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92 CONSULTING PARTIES 
Comment Letter 12. American Society of Landscape Architects Response 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: On March 4, 2010, Nancy C. Somerville provided testimony to the National 
Capital Planning Commission on the Draft National Mall Plan / Environmental Impact Statement 
on behalf of the American Society of Landscape Architects.] 
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Comment Letter 12. American Society of Landscape Architects (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The proposed plan constitutes a comprehensive vision for the National Mall. The purpose of 

a vision plan is to provide a coordinated and comprehensive written program for future 
action to protect America’s national parks, and they are prepared with public involvement 
and environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act. The 
proposed plan provides a cohesive framework for future management by addressing physical 
development needs as well as resource protection, the civic forum, circulation, visitor 
enjoyment, and park operations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. We agree, as does the Architect of the Capitol (see comment 2.2B). 
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 Comment Letter 12. American Society of Landscape Architects (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D 

 

 

 

 

E 

 

F 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. We agree, and an action has been added that calls for updating and implementing the 2003 

Olin landscape plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. None of the alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement proposes interpretive 

centers for individual memorials. Most memorials have small staffed information areas, but 
these are different from what is normally included in a visitor center, such as exhibits, audio-
visual programs, and theater space. As described on page 130, the National Park Service does 
not believe that the National Mall needs a central visitor center, but we do believe that a 
welcome plaza, better pedestrian guide signs, and readily available information at all facilities 
(including electronically available information) would improve the visitor experience. 

 
E. Coordinated graphic information within major tourist/natural or cultural destinations (or 

campuses) is a necessity to aid in wayfinding, avoid congestion, and provide needed infor-
mation. Signs should be kept to the minimum. Text should be limited, and pictograms and 
symbols should be used when possible. These are best practices identified by tourist organi-
zations, highly visited destinations, and campus designers. A pedestrian wayfinding sign 
project is underway (see DEIS, p. 361). The coordinated sign plan has been reviewed and 
approved by the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion, and first phases are scheduled to be installed in the summer of 2010. 

 
F. It was not the intent to use a single paving material in all areas of the National Mall, and the 

text has been revised to clarify this (DEIS, pp. 166, 178, 206). The text has been changed to 
refer to a coordinated palette of paving materials that would be suitable for various uses. 
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Comment Letter 12. American Society of Landscape Architects (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

G 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G. The National Park Service is highly interested in sustainable approaches to paving materials. 

There are many ways to approach sustainability. For example, at the National Mall paving 
can be sustainably used to maximize rainwater capture for reuse in irrigation. The current 
gravel walkways are neither permeable nor easy to maintain, given the high level of use and 
the vehicle weights that must be supported. Also, many gravel walkways are not accessible, 
and snow cannot be easily removed. Also see response 8D to the U.S. Commission of Fine 
Arts and the discussion of gravel walkways under “Summary of Comments and Responses” 
(beginning on page 12). 
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 Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City Response 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 
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 Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Because the National Park Service has no control over adjacent areas that are managed by 

other entities, extra effort has been undertaken to work closely with cooperating agencies, as 
well as planning offices and agencies, to ensure that plans are coordinated, complementary, 
and cohesive for the areas covered in the McMillan plan.  

 The proposed plan is a vision plan for the National Mall, which includes all areas except 
those occupied by the Smithsonian Institution, the National Gallery of Art, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. Nevertheless, the plan presents a vision for the entire area and is 
compatible with other vision plans for this area, including the NCPC Extending the Legacy 
(1997) for Washington, D.C., the Center City Action Agenda (District of Columbia 2008), the 
NCPC Memorials and Museums Master Plan (2001), and the NCPC Monumental Core Frame-
work Plan (2009). The NCPC Legacy plan is the successor to earlier plans, such as the 
L’Enfant and McMillan plans (see DEIS, p. 42), and other plans are all compatible with the 
Legacy plan. The National Park Service considers the National Mall plan to be one of the 
implementing plans for the Legacy plan. 

 
B. Most facilities are not expected to change. Several of these facilities were addressed in the 

Monumental Core Framework Plan. The National Park Service worked with the National 
Gallery of Art on the listing of projects shown on the Recent, Ongoing, and Future Cumu-
lative Projects map (DEIS, p. 359). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. The National Park Service and the Architect of the Capitol agree that a comprehensive vision 

for Union Square is needed, and that a design competition is a compelling idea. Please see 
letter 2.2.  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. See response A to your letter. As stated on pages 544–46 of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement, cooperating agencies participated in several multiday workshops to help develop 
planning principles, preliminary alternatives, and the preferred alternative, in addition to 
providing extensive comments during internal reviews of the draft document before its 
publication. Most cooperating agencies chose not to participate in consulting party meetings 
under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 While consulting parties may represent specific constituents, meetings with cooperating 
agencies and those with consulting parties for section 106 consultations were kept separate 
to avoid a perception that some groups might have more influence than general citizens. 

 

E. We share your concern that planning and development be integrated and that transportation 
and symbolic links be incorporated in planning efforts. This is why the National Park Service, 
the National Capital Planning Commission, the Architect of the Capitol, the U.S. Commis-
sion of Fine Arts, and the District of Columbia worked together on the brochure Planning 
Together for Central Washington, which explains common priorities and objectives. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. We agree, and the National Park Service has worked closely with the city to incorporate their 

plans and goals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G. The visitation projections shown in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (pp. 321–22) 

take into account three different projections of future visitation based on historic trendlines. 
Future visits are projected to increase by 25 million to 43 million visits annually over the next 
20 years. These projections are adequate for this level of vision planning. The National Park 
Service and others will continue to examine visitation numbers and projections, as well as 
gather information about visitors. The Park Service is continually refining its data gathering 
techniques because of the unique open nature of the National Mall, which makes it nearly 
impossible to count every visitor or participant in permitted activities. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I 
 
 
 
 
J 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H. A more extensive discussion may be found on pages 39–40 of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. Please also see the discussion of climate change under “Summary of Comments 
and Responses” (page 16). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I. We agree that the National Mall as an important venue for political speech and that demon-

strations should not be restricted into any one area. As has been repeatedly stressed in this 
planning process, the National Park Service does not propose limiting First Amendment 
rights or restricting demonstrations to specific areas of the National Mall. Rather, First 
Amendment gatherings will be enhanced by the plan, and demonstrations will continue to 
occur throughout the National Mall, as they do today and in accordance with the regulations 
at 36 CFR 7.96 (see DEIS, pp. 16–18). Indeed, the importance of First Amendment demon-
strations is repeatedly emphasized throughout the document; for example, see pages vi, viii, 
10, 70, 160, and 303–5. As stated in the “Summary” on page vi, “The National Mall is the most 
prominent space in our country for the demonstration of First Amendment rights, and that is 
an essential purpose of the National Mall. Consistent with the First Amendment and federal 
regulations, demonstrations will continue to be fully accommodated on a first-come, first-
served basis throughout the National Mall.” 

