NATIONAL MALL PLASECTION 106

The following table contains comments from Section 106 Consulting Parties on the National Mall Plan Drafivesdriaatix of April 2008Comment appearance varies, since they were copied from PDF versions of letters.

Source Received| Location | 106 NEPA | Section 108Commentor summary NPSResponse
#=page #
P=paragraph
NTHP 4/29/08 1,p2 | X In response to the National Park Service's request, the National Trust for Historic Preservation will In response to this request Np&vided a bus tour anteld two optional meetings
National work together with other ion%lgﬁgg parties, inf—ludiﬂs ";? '-gtmbe ,:hap"fe;;{; thetﬁocl_legf °f| cit at park headquarters to help answer any questigrtte mornings of May 2 and May
Architectural Historians, the reservation League, the Committee o on the Federal City, .
Try St f.o ' and the National Coalition to Save Our Mall, to evaluate the Draft Alternatives Matrix. We believe 9 from 9am to noon. One consulting party attended on Magione attended on
Historic that a shared response would 1) be most comprehensive and 2) best meet the National Park May 9
Preservation Service's need for an expedited consultation process. For this purpose, the National Trust
requests an extension of the comment deadline to May 30, 2008. We also request a consultation
meeting during the week of May 19", between the proposed May 7" bus tour and the comment
deadline, to discuss the Draft Alternatives Matrix and some of the issues raised in this letter.
NTHP 1, p3 X In testimony before the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources Subcommittee on National NPS much appreciates tihTHP position.
: Parks in April, 2005 and in a January, 2007 letter following the National Park Service's scoping : ; ; ; ;
National meeting regarding the National Mall plan, National Trust president Richard Moe has detailed our a) Coordinated mult-lagency approach IS. ongomg at ”.’“'“p'e levels. Numerous
Trust for organization’s position on master planning for the National Mall. In essence, we believe that the federal and local agencies are coordinating agencies through NEPA.
Historic Mational Mall is such a complex and overwhelmingly significant historic resource that 1) any master b) Design for major facilities is an expression of a unified vision for the Nationa
Preservation planning project should involve a coordinated, multi-agency EDDFIT:!ECh to the need for DHQOIHQ Mall. Forprojects to move through the NPS system they need to be included
maintenance and minor design challenges; and 2) any major design changes should derive from a broad vision plan
unified vision for the National Mall. This master plan would be based on a thorough evaluation of " . )
the evolution of the National Mall and its current condition, the needs of all relevant agencies, and c) Conditions e_md needs a_re continually evaluated _ _ _
it would include creative solutions to restore, enhance — and in some cases, allow for the first time d) Please continue to provide comment on how creative solutions protect histo
- the seamless, extraordinary experience that visitors find inspiring and unigue on the National landscapes or mitigate impacts
Mall.
NTHP 1,p4 X Nﬂtiozél;tpﬂfkdsfemice is ;hafg‘:g to F’,';ﬁ‘_iuﬁe a master l’_'adf‘_c“t“fith itﬁ_oﬁnatresoglroe& to me:“-‘t n 1. The National Mall Plan deals with portions of the historic, symbolic core
: immediate and foreseeable needs, within its agency jurisdiction. To end, we appreciate the A x .< c A R -
National Park Service's willingness to consider the suggestions of several consulting parties at the April 16, NE a dzt G A )/ 3 T N.E Y uK S [ Q Oy Tl yd 'y R
Trust for 2008 meeting: 1) to identify the National Park Service's definition of the “National Mall* as a subset 2. The DEIS analysis provides this analysis, section 106 comments help ref
Historic of the historic, symbolic core of the L'Enfant Plan and the McMillan Plan; and 2) to evaluate alternatives and analysis
Preservation alternatives, especially major design changes, within this larger context. For the National Trust,
this perspective and contextualization is essential.

