any disruptions during mergmmcuon psﬂadp > Pt
cit, ps).* ' i '
: Where is evid i
«...the Domiriion Group [including GU] worked to camy out their 0Ol qcan% thiat stich aliecued pases vice In(orirind. Weere e

responses or concemns from those parties.

fraudulent scheme by submitting an EIS for Government and
public review and comment containing false and misleading

if heari , orif ot dul ified, i
statements and omissicns in the hope they could deceive nme:::g; iR Tiot il O ¥ SUch groves vere o, why s ik
Environmental Division officials, the public, and other and thereby
win unwarranted and undeserved [emphasis in original]

regulatory approvals.*(op cit p15).

The community is concerned that the prior pattem is being repeated in the
current proceeding.

3 Citation: Civil Action #93-2267, Counterclaim for Fraud...etc, fled 18 August 1895 in
the U.S. District court for the District of Columbia.
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List of Exhibits: ; bo 1095
Submission of Dr. T. . Stauffer | Auguer 23 1
/ Mr. Arthur Hill ) .
TRS-1 Filing Ly DG Corporation Counsel in Civil Action #93-2267 (RCL); Fegeral Mighway Admin: stration
charges of fraud and conspiracy against Georgetown University and Washington, DC 20002
other parties,
/ : 1 Dear Mr. Hill:
TRS-2 Regardie's article — political patronage involving GU. ! Re: Canal Road Project
‘é-a Regardie's arficle — tax fraud by GU exposed (Alban Towers). i The FHWA proposals regarding the Canal Road intersection would
i all help Georgetown without harming anybody. I urge that one of
the £ ti b d and that impl tati begi
TRS-4 First page of U.S. Tax Court opinion in tax fraud case involving GU (Alban | A1 I ikt ::rpggslg;': 8. Approvad-a. at implementation begin as
Towers). 2
) My preference would be for any but the last option--there is
o = already enough confusion in the District about rush-hour rules.
TRS-S Advertising brochure (in part) for Marriott hotel on GU campus (non- But even this would improve what is currently a dreadful
conforming use) situation for Georgetowners near the University during the
/ evening rush hour.
TRS-6 Letter from DC Department of Finance and Revenue con g taxes nk you for your consideration. Sincerely,
due on "illegal® hotel on campus.
TRS-7 Article from GU paper cor ing lab building on pus under Roger D. Stone
construction for FIDIA corporation. Director and President
“65-5 Partial chronology of oil spills on GU campus and
regulatory actions.

Tl SOMALILL  Fax (0Ralll| EMail: SeEGiamniais
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A——
Washinglan, B. €. 20004
AN

Mr. Arthur J Hill May 22, 1996

pivision Adminstrator

FHWA

820 First Street NE

nc 29002

Dear Mr. Hill,

1 revert to our correspondence last December regarding the
Georgetown University Entrance Project.

At the meeting with Mr. Mirack and in my suseguent letter dated
June 12, 1995, 1 briefly described the "offside priority” concept,
which can control traffic without a signal. :

The preposed layout is to have twe 30' breaks in the median and
stop signs as shown in the enclosed drawing. The replacement of
one, two or all of the stop signs by yield signs may be studied at
a later stage. An actual trial at the site at a cost of a few
thousend dollars will be the most realistic and economic way to

_ determine the effectiveness of the installation.

The layout can be visualized as an "offside priority roundabout”
with the median between the two 30' breaks acting as the central
island. Eastbound traffiec in the right lane of Canal Road—being
separated from the left lane by a double yellow line or a curb—
will not have to stop for traffic from the University exit.

Like at a traffic signal, vehicles using the new layout will
lower the (higher) eastbound volums on Canal Read in che A.M. hours
and increase the {lower) eastbound volume in the evening. I
understand that no projections of traffic volumes using the
entrance under signal control are available.

1 would like to participate in discussions about the feasibility
and in implementation of the project.

Yours sincerely,
o d—
K. Todd
3

p ¥
E W Cleckley FHWA .
NCEC

Georgetown University Entrance

DOCUMENT 79
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Sac T ADVISORY NEIGHEORHOOD COMMISSION (ANC-2A)
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a 2 » Eg, BN MARIATYLER o COMISSIONER o SMD-2A03
o — o -
n o= " z Eﬂ - D.C,20057 - wmumrees
a 8 o - September 29, 1995 ,.—-——-""'-'-_-..-'..'.
s 3 ~J 3z f i
z £ n Sl
o & 8 T Hr. Arthur H1ll
8 s Eowu Division Administrator
w g - oA o Federal Highway Administration
g o Union Center Plaza
- :: | gg & 820 First Street, N.E.
& = ] a8 uashington, D.C. 20002
z = R
l RE: OFPOSITION to the Canal Road Entrance Project Build Alternatives
Dear Hr. Hill:
Following up on my oral testimony at the public hearing on September 19,
* 1995 on the Canal Road Entrance Project and the Resolution #95-9B passed on
\ September 28, 1995 by the Foggy Bottom and West End Advisory Helghborhood

Commission (ANC-2A), strongly opposing any of the build alternatives, including
Alternatives 2 and 2A, and supporting the mo build Alternative 1, I wish to
submit the follewing written statement:

/

Lamppost
R3-6

The ANC-2A District 3 which I represent includes the entire R-3 zomed

purely residential Foggy Bottom Historic District (FBHD) and sits astride the
residential 2500 and 2400 blocks of K Street, N.W. which are the eastern

section of the Whiteburst Freeway (WHF), s Federal-aid primary highway. As is
known, the east bound 2400 block of K Street iz in the Foggy Bottom Historic
District. The proposed build-alternatives of the Canal Road Entrance project
claim to provide “solutions” to a problem that affects a private imstitution

= and a small area of residents, but that would shift some of the eastbound
2 traffic onto the Foggy Bottom neighborhood, imcluding but not limited to the

above esstern section of the WHF, the heavily populated residential blocks of K
Street, N.¥W., imcluding the FBHD. Traffic in these blocks is already operating
at the worst, severely congested capacity during working days (at level of
— service F), with resultant serious safety problems at the heavily pedestrian

croseing at 23th and E Streets, H.W., damage to the Foggy Bottom Historic
District properties from traffic wibrations, and air aod noise pollution

seriously exceeding Federal standards. What is needed here is ﬁtte from
1 | traffic oot the redirection, mot even a marginal ome, of additional fic into

BV it.

CH 2 l The above conditions of pedestrian safety, traffic vibrations, and air and

noise pollution im the eastern end of the Whitehurst Freeway have either not
been addressed at all in the dcaft EIS or touched on completely inmadequately.

e
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COMMENTS ON THE TECHNICAL REPORT. PROPOSED SOUTH
I join the many representatives of other nelshbnrho:dl su:r:::di:; ‘-::::: ENTRANCE TO GEOROETOWN UNIVERSITY FROM CANAL ROAD
£ bed: ht, in strongly oppos 2
}::’;i,f’?:,::'““;: :::: ml.‘m; nf: msh';m‘:uumum oF it Pane) ‘oad Dohsp VEWEY W23 FoXmau R M/ Dc woa',-/ 202 335 3754
Entrance Project, and in supporting the presently existing no-build Alternative

1. Page 1-1  "The University is surrounded on three sides by residential
1 1ghborfiood: ing traffic to Canal Road would reduce congestion on
Yours sincerely, BJ these local streets”.
o Comment: It would reduce congestion on two of the three sides mentioned and
i /f,/&,_ increase congestion on the third side (Foxhall Road).
Haria Tyfer
Commissioner, ANC-2ZA03 Page 2-2 *Commuters amiving on Canal Road and MacArthur Boulevard have 1o

2 access the Prospect Street entrance by using Foxhall Road and Reservoir--*

AS + Comment: There is no way one can tumn north on Fozhall from MacArthur or
Canal Road to access Reservoir and in tum Prospect. Da the authors of the report
truly understand the traffic flows in this neighborhood?

Figure 8 Mlustrating the Metrobus routes at Foxhall Road. The eastbound route
3 -| on Q Street has been left out. Busses cannot tum north on Foxhall from
AS MacArthur.

Comment: This is another example of poor research or understanding of
neighborhood traffic pattems.

Page 2-11  The intersection of Foxhall and MacArthur is descnibed as LOS B
AN“ which is defined "on a rare occasi torists wait through more than one signal
indication*

Comment.  Whoever made this judgement has not observed traffic in the momung
rush hours at this intersection. | will offer a spol on my front porch at 1423 Foxhall
any morming for another fact-finding team from HDR to see if they still think this
is an LOS B intersection.

Page 2-13  Appears to contradict the judgement made on page 2-11 quoted above.
On this page 1t says "Queues at Foxhall intersection usually cleared in one lo three
cycles* (more than on a "rare occasion® it would seem)

Page 5-3  Now the same intersection is described as "cleanng in three to four
© cycles" .
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Comment:  Pretty sloppy evaluation if it is described differently on three
different pages.

¢213 Paragraph 2.63 Describing the general area road network: *the
s:t%mkiswmtadmdmymauswppagewdclqdnmnwandmﬂuplm
through the comidor.” -
Comment: 'What, then, is another traffic light going to be in this corridor if not
another small stoppage and delay? How is this going to improve the matter?

Page 3-3  *Vchicles get to Reservoir Road from Canal Road via Foxhall Rd—*

Comment: This erroneous description of an impossible use of Foxhall Rd to get
from Canal Road to Reservoir is repeated (see page 2-2) This is such a basic
misunderstanding of the road pattern that one must doubt the competancy of the
report!

e 4-2 *Vehicles amiving on Canal Road and MacArthur Blvd would travel
:lﬂs on Canal Road and make a left tun—this would divert traffic from eastbound
Reservoir Road and Foxhall Road—*

Comment: Absolutely untruel Yes. traffic would be diverted from Rmoir
Road east of Foxhall, but this traffic would use Foxhall south of Reservoir to get to
Canal Road, and traffic on Foxhall would increase.

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
Page 2 Paragraph | "Potential ary i pacts are p ible if access is
L id pr'nvmr L v .:I dl *

Comment: Please show detailed plat plans for all properties in this area so the
public will gain an understanding of what this means and how it could be possible.
Show also the proposed traded properties between QU and the NPS and the FHA.
The sketch site plans do not show this detail.

Comment: How long will the left-tum queueing lane be? How many cars?
Comment: Inaccurate drawing indications show a retaining wall in section A-A

west of the entrance. [s this supposed to be actually Section C-C east of the
entrance?
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WANNEN AND COMPANY

EETIEn PERLIE SETTusTanTE

e YT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007-3214
————

e aaad
TR

September 8, 1995

Mr. Arthar Hill

Federal Highway Administeation
820 First St., N.E. # 750
Washington, D.C. 20002

Re: Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Canal Road Project

Dear Mr. Hill:

We are writing to express our sincere hape that the FHWA proposed modification of
Canal Road near Georgetown University's south entrance will survive the test of local
politics. Sieps are much needed to improve the wraffic simation on Prospect Street where we
live and work. As we are here at all times of the day we can assure you that our situation is
far worse than the plated burdens exp d by our neigh in Foxhall, the
Palisades and Potomac, Maryland,

While all of us support Georgetown University, the daily flow of some 5,000 vehicles
commuting to the University clogs our street, pollutes the air and in large part makes our
neighborhood inaccessible for hours each day. We will atend the public hearing on
September 19, 1995, but please do not hesitate to contact us regarding the siuation on our

little sireet
Best regards,
Very truly yours,
‘ﬁ. Wannen
JCW: jmw
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September 25, 1995

Mr. Anthue Hill ! ]
Federal Highway Administration GEORGETOWN
oy ASSOCIATION
820 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20002

Re: Commemson Proposed Canal Boad Projeet

Dear Mr. Hill:
On behalf of the G Business & P i Association | am T
cumnmems on the Federal Highway Administration’s Draft Envi ! Impact

(DEIS) on proposed modifications to Canal Road at the entrance to Georgetown University
Al a meeting on September 19, the Board of Directors of the Association voled unanimously
1o support FHWA Alternative 2 or 2A.

Traffic and parking are two ormc most difficult problems facing the Georgetown
business ¢ ity. These probl Iy severe in the area west of Wisconsin
Avenue, near Georgetown Umunhy Euh weekday, hundreds of vehicles access and exit
the GUJ campus via the University's Prospect Street entrance, causing massive trafTic jams on
Georgetown's residential streets and at the intersections of 33¢d and J4ih Streets, MW, and
M Street, N.W,

The daily waflic t affects the Gearp business
because it makes streels impassable 10 visitors seeking on-street parking or access 1o parking
garages. The daily traffic also creates obstacles for I of G
businesses who commute from Virginia and the westem suburbs. The DEIS has concluded
that much of this traffic could be eliminated from our local streets if university traffic coutd
use Canal Road 1o ravel between the campus and Key Bridge and the Whitehurst Freeway.
Canal Road is an anerial sireet that is engi d 10 handle such wraffic,

We have reviewed the five alternatives described in the DEIS. and have concluded
that Aliematives Z or 2A. which call for an at-grade signalized intersection. are the best
choices. These alternatives are the least costly, will have the least visual impact, and can be

i with the least di

We urge you to move forward as soon as possible with the Canal Road project. It
will improve traffic conditions for msd:nls and for thowe who commute 1o work in
G

Prepusiment
Faal Mormaiary

aprers Kestirwst

Robert Puscus

Franilos Aarsovusd fond

bemeph Pozell

ek ) Eovamctery

Shelom Lepp

St Alse

Racks Setoadeh
Lo

g & Tuinae B
Skt

vl T i

y:3 or io ize its business establi

Sincerely,

Michael M. Willams
President

et Linda Greenan

L D.C. Z0007-8765 « .

