
Appendix A 
 

Federal, District, State, Regional,  
and Local Agency 

Comment Letters 





PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-i 

Appendix A 
Table of Contents 

 
Agency ROCR Number Page 
Federal Agency 
United States Environmental Protection  

Agency, Region 3 2982 A-1 
US House of Representatives - Norton 2979 A-3 
US Housee of Representatives - Van Hollen 2994 A-4 
US Housee of Representatives - Van Hollen 3115 A-5 
US Department of the Interior 

National Park Service,  
Chesapeake Bay Program Office 0949 A-6 

US Senate – Mikulski 2974 A-10 
US Senate – Sarbanes 2995 A-10 
US Senate – Sarbanes 2862 A-11 
 
Regional Agency 
District of Columbia Council – Evans,  

Ambrose, Mendelson 3083 A-11 
District of Columbia Council – Fenty 3037 A-12 
District of Columbia Council – Fenty 3005 A-13 
District of Columbia Council – Jones 2990 A-16 
District of Columbia Council – Mendelson 2977 A-18 
District of Columbia Council – Patterson 3017 A-19 
District of Columbia Council – Schwartz 3009 A-20 
District of Columbia Council – Schwartz 3038 A-21 
District of Columbia Department of Health 1736 A-21 
 
State Agency 
Maryland Department of Environment 2991 A-25 
Maryland Department of Planning 2861 A-26 
Maryland Department of Transportation 2983 A-28 
 
Local Agency 
Chevy Chase Village 3010 A-29 
Montgomery County Council 2978 A-29 
Montgomery County Executive 2985 A-31 
Town of Kensington, Maryland 2984 A-31 
Village of Martin’s Additions 1803 A-32 
Village of Martin’s Additions 2973 A-32 



 

 



PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-1 

ROCR 2982 
Page 1 of 4 

ROCR 2982
Page 2 of 4 



PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-2 

 

ROCR 2982
Page 3 of 4 

ROCR 2982
Page 4 of 4 



PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-3 

 
 
 
 

 

ROCR 2979
Page 1 of 2 

ROCR 2979
Page 2 of 2 

 



PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-4 

 

ROCR 2994
Page 1 of 3 

ROCR 2994
Page 2 of 3 

 



PUBLIC COMMENTS Federal, District, State, Regional, and Local Agencies 

A-5 

 

 
MR. JONES:  My name is George Jones.  G-E-O-R-G-E, J-O-N-E-S.  I live in the 
Rolling Wood community adjoining Rock Creek Park. 
I would like to submit into the record a letter from our representative of the 8th 
District of Maryland, Chris Van Hollen written to interested members of our 
neighborhood. 
“Thank you for contacting me about proposals to close off portions of Beach Drive 
to vehicular traffic during certain non peak hours. I appreciate your taking the time 
to share your concerns with me. 
As an avid hiker and biker I know that many families in our area enjoy having open 
access to Beach Drive on the weekends.  But Beach Drive is an important traffic 
artery for many in our community. Our region already experiences some of the 
worst traffic congestion in the country and I will not support measures that make 
matters worse. 
I would have to be convinced by thorough traffic studies that closing of Beach Drive 
at certain times during weekdays would not result in significant cut through traffic in 
adjacent neighborhoods or contribute to increased traffic, gridlock or inconvenience. 
I have always encouraged the development of trails for users by bikers and hikers, 
such as the Capital Crescent and Georgetown Branch trails.  These other scenic 
pathways that do not cut off essential roads for motors. 
Again, I appreciate knowing your views in this matter. Please do not hesitate to let 
me know whenever I may of service to you.  Sincerely, Chris Van Hollen.” 
I would also like to add my own comments. 
I commend the National Park Service for recognizing all the alternative, including 
alternative B preserve the historical, cultural and natural resources of the park. I note 
that the National Park Service—it recognizes that it has to work with D.C., state and 
local governments and agencies to address its use relating to air and water quality. 
However, I was disturbed that the Park Service failed to work with these other 
agencies and governments when developing its various traffic proposals. 
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I’m disheartened that the National Park Service is disregarding the Councils of D.C. 
and Montgomery County, the D.C. Department of Public Works and Maryland 
Department of Transportation who have urged that Beach Drive and Rock Creek and 
Potomac Parkway remain open with no new restrictions to motor vehicles. 
I note that the National Park Service supported alternative D. Their reasons are 
inconsistent with other alternatives that they rejected out of hand.   
For example, they proposed to close—the proposal to close it during the midday and 
at night. They rejected it because they would eliminate driving for pleasure except 
during rush hours.  What does alternative D do?  Eliminate the pleasure of driving 
during the day. 
I request that the Park Service plan—I note that the plan references the Mayor’s 
letter as a basis for proposing alternative D.  If the Mayor can’t D.C. Council to— 
If they keep Kringle Road closed, the National Park Service should not do his heavy 
looking for him. Therefore, I propose that the National Park Service consider as an 
alternative one which implements all of its proposals other than the closure of Rock 
Creek Park. Thank you. 
NEAL R. GROSS 
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20005-3701 