NTHP 2,p1 | X Clarify the undertaking The National Mall Plan is an undertaking that addresses different levels of vision
National Recommendation 1: Clarify the undertaking. Although we stand ready to help the National specificity in order to provide a unified and coheréfational Mall. This is neither a
Trust for Park Service move forward with the National Mall plan, we request further clarification about the master plan nor maintenance planThe undertaking addresses areas managed by

Preservation the National Capital Planning Commission's Legacy Plan — a plan that we support and endorse. during plan implementation

However, the scope of this current undertaking includes many critical details not addressed in the
Legacy Plan, each of which require thorough and careful evaluation, given the significance of the
National Mall. As we and others have mentioned in previous comments, a “master plan” implies
the development of a larger-picture vision for the National Mall, where consideration of major
changes (such as those proposed for Union Square, Constitution Gardens, and the Tidal Basi_n)
would be appropriate. A “management plan” or “maintenance plan” would include primarily minor
changes and a general refurbishment of resources on the National Mall. The plan as proposed
incorporates both major and minor changes, which we believe must be treated differently. It would
also be helpful to understand more about the National Park Service's priorities for this project, so
that we can most productive in addressing the agency’s immediate needs.
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NTHP 2, p2 Recommendation 2: Seek to develop at least three alternatives, each of which will preserve CKIFyYy1l €&2dz F2NJ 6§KS 02 YYS yinatrx Jangaa@ehysib
National historic resources, provide for public enjoyment, and accommodate First Amend':lm:nt hat OK | y 3 SR G2 I+ 1 E&Eh ofithedried dltediad/és adcloziplsie
demonstrations. We disagree with the statement on page 1 of the Draft Alternatives Matrix tha . S : ..
Try St for “preserving historic resources, providing for public enjoyment, and accommodating First the goa!s listed, but in different ways. The prlm.ary emmtsdlﬁergnt for each
HIStOI’IC. Amendment demonstrations” are potentially “contradictory” purposes of the National Mall. In our alternative. Concepts from each of the alternatives will be combifiée. Legacy
Preservation view, meaningful preservation of the National Mall is the preservation of the unified, symbolic core tflyZ adzO0OSaaz2zN)J u2z2 U0KS aOaAffly I|yR
of green space and monumental 3’““““:#’9 at the heart ofr:he city. F:st“"ez"‘"r“h'” this core central Washington. The related Memorials and Museums Master Planesuppts
have changed over time, in response to changing visions, changing needs and changing . oo
management; this evolution is also part of the historic character of the National Mall. ‘Instead of the Legacy Plan and guides NPS plans. These two documents dovetail with oth
freezing the National Mall in time, or treating discrete parcels based solely on historic precedent, plans for central Washingtonthe Framework Plan, Capitol Complex Master Plan
we believe that the National Mall plan Section 106 consultation presents an opportunity to examine the Center City Action Agenda and the National Mall Plan.
what really constitutes the historic and symbolic character of the National Mall as a whole, and to
select alternative treatments based on what will reinforce, enhance, and promote that character.
Those treatments should also provide for public enjoyment and accommodate First Amendment
demonstrations. From at least three alternatives, each posing various options, a preferred
alternative can then be developed.
NTHP 2,p3 Recommendation 3: For the purposes of this planning project, consider the area of the NPS considers tharea a national significant historic resource.
National undertaking a nationally significant historic resource. We share Congress's view, artipulated a) NPS assumes this comment would also include views
Trust for in amendments to the Commemorative Works Act in 2003, that the National Mall Reserve is i o b) NPS agreesthis has been emphasized by the SHP@ is fundamental to the
stAri “substantially completed work of civic art.” It is also a nationally significant historic resource, s A . P o L - A
Historic one that is difficult to evaluate as a traditional historic landscape or historic district. Although the SecetaryofL y U SNA 2 NRa {0l yRRFNRa F2NniKS3
Preservation National Mall is based upon the philosophies and structure of the L'Enfant and McMillan plans, Guidelines for Cultural Landscapes.
these plans were never fully implemented, and the Mall has continued to evolve. We cannot and c) NPS agrees and would like your assistance in defining that character commg
should not, therefore, seek to restore the National Mall to a specific design or pericd in time. to that effect
Architecturally, the Mall is a collection of iconic buildings and monuments, each of which could be 4) This i ‘ id . h | .
individually listed on the National Register, and each new museum or memorial becomes a critical ) This is one of many considerations that plan must consider
and highly significant element of the National Mall experience. Even those individual elements that e) NPS concurs
are less than 50 years of age, such as the Vietnam Memorial, would be considered eligible based f) NPSconcursd $S 4! | A & G 2aNVall addFPeningyI8anid Avénie?
on their “exceptional importance.” Some of the major landscape features on the National Mall that bl A2 VEt I AZG2NRO t I NJ € LJ2 & G8R 2 Jt
are less than 50 years of age are considered to have a similar degree of historic significance. !
Many of the Mall’s architectural features and landscape features are inextricably interrelated; this is meetings
also part of the historic character of the whole. In that context, what can be changed? What is
sacrosanct? For structures or landscape features that could be altered, are there characteristics of
the design elements that should be retained, based on historic and symbolic precedent? For each
of these issues, the history of public use of the space must also be considered.
Consider the area a national significant historic resource
a) Preserve unified symbolic core of green space and monumental architecture
b) Evolution is part of characternot freeze in time
c) Use Section 106 to examine whanstitutes historic and symbolic character as a whole
d) Select alternatives based on what will reinforce, enhance and promote character
e) Major features less than 50 years old need to be considered
f) Consider history of public use
NTHP 3,pl Recommendation 4: Differentiate between major and minor proposed changes. Planning for NPS plans identify major and minor actidiesause they set the futureirgction
National major changes to the National Mall would require considefablla background information anq time comprehensively Major undertakingswill require additional compliance.
Trust for for adequate evaluation of alternatives. If adequate planning is not possible wrthm_ the Natlon'a!
Historic Park Service's timeframe, we request that the agency narrow the scope of the project. Planning