Robert and Huguette WILSON
nec 20007

Dear Arthur,

As residents of Georgetown for the past

35 years, we firmly support CANAL ROAD
ALT. 2.

If the outlanders of VA and MD succeed in
barring this ptoject the District should
strongly campaign for a commuter's tax.

Wishing you success,
a /'m\h-(/ul
b 0

Sept. 25, 95

DOCUMENT 84



DOCUMENT 85 DOCUMENT 86

J;c]f;’ﬁa; /988

HERMAN WU

WARMML O T

F Yy Swde 252
Mﬁs@fﬁ AC P02

September 18, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill
FHWR, Suite 750

820 First Street, N.E. % /
Washington, D.C. 20002 (2 . //

Dear Mr. Hill:

I write to support the proposal to relieve 1 / L/" ‘&’d
1 rush hour congestion in this neighborhood, A
D the Canal Road Alternative 2 project. This J’J’ c?.zza_.é,
daily gridlock is a continuing health and

safety hazard to the community and to the

drivers of the jammed-up vehicles. A rela-

tively simple FHWA modification can remedy MM

the situation, and I urge that the improve- \c:{j>
ment go forward. ‘ /_é/
‘ LU J
Sincerely,

Herman Wouk

U6, d8 2e007
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ACTION

e
Rockville, Md 20850
f e

951024-029

SIMS S5-10

October 21, 1995
Diear Secretary Pena: i

1 am writings in regard to the possible Canal road construction. 1 ask thut you object
strongly to this stoplight which Georg: University wants to put at one of the
entrances to the university.

1 have been commuting from Ruckville fur the pust 7 years. Most of the timne ] commmute
by ear rather than Metco becsuse I work full-time at George Washingion Univerzity, [ am
a full-fime mother and have responsibilities both at work and &t home which require me o
have a car readily accegsible to me.

Druring non rush hour | can retum home within 30 minstes, however, the metro would
take me one hour. My drive, during rush hour now takes 60 minutes (same as metro),

however, with this possible traffic light, it ie my ding that the would
take 90 mimaes)
Aside from the endless e itis my ding that this t iful road would be

demoliched in arder to make room for the new road. 1t is one of the most beautiful

to d Washington from Maryland. One saving grace that 1 have each
momiﬂg.inMil‘lmWwdtmuaﬁc,nlemlmﬁndmebemyinlhemmm
and "cool out® before beginning an even more stressful day. 1f this construction is
allowed to happen it would not only disnapt the natural beauty temporarily, it would effect
it permanently.

I this construction is allowed 1o take place 1 would have to strongly consider changing
jobs so that my commute would not be endless and stressful.. ‘Ihis would not only be 2
burden 1o me, it would also hurt the district, Other commuters like me, I'm sure, would
consider changing jobs. We spend money in the district. We buy food and shop for items
{hat we normally would purchase in Maryland and Virginia since we spend the majority of
our day in the district

Please oppose this construction and think of the commuters, for once. The stress of
aving a full-fime job and Gamily is extremely difficult. To add 30 minutes to a commute,
a8 well as the stress of sitling in wrallic is nut only unsafc for us but i will also contribute
unnecessarily to envirgnment.

\
Sincerely,

Scan s Ot

LERTITT 56, P L i

. RegEX

TEL :20° 7334458
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Dear Senator,

1"'m fasang thix Jetter W you to voice my opposition o the construction of a new wraffic light, taffi
lanes and facility requested by Geargetown University, which i S
oo pigeed- > own University, which is to ke place along Canal Road

The firm that | am employed with is located in Bethesda, and as a Virginia resi

i irginia rcsident | mosth

m;r&zg?&u:ﬂ%ﬂ?dhﬂsmmmywnuﬁﬂ. W'hih:lrunimni
on on 8l Road, the rest of my drive is fai iven i
i ol o B e e e

‘When 1 was made aware of the planned traffic light and cnsuing planned build-out of Georgetown

Umqsiu,whiﬁwmhmmin_muﬂmm.lwm 1 would like to bring to your

Mﬂmﬂmhl&lﬁmlwm!:mmmmﬁwIulh:wol’l’wu]lm

i il e oo b glescratiose e
rgetown University facul

st ply £ s ity faculty and cmployees would not

The real reason behind all this is the planned badld-out of Georgstown University, iz
of the Peniagon (3.8 million squere fict), whith will ruin the beauty of the MM;;TP::::::
touhmmwgemcmwmmkmepmmhmiumww
time so0n, yot the university plane to have the historical siie sarus of the Palisades revoked,

m_mumormmmmm«mm'smm The trees and parks
ncﬁa!pwlmm_ ﬁxuﬁidm._ Mmmdndulu,wmkyafmuhhmp‘m
many middle class residents of this metropolitan area decide to move into Washington.

Many universities in this area have dall with growth hy building additional

) space off-campus or
muxwmmmmmuw”rmrmuwmw:cm
different? Why should green spaces be sscrificed, and my slready long driving commute be

-inereased, to case the travel of a few and to fimber enrich an already profitable university?

As 8 hord working Lax payer 1 resent the prima donna troatment

8 ha ; requested by Georgetown
University, and ask you to flerecly oppose this reqoest. Thank you uunmmumma
of concem.

Sincerely,

Stfano ), Yeung

Adlington, VA 22206
EEESRG.

2023234458 10-20-9% 09:4%aM

FOOZ H3E
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pe s s e
Wazshington, D. C. 20007
TR e ety

September 20, 1995

Mr. Arthur Hill, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
Union Center Plaza, Suite 750

820 First Street, NLE. .
Washingten, D. C. 20002

Dear Mr. Hill:

By Fax to (202) 523-0181

This letter presents a portion of my concems about the Canal Road Interchange project.
In all cases. these comments assume only the at-grade build altematives, as it is my

understanding the National Park Service has indicated its unwillingness to support the
Series 3 alternatives.

Because documents have not yet been received from the National Park Service, among
others, sought under the Freedom of Information Act. [ request an extension of ime for
filing comments on behall of myself and the cealition of neighborhood groups directly
affected by this project. Assuming the availability of these documents within the next
ten days, our comments should ba ccrnptela b'r the time of the National Capital
Planning Commission r ti 2. Com with your staff have

indicated this would be mp‘tahﬂa without a formal extension of the comment period
beyond today’s date.

Also, undet the Freedom of Information Act, [ tormally request access to the tiles af the
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division for documents that were not in the files [
reviewed at your office, including comespondence (letters, memoranda, and meeting
notes) with Georgetown University about this project, correspond with HDR
Engineering about this project (including the informal transcript prepared by HOR of the

meeting on 12/7/94), cormrespondence from FHWA to the National Park Service,
and any further documentation with regard to the Riders Trust property. Through a copy
of this cover letter to EFLHD, ﬂ\isrequastwulpmeeeduucughbothchmmels 1 have

sted C about the project.

Ts} 1 corres

Thank you for your attention to our requests and our comments. Your stadf have always
shown courtesy in their dealings. which is appreciated.

cerely,

Barbara

1
AB|

BF®

4
AB
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Statement of Objections and Comments
Deocument No, FHWA-DC-EIS-95-001-D

General Comments:

Some of the difficulty in commenting on this DEIS involves the shifting assumptions and
variables concerning the project. While this Is perhaps unavoidable in one that has
been under consideration for so long and has been the object of so much study and

it, it nonethel fain challenges in making a complete record of
objection. The two areas “whete this is perhaps most vexing are (1) the purpose of the

project and (2) the “open” or “closed” status of Prospect Street. This variability will be
referred to in the detailed comments that follow.

Was/is the relief of tratfic to surreunding residential communities a serious purpose of this

project? s the closing of Prospect Street a pl d. ultimate of any build
alternative?

Similerly, the compulsion to abide by the language of the Georgetown University master
plan seems to shift, depending on the topic. In terms of closing Prospect Streel or the
designing the South Entrance, the master plan is deemed not to be definitive. In terms of
the braffic circulation, the master plan is deferred to absclutely - even to the point of
ignoring contrary and undisputed factual information.

How binding was the language of the GU master plan in designing the parameters of
the DEIS?

Finally, according to presentations by FHWA staff at public hearings, certain
“stondards’ imit FHWA's ability to respond to community concems; lor example:

Our concerns about making worse an already intolerable traffic situation were
met with the explancation that the Level of Service was already as low as it could
be rated and thus the FHWA cannot view any worsening of traffic as having a
negative impact.

Our concems about the negative impact on all the sumounding neighborhoods’
traftic were met with the explanation that the “purpose” was only to ease access
to the University and thus there was nothing that required a demor 1 of its
impact on surrounding neighborhoods.

Are these, in fact, the standards FHWA uses to deal with public concemns?
Legal Impediments:

In the sections below dealing with inadequacies of the DEIS, the vague treatment or
absence of information may 1all below minimum stonmdards for a DES.
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Is there not a requirement that the DES fully disclose all controversy surrounding the

project, all unresclved issuss, all other federal actions (including other grants to GU and

other FHWA projects in the immediate vicinity). in order lo provide a realistic
t of the impact of the ?

Further, there are specific provisions that may preclude any build alternative.

Project Languag

*... @ demonstration project in the vicinity of the C&0 Canal In the District of Columbia for the
of

purp P g vehicle access ai a majer ralfic generator withoul decreasing
the efficiency of a Federal-aid primary highway.”

The impact of both at-grade alternatives would, by this very DEIS language, worsen
traitic on Canal Road and, it appears, on the Whitehurst Freeway., To cite just two
passages of the report, (4.3.3) " ... However, the additional congestion and queuing
along Canal Road would add to the energy usage for non-University traftic.” “As noted
for the non-University traffic, the added congestion on Canal Read for Alternative 2
would increase the energy usage for this altemnative over the No Build or other three
Build Alternatives.”

The dialog about Whitehurst seems to tall into the “can't get any worse*/LOS F standard
previously discussed. There clearly would be more tratfic on the Whitehurst as a result of

. Sectlon 4 (D

“The ¥ ot shall not app
the use of any public owned land trom a public
national, siate, or local significance unless: (1) there is no feasible of prudent alternative
1o the use of such land and (2) such des all possible pl to

hern 1o such park ... ar historic site resulting from such use.”

The DEIS does not in any way satisty the 4 (f) standard in d ing that no feasibl
or prudent altemnatives exist. Satellite parking facilities would reduce the traftic burden
on Geargetown residential streets and allow the University 1o more adequately manage
its transportation burden. The 2A option would provide relie! for approximately 200
peak pm rush howr vehicles seeking to make left-hand tums from the University.
Certainly some altemative exists that could bring the same level of relie! to the Prospect
Street residents without taking or endangering the hall-dozen or more 4 (f) resowrces -
and at less cost in tax dollars. ¢

‘The visual scamming of the Potomac Palisades that would result from any build altermnative
would violate the very purpose for which the NPS holds the land: to protect the scenic
views along the banks of the Potomac River. To replace this greensward with eight
Ianes of asphalt and retaining walls would appear to viclate the NPS mission.

Is there not a requirement that the EIS discuss each 4 (0 item and prove each avoidance
altemative, even if each is ditferent for each 4 () property and even if none of them is
included in the altemcatives in the EIS?

10
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. Sall Contami;

amd Pol

nn:&e: DEIS mtrikuln;ao:ﬂedgas that the construction area encompasses an cld trolley line with

& 1::::11131:{”.B me;oé\slm;\;\mas well as the university's own maintenance facilities
hich ¥ con ated (4.5). The NPS

i o s tc:mmga g . can accept no

Should this matier not have been i
Id make the project noy ;?mvedbo!mebemgpmsmtadtomepubﬂcﬂnceﬂ

*  Negative Impact on Park Land

The DEIS barely discusses the- potential im

; pact of development of the Ri
property. It is clear that the NFS sought to have this matter resclved bslot: th dgs'hust
presented to the public, The property 9 the

DEIS, nor was there mention of the
; requirements that ettend condemnation

e £ DA, et v i o COPron GOt s

n g . ; would again have raised problems about the

aware of the owner's intent to exercise the building ¥
rights that would be
oh?‘emmng m@g vaﬂu]l}leic ;hoadDEt%mluLEitlh Lot 822 or to demand nsqﬁonmqtgg ?I;a?;o?xy
. e e value of the property at its current
Per square foot, when it appecrs FHWA knew the owner had already ?ssemnenwmt O‘:l]a

offer of $4 million from the NFS | parcel
acquisition of right-of-way s $4,725. the 1. The figure you include in the DEIS for

Is this not an intentional underval
accomplishable within the existi
imespansible element in
owner of hisher rights?

Other Comments:

uh:go!t{:‘egnsfaftz‘e:'pmjs;f?ﬁenappem
g t proji ere not an
opening public discussion about ways to deprive a property

2 The impact of construction on the wat
ot > er and sewer lines under Canal
Dwm Ix:?m dlsnﬂsedbpw a’;wvh'tuully out of hand, which is in contrast with recent assessments by
t their fragility and the potential for disastrous breakage during
independent studies or DPFW sign-otf with regard
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Georgetown business district been considered?

