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SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES 
COOPERATING AGENCIES 

Comment Letter 1. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Response 
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A. To address your concerns, the National Park Service has proposed to update the nomination 

for the National Register of Historic Places. The updated national register nomination for the 
National Mall would at a minimum cover all areas within the NPS planning area, integrating 
cultural landscapes and historic districts.  

B. Because the National Park Service has been involved in vision planning simultaneously with 
various other planning organizations as specific plans are being developed, we believe there 
are no conflicts.  

 

 

NOTE: Comments have been printed as they were written, without correcting spelling or grammatical errors. Comments irrelevant to the plan have not been printed. 30
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Comment Letter 1. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 
C 

D 
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C. The National Park Service is preparing priority listings. 
 
D. Principles for planning were listed in newsletter 2, which were used in the development of 

planning objectives presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (beginning on p. 
4). They have been updated and added as appendix F in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, as discussed in NHPA section 106 consultations. Priorities will be identified once 
a final plan has been approved.  

E. As described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (pp. 51–52), alternatives A, B, and 
C were developed as full alternatives before the preferred alternative was developed.  

F. 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. 
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Comment Letter 2.1. Architect of the Capitol Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: This is a copy of the letter from the Architect of the Capitol to the National 
Capital Planning Commission commenting on the Draft National Mall Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement.]  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The National Park Service appreciates the ongoing support of the Architect of the Capitol 

throughout this planning process and looks forward to continued cooperation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 
C

ooperating A
gencies

33

Comment Letter 2.2. Architect of the Capitol Response 
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A. We appreciate your listing of important criteria for Union Square. We agree that a continued 

partnership is essential for the redevelopment of Union Square.  
 
 
 
 
 
B. We are pleased that the idea of a design competition is of interest and support your sugges-

tion that Capitol Complex stakeholders and the National Park Service jointly develop design 
goals and guidelines and participate in the selection process. We would further recommend 
that the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts, the National Capital Planning Commission, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the D.C. Historic Preservation Office be 
involved in drafting design goals and guidelines. 
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Comment Letter 2.2. Architect of the Capitol (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 3. District of Columbia Office of Planning Response 
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A. We tried to merge the maps but found that the result was too confusing graphically. To 

address your suggestion, a small inset map has been included on all alternative maps to show 
proposed visitor transportation routes and ongoing NPS projects.  
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Comment Letter 3. District of Columbia Office of Planning (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

B 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. In the “Foundation for Planning and Management” (DEIS, pp. 9–14) recreation is listed as 

both a purpose of the National Mall and as a significant component of the District’s park 
system under fundamental values (p. 14). The plan objectives on page 7 of the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement were revised to state that “the National Mall continues to function 
as an important part of the D.C. park and open space network.” The Permitted Recreation 
map (DEIS, p. 331) has been revised and renamed to show the location of additional 
recreational opportunities. 
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Comment Letter 4. District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officer Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Since it is impossible at this time to determine what the design for Union Square might 

include, we recommend ongoing consultation. As stated in response 2.2B, the Architect of 
the Capitol is interested in treating Union Square cooperatively and finds a design 
competition compelling. 

 
 
B. The goal of the preferred alternative is to provide sufficient guidance for future design teams 

without being too prescriptive. As described in responses 2.2A and B, the Architect of the 
Capitol has provided some criteria, and we suggest involvement by the U.S. Commission of 
Fine Arts, the National Capital Planning Commission, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, and the D.C. Historic Preservation Office to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects on historic properties.  
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Comment Letter 4. District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officer (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
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C. We agree that within the preferred alternative there are many different ways to undertake a 

design. We believe that a programmatic agreement with your office and the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation should establish a framework for developing design alternatives 
that are consistent with the National Mall. 

 
 
 
D. Ongoing consultation should be able to address issues that may arise. In the case of subtle 

grading, research for the Mall turf project uncovered historic grading plans from the 1930s 
and designed by Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. These plans crowned the turf panels, which 
together with recessed walks, achieved the visual continuity of a tapis verte. 