Preservation

for minor changes (such as upgrades to paving materials, lighting improvements and
standardization, and wayfinding signage) are far less contmver;ial and would, in our view, be most
easily achieved within the National Park Service's time constraints.
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8. NTHP 3, p2 R‘-‘W"‘ma“‘:ﬂt:l"“ 5:teEvafhtI:mNar:? P":ﬁﬁf"ﬂ::’ﬂ““’:_:awtﬂhr:: ::’;‘::;:";;er’,‘,trz;:ﬂ:“ NPS Management policy gives facility guidance related to issues brought up in t
i architectural character of the National Mall; this "architectu . ) . . . .
National definition. Food kiosks, restrooms and other visitor services could be classified as major or minor comment. Lgcatlons. for @lities need to _be identified in ap_prove(_j plans -
Tr_ust fpr changes, depending on permanence, reversibility, and impact to historic resources. As The alternative matrix a_nd gffected environment summarize existing conditions ¢
Historic improvements in visitor amenities appear to be a high priority for the National _Park Service, we challenges and alternative ideas. Information about existing architectural charac
Preservation rec‘"“me”“dhth;t tt"'esel i::‘fsl continue to be '““'.‘:jdefd ,:""df; thel w"en:?pl?anli;%i?fg?a ;:i’n‘;h:: contained in historic structure repts, cultural landscape reportsational register
extent will the National Mall planning process guide future developmen 1 g, .. . . : ]
will it establish design guidelines for food kiosks, bathrooms, bookstores, restaurants, security nom!natlor!sand other Natlonal Mall documentatlon. The HSRs and'C'ILRs WIII als
posts and visitor service areas? Should new designs react more to immediate context or follow provide guidance for siting, design, materials, and other more specific design
universal guidelines throughout the National Mall? What constitutes the immediate context? How elements.
should public use and movement — including current "a“s"""aﬁ?“ options 2”‘,’3 p“‘e”tf'i':‘c“a"ges For some proposed actions more deiaiprovided about architectural character,
to transportation and pedestrian access — affect the placement of amenities? Some of these _ . i - .
issues are raised in the National Park Service's Draft Alternatives Matrix, but it is unclear how we size, etc.; fo_r _oth_er areas defining a Iocatlon_and conce_ptual purpose/ need for a
will address these important details within the context of Section 106. potential fac_lllty is adequate. The draft and final plan will provide the analysis rel
to these topics.
When the draft EIS submitted for public review, reviewers will have the
opportunity to identify those resources that should be described in more detail in
EIS.
The alternatives matrix identifies locations and may give some additional informi
about character or sizef a proposed or potential facility. This information may be
useful to the analysigzurtther consultation may be required as projects are
implemented.

9. NTHP 3,p3 Recommendation 6: Evaluate any proposed landscape changes within the context of the The cultural landscape of the NatiorMall is anchored in the two historic landmark

National National Mall as a cultural landscape; the c_haracter of this cultural Iandsca;_:a'raqulres plans for Washington DGind comprises much of the great cross axis of open sp4
definition. Certainly, elm trees, paving materials, and cherry trees are characteristic of parts of the ; ) X 3 o
Tr_USt fpr Mall, as well as expanses of grass, and gravel pathways. Should these character-defining The boundarle.s of the undertaking have been |der_1t|f|ed. HO\_/\‘“UB”dual o
Historic elements be restricted to one or more areas? Is there an opportunity for other symbolic plantings? resources within that boundary form one overarofiresource is an essential issue
Preservation V'I-';hat is 1{1:-' l'tlaturetof tﬁglatio?;hif%andﬁha??hm CU”’E‘;t at;"dh:'ﬂc'"tﬁ Wg‘:&:g?;{[g%é“ﬁ::;:f this planning effortThis plan could recommend a unifying paving system through
ellipses, the transition een the formality of the grounds between the . .
Memorial, and the curvilinear landscape around the Tidal Basin? What should it be? Should there or identify a paletteor palettes of plant types.
be a system of paving materials that define the Mall as a whole?