. GU Development. The record is muddy with regazd to the interrelationship of this
entrance and the GU master plan, with the permission to build 3.8 million square leet of
crddiumu]spme The DEIS says in several places that this project is not required for “the
build-out.” of podium buildings. But documents obtcained under FOLA quote Tom
Stallman, Georgetown's designated licison under the M mdum of A

saying:

*the master planning approval process has pointed out the need to develop the
southem entrance ... close down two east gates including Prospect Street ... Board
of Zoning Adjustment requires them to have the southem entrance developed
before going tarther with thelr camnpus development plans .7

Was the statement inaccurate? Did Stallman misunderstand BZA requiternents?

GU has stated in its response to the letter from a committee of the Citizens Association of
Georgetown (on which [ serve) that it plans to build Parking Garage Il (with 1,300
spaces) on the site of Lot 3 (with 780 spaces). While the numbers in GU's response are
inconsistent from the listing 1o the text (page 7). the iotal parking spaces in new podium
buildings are shown to be in the range of 2.275 to 2,975 spaces.

Were these additional parking spaces figured into traffic studies or neighborhood
impact ts in preparing the DEIS?

There cre severdl references to the divided university campus. Medical Center traffic is
discounted as being separated, by zoning requirement, from the academic campus.
However. the university discloses. again in the CAG response, that more than 600 passes
heave been issued to parkers to enable them to cross this lift-com barrier. Since that is a
greater number of vehicles than would be accommeodated in the aftermoon rush-hour
lett-hand turmns from the new south entrance, it would seem to be a significant factor.

Did you consider the porous nature of the oc.unpus division? M you mudpu'ta that
such passes constitute potential for eliminating the i borhood streets
under a campus-wide tratfic plan? Did you determine l'.h:rf no suqb mdl}scﬁon of traffic
would ameliorate the burden on neighbors?

Costs of the Profect. The local meartch funds for this project were to be provided by
a gift of scenic easement of 2.5 acres from Georgetown University to the Federal
government. Indeed, the Memorandum of Agreement seems o require that the
sasement be granied belore tunds can be spent.

Has an appraisal been done of the proposed acreage? If so, is it adequate to cover the
20% malch? If so, has the easermnent been placed in escrow? What arrangements exist
to reimburse the 20% match for the $1.2 million commifted to the project to date?

AX

BJ
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C & O Canal. The DEIS, once again, dismisses any concem for the wall that
divides the historic C & O Canal from Canal Road - and from the construction site of any
build alternative. The technical report, however, indicates that the portion of the wall
that is opposite the current drive (the old Fowlers Road) is probably one of the weakest
portions of the foundation. The technical report cites the need for significant additional
study and coutions about the ability of the wall to sustain any additional load during
blasting and constructicn - or any additional Joad due to increased traific. FHWA
consultants indicate the wall will have to be rebuilt (HDR of 3/11/94): “DCDPW also asked

about the impacts on wall on the canal. }Dﬂmwthcﬂmnstmcﬁoncm‘tgetcmm
it, omd that it would have to be rebuilt.”

Why was there no fuller discussion about risk to the Canal itsslf and about the work that
would have lo be done to assure its integrity? Were there afforis to estimate the cost of
repdir of any range of damage that might be done to the Canal wall?

Construction traffic detours. Staff/consultant memos in support of this project
indicate that it is intended to route traftic along Reserveir Road during construction: that
single-lane-only tratfic will be maintained in each direction during rush hours and thet
clesings beyond this would be anticipated in non-rush hours. It appears that rerouting

cornmuter trattic onto the Virginia portion of the George Washington Parkway has been
dismissed as an diternative.

In light of the already clogged nature of Reservoir Road and the north-south feeders
(33rd, 34th, and 35th Streets on the east and the Foxhall corridor on the west), what

arrangements are being made to limit parking in order to handle the greatly increased
trattic loads cn these residential streets?
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CANAL ROAD PROTECTION COALITION
it P, « Weah D. C. 20007 + SSTRESSPHE—__——"
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ACTION

14 assigned 10

October 26, 1995

The Honorable Federico Pena
Department of

400 Seventh Steet, S.W.
Washingten, D. ci 20590

Doar Mr. Secretary:

CONTROL NO.

951027-006

SIMS 5-10

This letter is to ask that you direct the Department’s vote on the NCPC to delay any
further consideration on the Federal Highway Administration proposal to bulld an
tramcs for Gu ywn University on Canal Read.

The project would use milllons of dollars in public funds to beneilt a private, non-
{axpaying 1o the detrl t of area and the hists
parkland throughout the project site. Scarce federal resowces for the District should be
put te better use, benefiting the whole communitty and not one powerful part.

Every neighborhood erganization surrounding the University® has taken a peosition
ainst any of the truction altemnaty proposed by FHWA, as has every
y Nelgr C ! that has taken a pesition on the project. They have
done so because it & abundantly clear that this will make traffic much worse in an
already overburdened cormridar. The period of construction - perhaps two years long -
would be truly homendous for District residents and for the thousands of Virginia and
Maryland commuters who need to use Canal Road to get to work. One lane of traitic
would be all that would cary this load; others would be detowed to Reservelr Road and
the nammow strests of Georgstown.

Te legal impediments to p

1. Ceongress decreed that no funds should be expended for this project until a
sconic easement was transferred on 2.5 acres of land from own University. To
this date, no transfer (Indeed no identification of the acreage) has cccurred, and FHWA
has expended 51.18§ million, Unqex the Anudsﬁdancv Act, there could be perscnal

ding with this project are at least three:

Uability for this rized exp by DOT employess.
2. Cengress decreed that the project could net decrease the efficiency of o
Federal-aid way. The drait BS makes clear it will do exactly that to Canal

Road and (implicitly) to the Whitehurst Freeway. 1 say implicitly because the DEIS doas
not address the interiace between this project and the Whitehurst, particularly the new
canstruction of the end of the
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3. Socuanﬁﬂpm\:mdhumlqmismv demaonstr
nict be used unless ft s

that no feazible ar t alte Sete

»a b pwuam. mative exists. The draft EIS fails utterly to demonstrate

the Governors of

UGnMMlJNﬂher:ﬂthd&
MmdhmmN@CmmmM“mgmhmm-Wkaumm

afvuw from across the rver.” [Hearing ,ntbfl\wdon1t:‘n:‘q;;ghhu:glrﬂau‘tm
rmmittes on Public Works and Transportation, June 14-16, 1983, page 464)]
mv‘mmuupwummommdomvm.

-One “umbrella” organization 1
2A. with @ £ Lt of Nklﬂwhdmm!mdmmmmnmﬂﬂ“



AK
3
AC

4]

DOCUMENT 91

RESARERREE
Washington DC 20007
MNovember 21, 1996

Dear Sir:

| understand therc is another attempt 1o have the

ovide (G Universily wi
Tewe rear at the of the ma e X i Y
already a nightmare a1 rush hour (even M"ll'l‘gu: the Whi :vho e ﬁ'uﬂ:\'m ro:.te 5
newsboys have plenty of time to sell their papers as it is now., & il

The environmental impact could be enorm sades

L ¢ ous, both on the Canal and on the adjoini i

::d .IIDD-year old water mains which supply the city. More green spaces Wu:idi:oc‘?“? o
velopment which could otherwise be accomplished within the body of the cum?lsc:rcnpus The

streets of Georgetown are not made to i hrunt :
f carry this kipd of traffi i i
Reservoir Road was not built to be an artenial mul: TRy ek

PMlease oppose this effort to siphon tax dollars ofT for private benefit.
Sincerely yours,

21 wasmnny o4 M

Suzanne Kuser

AG
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KENNETH TODD

s T TS

Washinaton. 0. (. 200m

T ET—

Mr. Frank Mirack Hovember 22, 1966

FHHWA - UCTR HDA-11
g20 First Street HE #750
pc 20002

Dear Mr. Mirack,

1 am writing in reference to the Georgetown University/Canal
Road project and my proposal for a 1low-cost layout that will
allow turns from and into canal Road to be made without the help
of traffic signals.

It has been pointed out to me that reviewers of my drawings,
unaware of my May 22, 1966, letter to Mr. Hill (copy enclosed),
may see the proposal as an allway stop rather than an offside
priority layout. For this reason 1 am sending you another set of
drawings, one of which shows the final intersection layout
controlled by YIELD signs.

Please substitute the enclosed set of four drawings for the
original one and pass this information to the persons invelved
in the project. .

Thanking you,
Yours sincerely.

/ﬁ"/c_‘(é.--
/
7/

K. Todd

pc
E W Checkley, FHWA
NCFC
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Mr. Arthur J Hill May 22, 199§

pivision Adminstrator

FHWA

820 First Street NE

DC 20002

Dear Mr. Hill,

I revert to our correspondence last December regarding the
Georgetown University Entrance Project.

At the meeting with Mr. Mirack and in my suseguent letter dated
June 12, 1995, I briefly described the "offside priority" concept,
which can control traffic without a signal.

The preoposed layout is to have two 30' breaks in the median and
stop signs as shown in the enclosed drawing. The replacement of
one, two or all of the stop signs by yield signs may be studied at
a later stage. An actual trial at the site at a cost of a few
thousend dollars will be the most realistic and economic way to
determine-the effectiveness of the installation.

The layout can be visualized as an "offside priority roundabout”
with the median between the two 20' breaks acting as the central
island. Eastbound traffic in the right lane of Canal Road—being
separated from the left lane by a double yellow line or a curb—
will not have to stop for traffic from the University exit.

Like at a traffic signal, vehicles using the new layout will
lower the (higher) eastbound volume on Canal Road in the A.M. hours
and increase the (lower) eastbound volume in the evening. I
understand that no projections of traffic volumes using the
entrance under signal control are available.

I would like to participate in discussions about the feasibility
and in implementation of the project.

Yours sincerely,

K. Toad

pe
E W Cleckley FHWA -
NCPC

CENTERLINE OF EXISTING ENTRANCE

‘orth Palisade

WP — — EASTBOUND CANAL ROAD— — — —
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W3-1 Stop Ahead signs

on EB&WB Canal Rd

Illuminate Stop signs

FOR TURNING TRAFFIC
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TO TURNING TRAFFIC
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Scale

1" = 20°

Lamppost

Discontinue yellow line (or curb)
about 150' east and install MERGE
sign to facility lane change.
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% % %  Foggy Bottom and West End b

I Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC-2A)
Clo St Mary's Court  Jikeitbefeswdilie  Washington, DC 20037  (SeSioemr

Nov
22 Septamber 1997

Arthur J. Hill,Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
U. S. Department of Transportation
Union Station Plaza, Suite 750
820 First Street NE

Washington, D. C. 20002

RE: Decision to Change the Canal Road Entrance to Georgetown
University

Dear Mr. Hill:

The Foggy Bottom and West End Advisory Neighborhood Commission, ANC-2A,
which met on November 19, 1997 at a Monthly Public Meeting with due notice and
with a quorum of 5 of the 6 Commissioners of the Commission p t wants the
record to reflect that this Public Meeting was held to consider FHWA's Network
Simulation Tratfic Operations Analysis 1l of the 6th of October 1997 for a possible
change in the Canal Road entrance to Georgetown University under Congressional
Authorization for this demanstration project. ANC-2A passed the enclosed Resolution
97-11A in strong opposition to a decision on the various build alternatives
proposed for this Canal Road entrance because:

1. Congress mandated that this project could only be carried out “without
decreasing the efficiency of a Federal-aid primary highway™ but the
efficiency of the Whitehurst Freeway, a Federal-aid Primary Highway,
would be seriously decreased if any alternative is chosen except the
no-build alternative.

2. This decrease in the efficiency of the Whitehurst Freeway could lead to a
statutory “fatal flaw” negating any of the “Build” alternatives.

3. FHWA's recent traffic analysis does not include:

a  the District of Columbia's request that the traffic analysis’
eastern boundaries be 23rd Street NW, H Street NW and the
Whitehurst Freeway and

b. any increase in cars following the possible 3.8 million square foot
expansion of Georgetown Universily as allowed in their Campus
Plan of the year 2010.
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4, Furthermore, to accommodate any build alterative, an additional 120
foot lane would be required at the intersection of Canal Road and the
Whitehurst freeway.

ANC-2A respectiully requests that:
1. WA complete additional traffic analyses for the entire study area
requested by the District of Columbia;
2. FHWA fully account for additional traffic for any Georgetown University
expansion for the year 2016; and
3. The Federal Govemment not issue a legal opinion regarding the
possible “fatal flaw" until these additional tratiic analyses are prepared.

ANC-2A wishes that it be well understoed that it ful " o
o at ly supports the “Ne Build
Respectiully yours,

Goparl e

Bernard Mozer, Chafrm:
Advisary Neighborhood Commission -2A

encls: ANC-2A Resolution #97-11A

ce:  The Honorable Marion Barry, Mayor, District of Columbia
The Council of the District of Columbia
The H;nor.;bic Dr. Andrew Brimmer, Chairman, Financial Control
aar
Mr. Cell Bernardino, Director, D. C. Department of Public Works
Mr. Gary Burch, D. C. Department of Public Works
Mrs. Barbara Kahlow
ANC-2E Commissioner Westy Byrd
Foxhall Citizens Association President Scott Polk
Palisades Citizens Association President Peggy Pagano
Federation of Citizens Associations President Barbara Zartman
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THE FOGGY BOTTOM AND WEST END ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMISSION (ANC-2A) passed the following Retolution #97-1L
.