 
 
E. We agree that the effects may not be fully determined until designs have been started. That is 

the purpose of ongoing consultations. The listing of projects in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement has been updated, and a priority listing will be developed once a plan has 
been approved. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F. The proposed plan constitutes a coordinated vision for the National Mall that has been 

developed with cooperating agencies, including your office. Please also see response C to 
your letter. 

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

agreement. Evaluation of the as-built Skidmore, Owings and Merrill plan elements of the 
National Mall can be included in the process that is developed for updating the National 
Mall nomination. 
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Comment Letter 4. District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officer (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
 
 
I 
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H. We agree and suggest that the protocols address some issues that have come up repeatedly 

during the NHPA section 106 consultations, such as defining built and extant or removed 
historic elements versus elements that were proposed in a historic plan but were never built. 
When a priority list is complete, it may be possible to identify which projects would benefit 
from cooperating agency involvement in articulating program development. 

 
I. We agree; see response 1A. 
 
 
J. It was not the purpose of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement to list all historic struc-

tures. We agree that at a minimum a single comprehensive NRHP nomination may be a good 
place to fully articulate what is within the monumental core. 
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Comment  Letter 5.1. Federal Reserve Board Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment  Letter 5.2. Federal Reserve Board Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 

C 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. An inset map has been added on all alternative maps to show proposed visitor transportation 

routes and ongoing NPS projects.  
 
B. We agree, and a listing has been developed and will accompany the record of decision.  
 
C. The following text has been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement under 

“Purpose of and Need for the Plan: Interrelationships with Other Projects”:  
Mall Soil and Turf Study. At the request of Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, a 
consultant design team with expertise in sports field development is developing a plan to 
restore the central Mall turf panels. The approach is to remove soil to a depth of about 2 
feet and replace it with a compaction-resistant but drainable soil system. Turf panels 
would be crowned for good drainage, as they were designed in the 1930s by Frederick 
Law Olmsted Jr. The project includes the development of a durable irrigation system 
that would reuse captured rainwater stored in underground cisterns for irrigation. The 
system would also seek to use groundwater currently being removed from tunnels under 
the National Mall. This sustainable approach would help meet the requirements of 
Executive Order 13514 (“Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic 
Performance”) to reduce the use of potable water by 26% by 2020.  

This is an important goal because the National Mall is the highest user of potable water in the 
national park system. 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
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D. The following text has been added in “Environmental Consequences: Park Operations — 

Methodology for Impact Analysis” to provide more detail. 

The National Park Service’s goal for the National Mall is to be a role model in sustainable 
urban park development, resource protection, and management, with a focus on six areas 
— requirements and policy, resource health, water use, circulation, facilities, and park 
operations. 

1. Requirements and Policy — Satisfy Executive Order 13514 (“Federal Leadership 
in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance”); satisfy NPS policy and 
program goals such as Climate Friendly Parks and meet minimum LEED silver 
standards. Achieve NPS goals to reduce energy use, reduce greenhouse gases, 
maximize energy efficiency, and improve building envelopes, mechanical systems, 
and glazing.  

2. Resource Health — Implement the Sustainable Sites Initiative™; restore soils and 
reverse soil compaction; improve tree health and growing conditions; continue tree 
planting and replacement; reduce impacts from high use levels on natural re-
sources; protect special status trees (elm, cherry, and witness trees); preserve or 
restore plant biomass; and improve ecosystem health. 

3. Water Use — Conserve water; reduce the use of potable water in compliance with 
Executive Order 13514; reduce the use of potable water in large designed water 
bodies; use nonpotable water sources when feasible; capture, store, and reuse 
storm and gray water for irrigation; filter and reuse water; complete the Potomac 
Park levee; use a vegetated shoreline along the Potomac River where feasible; and 
rely more on natural methods to improve water quality.  

4. Circulation — Facilitate pedestrian activities; use clean alternative fuel sources in 
visitor transportation; maximize use of public transportation; facilitate multimodal 
coordination; separate bicycle routes and offer rentals; use sustainable approaches 
to walkway surfacing to facilitate water reuse or increase percolation. 