 
J. See response C to your letter and letter 2.2. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

M 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
K. We agree that Union Square could be a vibrant new civic space with national meaning and a 

sense of activity. Also see letter 2.2. 
 
L. We appreciate your interest in taking a bolder step at the Tidal Basin, such as filling the 

basin’s north portion or elevating walkways. While there has not been much consultation 
about the Tidal Basin under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, there was 
a negative public response when newsletter 3 was issued, since the Tidal Basin is listed as a 
contributing feature in the East and West Potomac Parks Historic District, and the alterna-
tive C proposal was not carried into the preferred alternative. It is not clear whether you are 
proposing a bridge or a deck over Independence Avenue to provide access. Decking over 
Independence, while an attractive concept, would have huge ramifications because the road-
way would need to be sunk sufficiently to accommodate double-decker buses and would 
require special engineering considerations due to a high water table. An enclosed roadway 
would prevent sightseeing buses and other drivers from enjoying the north-south vistas. 

 A pedestrian bridge was included in alternative B to provide pedestrian access to under-
ground parking south of Independence, and this would achieve the goals you mention. Such 
a bridge would also present engineering challenges and would be costly. The bridge would 
need to be high enough to allow double-decker bus traffic on all lanes in both directions. 
Since Independence Avenue is a divided road, the bridge span would be long. The bridge 
would need to be accessible for all people, including those with disabilities, so ramps would 
be very long, potentially up to 300 feet on each side. Also, access to the bridge and ramps 
would need to be convenient to the primary east-west walking patterns, possibly with two 
ramps on each side. Therefore, it is highly likely that pedestrian use patterns would not be as 
direct or convenient as on-grade crossings. The visual impact of a bridge would dominate the 
avenue, and ramps could intrude into the north-south vista.  

 An alternative to a bridge or a deck would be improved crosswalks, which are considered 
under the preferred alternative. Waiting areas and walkway widths would be enlarged, and 
crosswalk timing would be extended for more pedestrian safety and equity with vehicle 
traffic. This approach would also support city and regional transportation goals (such as 
encouraging walking as a healthy alternative, reducing congestion, improving quality of life, 
and reducing pollution). These actions would incorporate good urban design principles and 
practices, including traffic calming, travel demand management, and transit-oriented devel-
opment (onsite transit stops, coordination with visitor facilities, and multimodal access).  

 Decking over Independence Avenue and constructing a pedestrian bridge were considered 
but dismissed for the following reasons. Both options would duplicate lower cost or less 
environmentally damaging solutions, and they would have too great an environmental 
impact. It is also unlikely that given the extent of funding needs for the National Mall that 
either of these projects would be a priority or economically feasible. This discussion has been 
added to the final document under “Alternatives: Actions Considered but Dismissed.” 

M. The NCPC Monumental Core Framework Plan, the proposed National Mall plan, and D.C. 
pedestrian and bicycle plans together have defined a cohesive vision for improved pedestrian 
and bicycle access and connections for the areas you mention. The City of Alexandria, 
Virginia, has stressed an interest in improved pedestrian and bicycle connections over 
Potomac River bridges as well. The Ohio Drive roadwork project, which is underway, is one 
step in this direction. The 14th Street bridge corridor would also address these issues. As you 
note, other actions will take a much longer time. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

O 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N. The Washington Waterfront Walk has been added as one of the connections for pedestrian 

and bicycle trails (DEIS, p. 240, row 24.3). Currently, the city’s Anacostia Initiative stresses a 
continuous pedestrian walk extending to the National Mall and East Potomac Park.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O. The vista has been extended on the Urban Design Framework map. 

 

 



 
C

onsulting Parties

105

Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Q 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P. This vista has been extended on the Urban Design Framework map. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. Very little is likely to be opened from a ground level, because like Indiana Avenue, the view is 

blocked by buildings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R. We agree about the importance of strengthening pedestrian awareness of the north-south 

vista. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S. We agree that the view to the west is important and has been degraded. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

T 

 

 

U 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T. Row 2.2 on page 152 on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that cultural land-

scapes are managed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties, with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. 
Cultural resource plans set the goals for treating vegetation, so this is addressed by area.  

 
U. NPS studies and best practices such as the Sustainable Sites Initiative™ do not support your 

beliefs. High compaction levels do not promote healthy tree growth. Please see the 
discussion of elm trees under “Summary of Comments and Responses” (page 17).  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

V 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

W 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V. Wayside exhibits should address the history of the National Mall. See response H to letter 

14.2 from the D.C. Preservation League about another proposal for the Arts and Industries 
Building. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W. We agree that needed facilities should not intrude on the special quality of the National Mall. 
As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (pp. 90 and 210), the National Park 
Service would continue to explore the ability of adjacent museums to provide new access to 
existing or proposed facilities. Please see the discussion of facilities under “Summary of 
Comments and Responses” beginning on page 11 for more information.  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
X 

 

 

 

Y 

 

 

Z 

 

 

 

aa 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X. Parking on Madison and Jefferson drives is not proposed to be removed over the short- to 

mid-term (10–15 years). Free parking would be changed to metered parking, as proposed in 
the Visitor Transportation Study. A long-term goal is the removal of private vehicle parking to 
improve traffic flow and better accommodate bicycling, visitor transit, and pedestrians 
(DEIS, pp. 90 and 204).  

 
 
Y. As explained in appendix D of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (pp. 574–75), 

outdoor welcome and orientation spaces have been found to be very effective in meeting the 
needs of visitors. As stated on page 44, the Arts and Industries Building is undergoing repair 
and preservation work, and the Smithsonian Institution has been asked not to make a final 
decision about the building’s use until a site assessment by the National Museum of the 
American Latino Commission has been completed.  

Z. We believe this has been adequately described. 
 
 
 
 
 
aa. Please see response Y to your letter. We recognize that facilities in adjacent museums can 

help meet the needs of visitors. During the planning effort information about public facilities 
on and adjacent to the National Mall was gathered and is shown in Tables 20 and 21 (see 
DEIS, pp. 333–36). Also see response W to your letter. The National Park Service will 
continue to explore the ability of adjacent museums to provide new access to existing 
facilities.  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

bb 

 

cc 

 

 

 

 

dd 

 

ee 

 

 

 

ff 

 

 

gg 

 

hh 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
bb. The pier marker is regularly interpreted in programs given by park rangers on the 

Washington Monument grounds. 

 
cc. Information about updating and implementing the Olin Partnership landscape plan for the 

Washington Monument grounds has been added under “Purpose of and Need for the Plan: 
Scope of this Document — Opportunities, Problems, and Challenges” (DEIS, p 29), the 
preferred alternative (p. 91), and the alternatives matrix (p. 210, row 13.1).  

 
 
 
 

dd. The goal of the plan is to provide sufficient guidance for future design teams without being 
too prescriptive. 

 
ee. We agree. 
 