Whereas, in Sec. 149(a)(14) of Public Law 100-17, the Surface Transportation and Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, Congr horized a d ion project for a possible change
in the Canal Road entrance to Georgetown University (GU) but stated that any such project could enly
be carried out "without decreasing the efficiency of a Federal-aid primary highway;"

Whereas. the Whitehurst Freeway is a Federal-aid primary highway,

Whereas, based on the Federal Highway Admini s (FHW A's) preliminary envi al
impact statement (EIS), on 9/21/95, a Foggy Bottom and West End resident formally requested a
Federal legal opinion if there, indecd. is a statutory "fatal flaw” which would negate the possibility of
any "Build" al ive due to the d in efficiency for the Whitehurst Freeway under any of the
“Build" alternatives;

Whereas, on 9/28/95, the Foggy Bottom and West End Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC-
2A) passed a resolution (#95-9B) extensively ing on the preliminary EIS and supporting the
"No Build" alternative;

Whereas, FHW A's preliminary EIS stated that GU would expand 3.8 million square feet of building
[oor area by year 2010 (GU's 10-year campus plan. which ends in 1999, authorized a 3.8 million
square feet expansion);

Whereas, on 9/18/96, ANC-2A passed a resolution (#96-9B) urging the National Capital Planning
Commission (NCPC) to insist that FHW A prepare a supplemental EIS to include additional traffic
I including future i in traffic by any GU expansion;

Whereas. ANC-2A in resolution #96-9B stated its belief that the decrease in efficiency for the
Whitchurst Freeway under each of the "Build" alternatives is a statutory “fatal flaw” which should
prevent any further consideration of any of the “Build” alternatives;

Whereas. on 11/4/96, the City wrote FHWA requesting the boundaries for the additional traffic
analyses, with eastern boundaries including 23rd Street, H Street, and the Whitehurst Freeway;

Whereas, FHW A's recent traffic analysis does not include the City's requested castern boundaries and
ts thus materially flawed;

Whercas., a resident of Georgetown proposed a lled "Compromise Build" ait ive which would
still allow a left tum at Canal Road out of GU during the evening rush hour;

Whereas, FHW A's 10/6/97 Nerwork Simulation Traffic Operati Analysis 11 does not include most
of the City's reg d study area. including the crucial 27th and K Street intersection (which currently
operates at level of service F (FLOS), the worst level of service) and. instead, the eastern boundary of

FHW.A's additional traffic analyses is cssentially the
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Whereas, FHW \'s October 1997 data are substantially inconsistent with rls July 1995 preliminary
EIS, e.g., regarding cars using the Whitehurst Freeway in the I:nm"r:mg\dlﬁdl currently m‘un:bfc to
use the Whitehurst Freeway during the evening rush hour but which, under any of the "Build
alternatives, would be able to also use the Whitehurst Freeway during the evening rush hour;

Whereas, at the 11/4/97 meeting of the Georgetown ANC-2E, FHW A admitted that it estimated zero
additional cars in vear 2016 for any GU expansion; and

Whereas. at the 11/4/97 ANC-2E meeting, FHWA additionally admitted that to make a "B*uilld"
alternative feasible. an additional 120 foot lane at the intersection of Canal Road and the Whitehurst
Freeway would be needed at an estimated cost of $100,000;

Therefore, be it resolved for the reasons cited above, that ANC-2A requests that: (a) FHWA mlttﬂ
:dditinna]I.rn.ﬂicmlysa!’orlh:cnﬁmm&yuﬂmqucstedhylhcﬁim(b),ﬁryurzmﬁ,ﬂl{wa
fully aceount for additional traffic for amy GU expansion; and (c) the Federal Government not issue a
legal opinion regarding the possible "fatal flaw” until these additional traffic analyses are prepared;

Be it further resolved that ANC-2A continues to support the "No Build” ﬂwim a:ld_seriously
objects to any “Build” altemative, including the so~called "Compromise” Build alterative.

DATE:

LAYE(| NAY| ABSTAIN| ABSENT MOVED | SECONDED)

SMD 01 SWIFT X <
02 GEROE
03 TYLER
04 MOZER
05 MILLER
06 MADDUX X

<P
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Seprember 17, 1995

Arthur Hill, Division Adminisirastor
Federnl Highway Administration
Repion Three, D.C. Division

Suite 750

820 First Street, N.E,, Suite 750

Srs-019t
ATTENTION: Geruld Yekowenka
RE: Drafl Environmental impact Staternent, Draft Section 4(f)
Statement. [DEIS] Docomment No. FRWA-DC-EI5-95-01-D
Dear Mr. Hill,
You will recall thst | wrote on August 9, 1995 and August 30,1995 cn behalf of the Washinglon

Malm'pu'lllll Asea Riders' Fund [RIDERS' FUND) to request that the FHiwA's public hearing on the
above d d st for § ber 19, 1995 be postponed for at least thirty days.

I have received your letters of August 22, lwsﬂsmbu 13, 1995, Neither of these

are adh 1o the quéstions reised in my pr dences to you, and cerisinly do not
WthmeWBMhmﬂm:ﬂhmﬂm
Paq., lead counse! for the RIDERS® FUND.

| was advised by Gerald Yakowenko late last Friday, September 15, 1995 (hal some responses to
thase FOLA requests might be available from your Stirting, Visginia officc on Septerber 18. This
obvigusly does not give the RIDERS' FUND or its counscl adoquats time in which to prepare & for a so-
called public hearing on September 19, 1995,

If, in fact, these resp wre available, I req  that Mr. Yak k
Bebchick a3 early a3 possible so that can be made for their delivery.

advise me or Mr.

Wfﬂlmp-dmymrsﬂmmber 13, 1995 reaponas dealing with tha our questioning expenditure
of Federal funds in of tha b ion which requires that the scenic sssement be in plsce
before Federal funds mawdad.ldowbdnvelmunqmmoﬂeyhmim The starute’s
lengusge is mamdatocy,

CN

B3-17-95 BE: JIPM 10 2825238181 2P
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Thus your Agency's actions in this matter are wilhout legal suthority.

WYWoMﬁMmemmhlmmnlhmmmw
you | point out 1o you that such decis with th jon of time granted ta the National
Cﬁwmmwummmﬂmw-mmﬂﬂmm
ol other i d parties, including but not fimitad to RIDERS® FUND.

As for your September 13 response dealing with slander of title of RIDERS' FUND's [ee simple
shsolude tithe it is stmply Inadequate. 1 suggest it is the duty of FHWA 1o ascertuin tille before it embarks
on the slippery slope of ruggesting and requiring another govemment, i.e., the District of Columbia, to
condemn land for & Federal Project.

Nowhere in the legisiation is there any authority for either Federsl or District condemnation of
private property. | believe you will agree thal the other sigs 1o your M dum of Agr
Georgetown Univeryity, does not have condenmation authority.

Further questioning of RIDERS' FUND fee simple absoluts title to it property by FHwA without
eny basis, will be dealt with eppropristely.

RIDERS’ FUND will sppear ot the so-called hearing you have scheduled for September 19, 1995
but il will appear under protest.

Yoy 3

Special Counsal
The RIDERS' FUND

RGhal
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US Deparment Hovember 17, 1995 400 Swvanin 51 SW
o Wonsporiaon Wasringron, D C 26550
Federal Highway
Agminisiration
Refer to: HPD-1

——
Ms. Krista Eveland:
4436 MacArthur Boulevard, WW.
Washington, DC 20007

Dear Ms. Eveland:

Thank you foi' the comments you provided recently to Secretary of .
Transportation Federico Pefia regarding the Georgetown University Sopthern
Entrance Project in the District of Columbia. T have been asked to g:ply.

This project began when Congress included a provision in the SurfaceZ
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987  authorizing

$6.6 million for a demonstration project to improve motor vehicle acCess to
Georgetown University at Canal Road. The Federa) Highway Administration (FHWA),
under an agreement with the District of Columbia Departsent of Public Works, the
National Park Service, and Georgetown University, has taken the lead on the
project. As with any project, the Georgetown University Southern Entrance
Project is being developed in compliance with the National Environmental Policy
&c:in{ 1969 (MEPA) and other environmental and related laws, regulations, and
policies.

In accordance with WNEPA, the FHMA prepared a draft snvironmental impact
statement (EIS) that evaluates all reasonable alternatives to the action and
discusses why other alternatives, that may have been considered, wera oliminated
from detailed study. The alternatives Vdentified in the draft EIS for the
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project are:

1: Ko action.

2: At-grade intersection with Canal Road and closure of the Prospect
Street entrance to Georgetown University.

2A:  At-grade intersaction with no laft turn out of Georgetown University
to Canal Road in the morning rush hour, with the Prospect Street
entrance open.

3D:  Westbound Canal Road elevated to allew for an overpass.

3H:  Canal Road depressed to create an underpass.

The two alternatives invelving an at-grade intersection (2 and 2A) include
adding a traffic signal on Canal Road.

Public involvement 45 an important part of any project. Therefore, we
circulated the draft EIS for public comment in July 1995 and held a public
hearing in September. We are now considering all the comments received.

We appreciate your lTetting us know of your concerns about the proposed project.
If you would 1ike to provide-any additional comments, | suggest you send them
to our Eastern Federal Lands Highway Office in the Loudoun Tech Center at

2
21400 Ridgetop Circle, Sterling, Yirgini
period ended on September 20, 3; ull? lt:e:::.sfé [
after that datp. 1 cannot predict the outcome, b
comments received on the draft EIS will be carefu
decisfon is made on the Gesrgetown University Sou

Although the formal coament
onsider any coments recelved
Ut T can assure you that the
1y reviewed before any

thern Entrance Project,

Sincerely yours,

‘ s

m g/%% Chief

Environmental Opdrations Division

FHWA:HPD-1: RWeingroff:rw:§-4856: -

FHWA Control HO.QSEE LIST l'l"l'ull:h‘élgIlru“s :: I::::n:pgill’-l :;;f:; Hep=30

ce: ﬂg.;.f:l Files HPD-WU HRA-D3
HOA-DC (2)
HFL-15



FHWA:HPD-1:AWelingroff:rw:6-4856:11/13/95 MWr. Ptak HPD-1 Readar HEP-30
FHWA Control No. SEE LIST ATTACHED Wr. Heanue HEP-1 HPD-VS

cc:  HOAES Files HPD-WU HRA-03
HEP-31 ; HOA-DC (2)
o HFL-15

IDENTICAL LETTERS TO:

Ms. Krista Eveland

4436 MacArthur Boulevard, W
Washington, DC 20007

FHWA Contro) Wo. 951024-005

Hr. Elllottimlﬂfarh

5008 hrlston I!rhr-
Bethesda, WD 208

FHWA Centrol Wo. 951101-0!0

Hr. Michael Hindman

632 Goldsborough Drive
Rockville, MD 20850

FHWA Contrel Ho. 951030-032

Mr. Vinnie McCollough
10808 Antigua Terrace
Rockville, MD 20852
FHMA Control Ne. 951030-031

Ms. Bonnie Panter

5821 Madaket Road

Bethesda, MD 20816

FHWA Control Mo. 951026-039

Jean K. Boek, Ph.D.

5011 Lowell Street, M.
Washingten, DC 20016

FHWA Control Mo. 951026-044

Hr. Wichael &ladwin
2733 Rittenhouse Street, MW.
Washington, DC 20015
FHWA Control Mo. 951026-043

Joju Sebastiazn

and Wini Sebastian
113 Deer Park Lane
Gaithersburg, KD 20877
FHWA Control Mo. 951026-043

Mr. Jerome E. Joseph

9426 Turnberry Drive
Potomac, MD 20854

FHWA Control We. 951026-043

Ms. Susan Yaffe-Oziel

6 Owens Court

Rockville, WD 20850

FHWA Control W&T*951026-021
5-10 Control Mo. 951024-029

Ms. Avery M. Farrar-Wellman
4452 Reservolr Road, WW.
Washingten, DC 20007

FHWA Centrol No. 951026-021

Hr. Robert Ferguson

2350 Great Falls Street
Falls Church, YA 22046
FHWA Control Wo. 951026-021

Mr. Thomas M. Bulleit, Jr.
Hogan and Hartson

Columbia Square

E55 13th Street, N,
Washington, DC 20004-1109
FHWA Control No. 951026-021

Hr. Maurice Sanders

5622 Sherrier Place, NNW.
Washington, DC 20016

FHWA Control Mo. 951024-006
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US Deparimend™ © 400 Sevenin 1 Sw o0
of Bonapod iakon Wasnngion DT 30490
Federal Highway
Administration

FEB 6 19% Refer to: HPD-1

Ms. Susan Kuser
2225 A6th Street, WW.
Washington, DC 20007

Dear MWs. Kuser:

Thank you fnr'. your recent letter to Secretary of Transportaticn Federico Pefia
regarding the Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project in the District of
Columbia, I have been asked to reply.