10. National The National Trust does perceive a need for a larger vision for the National M9|L consistent \ﬂfi'lh a) We concur the Section 106 consultation should help define the historic
Trust for the grand design concepts of the past. Through the National Mall plan Section 106 consultation, characterc! & &Gl (SR 6208y (KS bt{ 63t0
Hi . we would like to better establish what comprises the historic character of the Natienal Mall, and in further i d. ifving hi ic ch | CLRs. HSR d oth

Istoric achieve consensus for which projects can be addressed through the limited current planning effort in further identifying historic characteiplease see S. § and other
Preservation by the National Park Service, and which would be better left to a more comprehensive, far- documents thaiprovide some of this analysison line.
reaching design or plann):?g Prcllcess- "-:Ve '-:fam to be L‘-Elﬁflﬂ in addf?:mag Itlhe zgeur_\:&'?i needs. At b) Section 106 does not define the undertakirigprovides comment on the impag
the same time, we are extremely sensitive to proposed changes on the Maill and strongly - - . e ]
recommend a welljustified, rational, contextualized approach to both minor and major aterations. to historic resources. NPS hopes the comments have provided clarification g
Following more discussion regarding some of these major preservation and design issues, we the undertaking. o _ _ o
believe the Section 106 consulting parties may be able to offer reasonable guidance for specific ¢) NPS Management Policies require atextualized and wholistic approach to
treatments. planning. The NPS looks to other plans such as the Legacy Plan, as well as
Larger vision consistent with éhgrand visions of the past is a need. [ Q9Yy Tl yu FyR alFOaAttlry ttlya uz2 LN
a) Through section 106 better establish what comprises historic character.
b) Achieve consensus of what projects can be addressed.
c) Seek a weljustified, ration and contextualized approach to major and minorratiens.
12. | Combined 5/29/20 1, P1 As you know. some of the Section 106 consulting parties have requested { dzZLISNA Y G SY RSy G h étSpifolir publ éomnrheritaogiés Thiey aiell
-1 National 08 additional information about the scope and priorities of the National Park Service for the not the only issues that need to be addressed in planning.
Coalition to National Mall plan. We are heartened by the list of pl'iDl'iti&S offered by Ms. O'Dell Actions to make improvements in somablic concerns and to improve conditions
Save Our which we believe can be adequately addressed through this project, and request are proceedings part of normal park management
) Mall confirmation from the National Park Service that these are in fact the top priorities for the Other issues will be dealtith in the National Mall Planin those instances where
-2 Committ ; ; - < list. we W : ) o
Ofoi?)g“ ee National Mall plan. To this list, we would add: they pose impacts on the cultural landscape and other historic resources, they W
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-3 NPCA Immediate short term priorities this project can address were articulated at May 20, 2008 | addressed as part of the Section 106 process.
.4 NAOP hearing
-5 NTHP, -1 Improve geneal appearance
-6 Latrobe Soc, -2 Improve signage
-7 DC Pres. -3 More and better restrooms
League -4 More and better food
Request confirmation from the National Park Service that these are in fact the top
priorities for the National Mall plan.
14. | Combined a 1, P2 In addition we would add These topics are addressed in the National Mall Plan.
£ -1Revised circulation, automobile, tour, pedestrian and bicycle traffic
-2Revised plan to address temporary and permanent security, flooding and maintenance
changes
15. | Combined a 1-2 Requesfor additional information related to: To the extent available, the information requested will be includedaat @f the
a -lvisitor surveys and analysis.
-2guidelines for waysides Information about the NPS sign system can be founavav.hfc.nps.gov/uniguide/
3traffic studies, circulation studies and historic circulation plans and paving materials NPS has a programmatic agreemeiith the DCSHPO that provides for internal
compliance review of the plament and installation of waysides and signs wathi
park boundaries.

