














Rockville Pike. It has the potential of increased congestion along Rockville Pike
and at the intersection of Cedar Lane. This will only ease the access too and from
NNMC at this point. The addition of a Visitor Center in this location appeaxs to
indicate that volumes at this gate will increase significantly. What is the rational
when this access is so close to the already failing intersection at Rockville Pike
and Cedar Lane? (Access to the NIH CVIF is not an answer that | believe to be
peither correct nor adequate). With the Metro being across from South Wood
Road access would this not be a better location for a Visitor Center if in fact your
mandate as stated in the 2008 Master Plan is to increase and promote use of
public transit and to eliminate SOV’s from arterial roads? The following
statement is unclear and requires explanation: “In the very near future, electronic
sigrnal devices will be installed to allow view from MD 355 as to the Green
“Down Arrow” fravel lanes and the Red “X” no travel lanes.”

While pedestrian safety is should be a concern all around the campus, not just
inside the fence — it appears the focus is on interior roadways. Would you not
benefit from keeping your visitor’s and staff safety top of mind m ail areas of
their travel?

Your projected percentage increase for ride share and to eliminate SOV’s is too
low for an already congested urban area. With 81% of your staff in SOV’s
everyone could benefit from a more aggressive approach to public transit. With
current rates so low an increase of 3% for transit by 2011 and 8% by 2018 and an
increase from 1.12 to 1.5 by 2018 for average riders in SOV seem trivial.

Inchuding NNMC and NIH in the Bethesda Circular would asset the entire
Community. I encourage you to investigate this to the full extent. The more
people it takes in the more likely it is to happen. This is a clear example of a joint
venture between NIH, NNMC and the surrounding Communities.

Reforestation, landscapmg and screening has little space in this document. You
are encouraged to develop a comprehensive plan that takes into account any new
construction around the periphery and plan screening for improved site line views.
This is also a bonus for being a greener campus, not just in color.

Once again your signage deals mainly with on site and adjacent to access gates.
Please consider directional signage on surrounding routes and the beltway. This
simple task can be advantageous for congestion solutions.

With increase helicopter use in the swrrounding areas, congestion on adjacent
roadways, and working together for a better all-round Community, 1 ask that you
look at the location and practicality of your present helipad. A new building
could be designed to bold a roof helipad — it could be moved to a more discreet
area of the campus. This could stop the need to shut down arterial roads for some
of the deliveries to NNMC and could possible reduce noise to the surrounding
neighborhoods.

I



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NNMC 2008 Master Plan.

Debbie Michaels
Glenbrook Village HOA

damichs(@verizon.net
301-656-3610

Ilava Hopkins, East Bethesda Citizens Association (EBCA):

The Master Plan captures the variety of organizations and functions that exist on the
campus. From the perspective of the surrounding communities such as East Bethesda, the
campus is viewed as one entity. Therefore, the details of the plan are best left to those
who have intimate knowledge of the various components. That being said, there are some
broad concepts that seem to be lacking in the plan as it relates to surrounding
communities. This is particularly relevant at the perimeter of the campus.

It is disappointing to see no mention of a kiss and ride feature to accommodate multi-
modal forms of transportation (carpooling with different destinations, for example).
While the report acknowledges that approximately half of morning and evening traffic
utilizes gateways along Jones Bridge Road (Sec. 4.6, p. 4-32) there is very little
discussion of future plans for upgrading these gateways to prevent staging/queing along
this major arterial roadway. In addition, the description of Jones Bridge Road with a
posted speed limit of 40 mph remains incorrect even after the Navy has been advised of
this discrepancy through the BRAC EIS process. The correct posted speed limit is 35
mph.

There are other details that need clarification. For example, it is a good step to explore
expanding the Bethesda Circulator to provide easy access from the campus to downtown
Bethesda (p. 6-20). However, the Bethesda Circulator is managed by the Bethesda Urban
Partnership and I believe DPWT has limited input into the guidelines governing its
usage. If the campus is beyond the boundaries of the Bethesda Circulator, the Navy
shouid think of alternatives to achieve the same goal of facilitating access to the
cominercial center of Bethesda.

Unless there is some security or equally prohibitive reason, the Master Plan should use
the opportunity to explore alternatives for helicopter traffic, inchuding locating the
helipad on the roof of the hospital to allow for easy access to the Emergency Facilities as
is common practice with many hosprtals. The current site of the helipad limits what can
be done at the South Gate to facilitate pedestrian and mass transit access.

Overall, the Master Plan, including the TMP, is heavy on a retelling of the way things
exist today and provides some broad brush strokes of ideals such as “walkability” and
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incorporating LEED principles, but it does little in the way of tangible steps the Navy is
taking to bring these ideals to fruition. We bope that small step like the green roofs
mentioned (Sec. 6.2.8, p. 6-13) will in fact become the norm. However, in the final
document, we hope to see more concrete plans for steps to address concerns at the
perirgeter — gate access, security queuing, kiss and ride features (a drop-off, pick-up point
for employees and visitors) as well as a more nuts and bolts timeline for implementing
features of the Transportation Management Plan.
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