 
 
  "Bob Campbel   (CIMS)"  <BCampbel@chesapeakebay.net 
To: "ROCR Superintendent (E-mail)"    <rocr_superintendent@nps.gov>   
  cc: "Jonathan Doherty (CIMS)"  JDoherty@chesapeakebay.net,  
         "Bob Ford (E-mail)"  bob_ford@nps.gov 
           Cynthia_Cox@nps.gov 
  05/13/2003 12:01 PM AST  
 Subject:  NPS CBPO Consultation Comments on the Draft GMP/EIS   
 
The National Park Service Chesapeake Bay Program Office has completed review 
of the Rock Creek Park and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Draft General 
Management Plan /Environmental Impact Statement.  Our comments are offered for 
consideration in context of our ongoing staff to staff consultation with Rock Creek 
Park rather than as an official position on the proposed alternatives.  Understanding 
that the GMP alternatives hinge on more controversial issues, we note the implied 
intent under all alternatives to "continue to support the goals of the Chesapeake Bay 
Program as they relate to Rock Creek and its tributaries and continue to participate 
in the regional program as a partner." (Page 19) 
 
The attached document (GMPtext) summarizes the Chesapeake Bay Program and 
the National Park Service's obligations and opportunities relative to the Bay 
Program.  This document is provided for your reference and as "boiler plate 
language" that might be appropriate for incorporation (whole or in part) in sections 
of the GMP/EIS. 
 
Our page specific comments are as follows: 
 
Page 19: Consider modifying the 4th bullet point to read, "Promote greater public 
understanding of water resource issues in the park and encourage public support for 
and participation in improvements in the Rock Creek, Potomac River and 
Chesapeake Bay watersheds." 
 
Page 43: In 3rd paragraph, consider incorporating language to provide more clarity 
on NPS commitments relative to the Chesapeake Bay Program. 
 
Page 299: Correct the Index entry for Chesapeake Bay (also defacto covering 
Chesapeake Bay Program) by deleting pages 126, 276, 329.  Chesapeake Bay 
Program is currently referenced on pages 19, 21, 43, 124, 272, and 319. 
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Page 313: APPENDIX B: LAWS AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS: Add reference to 
the Estuaries and Clean Waters Act of 2000.  (Title II-Chesapeake Bay Restoration 
mandates our compliance with Chesapeake Bay agreements.) 
 
Page 319: Last paragraph, consider incorporating language to provide more clarity 
on NPS commitments relative to the Chesapeake Bay Program. 

 
••••••••••••••••Chesapeake Bay Program (Boiler Plate Language for General 
Management Plans (e.g., for use in the Affected Environment, Purpose and Need 
for Action, Laws and Executive Orders, and /or Relationship to Other Planning 
Efforts sections)) 

As the largest estuary in the United States and one of the most productive 
in the world, the Chesapeake Bay was this nation’s first estuary targeted for 
restoration and protection.  The Chesapeake Bay Program is the unique regional 
partnership among the states of Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania; the District 
of Columbia; the Chesapeake Bay Commission; and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (lead agency for the federal government) that has been directing and 
conducting the restoration effort since the signing of the historic Chesapeake Bay 
Agreement of 1983.  Considered a national and international model for estuarine 
research and restoration programs, the Bay Program is led by the Chesapeake 
Executive Council.  The Executive Council, composed of the chief executives of the 
signatory partners, meets annually to establish the policy direction for the Bay 
Program.  The restoration goals, as articulated in a series of agreements and plans, 
have evolved over the years reflecting the dynamic understanding of the challenges 
in restoring this ecosystem. 