5. Facilities — Strive to achieve the highest LEED standards possible for new 
facilities (the minimum LEED standard for NPS facilities is silver). Facilities should 
provide information about sustainable technologies and approaches. 

6. Park Operations — Reduce energy consumption and seek renewable energy 
sources; maximize energy efficiency and convert inefficient approaches (e.g., using 
LED lighting instead of incandescent bulbs); increase recycling, reduce amount of 
solid waste, and increase use of biodegradable products. Additionally, the National 
Park Service has incorporated a staff bike-sharing program and uses alternative fuel 
vehicles as part of its fleet. 

 In addition, an objective for sustainability has been added on page 8, Table 6 has been up-
dated, and a planning principle for sustainability has been added (see final document, 
appendix F). 

 
E. The Visitor Transportation Study was completed on February 5, 2010, with the signing of the 

“Finding of No Significant Impact.” The National Park Service has started partnership 
discussions with public transportation providers. 

 
F. A description of the Olin landscape plan has been added in “Purpose of and Need for the 

Plan: Scope of this Document — Opportunities, Problems, and Challenges” (DEIS, p. 29), 
and an action has been added to the preferred alternative for the Washington Monument 
grounds (pp. 91 and 210, actions for row 13.1).  
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
S48 PEC

IFIC
 C

O
M

M
EN

TS A
N

D
 S

U
PPLEM

EN
TA

L R
ESPO

N
SES 

 

Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 



 
C

ooperating A
gencies

55

 

Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



 
S62 PEC

IFIC
 C

O
M

M
EN

TS A
N

D
 S

U
PPLEM

EN
TA

L R
ESPO

N
SES 

 

Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 
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Comment Letter 6.1. National Capital Panning Commission, Staff Recommendation (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 



 
C

ooperating A
gencies

73

Comment Letter 6.2. National Capital Planning Commission Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 

B 
 

C 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Maps have been revised as explained in response 6.1A. 
 
 
 
 
B. Changes have been made to the Monumental Core Framework Plan Opportunities map. 
 
C. Additional secondary vistas have been added to the Urban Design Framework map. 
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Comment Letter 6.2. National Capital Planning Commission (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 
 
 

G 
 
 
 
 

H 
 
 
I 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Secondary vistas have been added to the Urban Design Framework map. 
 
 
 
 
 
E. The Permitted Recreation map (DEIS, p. 331) has been revised to show additional 

opportunities, and the title has been changed to Recreational Opportunities. 
 
 
 
F. Your suggestion will be taken under consideration since it may be helpful in the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
G. Your suggestion seems appropriate. The intent is to prepare a summary plan once a record of 

decision has been signed, and that plan would only include the proposed actions. 
 
 
 
H. We agree; see response 1.A. 
 
 
I. The design principles have been updated and added to the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement as appendix F. 
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Comment Letter 7. Smithsonian Institution Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The proposed National Mall plan seeks to balance use and preservation, as mandated by the 

NPS Organic Act. We agree that the National Mall is an important public space, and we have 
sought to develop a plan that considers the needs of all agencies responsible for adjacent 
areas, including the Smithsonian Institution, the National Gallery of Art, the Architect of the 
Capitol, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  

 
 
 
B. Additional data about events have been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

The National Park Service mapped 2009 permitted events (except the Presidential Inaugura-
tion) with an estimated total volume of use of more than 1,000. Areas of use, seasons of use, 
and use-days are shown. This information has been added to the “Affected Environment.” A 
table has also been developed for 2008/2009 events based on permit applications.  