16. | Combined 2, p2 While our organizations continue to support a long-term, “big-picture” vision and b/ t/ Q aE>§temim?b Ehe Leqacp}fim Wgs.deS|gr.1{eq to provide the big picture vis
planning approach for the National Mall, we do not believe that it is possible to develop Fz2NJ u K S. V1 . A2yQa O.I LA Ut CD ¢ K.S bt { NX
this vision solely within the National Park Service’s jurisdiction. Our concern is for the CIFy andis Worklng towd developing a plan that fits Wlthlr.‘ that framework.
reinforced by the existence of multiple planning efforts (e.g., the National Capital NPS National Mall planning tlers.h_ﬁg@)for th.e areas of the National Mall
Framework Plan, the Capirol Complex Master Plan, and various Smithsonian managgd by NPS.' cher plans tier off and relr_n‘orce the Legacy Plan for the are
undertakings) that will affect the National Mall, in the absence of this larger “vision.” under different jurisdictions as well ase Memorials and Museums Master Plan.

= ' - These include the vision plans describe®lianning Together for Central Washingtq
DC. Specific projects by agencies such as the Smithsonian Institution must also
within the context established by the Legdekan.

17. | Combined 2,p3 Major impact on the Mall We understand this comment to state that three major impaegere identified to

a) Eliminating the pool at Union Square historic resurces.
b) Replacing Sylvan Theater We look to the consulting parties to help the NPS evaluate the likely effects resu
c) Building substantial restaurants from the undertaking described in the preferred alternative.
18.
19.| National | 5/19/08 | 1,p2 Visionshouldcom& NB Y [ Q9Yy T yi &hisRricpuipask antd exgeriendes y a|2 S 02y OdzNJ 0KIF G GKS @AaAz2y akKz2dZ R 6S
Association (memorials, museums) and integrated through roads, natural systems, viewsheds and vistg The Legacy Plararries forward these plans and provides the overarching vision f
of Olmsted the NPS planning effort. We also concur that we must carefully consider effects
Parks roads, natural systems, viewsheds, vistas, and other componeiN&GPthe
(NAOBR cultural landscape that reftd the essence of these earlier plans
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20. NAOP 1, p3 A vision statement —~ along with a set of guiding pl'inciples The NPS has identified guiQing principles (See Newsletter 2, availablle qnline) as

N Id help direct th lannin ro larify th | as best management practices for the National Mall. The Olmsted principles are
wou P cp h ing p cgss, C a”fy. e Qoa S succinct statement of may of these 21 planning principles developed by the mult
and scope of the undertaking and assist with prioritizing agencies cooperating with the NPS in the NEPA process. The Olmsted principle
decision making and resource allocation, We hope the OZNNBaLEZyR U2 ARSFAa AYy UKS farthes Ueadnank N
i ; o i . - of Cultural Landscapésdesé standards guide NPS activities nationwide. The

er?closed_ DBSIgn PI’II‘ICIp|eS of Frer.!enck _La?v OlmSteq standards have guided past and ongoing efforts on the Mall and will continue to
might serve as a model for developing principles specific to | so in the future.
the Mall planning process. Guiding principles should
address circulation, natural and cuitural resources, the
visitor experience, symbolic relationships within and outside
the Mall, and other factors laid out in the Matrix.

21. NAOP 1, p4 _ Thank you for your comments relating to circulation, concessions, maintenance
NAOP_ recommends a more foc_used plaqnlng process, visitor services and other development issues. Your comments will be carefully
féSOlVIng' large-scale, long-term issues which subsequently considered as part of the NEPA analysis for the plan. We also look forward to yq
can provide the framework for addressing specific details. comments on these issues once the NPS has adefitled undertaking in the
To facilitate decision-making, NAOP requests that a preferred altermtive.
discussion about maintenance be ad_dressed alongsﬂe the GSA addresses work place and government building issules federal triangle, ang
proposed changes. We would also like to review any in other federal buildings in the monumental cosdaptive use of historic

buildings is generally undertaken if building uses change.

22. NAOP 2, -3 NPS policies provide guidance for park uses and facilt@sexample, in the park,

Guideleines for Special Events at the Lincoln Memorial have been in place since
Management Policies 2006 address park uses and facilities as well as many oth
topics. Seaww.nps.gov/policy/MP2006.pdf

NEPA analysis looks at the need for facilities based on cumulative impacts of pr
adjacent as well as within the study area.

NPS has not proposed any central facilitany of the atlernatives.

Concessions nmagement plans would need to examine the feasibility of any
proposals.
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