 
 
 
 
ff. The reason for possibly moving the Lockkeeper’s House again is because it is very close to 

the southwest corner of the intersection of 17th Street and Constitution Avenue, which 
makes sightlines for right-hand turning movements onto 17th Street difficult, especially for 
buses. Also, the related pedestrian waiting area is small, and the visibility of pedestrians is 
affected by the location of the structure. The condition of the Lockkeeper’s House has been 
studied, and such a move would be feasible. The structure’s orientation to the original canal 
would be kept (DEIS, p. 378), and actions would be coordinated with the Potomac Park levee 
plan (DEIS, pp. 92 and 216).  

gg. We agree. 
 
hh. This was addressed by a coordinated plan. Please see the NCPC Monumental Core Frame-

work Plan for more information. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

ii 

 

 
jj 

 

 

 

 
 

kk 

 

 

ll 

 

 

 

mm 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

nn 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ii. The preferred alternative talks about improved crosswalks and timing, which would affect 

the intersection of 23rd Street and Constitution Avenue and would improve access to the 
U.S. Institute of Peace. Other pedestrian issues are discussed in the Monumental Core 
Framework Plan.  

 
jj. The ongoing project for the Lincoln Memorial Reflecting Pool and grounds is being funded 

through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, and it was discussed as a cumulative 
project throughout the plan. Status updates have been provided in the final document and as 
described in this volume under “Summary of Comments and Responses” (page 26). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
kk. Several bills have been introduced in Congress to revise the statutory purpose of the D.C. 

War Memorial. The National Park Service supports the mandates of the Commemorative 
Works Act as amended.  

 
 
ll. Wayside exhibits are periodically updated, and your ideas can be considered in future 

interpretive efforts. 
 
 
 
 
 
mm. We agree that Ash Woods use will increase. Your proposal is consistent with normal design 

processes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
nn. See response N to your letter. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

oo 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

pp 

 

 

qq 

 

 
rr 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
oo. Coordinated circulation is vital and is part of the preferred alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

pp. Ongoing projects have been added as an inset map on each alternative plan map.  
 
 
 
 
qq. A listing of priorities for these projects and a development map might accompany a 

programmatic agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the D.C. 
Historic Preservation Office. 

 
rr. The White House and President’s Park were addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement on page 47. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ss 

 

 

tt 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

uu 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
ss. We believe that including additional information about these projects is not needed for the 

National Mall plan and would unnecessarily add to the length of the document. The text 
explains the relationships between these projects to a sufficient degree to consider cumula-
tive impacts.  

 
tt. Since the terms ‘Mall’ and ‘National Mall’ have been used interchangeably, the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement sought to carefully define and consistently use the terms. On 
page 4 the National Mall is defined to include three specific areas: the Mall, which extends 
from the grounds of the U.S. Capitol to the grounds of the Washington Monument (basically 
1st to 14th streets); the Washington Monument grounds; and West Potomac Park, which is 
the setting for the Lincoln and Thomas Jefferson memorials, along with many other memo-
rials. As described on page 252, the first use of the term ‘Mall’ was on a map in 1802. In the 
glossary on page 582 the Mall is defined the same way as the Mall System in the McMillan 
plan. The broader definition of the National Mall is again defined on page 582 and is 
consistent with the definition on page 4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
uu. We agree.  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

vv 

 

 

ww 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

xx 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
vv. The purpose of the Final Environmental Impact Statement is to respond to comments. The 

final document contains a summary of responses to comment topics, all comments received 
and NPS responses to substantive comments, a listing of all commenters and topics of 
interest, and data from online responses. The earliest possible time for this to occur is when 
the final document is published. 

ww. Please see the previous response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
xx. We agree. 
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

yy 

 

 

zz 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

yy. Information about past, present, and reasonably foreseeable plans and projects was re-
quested from the management entities of surrounding areas. They are described in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in two areas: in “Purpose of and Need for the Plan” under 
“Interrelationships to Other Plans” (pp. 42–48) and in “Environmental Consequences” under 
“Methodology for Impact Analysis: Cumulative Impacts” (pp. 357–64). Also see letters 2.1 
and 2.2 from the Architect of the Capitol and letter 7 from the Smithsonian Institution. 

 As stated on pages 544–46 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, cooperating agencies 
participated in several multiday workshops to help develop planning principles, preliminary 
alternatives, and the preferred alternative, in addition to providing extensive comments 
during internal reviews of the draft document before its publication. Most cooperating 
agencies chose not to participate in consulting party meetings under section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

 
zz. It is our intention to prepare a summary plan once a record of decision has been signed.  
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Comment Letter 13. The Committee of 100 on the Federal City (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 14.1. D.C. Preservation League  Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: On March 4, 2010, Edwin Fountain, representing the D.C. Preservation League, 
provided testimony to the National Capital Planning Commission on the Draft National Mall Plan 
/ Environmental Impact Statement.] 
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Comment Letter 14.1. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. You are correct that the placement of amenities will be addressed as more specific design and 

construction documents are prepared. The protection of trees has been identified as one of 
the design criteria (DEIS, p. 88). Responses 2.1 and 2.2 also address design criteria and 
coordination with the Architect of the Capitol. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. We agree that a utilitarian space over the 12th Street tunnel should be softened as much as 

possible. Currently, the National Park Service uses mobile facilities for national celebrations. 
However, the frequent placement of temporary structures on the Mall often results in a 
conglomeration of trailers that resembles a construction zone. This situation generates 
heartfelt complaints about visits being less enjoyable than expected. We have proposed more 
active monitoring of resources and events, and event sponsors could benefit from a small 
flexible office space. 

 
 
 
C. We agree that proposed facilities should not encroach on nearby memorials, and these 

comments provide criteria for design. 
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Comment Letter 14.1. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. We agree, and retaining this spatial orientation is discussed in the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement on page 378. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. The placement of all visitor amenities on NPS property is not required. The plan recognizes 

that facilities in adjacent museums also meet the needs of visitors. Public facilities on and 
adjacent to the National Mall are listed in Tables 20 and 21 in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (pp. 333–36).  

 As stated in Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 90 and 210, the National Park 
Service will continue to explore the ability of adjacent museums to provide new access to ex-
isting or proposed facilities. Please see the discussion of facilities under “Summary of 
Comments and Responses” beginning on page 11 for more information. 

 
F. See letters 2.1 and 2.2 from the Architect of the Capitol. In letter 2.2 they concur with your 

comment. 
 