 As stated in the document, nine studies of soil conditions conducted since 1975 (see DEIS, p. 
298) and the draft “Elms of the Monumental Core” (2009) recommend that passive use and 
general enjoyment activities are appropriate activities under elm trees; one study did not 
support this conclusion. The 2009 report and the Management Program for the Perpetuation 
of the American Elm Tree in the National Capital (Save-the-Elms Task Force 2007) have been 
added to the bibliography. The National Park Service is currently working with a consultant, 
HOK, to study ways to restore the Mall turfgrass panels. In addition, the National Park Ser-
vice will be undertaking an additional peer-reviewed scientific study to examine the health of 
elm trees, soil conditions, and appropriate levels of use and protection. We would be happy 
for the Smithsonian Institution to join this effort.
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Comment Letter 7. Smithsonian Institution Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. A priority listing of projects will be included in either a record of decision, a programmatic 

agreement with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the D.C. Historic 
Preservation Office under NHPA section 106, or in an appendix to these documents. Since 
approval of the plan does not ensure funding, the priorities will be used to guide NPS 
funding requests. At the same time, the need is so large that all funding opportunities must be 
explored. 

 
D. Please see response B to your letter. 
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Comment Letter 8. U.S. Commission of Fine Arts Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 

B 
 

C 
 

D 

E 
F 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
A. We appreciate your support for a healthy ecosystem and sustainable approaches proposed in 

the National Mall plan. 
 
B. A reduction in the use of potable water for both irrigation and within designed water features 

has been proposed. This will require a comprehensive and ongoing examination. 
 
C. Considering solar power for lighting needs is included in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (pp. 88 and 190, actions for row 9.5), and we appreciate the interesting suggestion 
of a design competition to develop a new solar-powered light fixture. The plan also proposes 
that sustainable power sources might be located adjacent to the National Mall. 

D. We understand that commission members feel strongly that compacted gravel or stone dust 
is an appropriate material for surfacing pathways, and we want to assure them that the 
proposal to remove gravel from the walkways was not made lightly.  

 As you know, one of the planning goals is for the National Mall to be a showcase of sustain-
able design, and the National Park Service is highly interested in sustainable approaches to 
paving materials. There are many ways to approach sustainability. In this case we feel that 
paving can be sustainably used to maximize rainwater capture for reuse in irrigation. (See 
response F below.)  

 As a result of public comments, the issue related to compacted gravel or stone dust was 
reexamined. The present compacted gravel pathways are not permeable since they were 
placed over former roadbeds. Claims that gravel walkways require limited maintenance are 
counter to 40 years of experience by NPS crews trying to maintain the pathways. Mainte-
nance problems are further exacerbated by high use levels as well as vehicles being driven on 
pathways for both maintenance and permitted events. Constant gravel migration results in 
humps and depressions, and snow cannot be removed without digging into the gravel. Loca-
tions where stone dust or gravel has been successfully used do not have the same levels of use 
by pedestrians or heavy vehicles as the National Mall. Please see the discussion of gravel 
walkways under “Summary of Comments and Responses” (beginning on page 12) for more 
information.  

E. The Visitor Transportation Study was completed February 5, 2010, with the signing of the 
“Finding of No Significant Impact.” Discussions have started with potential public transpor-
tation partners. 

F. The National Park Service has begun to take “decisive action to rehabilitate the Mall’s central 
turfgrass panels.” A consultant design team with expertise in sports field development is 
starting designs to restore the central turfgrass panels. The approach will remove soil to a 
depth of about 2 feet and replace it with a compaction-resistant but drainable soil system. 
Turf panels would be crowned for good drainage, as they were in the 1930s in accordance 
with designs by Frederick Law Olmsted Jr. The project includes the development of a dur-
able irrigation system that would reuse captured rainwater stored in underground cisterns 
for irrigation. The system would have the capacity to capture and store water from sur-
rounding resources, such as groundwater currently being removed from tunnels under the 
National Mall. This sustainable approach would help meet the requirements of Executive 
Order 13514 (“Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance”) 
to reduce the use of potable water by 26% by 2020. This is an important goal because the Na-
tional Mall is the highest user of potable water within the national park system. Upon com-
pletion of the sidewalk plan, water collection and reuse of rainwater would be maximized.  
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Comment Letter 9. U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III Response 
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Comment Letter 9. U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Specific concerns are addressed below.  
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Comment Letter 9. U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III (cont.) Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C 
 
 
 
 
 

D 
 
 
 
 

E 
 
 
 

F 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. We concur with the need for standards for nonpotable water use, which would be addressed 

as water features were rehabilitated or redesigned. Standards for nonpotable water use for 
the Lincoln Reflecting Pool are District of Columbia Water Quality Standards, Class B -- 
Secondary Contact Recreation and Aesthetic Enjoyment. 