Since its inception in 1983, the Bay Program’s highest priority has been 
the restoration of the Bay’s living resources—its finfish, shellfish, Bay grasses, and 
other aquatic life and wildlife.  The 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement, established a 
goal to reduce the nutrients nitrogen and phosphorus entering the Bay by 40% by 
2000.  In the 1992 Chesapeake Bay Agreement, the Chesapeake Executive Council 
agreed to continue the 40% reduction goal beyond 2000, as well as to attack 
nutrients at their source—upstream in the Bay’s tributaries.  As a result, 
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia began developing 
tributary strategies to achieve nutrient reduction targets.  In 1993, the Executive 
Council set an initial goal for recovery of Bay grasses at 114,000 acres by 2005 and 
set goals for reopening spawning habitat for migratory fish by removing blockages, 
such as small dams, on Bay tributary rivers. 

In July 1994, high-level federal officials from 25 agencies and 
departments (including the Department of the Interior and the National Park 
Service) signed the Agreement of Federal Agencies on Ecosystem Management in 
the Chesapeake Bay.  This historic agreement outlined new cooperative federal 
efforts as well as specific goals and commitments by federal agencies on federal 
lands throughout the watershed. 

In 1994, the Executive Council made the implementation of the tributary 
strategies the top priority for the Bay and its rivers.  The Executive Council also 
adopted the Chesapeake Bay Basinwide Toxics Reduction and Prevention Strategy.  
In addition, the Executive Council issued new initiatives for riparian forest buffers 
and habitat restoration. 
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The 1995 Local Government Partnership Initiative engaged the 

watershed’s 1,650 local governments in the Bay restoration effort.  The Chesapeake 
Executive Council followed this in 1996 by adopting the Local Government 
Participation Action Plan and the Priorities for Action for Land, Growth and 
Stewardship in the Chesapeake Bay Region, which address land use management, 
growth and development, stream corridor protection, and infrastructure 
improvements.  In 1996, the Executive Council also signed the Riparian Forest 
Buffers Initiative, which strengthened the Bay Program’s commitment to improve 
water quality and enhance habitat.  A new goal called for restoring 2, 010 miles of 
riparian buffers on stream and shoreline in the watershed by 2010. 

In 1997, the Executive Council renewed its commitment to the 40% 
nutrient reduction goal, acknowledging that it had to accelerate efforts, having 
concluded that the goal for phosphorus would be met by 2000, but the goal for 
nitrogen would not be met unless efforts were intensified.  Other directives signed in 
1997 focused on wetlands protection and restoration and the development of a 
Community Watershed Initiative. 

In November 1998, representatives of 22 federal agencies and departments 
(again including the Department of the Interior and the National Park Service) 
signed an updated agreement, the Federal Agencies’ Chesapeake Ecosystem Unified 
Plan, which contains 50 specific goals and commitments by federal agencies. 

In 1998, education and technology were highlighted as tools for the future 
of Bay restoration.  The Executive Council signed a directive to coordinate a 
regional effort to manage the use and transportation of animal waste.  The Executive 
Council also directed the Chesapeake Bay Program to begin the process of creating 
a new Bay Agreement, to be completed in 2000. 

 
On June 28, 2000, the Executive Council signed the new Chesapeake 

2000 agreement, which will guide the next decade of restoration and protection 
efforts throughout the Bay watershed.  The agreement commits to protecting and 
restoring living resources, vital habitats and water quality of the Bay and its 
watershed.  The agreement has cutting edge commitments in the area of water 
quality—correcting nutrient and sediment problems in the Bay and its tidal 
tributaries with the goal of taking them off of the impaired waters list by 2010.  
Chesapeake 2000 also addresses sprawl and livability issues—committing to reduce 
the rate of harmful sprawl development of forest and agricultural land in the Bay 
watershed by 30% by 2012, and committing to permanently preserve 20% of the 
Bay watershed by 2010.  The most recent commitment, derived from Chesapeake 
2000 and signed in 2001, addresses storm water management to control nutrient, 
sediment and chemical contaminant runoff from state, federal and District-owned 
land. 

 
On November 7, 2000 the President signed the Estuaries and Clean 

Waters Act of 2000, which included Title II – Chesapeake Bay Restoration.  This 
Act amends Section 117 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (known as the 
Clean Water Act) and reauthorized the Chesapeake Bay Program to continue leading 
the Chesapeake Bay restoration effort.  Title II—the “Chesapeake Bay Restoration 
Act of 2000” includes explicit mandates that Federal agencies that own or operate 
facilities within the Chesapeake Bay watershed shall: 1) participate in regional and 
sub watershed planning and restoration programs; and 2) ensure that the property, 
and actions taken by the agency with respect to the property, comply with the 
Chesapeake Bay Agreement, the Federal Agencies Chesapeake Ecosystem Unified 
Plan, and any subsequent agreements and plans. 