 
 
G. These topics have been and will continue to be part of ongoing interagency discussions. The 

development of additional paved areas for event infrastructure would be carefully designed 
to be worthy of the planning and design history of the National Mall, as well as its vital and 
visible civic role. 
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Comment Letter 14.1. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H. Cooperating agencies have contributed extensively and have participated in more than 11 

workshops. Other stakeholders, such as consulting parties, have contributed substantially to 
the development of the range of alternatives and the development of the preferred 
alternative.  
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Comment Letter 14.2. D.C. Preservation League  Response 
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Comment Letter 14.2. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Please see response to 14.1A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Please see response to 14.1B. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. Please see response to 14.1C. 
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Comment Letter 14.2. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
D. We agree. Please see response 14.1D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Please see response 14.1E. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. Please see response 14.1F. 
 
 
 
G. Please see response 14.1G. 
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Comment Letter 14.2. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
H. The Arts and Industries Building may well be a resource for visitor amenities. While it may 

have limitations to achieving museum standards, your suggestion for event management 
creatively expands on the concept of visitor amenities. With its open character it could 
potentially be used for numerous educational and cultural functions and performances, and 
thus it could take pressure off the Mall.  

 As stated on page 24 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arts and Industries 
Building is undergoing repair and preservation work, and the Smithsonian Institution has 
been asked that no permanent decision be made about the building’s use until a site assess-
ment by the National Museum of the American Latino Commission has been completed.   

I. Please see response 14.1H. 
 
 
 
 
 
J. We agree with your point that planning must look forward and not just back, and we agree 

that the National Mall will continue to evolve.  

 Change is a constant and despite landmark plans for Washington, D.C., it was clear by the 
beginning of the 21st century that the National Mall was never designed for present levels of 
civic use, tourism, recreation, and cultural activities. When this planning effort began, 
memorial proposals being considered in Congress or proposed by various groups frequently 
mentioned the need to be on the National Mall. It was clear that the continuation of present 
conditions would be unsustainable, along with degraded natural resources, aging infra-
structure, congestion, and unmet visitor needs.  

 The National Mall is our nation’s primary civic space, a beloved symbol of our country, and a 
commemorative landscape, with possibly the highest concentration of museums in the 
world. High use levels will continue and demands on the civic space will be enormous. 
However, the National Mall is different from most of the world’s other great civic spaces, 
which are most frequently hard-surface plazas and squares that are relatively easy to 
maintain. The National Mall is a designed landscape whose primary characteristics include 
turf and trees, and these natural components require far more care. 

 The bold proposals in the National Mall plan include re-envisioning Union Square, increas-
ing civic uses in a manner that retains the visual appearance of a continuous landscape, 
rethinking single-purpose visitor facilities and better dispersing them, and focusing on 
improved multimodal circulation with more pleasant pedestrian and bicycling opportunities. 
These visions respect the past while preparing for the future. As such they are bound to 
generate some controversy. Reconciling competing needs and constituencies can be a chal-
lenge. The National Park Service cares for America’s national parks, including the National 
Mall, and the proposed plan is fundamental to our responsibility. Its purpose is to provide a 
coordinated and comprehensive written program for future action prepared with public 
involvement and NEPA environmental analysis.  

 Defining a great American civic space within a designed landscape may seem like an oxy-
moron, but it truly represents the importance of land and citizens together as a national 
story. The National Mall plan is a chapter in an ongoing story of our nation’s capital. 
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Comment Letter 14.2. D.C. Preservation League (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
J 

(cont.) 
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Comment Letter 15. Downtown DC Business Improvement District Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: On March 4, 2010, Richard Bradley of the Downtown D.C. Business Improve-
ment District provided testimony to the National Capital Planning Commission on the Draft 
National Mall Plan / Environmental Impact Statement.]  
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Comment Letter 15. Downtown DC Business Improvement District (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 

B 
 
 
 

C 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Thank you for your ongoing interest and support for the uptown parks. 
 
 
B. We too look forward to resuming planning for Pennsylvania Avenue. 
 
 
C. The planning team has worked with city and federal agencies to ensure coordination and 

compatibility between the plans you describe. 
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Comment Letter 16. Eisenhower Memorial Commission Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: On March 4, 2010, Daniel Feil of the Eisenhower Memorial Commission pro-
vided testimony to the National Capital Planning Commission on the Draft National Mall Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement.]  
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Comment Letter 17. Guest Services, Inc. Response 
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Comment Letter 18. Guild of Professional Tour Guides Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The plan includes the criteria you and section 106 consulting parties discussed for the 

Lockkeeper’s House; see page 378 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  
 

 

 



 
S130

PEC
IFIC

 C
O

M
M

EN
TS A

N
D

 S
U

PPLEM
EN

TA
L R

ESPO
N

SES 

 

Comment Letter 19.1. National Coalition to Save Our Mall Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 

C 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
[Editor’s Note: On March 4, 2010, Judy Scott Feldman of the National Coalition to Save Our Mall 
provided testimony to the National Capital Planning Commission on the Draft National Mall Plan 
/ Environmental Impact Statement.] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The proposed plan meets the requirements of the National Capital Planning Commission 

(see letters 6.1 and 6.2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. The planning agency determines the title. The proposed National Mall plan is a vision plan, 

comparable with a general management plan that the National Park Service prepares for all 
units of the national park system. This title is appropriate. 

 
C. Please see the description in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 126–27. 
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Comment Letter 19.1. National Coalition to Save Our Mall Response 

 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
D. The National Capital Planning Commission has worked with the National Park Service as a 

cooperating agency. As stated on pages 544–46 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the Park Service has worked and will continue to work with agencies with a presence on or 
interest in the National Mall. The National Mall plan treats the area as one continuous space. 

 Cooperating agencies participated in several multiday workshops to help develop planning 
principles, preliminary alternatives, and the preferred alternative, in addition to providing 
extensive comments during internal reviews of the draft document before its publication. 
They provided information about their facilities, as well as ongoing and future projects. 

 
 
E. The Visitor Transportation Study, begun in 2003, is referenced on pages 44 and 47 of the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as well as page 146, and it was established as an 
element common to every alternative, including the preferred alternative. The Visitor Trans-
portation Study was prepared with public input, as required by the National Environmental 
Policy Act. The “Finding of No Significant Impact” was signed February 5, 2010. 

 
 
F. Current NPS projects, such as the Lincoln Memorial Reflecting Pool, are common to every 

alternative and were addressed as cumulative actions. Plans for these projects were devel-
oped to be consistent with the direction being proposed in the National Mall plan. 

 
 
G. The National Mall’s symbolic quality is addressed extensively in the “Purpose of and Need 

for the Plan” under the “Foundation for Planning and Management” (DEIS pp. 9–19). It is 
further discussed on pages 83 and 150 (row 1.2) for the preferred alternative. 