This project began when Congress fincluded a provision in the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 authorizing

$6.6 million for a demonstration project to improve motor wvehicle access to
Georgetown University at Canal Road. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
under an agreement with the District of Columbia Department of Public Works, the
Mational Park Service, and Georgetown University, has taken the lead on the
project. As with any project, the Georgetown University Southern Entrance
Project is being developed in compliance with the Mational Environmental Policy
lc:_n:’ 1969 (MEPA) and other environmental and related laws, regulations, and
policies.

In accordance with NEPA, the FHWA prepared a draft environmental fimpact
statement (EIS) that evaluates all reasonable alternatives to the action and
discusses why other alternatives, that may have been considered, were eliminated
from detailed study. The alternatives identified in the draft EIS for the
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project are:

1: No actien.

2: At-grade intersection with Canal Road and closure of the Prospect
Street entrance to Georgetown University.

2A:  At-grade intersection with no left turn out of Georgetown University
to Canal Road in the morning rush hour, with the Prospect Street
entrance open.

30:  Westbound Canal Road elevated to allow for an overpass. Includes
closure of the Prospect Street entrance to Georgetown University.

3H: Canal Road depressed to create an underpass. Includes closure of
the Prospect Street entrance to Georgetown University.

The two alternatives involving an at-grade intersection (2 and 2A) include
adding a traffic signal on Canal Road. The estimated cost of these alterna-
tives is $1.7 millfon. The estimated cost of the overpass (30) s §11 millien
while the underpass (3H) is estimated to cost $20 millien.

Public involvement 1s an important part of any project. Therefore, we
circulated the draft EIS for public cosment in July 1995 and held a public
hearing in September. We are now considering all the comments received.

We appreciate your letting us know of your interest in the proposed project.
For further information on the impacts of the alternatives, 1 refer you to the
draft EIS, which s available for review in public 1ibrarfes in the District.
If you are not able to locate a copy, please feel free to contact our Eastern
Federal Lands Highway Office in the Loudoun Tech Center at 21400 Ridgetop
Circle, Sterling, Virginia 20166 (telephone: 703-285-0085).

In addition, {f you have any comments on the project after reviewing the draft
EIS, please send them to the same address. Although the formal comment period
ended on September 20, we will attempt to consider any comments received after
that date. 1 cannot predict the outcome, but I can assure you that the comments
received on the draft EIS will be carefully reviewed before any decision is made
on the Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project.

Sincerely yours,

+ 5 Bt

Eugene W. Cleckley, Chief
Environmental Operations Division



1DENTICAL LETTERS TO:

Ms. Susan Kuser

2225 46th Street, NW.
Washington, DC 20007

FHWA Control Mo. 960125-030

Mr. Cary M. Feldman
11101 Buckwood Lane
Rockville, WD 20852

FHWA Control No. 960123-044

A:HPD-1:RWeingroff:6-4856:02/05/96 FILE NAME:
;m& Control W.sSEE LIST ABOVE

cc:

HOAES, HPD-1

C/OC/CANAL.6
HEP-1, HPD-V¥S Reader HEP-30
Files HPD-WU HRA-03
HPD-1, HEP-31 HDA-DC (2)
HFL-15
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U5 Depod iment 400 Sevenn 51,5 W
of Tonipaniahon wasnngion DC. 70590
Federol Highwoy Hovember 17, 1995

Administration

Mr. Joseph Kiriacos

Manager, Accounts Recefvable
The Advisory Board Company
600 Mew Hampshire Avenue, NW.
Washington, DC 20037

z
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Dear Mr. Kirlaces:

Thank you for your October 19 message to Secretary of Transportation Federico
Pefia regarding the Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project in the
District of Columbia. 1 have been asked to reply.

This project began when Congress Included a provision in the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 authorizing

$6.6 million for a demonstration project to improve motor vehicle access to
Georgetown University at Canal Road. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
under an agreement with the District of Columbla Department of Public Works, the
Hational Park Service, and Georgetown University, has taken the lead on the
project. As with any project, the Georgetown University Southern Entrance .
Project is being developed in compliance with the Mational Environmental Pdlicy
ic:io:' 1969 (MEPA) and other environmental and related laws, regulations, and
policles.

In accordance with MEPA, the FHWA prepared a draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) that evaluates all reasonable alternatives to the action and
discusses why other alternatives, that may have been considered, were eliminated
from detailed study. The alternatives fdentified in the draft EIS for the
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project are:

1: Mo action.

2: At-grade intersection with Canal Road and closure of the Prospect
Street entrance to Georgetown University.

2A:  At-grade intersection with no left turn out of Georgetown University
to Canal Road in the morning rush hour, with the Prospect Street
entrance open.

30:  Westbound Canal Road elevated to allow for an overpass.

3H:  Canal Road depressed to create an underpass.

The two alternatives invelving an at-grade intersection (2 and 2A) include
adding a traffic signal on Canal Road. The estimated cost of these alterna-
tives is §1.7 million. The estimated cost of the overpass (3D) is $11 millicn
while the underpass (3H) is estimated to cost $20 million.

Public involvement is an impertant part of any project. Therefore, we
circulated the draft EIS for public comment in July 1995 and held a public
hearing in September. We are now considering all the comments received.



We appreciate your letting us know of your interest in the proposed project. |
For further information on the impacts of the alternatives, I refer you to the i
draft E15, which is available for review in public libraries in the District.
If you are not able to locate a copy, please feel free to contact our Eastern
Federal Lands Highway Office in the Loudoun Tech Center at 21400 Ridgetop
Circle, Sterling, Virginia 20166 (telephone: 703-285-0085).

September 6, 1995
In addition, if you have any comments on the project after reviewing the draft
EIS, please send them to the same address. Although the formal comment period

ended on Sepfember 20, we will attempt to consider any coments recelved after Mr. Arthur Cotton Moore

that date. I cannot predict the outcome, but I can assure you that the cosmments efo Arthur Cotton Moore/hescciates, P.C.
recefved on the draft EIS will be carefully reviewed before any decision is made Washington Harbor

on the Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project. Suite 125

3050 K Street, NW

Sincerely yours, Washington, D.C. 20007

Dear Mr. Moore:

ne W kiey/ chier Your August 2B letter asked a few questions on the Georgetown
7 Environental Operfations Division University Southern Entrance project:

1. The ramp down to the C&O Canal path (north side) will not
be affected by any of the alternatives in the draft EIS; our
project does not go that far east.

2. HNone of the alternatives make any change to the current
narrow walk aleng the south side of Canal Road adjacent to
the canal wall. People are not encouraged to use this walk
but rather the one on the north side; we are not planning a
pedestrian crossing near the scuthern entrance. Any
decision on widening this walk would have to made by the
District Department of Public Works which owns and operates
the road, taking into account relative priorities of road
capacity and sidewalk pedestrian needs. Attached is a copy
of a plan sheet from the Whitehurst Freeway reconstruction
project which shows the DPW plans for encouraging people to
cross Canal Rd./ M St. at the east side of the
Whitehuret/Canal Rd. intersection.

3. The signalized intersection alternatives are not set up
te allow westbound Canal Rd. traffic to u-turn to go back

FHWA: HPD-1:RWeingroff:rw: 6-4856:11/13/95  Mr. Ptak HPD-1 Reader HEP-30
FHWA Control Ho. 951026-038 Nr. Heanue HEP-1  HPD-VS
cc:  HOAES Files HPD-WU HRA-03 e
HEP-31 HDA-DC (2)
HFL-15
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eastbound (presumably to get to the Whitehurst Freeway?).

This would be an unusual maneuver at any intersection.

Sincerely,

Voo G T i
‘¢ Arthur 7. Hill, P.E.
Division Administrator

cc; Mr. Jim Sinpette, EFLH
Mr. Don Goffredi, DCDPW, DECA, BTCS, DED
Mr. Jeff Knoedler, NPS
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Refer to: HPD-1
The Honorable John Warner & :

United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-4601
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Dear Senatr Warner:

1]

s X
Thank you for your Movember 7 letter to the Federal Highway lﬁnnistrjtion
(FHWA) on behalf of Mr. Stefano J. Young. You enclosed a cop¥sof his letter
opposing the addition of a traffic light on Canal Road as part of the proposed
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project in the District of Columbia.

This project began when Congress included a provision in the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 autherizing

3$6.6 million for a demonstration project to {mprove motor vehicle access to
Georgetown University at Canal Road. The FHWA, under an agreement with the
District of Columbia Department of Public Works, the National Park Service, and
Georgetown University, has taken the lead on the project. As with any project,
the Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project is being developed in cba~
pliance with the National Environmental Polfcy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other
environmental and related laws, regulations, and pelicies.

In accordance with NEPA, the FHWA prepared a draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) that evaluates all reasonable alternatives to the action and
discusses why other alternatives, that may have been considered, were eliminated
from detziled study. The alternatives identified in the draft EIS for the
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project are:

1: Ho action.

2: At-grade intersection with Canal Road and closure of the Prospect
Street entrance to Georgetown University.

2A:  At-grade intersection with no left turn out of Georgetown University
to Canal Road in the morning rush hour, with the Prospect Street
entrance open.

3D:  Westbound Canal Road elevated to allow for an overpass.

3H: Canal Road depressed to create an underpass.

The two alternatives involving an at-grade intersection (2 and 2A) include
adding a traffic signal on Canal Road.

Public involvement is an important part of any project. Therefore, we
circulated the draft EIS for public comment in July 1995 and held a public
hearing in September. We are now considering all the comments received.

We appreciate your letting us know of Mr. Young's concerns about the preposed
project. If he would like to provide additional comments, I suggest he send
them to our Eastern Federal Lands Highway Office in the Loudoun Tech Center at
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, Sterling, Virginia 20166. Although the formal comment
:::?gdniﬁ:?:n:;:::.:lber 20, ze will attempt to consider any comments received

after that date.

ts received on
dict the outcome, but 1 can assure you that the commen
:h:ﬂ::}nngs will be cnr:fuily reviewed before any decision is made on the
Georgetown University Southern Entrance Project.

Sincerely yours,

Adainistrator

FHWA:HPD-1:RNeingroff:rw:6-4856:11/24/95  Reader HEP-30

- Vs
FHWA Control Me. 951121-021 Mr. Heanue HEP-1 HPD-
1 Control Ne. 95-2046 5}::;#?0-!“ Hﬂﬁtohé @
cc: 1, HOAES D

December 19, 1995

Mr. Kenneth Todd

1954 Columbia Rd. NW
Suite 707

Washington, D.C. 20009

Dear Mr. Todd:

Your December 1lth letter to our Mr. Mirack requested access to
certain documents concerning the Georgetown University Canal Road
Entrance Project. A draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)was
circulated for this project for public comment in July. A copy
of that document and appendices, along with the public comments
received on it, can be made available. We assume this satisfies
your request. As mentioned to you before, your earlier comment
is being considered along with other public comments, as if it
were a comment on the drafr EIS. o

We will rreat your regquest under Freedom-of-Information Act
(FOIA) procedures. Please call Ms. Sarah Jeter at 523-0163 to
arrange a time to review the information in our conference room.
1f you require copies of any information these can be marked and
copies will be made subject to the normal FOIA fee calculation
procedure .

Sincerely,

Kty i

- nrehof . Hill, PLE.
Division Administracor

cc: Mr, Pece Kulyk, HAD-DC
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Dear Ms. Zartman:

!),_}/F' ahicy _,3-, .
[l Cus™
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400 Sevanin 51 5w
Wainngion DC 70590

December 5, 1995

Refer to: HPD-1

This {s in further reply to your October 26 et :
ter re
University Southern Entrance Project in the ninrlc: 3?'?:?&3‘.'.‘""'“""

My Hovember 17 reply indicated that the Department of
gair officio member of the National Capital gl anning gou:::::l?:rfigg; {Dcllfg'“ls s
since learned that the DOT is not a member of the NCPC in any tapaciiy. ¢

1 regret this error, but trust that it did not cause any inconvenience

Sincerely yours,

oy
Eugene W, Cleckley, Chief
&7 Environmental Operations Division

FHHA:HPD—}:Rld'eingra(!:rw:(—lsss:!2{01;‘95 File Hame: c/OC/CANAL.3

FHWA Control Mo. 951030-006
$-10 Control No. 951027-006
cc: 53, sle, ¢, P, B, HOABL, HOAES

& i
I 3
s 3
= 3
= z
=]
HPD-1, HEP-] HPD-¥5
Files HPD-WU HRA-03
HEP-31 HDA-DC (2)

Reader HEP-30 HFL-15

()

400 Secnnin 51 Sw

US Depormend
o o Washegion DC 20450
fodm:“m Hovember 17, 1995
Admindstranon
Refer to: HPD-1

Ms. Barbara Zartman

Canal Read prptection Coalition
1642 35th Skreet, NW
Washingten, DC 20007

Oear Ms. Zartman:

Thank you for your October 26 letter to Secretary of Transportatidn Federico
Pefia ragarding the Georgetown University Scuthern Entrance Project in the
District of Columbia. I havae been asked to reply.

Your letter was prompted by the assumption that the Department of Transportaticn
(DOT) has a vote on the National Capital Planning Commission (WCPC). Howaver,
the DOT ts an ex officio member, without a vote. As you may know, tha KCPC
voted at {ts Movember 2 meeting to redraft the staff recosmendations: on tha
draft EIS to incorporate the members' concerns raised at the mesting.