 
 
 
 
C. Moving the Tidal Basin walls is one possible method of widening the walkways. As the 

document states, there could be a short-term adverse impact from siltation during 
construction. Standard operating procedures for construction in a water body would be 
employed to keep this impact to a minimum. 

 
 
D. It is the policy of the National Park Service to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

This consultation would occur on a project-specific basis prior to construction. 
 
 
 
E. The National Park Service will consult with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as designs 

progress. 
 
 
F. The Lincoln Reflecting Pool and the Thomas Jefferson Memorial plaza seawall projects were 

in early stages when the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was issued. They were shown 
as cumulative projects on page 359 and described on pages 361 and 362. Project updates have 
been included in the final document. 
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G. The Tidal Basin is relatively shallow and sluggish, so its water tends to get warm in the 

summer, creating reduced quality aquatic habitat (reduced oxygen, increased algal growth, 
etc.). Nothing in the preferred alternative would increase the amount of other contaminants 
in the Tidal Basin or surrounding waterways.  

 
H. During preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, NPS staff informed the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office for the District of Columbia area of the planning 
effort and requested a list of endangered or threatened species that might be in the area. A 
response was received in September 2007 that stated no federally listed endangered or 
threatened species are known to exist in the planning area. 

 In accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and relevant regulations at 50 
CFR Part 402, the National Park Service determined that implementing the preferred alter-
native in this plan would have no effect on listed species, so formal consultation is not 
required. 

 
I. The Mall soil and turf study is ongoing, and an environmental assessment is being prepared. 

A consultant design team with expertise in sports field development is starting designs to 
restore the central turf panels. The approach will remove soil to a certain depth and replace it 
with a compaction-resistant but drainable soil system. Turf panels would be crowned for 
good drainage, as they were in the 1930s in accordance with designs by Frederick Law 
Olmsted Jr. The project includes the development of a durable irrigation system that would 
reuse captured rainwater stored in underground cisterns for irrigation. The system would 
also seek to use groundwater currently being removed from tunnels under the National Mall. 
This sustainable approach would help meet the requirements of Executive Order 13514 
(“Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance”) to reduce the 
use of potable water by 26% by 2020. This is an important goal because the National Mall is 
the highest user of potable water within the national park system. Upon completion of the 
sidewalk plan, water collection and reuse of rainwater would be maximized.  

 
 
J. Two studies that were not included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement have been 

added to the bibliography and referenced in the final document. The 2009 “Elms of the 
Monumental Core: History and Management Plan” (NPS 2009f) and Management Program 
for the Perpetuation of the American Elm Tree in the National Capital (Save-The-Elms Task 
Force 2007). Monitoring programs being conducted by the National Mall and Memorial 
Parks are based on work with the Center for Urban Ecology. Current turf studies propose 
quick couplers to allow for consistent watering and will rely primarily on rainwater reuse. In 
addition, visual as well as physical conditions (such as soil compaction) will be monitored 
before, during, and after events. 
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K. We believe these ideas are captured within recommendations of the Sustainable Sites 

Initiative™. 
 
 
L. Please see response 8D to the U.S. Commission of Fine Arts regarding crushed stone and 

permeable pathway surfaces and the discussion of gravel walkways under “Summary of 
Comments and Responses,” beginning on page 12. 

 
M. We agree that low-flow toilets are appropriate and are consistent with sustainable practices. 
 
 
 
N. Executive Order 13423 is discussed on page 39 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 

and energy efficiency has been incorporated into NPS management directives. Executive 
Order 13514 (“Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance”) 
has been added to “Environmental Consequences: Park Operations — Methodology for 
Impact Analysis," as well as Executive Order 13423. 

 
 
 
O. The National Park Service is seeking ways to recycle as much as possible. Different 

approaches are proposed for visitors, staff, concessioners, and event sponsors. 
 