 
 
H. Please see letter 6.2 from the National Capital Planning Commission, dated March 18, 2010, 

which states that the “document will be sufficient for NCPC’s use in complying with the 
National Environmental Policy Act.” Both the National Park Service and the National 
Capital Planning Commission have worked together to ensure coordinated and cohesive 
plans for the monumental core, including the National Mall.  
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The proposed plan is a vision plan for lands on the National Mall under the jurisdiction of 

the National Park Service, with the exception of land on which the buildings of Smithsonian 
Institution, the National Gallery of Art, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture are located. 
However, the plan presents a vision for the entire area that is consistent with the other vision 
plans for this area, such as the NCPC Extending the Legacy (1997) for Washington, D.C., the 
Center City Action Agenda (District of Columbia 2008), the NCPC Memorials and Museums 
Master Plan (2001), and the NCPC Monumental Core Framework Plan (2009). The NCPC 
Legacy plan is the successor to earlier plans, such as the L’Enfant and McMillan plans (see 
DEIS, p. 42), and other plans are all compatible with the Legacy plan. The National Park 
Service considers the National Mall plan to be one of the implementing plans for the Legacy 
plan. 

 
B. Because the National Park Service has no control over areas beyond its boundaries, the plan-

ning team worked closely with cooperating agencies as well as planning offices and agencies 
to ensure that planning would be coordinated, complementary, and cohesive for the areas 
covered in the McMillan plan. Regarding the symbolic quality of the National Mall, please 
see response 19.1G. 

 
C. When this planning effort began, memorial proposals being considered in Congress or pro-

posed by various groups frequently mentioned the need to be on the National Mall. It was 
clear that the continuation of present conditions would be unsustainable, along with de-
graded natural resources, aging infrastructure, congestion, and unmet visitor needs. When 
planning began, there was more than $450 million in deferred maintenance.  

 The proposed National Mall plan includes actions that are vastly more than a maintenance 
repair plan. Because the National Mall is our nation’s primary civic space, a beloved symbol 
of our country, and a commemorative landscape, with possibly the highest concentration of 
museums in the world, high use levels will continue and demands on the civic space will be 
enormous. However, the National Mall is different from most of the world’s other great civic 
spaces, which are most frequently hard-surface plazas and squares that are not as easy to 
damage. The National Mall is a designed landscape whose primary characteristics include 
turf and trees, and these natural components require far more care. 
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Please see response 19.1B. 
 
 
 
 
E. The planning team has worked closely with cooperating parties in the development of the 

plan to ensure that their interests were taken into account. For example, please see letters 
from the Architect of the Capitol (2.1, 2.2), the Smithsonian Institution (7), and the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (11). Also see response 7B regarding additional 
study to determine impacts of intensive use under the elm trees on the Mall. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. Throughout planning we have recognized that the National Mall is part of a larger whole that 

was addressed in historic plans. As discussed in NHPA section 106 consultations, an update 
of the National Mall’s nomination to the National Register of Historic Places would be pre-
pared. The programmatic agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the 
D.C. Historic Preservation Office would cover this topic as part of mitigation. 

 
G. Ongoing projects are compatible with the National Mall plan and the principles outlined in 

newsletter 2. The principles have been updated and added to the final document as appendix 
F. These principles formed the basis for plan objectives. Also see table 6 in the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement, pages 140–45, for how well each alternative meets the plan objec-
tives. The programmatic agreement could address how guidelines would be developed for 
individual projects. 

 
 
 
H. Please see letter 6.2 from the National Capital Planning Commission, dated March 18, 2010, 

which states that the “document will be sufficient for NCPC’s use in complying with the 
National Environmental Policy Act.”  

 We disagree that “the public process is not working as intended.” The NEPA and NHPA 
section 106 processes are different, as explained during various meetings with consulting 
parties, which included the National Coalition to Save Our Mall. All groups were asked to 
present alternatives during the NEPA alternatives development portion of the process. The 
coalition did not submit any proposals, instead stating that it would use the 106 process. 
However, the purpose of the 106 process is to identify and to assist in avoiding, minimizing, 
and mitigating impacts of proposed actions on historic resources, not to develop alternatives. 
As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (pp. 51, 543–48), public comments 
were actively solicited throughout the planning process to develop the preliminary range of 
alternatives, as well as the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative includes at least 
eight ideas from each alternative presented in newsletter 3.  
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I 
 
 
 
J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I. Please see response 19.1B. 
 
 
 
J. As previously stated, multiple planning efforts have been coordinated with various agencies 

and commissions, and those efforts have addressed your comments. These include NCPC’s 
Extending the Legacy (the overall vision plan), the Memorials and Museums Master Plan, the 
Monumental Core Framework Plan, the D.C. City Center Action Agenda, the NPS Visitor 
Transportation Study, and the Potomac Park levee, as well as the proposed National Mall 
plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K. We disagree that the National Mall plan is a jurisdiction plan with limited purpose and a 

maintenance focus. Also, please see response 14.2J. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L. The approved National Mall plan will function as an overarching decision-making docu-

ment. The National Park Service uses a tiered approach to planning, as described during vari-
ous meetings with consulting parties, with broad vision-oriented documents followed by 
design and construction documents (see DEIS, pp. iii and 3–4). The approved National Mall 
plan will be the top level NPS document, and we consider this plan to be an implementation 
plan for the NCPC Legacy plan, which addresses the broader vision for Washington, D.C., 
and is the successor to earlier plans, such as the McMillan and L’Enfant plans. The National 
Park Service proposes visitor contact facilities, not visitor centers. 
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

O 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M. The 2006 Visitor Transportation Study discussed various circulation options for the National 

Mall, and the Draft National Mall Plan / Environmental Impact Statement stated that all 
alternatives would be consistent with the proposed transportation service (DEIS, p. 47). The 
cumulative impact analysis under “Environmental Consequences: Access and Circulation” 
further explained the interrelationships between the two documents (see DEIS, pp. 448–49). 
Circulation maps were prepared to show interrelationships between the National Mall and 
the District of Columbia. We believe this analysis is adequate. 

 The “Access and Circulation” section of “Environmental Consequences” (DEIS, pp. 441–67) 
includes ideas, suggestions, recommendations, and revisions based on comments from the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, the D.C. Department of Transportation, 
the D.C. Office of Planning, the National Capital Planning Commission, and the U.S. Com-
mission of Fine Arts. This section discusses cumulative circulation projects by others, as well 
as transportation goals and policies within Washington, D.C., (DEIS, p. 442) and relevant 
NPS policies (p. 443). Some minor revisions of text have been made based on WMATA 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (see letter 11). 

N. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared with extensive involvement by 
agencies and the public (see pp. 543–48). As stated throughout the document, the preferred 
alternative builds on the historic legacy of the L’Enfant and McMillan plans. As noted on the 
inside front cover of the draft document, nearly 30,000 Americans and others provided ideas, 
statements of concern, and helpful comments. All of these comments were taken into 
consideration as alternatives were developed and refined and the environmental impacts 
analyzed.  