Public invelvement is an fmportant part of any Federal-ald project. Therefore,
we appreciate your taking the time to express your concerns. 1 will provide a
copy of this correspondence to our Eastern Federal Lands Highway Office in
Sterling, Virginfa. Although the formal cosment periocd anded on Septembar 20,
we will attempt to consider any corments received after that date. I cannot
predict the outcoms, but I can assure you that the coemsents recaived on the
draft €15 will be carefully reviewed before any decision 15 made on the
Georgetown University Socuthern Entrance Project.

Sincerely yours,

o S
ﬁ.ﬁfﬁ%ﬁchm

nviranmental Opepatiens Division




July 26, 1996

. Reginald W. Gnﬁ'i!:
utive Direct
lannin waw and Implementation Division
Iguam Capital Planning Commission

801 F;n.nsyl A , NW,
Washtngwn.vl?)n 2 2‘!’1‘5"!!‘:5e

Dear Mr. Griffith:
'ﬂle&:demf Hij m:r Admmgmm gH\'-'A}. in cmpwntion with the National Park Service (NPS

the District of Columbia is pre the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
ora h|g|wny dmonmlmn project in the District of u.mbu. The proposed tf"’é»%‘:' uggrlnves

town from Canal Road and has been desi
peratin e:;%:cy. l?l:nm“ n’ffm comments on the E[;n ovember D)IQ‘}S. We
ﬁe car: lrt‘;wd your comments and believe that Iile llowing responses will resolve vour
m Jyg:_:edu %l:nlm review and concurren: l‘hwdec mlltcp eaddrmth
a mission Meel Impe ave
t‘tvllg ﬁnni E un bl dwmbuunn e Ihg end ot’%é The basis oﬁ.‘h\s request is discussed
in this letter md enc usn.m

Your N ber 9, 1995, letter d that the FHWA prepare a wpﬁemnul draft EIS due :o llle
extensive public interest in this project and due to new alternatives which have been su%rtmd
National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) and athers dunng the comment pe the draft EIS.
¢ have md the issués raised in your letter and considered your request in th: cun!c:-ct f the
‘Nmm?gld nvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and belicve |ha: a supplemental draft EIS is not
warran

The Council on Environmental lﬂzhm require a suppl dra.ﬁ EIS :fsuhsnntlal
are made in the p levant to envi

i t nEW cifcumstances or mﬁ:rmumn relevant to en CONCEms ma%feann nn
;Igi osed action or its mpacts The FH'W ugulmons mezg'!r |s to lt.qum: a supplemental draft EIS
if there are changes, new informat further de ents on a project which result in significant
gn\nmnmeml Lm m not pdenn:'ed in lhe draft EIS is determined that the changes or new
in omw,% mull |n new or different s:y:ﬁ:munwmnmenu} impacts, this should be
dmm in the final E

We have anal 'lhat.hne dditi build I i d r letter and concluded that
all three al bl it impacts or cost. Therefore,

! plu;u.
since no new almnvcs are to be :dded, a suppfemenl:l dﬂﬁ S is not required.

For th f clari bel that of the d the draft EIS needs
m"v’,snfn’ﬁ".?m“ e Nevember 5. 1958 Toter. However, Gusk reviions are pot sybstantial and do
ot result in mml significant =|wuonmmml unsum Therefore, amsle?mul_dﬂ.& EIS is not
mlwlgdn'a gﬂr&ﬂ EIS alt:rnm'::':d]:-?adldﬁ Eu mformmnui;f;%n mafié :I\ﬂ;ible o l.'hlc public
al
2nd all substanty i be Sonrdered Gming e pecparation of he fint] LIS,

Other requests for additional information and studies (e.g. the calls for a comprehensive raffic
the entire Canal Road/MacArthur Boulevard wmder} are scope of the
p In addition, based on this project’s limited im, we believe that these tes would not have
an effect on our selection of an ve and qgnut aspar!pflheNEFA process. Since
we have pleted lﬂﬂquts :tﬂf:'u: :’I:rl:;:lmlons na?them

recomme; mn r, We have comj
ofthr. ject, and have met with the Distnict of Culnmim State Historic Preservation Officer 1o discuss

to the historic distncts in the project

The following responses to your letter support our decision that 2 supplemental draft EIS is not
warranted,

= more -

L 28

NCPC Comment. Ci ive Plan policies need to be identified and the effect of I
shou{d G Comment omprehensi po i el of each alternative

FHWA Res The general poli lated to the Federal i rw‘s the lands arou:
area will be'?’aﬂﬁf.rm mgfi?a ﬁn:lo s'fsﬁf’ fh c113?215 mll u.-.aﬂy ::I:'.o ﬂgc Com: wﬁu:hmsmg i and
ial areas

th cific policies, fo icies Ia
e e ot o AT .\lm W aheml.uv: o0 these ol ol be
usdandwlibetakn aking process.

&ﬂNC.PC Comment. The NCPC is committed to heipmg the N‘PS protect natural and historic features
convey special mmlng o vlsmrs and resi

FHWA R bg a&mcymﬁ NEPA process and the NPS and FHWA are
both sngnaioms to the MOA foc this | ptu;e:t. have been coordinating with the NPS during the
analysis of 4(f) impacts to NPS property.

The NPS has reviewed all mpct information lvlllable and has participated in the analysis of each
;hanan aﬁ:dmauve mdpfl} unpa:ls d::.uw 1L, the NPS will g:rrgerg;e n the selm:{on: cal‘r

3. NCFC Comment. A map that :Iﬂrhf delineates all parcels located between the University and Canal
lel should be provided. should identify the land title amijunsﬂrcnon of each parcel, including a
history of jurisdiction tran: and Ihe reasons for the transfers

FHWA Response. A map will be \(g:iuded in the final EIS. Identification of the history of j nsdmmn
transfers, and reasons for the transfers for all Is is considered beyond what is u:mdLy EPA

Itis rtant to sdiction of each withi !.h t
o Wt Aoiod iy a8 o S T s Kt i ey e

NCPC Comment. Alternative 2A enls a solunon to the problem o{;ngg_r;avm access at the
it coul

4,
U wmn entrance. However, the NCPC Alternative 24 i tiall
aél 2 ect the scenic envmnem an e:niogy nfmahsadu through the Iacilim of rf'lm

intense d"c velopment.

The draft EIS di develop . The final %I.S will :Iear:'):d

3 lll at smndary devel d with eac
1 epounu ki em:s““pa? :%nvm pmloffandbe:weenlhelimvm:tyand
Canal Road {{m nusltlon Dugl_w a May 1996 court

is now held by the
Washi uired to its o
the couft 1 d .spm"‘;'m.sm by July 3?'1wéwmrm EY0 T e e e s of e
ownership of this private parcel.

Based on comments m.'.ewod to d.a:e, itis ob\fmus that secondary development of this pmul Urt affects
the aesthetics and agy t:t'vJ:.eh= and results in additional traffic on the stree
project is not acce mative selection will be made accordingly.

5. NCPC Comment. Three additional altematives should be examined. One is a modification to
alrtmatwe 2A that maves the entrance rﬁ:d 200 feet to the east. The second is to provide a tnﬁ‘c circle
the mmser.n of Foxhall and Canal Roads. The third is to cvalu.m the Dlslnct of Columbia’s
Department of hllc Works alternative.

FHWA Response. All three alt were analyzed and su.mmmud in the enelosure The
alternative to move the entrance %‘Igii‘lnfeel ta thie east does not al Street. n open
and requ |samx the parcel of land held by Al Due to Ihese ramm, this

The alteative to provide a circle at Foxhall and Canal Roads would mquwe rakm%h:’ acres of

Park land and reconstruction of Foxhall Road which results in a roadwa “:aum of

the traffic circle would not be ahls [ mmodate predicted year 201 3 vulum:-s Based on these

lmpacls and 2 construction cost of over 3 mﬂl:on in addmo« 1o the actual construction of the entrance to
u y, this ost effective or reasonable.

The DC DPW alternative would require long, high retaining walls that would eliminate the bluffs
between the existing entrance to ﬂ Umv:%ly Iﬂl Gw\'ﬂsArchbold Park. This alternative would also

= more -




e
require land from the parcel held by WMATA. Also, an additional leg would be required at the Foxhall

and Canal Road si md mmcﬂon whneh would result in a degradation of the operation at that
intersection. on these impacts, th ope

ﬁ.l NCﬂC Comment. The NCPC roles and responsibilities need to be discussed if a build alternative is
selec

FHWA se. The final EIS will discuss the NCPC general igeciﬁc review

approval mln;‘,l including the mpons%billues under the b&z}ﬁ. mghm.m ilities asa :oopﬁatmg
nse cy.

NCPC Ci . Transportation issues that need to be assessed full lained includ
Sl}h mqucauzt,m ?:mmg muvtment,m mnm::mm impacts, and the por;j':co:!s cm{'cer:?ny mﬂ'lm["':tde:d
egislation,

FHWA Res We believe that th: draft EIS and the Traffic Technical Report provided an adequate
al 515 of associated with each alternative. [tis gnized that clarifications in the
fi E.ls mll be aﬂ’%l:at lowever, these clanifications will nmsn icantly change the ic impacts
associa

ive, To cla.n lhe stud for traffic 1) a map showing the stud;
e e il oo inchuget o e fnst e pacty RIAR ShONEIS ¥
The final EIS will include a di ion on each al ive's conformity with Federal legislati
8. NCPC Comment. The analysis needs to examine the tial for queues on nearby mds such as
vpper Canal Road, Foxhall Road, Whitehurst Freeway, Key Bridge, and Reservoir Road.

ues on these mads WS CORY ed to the FHWA immediatel uﬁtr
dlsm'but:gm draft S A BT e Serembne 1755 Paniie Heorine e presconed dsbizy bonrds
:Thganc by the Ui mvmmtly under the no build md Inn :Jtemums for the yaa.rs
1996 ami 2016. d'one to give an mdication of the impacts of University traffic on the existing

The final EIS will analyze intersettions within the determine the affect 0
H?le':l}:y ic on existing queues on Canal Road, pm hurst F:eewa Key Bndge and
is will be ne by malyzmg me amount o nmud by the University apd its
fect on a full cve t‘lhe signal at'each intersection. uwn give an indication on the affect of
niversity traffic to the exmns q'neuls.

9. NCPC Comment. A discussion of tuming mow:menn' should evaluate traffic weaving as eastbound
Canal Road vehicles leaving the Ui LY app Freeway.

. For the maffic signal alternatives, traffic on Canal Road would be stoj a signal.
Them?ore, weaving would not bl: E’équued an“:‘l m:er:'wwtf&nm impacts on Canal Mg?higdnz
weaving.

For the in ge alnema:m:s. weav m§ conflicts were discussed in the draft EIS and will be repeated
and clarified as necessary in the "

10. NCPC Comment. The EIS needs to assess the pmnual traffic delays and detours that could occur
dunng construction if FHWA selects a build alternative.

The final EIS will e lhdmc on traffic control from Section 4.6.3. of the
IT d;s:ussno‘g will ?n:{udewd 5 “"’EE. mai m"?mmc during construction,
ic detm Potential traffic dela)s wlll also be discussed,

CPC C: FHWA should ide rdinati ith the District, NPS and surroundin,
;I‘:' amme:‘t’.u cmll|'.!r\=h=l|.s':'ﬂ|¢\|;'el lzaﬂ‘r ci?m 2 "1%:;1 plan t’c:' mec:'rm t.o:‘idms conmction
relmd issues, long t ?and ? impacts.

FHWA R Developi d id traffic lans and lom,
term land use eun_sid e not within Illl: scope of the wu}er.l_ The District ofCquplnhla 's B
transportation policy is to n:dur.e Irat'ﬁc on mudeng: streets and enco traffic to use arterials, such
as Canal Road. A build alternative would be in r.onfnnmnce with this policy.

= more -
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The draft El detfoddreuand?mnmlmndary | ired.
landuseﬂecnssllongalnle ; ||I:t)roftb§ istrict of uﬂgunle% ’iffﬂ‘:’:‘mmmm
Bzaorderswmusedww uate present an land.mnn

12. NCPC Comment. All alternatives shgrny be evaluated for their compliance with the Clean Air Act
Amend and the emym

Surface P Efficie
FHWA R ﬁ discussion of each alternativ gl icab Fedcg ill be
mclnded r: ?I?: sﬁ“ ‘njssmmjm is nw.lmicni?ns e Iatest W o 1:; ﬂng
SF Program. mmmwmmm with the Clean Air Act
ﬁgendmems md. lhe odal Surface Tﬂnspﬂﬂatmn Efficiency Act and will be noted in the ﬁna]

lgn NCPC, f‘ Future ‘t | d ion should more fu‘lly explain and pursuc
SPU-IN h’aﬂ‘p@m M emen mcﬂiods 1own
University sha ﬁ sm.s whcﬁgr it uses or has considered sa.t.:l.lll.e :;ﬁing areas, particularly if the
umvemly owns :n W‘!W Th: Un.mrs:ly should explore arrange: pugjenh \\m:ﬂ laumess that &ouId
mﬁm minimize im in resi al areas.

should also E'; made to cnhan:e the current G .T.S. shuttle bus service to increase its convenience.