The National Park Service has an opportunity to play an important role in 
the effort to build a sustainable future for the Chesapeake Bay and its 64,000-square-
mile watershed.  A healthy, sustainable Chesapeake Bay watershed is beneficial in 
the protection of park resources, and will also support quality of life issues and the 
health of the economy and local resources.  In the 1994 National Park Service Vail 
Agenda report, Ecosystem Management in the National Parks, it is stated:  
“Widespread land development, increasing human population, global demand for 
natural resources, and changing dynamics of communities and economies place 
enormous stress on natural and cultural resources….The National Park Service must 
adapt its management practices to confront these challenges to resource 
stewardship….An ecosystem approach to management will require actions to be 
targeted to root causes of problems whether they exist inside or outside park 
boundaries….We should increasingly work in cooperation with partners to help 
manage resources of larger areas….”  
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In joining the Chesapeake Bay Program in 1994, the National Park Service 

committed to work together with other Bay Program partners to manage the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed as a cohesive ecosystem—to contribute to the 
restoration, conservation, and interpretation of the Bay’s many valuable resources 
both within and beyond the national parks of its watershed. Our contributions are the 
product of the shared responsibility and coordinated efforts of the National Capital 
and Northeast regions and the collective efforts of all the parks and program centers 
within the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The primary challenge for the National Park 
Service is to be “standard bearers” in our resources management and to model 
programs and management practices on parklands that compliment the goals and 
objectives of the Chesapeake Bay Program.  Parks in their normal daily operations 
are already contributing to the Chesapeake Bay Program commitments through 
stewardship of park resources, and the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Act of 2000 
explicitly states that we are expected to do so.  Furthermore, the participation of 
parks in the development of state/local tributary strategies for the restoration of 
water quality in tributaries listed under the Clean Water Act, section 303 (d) is 
critical. 

Beyond the stewardship of park resources, there is also a clear expectation 
that the National Park Service can and will provide leadership in meeting the 
commitments of the Chesapeake Bay Program in several key areas—public access, 
resource interpretation and education.  Restoration of the Chesapeake Bay will 
require participation from all partners including the public who lives and vacations 
in the Bay watershed.  The visitation that we enjoy at our sites represents an 
enormous opportunity for the National Park Service and the Chesapeake Bay 
Program.  The National Park Service has an important educational opportunity to 
share with the public the importance of the Bay as a unique natural and cultural 
resource through its resource management work and its interpretive operations.  
National parks are ideally suited to showcase exemplary environmental practices 
that demonstrate the value and fundamental wisdom of maintaining healthy, 
functioning natural systems.  By interpreting not only the important resources we 
manage in our parks, but also how we manage our resources in relationship to an 
ecosystem, we can help spread vital resource stewardship messages to the public. 

The Chesapeake Bay Program presents a great opportunity—a regionally 
focused vision for integrating good management into the larger context of the 
Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. It challenges park managers to act as stewards of their 
parks in the context of the larger watershed/ecosystem to insure a sustainable future, 
and so also embrace the challenges of the National Park System Advisory Board, in  

 
its 2001 report: Rethinking the National Parks for the 21st Century, wherein the 
Board recommended that the National Park Service: 

 
· Embrace its mission, as educator, to become a more significant part of 

America’s educational system by providing formal and informal programs 
for students and learners of all ages inside and outside park boundaries. 

· Encourage the study of the American past, developing programs based on 
current scholarship, linking specific places to the narrative of our history, 
and encouraging a public exploration of the American experience. 

· Adopt the conservation of biodiversity as a core principle in carrying out 
its preservation mandate and participate in efforts to protect marine as well 
as terrestrial resources. 