 
 
 
 
 
O. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 88 and 194 (row 10.2), the 

vision for Union Square would fulfill the McMillan plan purpose to connect the U.S. Capitol 
grounds and the Mall.  
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Q 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S 
 

T 
 
 
 
 
 

U 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P. Please see letter 2.2 from the Architect of the Capitol. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. The National Mall plan supports the Sustainable Sites Initiatives™. However, like different 

design solutions responding to the same criteria, there are many different ways to achieve 
sustainability. On the Mall the plan recommends capturing, storing, and reusing rainwater 
for irrigation. For a discussion about permeable paving, see response 8D to the U.S. Commis-
sion of Fine Arts and the discussion of gravel walkways under “Summary of Comments and 
Responses” beginning on page 12. As discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
on pages 128–29, proposals to remove grass under elms were rejected for a number of 
reasons.  

 

R. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 90 and 210 (row 11.7), the 
National Park Service would work with the National Gallery of Art and the Smithsonian 
Institution to improve access to existing and proposed facilities. Please see the discussion of 
facilities under “Summary of Comments and Responses” beginning on page 11 for more 
information. With regard to the Arts and Industries Building, the National Museum of the 
American Latino Commission has requested that no actions be taken at this building until a 
site has been selected for that museum (see DEIS, p. 44). For another idea suggested by the 
D.C. Preservation League, see 14.2H. 

S. The park has an approved Development Concept Plan for the Washington Monument 
grounds, and that is the plan that will be implemented. As requested by the National Capital 
Planning Commission, the approved Olin landscape plan for the Washington Monument 
grounds would be updated and implemented to take into account ongoing and proposed 
projects (the Sylvan Theater area, the National Museum of African American History and 
Culture, and the Potomac Park levee). Text has been added about the Olin landscape plan on 
pages 29, 91, and 210 (row 13.1).  

T. There are shaded opportunities to walk along both Independence and Constitution avenues. 

U. A visitor center is not being proposed. See the definitions of ‘visitor center’ and ‘visitor facili-
ties’ on page 584 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as well as the discussion of a 
central visitor center on page 130 and the discussion of visitor facilities in appendix D (pp. 
571–75). Regarding the Sylvan Theater location, it was the general consensus at the NHPA 
section 106 consultation meeting on April 12, 2009, that visitor facilities would be appro-
priate in this area. Visitor use patterns were considered in selecting this site, and changes in 
use patterns are anticipated. 
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

V 
 
 

W 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 

Z 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V. The concepts for the Lincoln Memorial Reflecting Pool are compatible with the National 

Mall plan. 
 
W. The relocation of the stables was not considered in the planning process because a decision 

on maintaining the current location had already been made (letter of August 24, 2006, and 
accompanying report from Secretary of the Interior Dirk Kempthorne to Chairman Pete 
Domenici, Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, United States Senate). The horse 
patrols are part of an immediate response crowd control measure, and they are available to 
respond to spontaneous incidents, provide security and response for the White House, and 
provide immediate supplemental law enforcement. The plan proposes to reduce the impact 
of United States Park Police operations (parking and access) on visitors while increasing 
education about horse patrols and the Park Police. Facilities would be replaced with those of 
a more appropriate character. Because this issue has already been addressed, it was not 
included in the considered but dismissed topics. 

 
 
 
X. The plan is built on the L’Enfant and McMillan plans, and the preservation of the over-

arching visions of these plans is fundamental to the proposed National Mall plan. This has 
been acknowledged in newsletters, background papers that were posted on the plan website 
(www.nps.gov/nationalmallplan), public meetings and presentations, as well as the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (for example, see pp. 10, 11, 14, 21, 28, 42, 72, 83, 150, 251–
59). Nevertheless, change on the National Mall is a constant and despite landmark plans for 
Washington, D.C., it was clear by the beginning of the 21st century that the National Mall 
was never designed for present levels of civic use, tourism, recreation, and cultural activities. 

Y. The National Coalition to Save Our Mall appears to be confusing different portions of the 
foundational elements for the National Mall plan. The elements that pertain specifically to 
the National Mall are described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement beginning on 
page 9. These statements were developed at a Foundation Workshop for the National Mall 
and Memorial Parks (which, as you state, is the NPS administrative entity responsible for the 
National Mall), but they focus specifically on the National Mall. As explained on page 9, the 
overarching statements that pertain to the National Mall and Memorial Parks are presented 
in appendix A. The significance statements on page 10 articulate the importance of the 
National Mall as a civic stage and symbol of American identity. The statements of purpose 
and significance are integral to the foundation statement for the National Mall.  

Z. The National Mall has evolved since 1791, and the construction of memorials to commemo-
rate heroes and significant events has occurred at different points in time to honor and 
recognize the history of our nation. This has resulted in individual historic landscapes. The 
National Park Service has proposed updating the National Mall nomination form for the 
National Register of Historic Places to include the entire area of the National Mall. The 
programmatic agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the D.C. 
Historic Preservation Office would cover this topic as part of mitigation.  
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

aa 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

bb 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

cc 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
aa. It is true there are inconsistencies in how the National Mall is defined in nominations to the 

National Register of Historic Places. That is why nominations are updated periodically. The 
National Mall Historic District actually described the area that the McMillan plan and the 
National Park Service refer to as the ‘Mall.’ The title of the nomination form is the only 
location where the term ‘National Mall’ is used. Also see response Z to your letter. Also, 
please note that an error on the National Register Historic Districts and Properties map 
(DEIS, p. 261) has been corrected to show that the boundary between the Mall and the 
Washington Monument grounds is 14th Street, not 15th Street. 

 
 
 
 
bb. Please see responses Z and aa to your letter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc. The intent of the proposed plan is to comprehensively address all areas of the National Mall. 

There have been and will continue to be numerous studies by historians and others about the 
development of central Washington, D.C. 
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

dd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ee 
 
 
 

ff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

gg 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

hh 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
dd. Please see responses Z and aa to your letter.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ee. Planning and design principles, which were developed with cooperating agencies and 

printed in newsletter 2, have been updated and added to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement as appendix F. Many of these principles were also addressed in the plan objectives 
(DEIS, pp. 4, 7–8, and Table 6, pp. 140–45). The programmatic agreement could address how 
guidelines would be developed for individual projects. 

ff. There is a separate history of development and cultural landscape information for a variety of 
areas on the National Mall, including the Lincoln Memorial grounds, which was taken into 
account for the reflecting pool project. Those proposals are consistent with the National 
Mall plan. Also see response ee to your letter. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
gg. On projects such as the Lincoln Memorial Reflecting Pool, the National Park Service defines 

the project, program, and parameters, and approves all final design, with input from 
consulting parties and review or approval by the D.C. Historic Preservation Office, the 
Commission of Fine Arts, and the National Capital Planning Commission. Contractors are 
thoroughly briefed about the history of the project, background information, and 
constraints. All contractors are also briefed about the National Mall plan. 