FHWA R Ti rtati s']:um gi transportation d d
g‘DM) mcs A ﬂ&sppl%red ofgr is project and sum in lhednﬁ Elsm'l'b:"é% m;:-aosi;'!';uréx
vclopmnm at G!orgﬂu\lm Universii

bus sefice, parking Capec ith B o

I.I'l al on 1o approvals {or
bulidmg construction c‘%h{ and TD) Iho:sn a:;lyzey EIS were in gcrmphanc: with
these approvals.

We believe that further analysis of methods that do not address the purpose and need for this project are
beyond the scope of the E.[SV:nd do oot need 1o be included.

l4 NCPCC t. The t should evaluate tal issijes related to blasting activities
ality an: is. Dceu;::i;fs’u shuui';pmv en;;nnmmm a build ﬁmnve‘]gso:c

Ty ana,
u‘llvmes will not sﬁ.ﬂ;ﬂm ying foi of the C£0 Canal wall nra.ﬂ' t

sclll ility. Blasting acu\rmu shoul n&mﬁd for poteatial effects on water pipelines and other
utilities,
FHWA Res All construction activities, includ ile driving, will be designed to
minimize e actonlh:C&OCamlwaiturunanymsﬁn &emm&eofﬂle ile nature of
the Canal wall and the existence of underground unimuﬁmg Canal Road. We completed a structural
analysis I!pclﬂ of the Canal wall and an utility survey and used this wfu'xmat n during the
pne aration of the draft EIS. The e.nvlmnmm | impacts to the Canal wall and existing utilities,

udugeal:lu and vibration im| ated to blastin, q, pile driving, and other co ction chWIRIeS
ml] be Iy specified in the ﬁml [f blasting will be prohibited and mechanical mi

will be utilizéd during rock excar

15, NCPC C The document should justi level of H‘.'Cwasusedl ict traffic
noise levels 1$1“ﬁ§&ftheepmjuwﬁulwe?gféﬁmﬁéwhy B rang ml toF. g

FHWA nse. Since level ol’serwcn C nts the highest traveling speeds and volumes, it will
ﬁl?%eﬁgzﬁﬁhm Ftred:c noise levels. ig IS is 2 vwmmrvahw aﬁmﬁ the noise analysis and

16. NCPC Comment. The F.L'i needs to analyze impacts ln the built cultural resources such as the C&0O
Canal Historic District and the Georgetown Historic Distri

FHWA Reﬁgm We ha\-e m‘t wﬂh the DC SHPO and will continue to coordinate the analysis of
impacts to DC SHPO and an analysis of the patential
impacts on the culuua! envumnmenl will be included in the final EIS.

- more -
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Sincerely,

Euall @ Shidll

Arthur J. P.E.
! mﬁﬂmm

Enclosure
cc: Mr. Robert G. Stanton, Regional Director, National Capital Region, National Park Service,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. Don Goffredi, DC Department of Public Works, DECA, BTCS, DED,
W:shmgtnn, D.C.

. Klinedinst, Division eer, FHWA, Sterling, VA.
e ony Admsaton e FHWA, S,

NCPC ALTERNATIVE |
Shift entrance to University 250 feet to the east
PURPOSE - This alternative will avoid taking of the parcel of land held by WMATA.

DESIGM DETAILS - The signalized intersection will be moved approximately 250 feet to the cast along
Canal Road. The entrance road will be located east of the WMA' X 1.

The maximum retaining wall height along the northern edge of the entrance road is 47 feet. The Ien‘f‘b
of this retaining wall is almost 4 feu. o construct the retaining wall along Hst;uﬁaem edge of

road, a WMATA parcel will be requil
wal!hmgiﬁﬁ:rlhuwﬂlu!ufeetmdnsapwmmtyllmfuﬂmg.
The amount of NPS pro needed for this m;sI.ths The amount of NPS property
needed for Aitsmxlwe from the draft EIS is 1.0
TRAFFIC - The traffic imy and operation will be identical to Al i the draft EIS. Due

to the close proximity of Prospect Street at the southwest comer of the Unlwrsny s New South Building,
only emergency vehncletn:ﬂ'ic can be maintained on _Igm tree: without remimmn of Prospect
Street and the area adjacent to the New South Building. I to
Alternative 2A from the draft E.IS, which requires Prospect Su-cenonmam open to public vehicular
traffic cannot be utilized with this alternative.

COST - The st for this al ive is $1,775,000. The estimate for Alterative
2/2A from the draﬁ ElS is $1 100.000

CONCLUSION - This altemative does not IHD’W for Prospect Street to be kept open to public vehicular
traffic and req ac Wﬁa\ Emei, which may not be obtainable if
there is still opp y for private devel ased on the above, this alternative is not
considered reasonable.




NCPC ALTERNATIVE 2
Traffic circle at Foxhall and Canal Road intersection

PURPOSE - This altemative will allow traffic leaving the University to use Key Bridge and the
Whitehurst Freeway without %mms left onto Canal Road. ‘Also, the traffic circle is intended to
provide a traffic benefit to users of Road and Foxhall Road.

DESIGN DETAILS - A traffic circle mdl ln inscribed circle diameter of 260 feet would be constructed
at the intersection of Foxhall Road and Canal Road. Based on current traffic circle criteria, three entry
lanes and three circulating lanes are required,

All approach roadways (Foxhall and Canal Roads) must be widened to three lanes.

Reconstruction of the Foxhall Road approach would resultina ls% grudc on Foxhall Road and a 20 mph
stopping sight distance. The existing grade on Foxhall Road is 1

Approximately 7 acres of NPS land from the Glover Archbold Park would be required.

TRAFFIC - This alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for project. Eastbound traffic on
Canal Road cannot access the Canal Road entrance to the University,

Traffic circles are Feﬂerally not suitable where reversible lanes exist (Canal Road), due to problems with
signing reversible lanes at a traffic circle.

The traffic circle would have acceptable operational capacity fo exist 1996 u-afﬁc I-Iowcver the
captsity of the trafflc circle woafd ot be sbie 10 e preites 2016 o )

COST - The estimated construction cost for the traffic circle is SJ,SCNJ 000.

CONCLUSION - Based on this alternative's inability to satis the 1's purpose and need, the
impacts to NPS land and the minimal traffic l;ener:s,ylhu i ‘:'sol'::c

NCPC ALTERNATIVE 3
Extend Unurmﬁy entrance paralle] to Canal Road and to the intersection
Foxhall and Canal Road (Proposed by the DC DPW )

PURPOSE - This altemative is intended to reduce the traffic impacts to Canal Road by allowing traffic
=xiting the University to access Key Bridge by tuming left onto Canal Road at the existing intersection
af Canal Road and Foxhall Road.

DESIGN DETAILS - A one lane road would be constructed along the north edge of Canal Road from the
=xisting University access to the intersection of Canal and Fouhlﬁ

A retaining wall approximately 1,000 feet long would be required along Canal Road. The maximum
height of the retaining wall would be 35 feet and construction of this wall would eliminate the bluffs
between the Ul y and Glover A d Park.

“rpmmmatcly 5 acres of NPS Iand from Glover Archbold Park would be required and land from the
MATA parcel would be required.

g{eodlﬁqmm to the existing pedestrian underpass at the Canal Road and Foxhall Read intersection would
required.

TRAFFIC - This alternative does not satisfy pu and need for project. Eastbound traffic on Canal
Road cannot access the Canal Road entrance Nmniwmiw

d at the signalized ion at Foxhall and Canal Roads. This would

Another ap his
result in more congestion at this intersection, At the signal, time allocated to the existing movements
would have to be shortened wg:wwde time for the new approach. Also, the westbound Canal Road to
Foxhall Road movement whicl ntly does not stop, would have to stop, thus incurring delay.

COST - The esti d ion cost for this al ive is $2,500,000.

CONCLUSION - Based on this alternative’s inability to satisfy the pmjmt s purpose and need, the
impacts to NPS land and the minimal traffic benefits, this al
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Project(1X-1102 (16)
Whitohurst Freeway
Canal Read Change

Hovembor 4, 1856

Mr. Callerino €. Bernmardina
Acting Director

D.C. Dapartmant of Public Works
2000 l4th Strest, NV
Washingten, D.C. 20009

Attantion: Me, Karen Benefield

Dear Mr. Pernarding:

Befores going koa much furthar with the Whitehurst Freeway
ruconetrfiction, wa want ta bring up the poseibility of medifying
the wast approach to the Canal Rd./Whitahursat Freswvay
intersection to make it 3 lanas wide going easthound.

currently, the intarsection hae a free right turn lanm and a
thru/right combinatien lane; we proposa anothar thru lanc be
added. We realize the entire roadway width is narrow, but
believe thia can be done by eliminating the median (we ara
bringing this up now befora stage 4 of the Whitshurat contract
will place a porticn of the median back), and narrowing the lanes
in both directions, We beligve this may be possible without \
modifying the retaining wall along the south side. We understand
this will involve moving the light poles out from the median to
the asides, and the possible addition of lighting conduits aleng
the south retaining wall.
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Wa want %o 3see 1f this change can be made to the currant
contract. Wa originally considorsd this change in concert with

the proposed Gaorgetown University southern antraneo project, but

it also may have immadiate banafit given your plannad

modification to the Kay Bridge/M St intarsecticn striping to moval
tact Frank Mirack[mome

more traffie thru that | tien Flease
at 523-0172 when you are ready to discuss this change.

Sincaraly,

Bl ddstd

*t\}r'l Arthur J. Hill, Pp.E.
Division Administrator

(1.5 + Luke DiPompo, DECA, BTCS

- Dave Davina, BTS, Traffic Ope
- Bill McGuirk, BTS, Signnls
Mr. Jeaff Knowdler, NFS

FRE

File: IN-1102(16)

IX-1102(17)
PM:em

(fm5602dt. 1ns)

5
i

AT, frum

T

TG BT

ST




FAP No. DE-0014(801)

Georgetown University
Southern Entrance

Response to comments

June 29, 1998

Mr. Cellerino Bemardino
Director

DC Department of Public Works
2000 14th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20009

Attention: Mr. Kenneth Laden
Dear Mr. Bemardino:

We would like to take this opportunity to respond to various comespondence conceming
this project.

A. Your letter of November 4, 1996, and your clarifying letter of December 6, 1996,
stated that the District of Columbia Depariment of Public Works (DCDPW) supporte'd
the _h!alional Capital Planning Commission’s (NCPC) request that tha FHWA assess an
additional alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Canal Road
entrance to the Georgetown University. This alternative consisted of an additional
variation of an at-grade signalized intersection and a median break at the Canal Road
entrance. In addition, your letters requested expanded traffic studies be performed of
the proposed entrance impacts on the surmounding community.

1. Alternative

We have investigated the additional altemative described in your letters as well as other
related alternatives involving a median break and intersection improvements at the
existing Canal Road entrance. All of the altematives studied, including the one
discussed in your letters, are variations on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Alternative 2A.

- more -

-2-

Evolving from your recommendation, and based on our studies, we are |

a different modification to Alternative 2A (see enclosed drawing) which minimizes the
construction impact of the inly tion imp ts and minimizes traffic impacts to
the surrounding network, while still providing full at the Canal Road enfrance.
This alternative addresses the majority of concems expressed by the community and
various agencies while substantially improving access.

This alternative continues to prohibit left turn movemnents from the Georgetown
University onto Canal road during the AM peak period. This will allow eastbound Canal
Road traffic to move uninterrupted throughout the AM peak period. An adequate left
turn storage lane would be constructed on Canal Road for left turns into Georgetown
University to minimize traffic impacts on eastbound Canal Road. This alternative
includes intersection improvements at the Whitehurst Freeway and Canal Road
intersection as a mitigation to reduce traffic impacts of the new entrance along Canal
Road. (See your April 9, 1997 letter on this subject). As shown on the enclosed
drawings, these improvements provide three eastbound Canal Road lanes configured
as a through, a through/right turn, and a right turn only lane {onto the Whitehurst

Freeway).

We will include our analysis of this modified alternative in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

2. Traffic Study

As requested in your N 4, 1996 letter, we have performed a traffic study on the

impact of the proposed ent impr ts and sig ion on the ding
community. Our study began by examining roads and intersections in detail to
determine where impacls oc d. An origin/destination survey was conducted with

vehicles using the south academic campus parking lot of Georgetown University. The
findings of this survey along with existing and future traffic volumes were used to
determine changes in the traffic volumes on the surrounding road network resulting
from the improvement of the Canal Road entrance. Once the outer limits of project
impacts were found, we ended our detailed traffic analysis and verified that it would be
reasonable to conclude that there weuld be no negative traffic impacts beyond the area
of aur detailed analysis. Enclosed is a network simulation traffic operati lysis,
dated October 6, 1997, of Foxhall Road from its intersection with Reservoir Road to its
intersection with Canal Road, and Canal Road/M St. from its intersection with Foxhall
Road to the Key Bridge intersection. We used this network simulation to respond to the
public’s request for a more accurate modeling of the project traffic impacts and lo
provide a better depiction of the interaction of the roadway network, especially in
saturated and over-saturated conditions.

- more -



.3-

H slatistical analysis indicated that six different runs of the model would result in a 90%
confidence level. Therefore, six runs of the model for each of the no-build and build
scenarios for both the 1998 and 2016 time frames were made. These runs incorporate
the current construction changes on the Whitehurst Freeway at Canal Road for both the
no-build and build scenarios. The build scenario includes the modified Draft
Environmental Impact Statement Altemative 2A concept, mitigation improvements on
Canal Road at Whitehurst Freeway and signal timing changes to account for traffic
growth, and traffic shifts because of the new entrance. The signal timing adjustments
are within the parameters defined in discussions with DCDPW's Bureau of Traffic
Services.