· Advance the principles of sustainability, while first practicing what is 
preached. 
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MS. JONES:  Tuesday evening I spoke as a resident of Ward 3 here in the District of 
Columbia.  This evening I’m here to read a statement from D.C. Council Member 
Jack Evans Ward 2, D.C. Council Member Sharon Ambrose Ward 6 and D.C. 
Council Member Phil Mendelson an at large member of the Council.  And I’m 
reading their statement for them. 
“Residents of Washington, D.C.  deeply appreciate having such a fine natural 
resource as Rock Creek Park in the midst of our city. The park enhances the quality 
of life in the Nation’s Capital by providing a quiet oasis for recreation and 
enjoyment of nature. We understand that several approaches are under consideration 
for managing automobile traffic in your general management plan process for Rock 
Creek Park. Many of our constituents are deeply concerned about the volume of 
automobile traffic in the park and how it impacts their ability to enjoy the park’s 
natural resources.  Constituents also want to ensure that any changes in the park 
traffic patterns do not adversely affected their neighbors.   
We’re pleased to learn that the Park Service has decided to consider a proposal to 
establish weekday recreation zones on portion of Beach Drive north of Broad 
Branch Road except during rush hour. We believe this approach offers the potential 
for providing weekday recreation opportunities in Rock Creek Park while 
minimizing possible traffic impacts in adjacent neighborhoods.  Provides that such 
measures are found not to adversely impact adjacent neighborhoods, we urge the 
Park Service to implement them in its final management plan for the park. 
The Park Service’s forwarded looking decision several years ago to create weekend 
recreation zones has turned upper Beach Drive into a center for recreation and 
nature that attracts people from all over the Washington area. We look forward to 
the possibility of making the Rock Creek Valley a place for mid-day and evening 
recreation on weekdays as well. 
Thank you for your consideration.  Jack Evans, Sharon Ambrose and Phil 
Mendelson.” 
NEAL R. GROSS 
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20005-3701 
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COUNCIL MEMBER FENTY:  Good evening.  For the record, my name is Adrian 
Fenty.  I live in D.C.  I am the representative on the Council of the District of 
Columbia for Ward Four which is approximately 74,000 residents of D.C.  At the 
onset, allow me to state that I feel strongly that there are well-intentioned advocates 
on both sides of this issue. 
As a representative for Ward Four which encompasses most of the portion of Beach 
Drive that is discussed in this plan however I submit the following statement after 
hearing from hundreds of my constituents who have advised me overwhelmingly of 
their desire to support Alternative B, no further closures.  When Congress defined 
and dedicated Rock Creek Park in 1890, it established roadways for the purpose of 
driving, wider paths for horseback riding, and footways for pedestrians.  I see no 
reason to change what Congress has set up.  It has improved the quality of life for all 
residents, so I oppose limiting access to Rock Creek Park any more than it is 
already. 
The proposed restrictions do not have the support of the community as a whole.  
Already we have seen community opposition to the Park Service plan to close Beach 
Drive.  Many ANCs and community organizations including ANC-4A, ANC-4C, 
Crestwood League, 16th Street Heights, Shepherd Park Citizens Association, and the 
Gateway Coalition in my ward and others from other wards have taken positions 
against restricting the use of Beach Drive. 
The proposed restrictions would benefit a small margin of the community at the 
expense of many.  These limitations would serve the needs of special interests and 
wrongly exclude the majority of park users including senior citizens, the young, and 
the physically challenged.  The proposed restrictions also create public safety 
concerns and unfairly burden the surrounding neighborhoods and communities with 
increased traffic and restricted travel options. 
Beach Drive is one of two principal roads within Rock Creek Park.  These roads 
have proved to be vital to the future of development of the nation’s capital and to the 
city’s economic improvement and residential desirability.  The roads and trails 
should continue to form a historically significant circulation system that contributes 
a distinctive layered historical character to the park and permit full public access for 
all of D.C. 
It also is unclear to me from the proposed restrictions exactly what the problem is 
that we are trying to solve.  We know it isn’t an environmental issue.  The studies 
have not identified it as such.  There is no lack of hiking trails in Rock Creek Park.  
We have miles and miles of such.  If we need more paved biking trails, then the 
answer is not to exclude the majority of users for the benefit of a few.  We need to 
look at enhancing existing trails or making new ones. 