 
 
 
hh. We agree that the National Mall is not a collection of unrelated parts. Planning objectives, 

the purpose and significance statements, and the vision emphasis (DEIS, pp. 67 and 150 [row 
1.2]) look at the entire National Mall and recognize that its historical significance continues 
to evolve.  
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Comment Letter 19.2. National Coalition to Save Our Mall (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ii 
 
 
 
 

jj 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ii. Some of the ideas expressed have been included, such as respect for and emphasis on historic 

plans, the importance of the civic stage, improved opportunities for the public, and the need 
for the National Mall to evolve. Other ideas were dismissed after they were thoughtfully 
considered (see DEIS, pp. 125–31). 

 
jj. The National Mall plays a vital role in our nation’s history, culture, and expression of rights. 

An inclusive and meaningful public nationwide participation process has taken place 
throughout this planning effort. We have received around 30,000 comments from all areas of 
the country. These comments were in three reports for newsletters 1 (scoping), 3 (prelimi-
nary range of alternatives), and 4 (preliminary preferred alternative). Scoping comments 
were also summarized in newsletter 2. Each newsletter also identified the next steps in the 
planning process and how people could submit comments. 

 Throughout the planning effort, meetings were held with cooperating agencies regarding the 
NEPA planning process and with consulting parties regarding the NHPA section 106 
process. These meetings were specifically kept separate to avoid a perception that some 
groups might have more influence than general citizens. Frequently local groups may feel 
that their comments are more valuable than those from people who may be less familiar with 
a park, whether it is a national park like Yellowstone or the National Mall. The National Park 
Service considers all public comments equally, and comments that we received about the 
National Mall are reflected in the range of alternatives considered in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, including the preferred alternative. Public comments were also used to 
identify issues where greater public understanding is needed related to policy, legal mandates 
and constraints, and values that affect decision making (see “Purpose of and Need for the 
Plan: Scope of this Document — Environmental Impact Topics” and the methodologies for 
impact analysis under each topic in the “Environmental Consequences”). The public 
involvement process used throughout this planning effort is described in detail in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement under “Consultation and Coordination” (pp. 543–48). 

 During the NHPA section 106 consultations, NPS representatives repeatedly explained the 
dual roles of the NEPA and NHPA processes and the best way to participate. Groups were 
requested to present alternatives and ideas during the NEPA scoping and alternatives 
development portion of the process. The reports mentioned where apparently developed 
independently of the process that was outlined in each of the newsletters and in public 
meetings. The role of the section 106 process is to identify and mitigate impacts to historic 
resources of proposed actions, not to develop alternatives.  
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Comment Letter 20. National Parks Conservation Association Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. NPS vision plans, such as general management plans and the proposed National Mall plan, 

generally do not provide prescriptive details about how each proposed action should be 
implemented. The comments we have received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
range from those stating that the proposed plan is too prescriptive to those saying there is not 
enough detail. For example, the D.C. Historic Preservation Office (letter 4) thought there 
was too much detail for some areas. The goal of the plan is to provide sufficient guidance for 
future design teams without being too prescriptive. 

 As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages iii and 3–4, subsequent de-
sign and construction documents will be prepared to detail how to achieve the plan objec-
tives. This process will generally include standard procedures for site-specific design, com-
mission reviews, public engagement, and historic preservation consultation.  
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Comment Letter 20. National Parks Conservation Association (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 

C 
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E 
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G 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Page 84 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement describes how natural resource 

conditions for the historic landscape would be improved; also see row 3.4 on page 156. 
 
 
C. Please see response A to your letter regarding subsequent design and construction 

documents.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Please see letters 2.1 and 2.2 from the Architect of the Capitol.  
 
 
 
E. We agree that these areas need to be treated holistically. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. The Sylvan Theater area was selected for visitor services because of its physical location in a 

lowered dell outside vistas and view corridors and its proximity to major walks and tour bus 
parking. Specific impacts of a new facility would be analyzed during the preparation of 
subsequent design and construction documents (see response A to your letter). On page 371 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement under “Environmental Consequences: Cultural 
Resources — Impacts Common to All Alternatives,” we state that “the actions described are 
conceptual in nature and their effect on the historic character of contributing features cannot 
be definitively stated. The impacts are referred to as potential effects.”  

 
G. Measures to prevent audio and visual intrusions at nearby memorials from activities at 

Constitution Gardens would be determined during the subsequent design and construction 
process. Those projects would be guided by the criteria included in the approved National 
Mall plan. 
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Comment Letter 20. National Parks Conservation Association (cont.) Response 
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H. Every project on the National Mall is extensively reviewed by the U.S. Commission of Fine 

Arts, the National Capital Planning Commission, the D.C. Historic Preservation Office, and 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Most projects are also subject to the consul-
tation process under NHPA section 106. The purpose of the consultations is to ensure that 
impacts to historic resources are identified and mitigated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I. We believe that sponsors of events or permitted activities can take more actions to reduce 

impacts, and the National Park Service has been encouraging them to do so. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J. Visual impacts would be improved by removing generators and items like cable protection 
devices. Much civic infrastructure would be invisible belowground. Most proposed locations 
are frequently used already.  

K. Pedestrian routes would always need to remain open, and some north-south walks would be 
widened to ensure that pedestrian and bicycling uses were accommodated.  

L. The total size of hardened areas would need to be addressed in design and through discus-
sions with the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commission, 
as well as consultations with the D.C. Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and consulting parties. There may be trade-offs in widths of walks. 
Hardened areas on the Mall would be part of a rainwater collection system with cisterns 
storing graywater for irrigation use. 

 
M. The National Park Service will continue to encourage the use of areas off the National Mall. 

The NCPC Monumental Core Framework Plan also examined this topic, and the Downtown 
D.C. Business Improvement District would like more activities downtown. 
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Comment Letter 20. National Parks Conservation Association (cont.) Response 
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N. We have discussed visitor facilities with the managers of surrounding visitor destinations. As 

stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 90 and 210, the National Park 
Service would work with the National Gallery of Art and the Smithsonian Institution to 
improve access to visitor services in existing and proposed facilities. Please see the discussion 
of facilities under “Summary of Comments and Responses” beginning on page 11 for more 
information.  

O. This is proposed in the Visitor Transportation Study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P. Please see response M to your letter. NPS managers have had and will continue to have 

discussions with other cooperating agencies about such opportunities.  
 
 
Q. No decision has been made about who would operate a visitor transportation service. Dis-

cussions have been started with public transportation providers. 
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Comment Letter 20. National Parks Conservation Association (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R 
 
 

S 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R. We agree that there are additional sound management concepts. 
 
 
S. The purpose of NPS vision plans is to provide a coordinated and comprehensive written 

program for future action to protect America’s national parks, and they are prepared with 
public involvement and environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act. The proposed National Mall plan provides a cohesive guideline for future 
management by addressing physical development needs as well as resource protection, the 
civic forum, circulation, visitor enjoyment, and park operations. 