Based on O/D surveys and this analysis, we believe that noticeable traffic impact
associated with the project do not extend beyond the intersections studied. At some
intersections within this corridor, the int tion delay i a very small amount;

at others, the delay decreases. We also performed an inlersection analysis of the
Whitehurst Freeway/K Street/2Tth Street intersection to ensure that negative traffic
impacts did not occur on Whitehurst Freeway beyond the Canal Road intersection (see
enclosed analysis titled “K Street and Whitehurst Freeway”). The 13 additional vehicles
in the PM peak hour that are projected to use the Whitehurst Freeway account for an
increase of 0.35% in the intersection volume and results in about 0.2 second increase
in intersection delay. In addition, we have performed a traffic analysis for streets east
of the Georgetown University to determine project benefits on and around Prospect
Street (see enclosed analysis titled “Intersections East of Georgetown University”). The
results of this analysis show that the anticipated reduction in trips east of the campus
due to traffic diverted to the proposed Canal Road access do not have a significant
impact on the level of service. The decrease in intersection delay ranges from 2,2
seconds to 0.3 seconds with the majority of the reductions being less than 1 second.
However, approximately 78 vehicles (26%) during the AM peak period and about 200
vehicles (43%) during the PM peak period would be diverted from the Prospect Street
entrance to the Canal Road entrance under the build scenario. This resuits in reduced
traffic volumes on residential intersections east of Georgetown University, as shown in
the analysis.

These traffic analyses are based on the assumption that only vehicle trips to the south
campus of the Georgetown University are affected by the proposed entrance. The
origin and destination of those trips do not change based on the configuration of the
Canal Road entrance. For example, vehicles coming from Virginia via Key Bridge to
the south campus parking lot will still use the Key Bridge regardless if the Canal Road
entrance or the Prospect Street entrance is being used. The only change is in the
possible routing in the immediate vicinity of the Georgetown University. There will be
no change to the total number of vehicle trips, nor to the origin or destination of the
trips. Therefore, there should be no effect on the outer reaches of these trips,

-

We believe that these trafiic analyses address your request to study the traffic impacts
of the proposed entrance improvements and signalization on the surrounding -
community as defined by the boundaries in your November 4, 1996, letter and trust this
will allow for your agency’s continued support for the project.

B. We would also like to respond to Ms. Deborah Price's letter, dated February 23,
1998, to Mr. James Sinnette, of the Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division, of the
Federal Highway Admini ion, which ted on a portion of the traffic analyses
mentioned in the previous section. That letter made the following three requests:

1. That the FHWA expand the project area and perform additional traffic analysis as
requested in November of 1996.

This comment has been addressed above.

2. That the year 2016 analysis include, as an ption, the construction of an
additional 3.8 million square feet of university, as proposed in the Campus Plan.

The year 2016 analysis does include, as an assumption, the potential University
expansion of 3.8 million square feet by the year 2010. Our analysis assumes a liberal
background traffic growth rate that was recommended by the DCOPW in 1993 covering
increases in traffic from all sources. This results in a 19 percent increase in traffic on
Canal Road for the design year 2016. The potential University expansion is for
additional dormitories, increased laboratory and library space, and to improve other
crowded work spaces. The number of parking spaces on the south campus is capped
by the DC Board of Zoning Adjustments. The existing parking spaces are used to
capacity and no net additional parking spaces are planned to be constructed with any
expansion. Therefore, no i ase in vehicles ing the South Campus is
expected because they would have no place to park during the critical periods of our
analysis. Our EIS only focusses on the impacts resulting from a change in access to
the University; our proposed project does not increase traffic onto the campus, but
merely redistributes the travel paths. It assumes the development of the University
would occur with or without our entrance project.

3. That the FHWA provide an interpretation as to whether the level of service reduction
at the Foxhall Road/Reservoir Road intersection in the 2016 AM peak and at the
Foxhall Road/MacArthur Boulevard intersection in the 1998 PM peak is inconsistent
with the Congressional intent that the project not result in a decrease in efficiency of
any Federal-aid primary highway.

- more -
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Our network analysis is primarily intended to determine the impacts to Canal Road
which was the Federal-aid primary route alluded to in the legislation. We extended the
limits to the west in response to local citizen concemns there as well. The decrease from
LOS D to LOS E at the Foxhall Road / Reservoir Road intersection in the 2016 AM
Peak is due to an increase in average vehicle delay of 0.2 seconds at that intersection.
This increases the delay from 39.8 seconds to 40.0 seconds. The upper limit for LOS D
is 40 seconds. There is no LOS decrease at Foxhall Road / MacArthur Boulevard.
Note again that Foxhall Road, Reservoir Road, and MacArthur Boulevard are not
Federal-aid primary highways and therefore any LOS decrease there would not conflict
with the congressional intent that the project not decrease the efficiency of a Federal-
aid primary highway.

4. That the FHWA provide additional analysis of the proposed 120 foot eastbound lane
and its impacts on lane width and surrounding land use.

The FHWA is cumrently studying the 120 foot eastbound tuming lane on Canal Road at
the Whitehurst Freeway intersection. This study will be coordinated with DCDPW to
ensure that adequate lane widlhs are proposed. The steep bluffs north of Canal Road
will not be impacted by any wark at this intersection. The FHWA Is studying two
alternatives. One altemative would not impact any existing retaining walls or the C&0
Canal, but would result in narrower lanes. The other alternative may result in some
canstruction modifications to the retaining wall at this int tion. The DCDPW will be
consulted to determine lane widths and other requirements before any proposal to add
an eastbound tuming lane is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Any modifications at this intersection will be incorporated into the Canal Road
construction project.

C. Finally, we would like to respond to comments made by members of your staff ata
May 13, 1998, meeting at DCOPW offices and which are detailed in the June 3, 1998,
memorandum from Mr. David A. Devine to Mr. Kenneth G. Laden of DCDPW.

1. Construction impacts

The construction impacts are shown accurately in the plan sheet provided to DCDPW.
In addition, the impacts will be discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Every attempt has been made to minimize impacts. Compared to the underpass,
overpass, and signalized altematives presented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the revised signalized altemative has less impacts. All street lights and
utilities that are impacted by any proposed work will be relocated as part of the
construction project. All costs will be paid with project funds. The relocation design will
be completed as part of the detailed design process.

- more -

2, Signal warrants

An analysis of the 11 Signal Warrants from the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) is attached. The proposed intersection would satisfy Warrant 2,
Interruption of Continuous Traffic; Warrant 7, Systems Warrant; Warrant 9, Four Hour
Volumes; and Warrant 11; Peak Hour Volume.

3. Canal Road Traffic

The network analysis (p.17,20) and other traffic studies performed indicate that further
noficeable delays will not occur on westbound M Street, Whitehurst Freeway, and Key
Bridge. During the AM Peak in 1998 and 2018, traffic will be prohibited from leaving the
Canal Road entrance and tuming eastbound on Canal Road, so traffic on eastbound
Canal Road will not be stopped by the new signal. Traffic tuming left from eastbound
Canal Road into the university would have adequate storage in the new left tum lane.
The network analysis confirms that eastbound traffic on Canal Road would not be
adversely affected by the proposed project.

Based on the network analysis, during the 1998 PM Peak, the travel time from
Reservoir Road to Key Bridge increases by a small amount in the eastbound direction.
In the 1998 PM Peak, the increase is 48 seconds over the no-build travel time of 844
seconds. This is less than a 6% increase. In the 2016 PM Peak, the increase is 2
seconds over the no-build travel time of 2435 seconds, which is negligible.

4. Westbound Canal Road

Based on the network analysis, the travel time from Key Bridge to Reservoir Road does
not appreciably change as a result of the proposed project. The proposed signal timing
at the new intersection minimizes the stop time of westbound and eastbound Canal
Road traffic to minimize impacts as much as possible on Canal Road.

§. Canal Road Volumes

The Canal Road traffic volumes were taken in 1993, prior to the Whitehurst Freeway
construction. These counts showed an ADT of 57,000 on Canal Road. Again, our

traffic analyses indicate that the proposed project will not have a noticeable negative
traffic effect on Canal Road traffic.

6. Eastbound right turn lane at Whitehurst Freeway
Refer to the above discussion on Ms. Deborah Price’s letter (item 4).

- mare -



7. Future Meeting

The FHWA is available to meet with DCOPW BTS staff, at your request, to discuss any
aspect of the project.

8. Project Benefits

As discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, improving the Canal Road
entrance would reduce traffic headed from the University to Prospect Street and other
residential streets east of the University. Improving the Canal Road entrance would
also focus access to the South Campus by of a more appropriate arterial
roadway system rather than a local residential street system. Please refer to the traffic

lysis on il ions east of the University discussed above, which quantifies the
traffic benefits to streets east of the University. Approximately 78 vehicles (26%) during
the AM peak period and about 200 vehicles (43%) during the PM peak period would be
diverted from the Prospect Street ent to the Canal Road entrance under the build
scenario.

The following two items were discussed at the May 13, 1998, meeting, but not included
in the June 3, 1998, memorandum.

1. Tuming Templates. The drawing of the proposed altemative is conceptual. Based
on a design vehicle WB-40, the lanes at the tum onto Canal Road would be widened to
16 feet. This would require that the ining wall be approximately 100 feet long and 9
feet high. At the tum onto the existing entrance, we could widen the lanes to 16 feet.
These details would be developed during the design process.

2. Prohibiting Left Tums During the AM. Electronic signs could inform people using the
intersection of the tum restriction on Canal Road. These delails would be worked out in
coordination with DCDPW during the design process.

We appreciate your comments and trust that our response satisfies your concems. We
will send you a copy of the final draft of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when
it is completed.

Sincerely,

- Eduwell B ikl

“G-’J James A. Cheatham
Division Administrator

Enclosures (lo addressee only)

cc:  Ms. Deborah Price, DPW, DDOT
Mr. Maurice Keys, OPP
Ms. Karen Benefield, BTS
Mr. Don Goffredi, DECA, BTCS, DED
1+ Mr. Jim Sinnette, EFLH
Mr. Gary Burch, DECA
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August 14, 1986 HDR-ALEX
Mr. Reginald W. Griffith
Exacutive Director ¥
Planning, Review and Implementation Division &
National Capital Planning Commission g
Suite 301 s
801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW =
Washingten, D.C. 20576 E
Dear Mr, Griffith: =

On July 31, 1996, representatives of the Pederal Highway
Administration met with National Capital Planning Commissioner
Margaret Vanderhye to informally discuss the status of the
proposad Georgetown Entrance Road project. The main focus of the
conversation was to discuss our review of the three alternatives
proposed in the November 9, 1995, National Capital Planning
Commission (NCPC) letter, and the Pederal Highway
Administration’s July 29, 1996, response.

During the course of these discussions, Commissicner Vanderhye
asked for additional information on two items. The first item is
a variation of the District of Columbia Department of Public
Works proposal. Since the construction of a parallel road
accessing a *jug handle” at the Foxhall/Canal road intersection
is so destructive to the palipades, Commissioner Vanderhye
suggested that just the “jug handle” be constructed at the
intersection. All vehicles exiting the Georgetown University
would turn right (westbound) on Canal Road. The approach to the
Foxhall/Canal Road intersection would be modified to allew those
persones with the destination of Key Bridge, Whitehurst Freeway,
or points east of the university to utilize a ramp on the right
side of Canal Road to bring them in as a new, separate leg to the
existing Foxhall/Canal Road intersection (the ramp being the "jug
handle”) .

= more -

The second item the Commissioner asked for was additional
information on the impact of the proposed traffic signal for
Alternative 2 or Alternative 2A. The specific concern to be
addressed is whether proposed signal will cause the weatbeound
traffic on Canal Road to hinder the operations of the Key
Bridge/Whitehurst Freeway intersections due to stacking of
vehicles during the afterncon/evening peak rush hours.

The Pederal Highway Administration has reviewed the traffic
operationa for both of these items and have concluded the
following:

1. The proposed jug handle does not fully address the
purpose and need of this project since it only accommcdates
those persons exiting the university to access eastbound
Canal Road. To fully address the purpose and need of this
project, there still needs to be accommodation of the
eastbound Canal Road users wanting to access the university.
For analysis purposes, the jug handle has been coupled with
Alternative 2 and Alternative 2A in order to accommodate the
left turn access into the university.

2. The jug handle will adversely impact the flow of
traffic through this area. While this concept alleviates
stopping traffic for those exiting the university to
eagtbound Canal Road, the jug handle reduces the available
signal green time for all of the existing movements at the
Foxhall/Canal Read intersection, and it will require the
existing free flowing movement from westbound Canal Road to
Foxhall Road to stop. The result of these impacts is
actually worse than the impact of installing an additional
signal. Enclosed is a chart showing the volume to capacity
ratics for the no-build and for Alternative 2 and 2A with
and without the jug handle. The resultant volume/capacity
ratica for Alternative 2A are aslightly better than
Alternative 2 due to a small percentage of the left turn
movements still being assigned to Prospect Street.

- more -
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