 
Closing Beach Drive reduces the efficiency of our transportation system.  
Restricting traffic forces cars onto already over burdened routes.  As the third most 
traffic congested city in the nation, we cannot afford to give away valuable travel 
routes.  Moreover, it is going to cost a lot of money to keep our citizens from using 
Beach Drive.  It makes no sense to spend so much money to implement and 
maintain a restrictive road closure that excludes most citizens and lacks community 
support. 
We should work to enhance the recreational features of the park for everyone.  We 
cannot allow a change in the use of Beach Drive from the historic use of scenic 
driving to other uses.  Closure of sections of Beach Drive north of Broad Branch 
Road would eliminate the traditional visitor experience of automobile touring along 
the length of the park. 
Moreover, Rock Creek Park was created for all of us to enjoy and should not be 
converted to a commuters only road.  As we move forward, if we need to develop 
new ways to manage Rock Creek Park, those solutions must be inclusive, not 
exclusive and should have the support of the community.  As Frederick Law 
Olmstead, one of our greatest American landscape architects stated, “A connected 
system of parkways is manifested far more complete and useful than a series of 
isolated parks.” 
We should not limit access to Beach Drive.  Rather, we should enhance public 
access to Rock Creek Park as was intended by its original designer and so wisely 
dedicated to the public by Congress.  Thank you. 

NEAL R. GROSS 
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005-3701 
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MR. SLATTERY:  Good evening.  I’m representing Council Member Schwartz who 
resides in D.C.  “Dear Superintendent Coleman.  I am writing to state my opinion on 
the National Park Services general management plan for Rock Creek Park.  It 
appears that the Park Service’s preferred course of action would be to close the 
northern part of Beach Drive everyday, not just on weekends which is now the case 
from 9:30 a.m. until 3:30 p.m. 
What this proposal says to me is if you are not a bicyclist or a recreationalist your 
only option would be to battle rush hour to enjoy the park by automobile.  What 
about our seniors or our disabled, not to mention those with time constraints who 
would like an opportunity albeit briefly to commune with nature?  Why don’t they 
count? 
Ms. Coleman, Rock Creek Park is a treasure for all citizens of the District of 
Columbia as well as to its visitors.  It does not exist merely for those persons who 
bicycle, jog, or walk although those groups are given sole access to Beach Drive on 
weekends.  Rock Creek Park does have cycling trails, walking and jogging paths, 
and yes it has other roadways, but I am of the firm belief that the entire park should 
be made available to everyone at all times. 
However, since an agreement was made years ago to close this same portion of 
Beach Drive on weekends and because I am also a staunch proponent of 
compromise, I support keeping the current closure schedule for Beach Drive as is.  I 
also feel that if Beach Drive were not open to motorists at any time from Monday to 
Friday then the impact on residential neighborhoods such as Cleveland Park, 
Crestwood, and Mount Pleasant would be severe. 
Perhaps in the future as the Washington Region makes in-roads into its 
transportations problems, there may come a time when we might be able to 
justifiably place further limits on motorists who utilize Beach Drive.  However, at 
this time, it is my recommendation that you do not close the northern section of 
Beach Drive from Mondays through Fridays from 9:30 a.m. until 3:30 p.m.  Please 
keep the status quo.  Sincerely, Charles Schwartz, Council Member at-large.” 
NEAL R. GROSS 
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS 
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON D.C. 20005-3701 
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07/07/2003 12:53 PM AST 
Please respond to ticed 

  To: Patrick_Gregerson@nps.gov 
 cc:  
 Subject: Rock Creek Newsletter 1 

 
Name: Alexandra and Donald Tice (Council Chairman, VMA) 
 
Address:  
City, State/Province: Chevy Chase, MD 
Country: USA 
Postal Code: 20815 
We wish to address the the Park Service's plan to close portions of Beach Drive 
adjacent to Chevy Chase from 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. on weekdays. 
The proposed plan would divert traffic from Beach Drive through our neighborhood 
streets onto Brooikville Road, Connecticut Avenue, and the narrow residential 
streets which run between Rollingwood and the VMA, Estimates run as high as 
3,000 to 4,000 diverted vehicles per day, which would be devastating to the safety 
and tranquility of small residential area such as Martin's Additions.  
The village of Martin's Addidions to Chevy Chase joins several other community 
bodies and leaders, including the Rollingwood Citizens Association, the Village of 
Chevy Chase, Congressman Van Hollen, Mayor Williams, the D.C. Council and the 
ANC Assembly of the Disrict of Columbia in opposing this proposal. 
We ask that you drop this proposal before you cause unnecessary  and broad damage 
to to thje safety and well-being of thousands of residents of areas adjacent to the 
park in order to accommodate a small minority of people with limited special 
interests in seeing this proposal go forward. 
Donald C. Tice 
Council Chairman 
Village of Martin's Additions po Chevy chase. 
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