 

 

 



 
S146

PEC
IFIC

 C
O

M
M

EN
TS A

N
D

 S
U

PPLEM
EN

TA
L R

ESPO
N

SES 

 

Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Because the National Park Service has no control over areas beyond its borders, we have 

worked closely with cooperating agencies as well as planning offices and agencies to ensure 
coordinated, complementary, and cohesive planning for the areas covered in the McMillan 
plan.  

 The proposed plan is a vision plan for all lands on the National Mall under the jurisdiction of 
the National Park Service, which excludes the lands on which the buildings of the Smith-
sonian Institution, the National Gallery of Art, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture are 
located. However, the proposed plan presents a vision for the National Mall that is consis-
tent with the other vision plans for this area, such as the NCPC Extending the Legacy (1997), 
the Center City Action Agenda (DC 2008), the NCPC Memorials and Museums Master Plan 
(2001), and the NCPC Monumental Core Framework Plan (2009). The NCPC Legacy plan is 
the successor to earlier plans, such as the L’Enfant and McMillan plans (see DEIS, p. 42), and 
other plans are all compatible with the Legacy plan. The National Park Service considers the 
National Mall plan to be one of the implementing plans for the Legacy plan. 
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Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. While consulting parties may represent specific constituents, the planning team was careful 

to keep meetings for cooperating agencies and for NHPA section 106 consulting parties 
separate to avoid a perception that some groups have more influence than general citizens.  

 As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 544–46, cooperating agencies 
participated in many multiday workshops to help develop planning principles, the prelimi-
nary range of alternatives, and the preliminary preferred alternative, as well as internal 
reviews of the draft document before its publication. Most cooperating agencies chose not to 
participate in section 106 meetings for consulting parties.  
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Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. As discussed in the NHPA section 106 consultations, the planning principles from newsletter 

2, which informed the planning objectives, have been updated and added as appendix F to 
the final document. 

 
 
 
 
 
D. The National Mall is large and primarily a walking environment, so it is vital that facilities be 

well dispersed. There has been a long history on the National Mall of providing facilities that 
are too small or of denying the need for facilities, resulting in resource damage or pressure 
for additional facilities. The proposed plan recognizes that high levels of visitation will 
continue and will in all probability increase. This is not an issue to be taken lightly, and we 
have examined best practices used within the United States and around the world to learn 
how others have successfully dealt with many of the same problems that need to be 
addressed on the National Mall. 

 Tourism Congestion Management at Natural and Cultural Sites (World Tourism Organization 
2004) identifies successful approaches to developing facilities and managing congestion 
around the world. At the Louvre this included providing a large new paved entry courtyard 
(the Pei pyramid), conserving historic buildings, developing additional visitor facilities 
underground, and dispersing smaller visitor facilities such as food service and restrooms to 
avoid congestion. The document also states the following: “Particular care should be devoted 
to preserving and upgrading monuments, shrines and museums, as well as archeological and 
historic sites which must be widely open to tourist visits. . . . Site managers and staff need to 
carefully monitor the way the visitors interact with the site. . . . When crowd management 
techniques are likely to adversely impact on the important values of the destination or site, 
consideration should be given the relocating the proposed event to another, less sensitive 
venue.” 
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Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 
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E. All facilities would be sited to reduce impacts and would be outside primary and secondary 

vistas and views. Multipurpose facilities rather than single-purpose facilities are proposed to 
reduce the number of new structures. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
on page 83, “The National Park Service would ensure compatible and enduring high-quality 
design, as well as the highest facility maintenance standards, to create a sense of place that 
would reinforce the civic, historic, and symbolic role of the National Mall to our nation.” 

F. The National Mall hosts thousands of events annually, each requiring various levels of sup-
port. The volume of almost continuous use has resulted in a near constant proliferation of 
temporary facilities, such as toilets. Portable toilets are unacceptable to most women and 
children, and the accompanying odor is unpleasant for nearby visitors. The proposed plan 
carefully balances the need for temporary and permanent facilities so that current and 
expected levels of use can be accommodated without having the National Mall appear to be a 
constant construction zone. 

 
 
 
G. The proposed plan does not recommend building for the highest use levels, which is never a 

good practice. It does recognize that some areas will always receive high levels of use, either 
because they are close to tour bus drop-offs or locations that are nearly continually used for 
permitted events. Facilities in these areas would be sized and designed for efficient use. The 
objective has been rephrased to say “flexibly meet visitor-use patterns during the peak 
season.” 
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Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
I 
 
 
 
J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H. We suggest that a listing of priorities and development map accompany a programmatic 

agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the D.C. Historic 
Preservation Office. 

 
I. We agree. 
 
 
J. The National Mall plan proposes that visitor facilities be better dispersed to conveniently 

meet visitor needs. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page 484, 
“Under the preferred alternative visitor facilities and amenities would be provided on the 
National Mall to accommodate the high levels of visitation it receives. Visitor facilities and 
amenities would be conveniently located, and they would generally be designed to serve 
multiple purposes and to incorporate naturally compatible amenities, such as restrooms near 
food service locations or seating and information by restrooms, in accordance with best 
practices used at other sites.” 

 
 
 
 
 
K. As stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 90 and 210, the National 

Park Service would continue to explore the ability of adjacent museums to provide new 
access to existing or proposed facilities. Please see the discussion of facilities under 
“Summary of Comments and Responses” beginning on page 11 for more information. 
Regarding the Arts and Industries Building, please see letter 14.2H. 
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Comment Letter 21. National Trust for Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L. Please see response H to your letter. 
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Comment Letter 22. Society of Architectural Historians, Latrobe Society Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. It is clear that Union Square is not well used and that it does not meet the McMillan plan goal 

to be a connection between the U.S. Capitol grounds and the Mall. The issues of congestion 
and high levels of use require that all areas of the National Mall be able to function flexibly 
now and in the future. 

 
 
B. Sustainable solutions must be used to address issues like water quality and water volume, and 

to comply with policies to reduce the use of potable water. The large designed water features 
are the primary reasons why the National Mall is the highest user of potable water in the 
national park system. The impacts of small actions do add up, which is why the National 
Environmental Policy Act requires that the cumulative impacts of past, present, and reason-
ably foreseeable projects be analyzed. This concern has also been addressed during the 
NHPA section 106 consultations, where interested parties identified historic elements and 
features, as well as ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 

 
 
C. These systems are all part of the pedestrian environment and need to be coordinated. 
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Comment Letter 22. Society of Architectural Historians, Latrobe Society (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Because the National Park Service has no control over areas beyond its boundaries, we have 

worked closely with cooperating agencies as well as planning offices and agencies to ensure 
that planning is coordinated, complementary, and cohesive for the areas covered in the 
McMillan plan. During the NHPA section 106 consultations, the National Park Service 
recommended updating the National Mall nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places.  
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Comment Letter 23. Trust for the National Mall Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The National Park Service greatly appreciates your efforts dedicated to making the National 

Mall the best park in the world.  
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Comment Letter 23. Trust for the National Mall (cont.) Response 
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