P. Park managers have been working with the city, the Smithsonian Institution, and others on 

recycling, including appropriate education and messaging.  
 
 
 
Q. Thank you. The correction has been made.  
 
 
R. Park staff have been working with some of the listed contacts and have attended numerous 

programs to coordinate recycling efforts. 
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[EDITOR’S NOTE: This particular attachment has not been reprinted.] 
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Suzanne Hill  
(suzanne.hill@gsa.gov) 
U.S. General Services Administration 

The U.S. General Services Administration’s (GSA) National Capital Region, is appreciative of the 
opportunity to participate in the planning process for the National Mall Plan and to provide comments 
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Overall, GSA finds that any of the proposed 
alternatives for the National Mall Plan would not adversely affect GSA operations or facilities. GSA offers 
the following comments regarding the information contained within the Draft EIS.   
 

Floodplains and Stormwaters:  GSA is pleased that the flood control solution for 17th Street, NW that 
is under development is acknowledged in the Draft EIS and would be implemented under all 
alternatives.  GSA supports the development of a flood control solution at 17th Street, NW.   
 
Please clarify if the reference to the Potomac Park Levee on p.523 is for the future flood control 
solution or for the existing structure.  If the reference on p.523 is referring to the future flood control 
solution on 17th Street, NW, GSA concurs that the downtown area would be benefited by greater flood 
protection.    
 
P.354, Jurisdictional Issues: GSA is aware of the need to coordinate improvements of the steamlines 
with the National Park Service (NPS) and will continue to coordinate any efforts regarding any 
activities related to the steamlines.    
 
P.364, Other Reasonably Foreseeable Actions: GSA started and completed the section of steamline 
work under the Ellipse in 2008, please correct the text accordingly.    
 
P.364, Please correct the text regarding the steamline work at the Washington Monument to be 
consistent with the letter dated February 25, 2010, that GSA sent to the NPS regarding the status of 
the steamline work around the Washington Monument.    
 
P. 376, Reasonably Foreseeable Actions, last paragraph: Please acknowledge the steamline work 
around the Washington Monument.  In addition, the steamline work at the Ellipse concluded in 2008 
and the text should be updated accordingly.    
 
Appendix E: The floodplain map shown in Figure SOF-1, p. 578 indicates 100-yr floodplains located 
northeast of 17th Street, NW, extending across the Federal Triangle.  GSA understands this is still 
preliminary mapping and contingent upon actions related to future construction of a 17th Street, NW 
flood control solution.  Please revise figure or text to more accurately reflect the current status of 
floodplain mapping in the District of Columbia.   

 
GSA looks forward to continued coordination with NPS during the planning process for the National Mall 
Plan.  Should you have any questions regarding the comments provided, please contact Ms. Suzanne Hill, 
National Environmental Policy Act Lead, at (202) 205-5821. 

 

 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: The U.S. General Services Administration commented online and provided the 
following in response to question 6 (“Is there anything else you think NPS needs to consider with 
respect to the Draft National Mall Plan?”).]  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. The text refers to the future flood control solution. The text has been clarified.  
 
 
 
 
B. We appreciate your cooperation. 
 
 
C. The text on page 364 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement referring to the Ellipse 

steamline has been deleted since this project has been completed..  
 
 
D. The text on page 364 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been corrected based 

on your comments and the letter from your agency dated February 25, 2010. 
 
E. The text has been updated as you suggest. 
 
 
 
F. The map has been updated. 
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Ms. Susan Spain 
Project Executive  
National Park Service  
National Mall and Memorial Parks  
900 Ohio Drive, SW  
Washington, DC 20024 
 
Dear Ms. Spain: 
 
The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Metro) would like to congratulate the National Park 
Service (NPS) on the completion of the DRAFT National Mall Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). The NPS goal of making the park areas and the National Mall more accessible is a laudable 
goal for access, regionally and nationally. Metro’s ability to serve the National Mall for future First 
Amendment demonstrations and national celebrations is going to decrease over time as capacity on our 
system becomes more constrained. A key element to enhancing National Mall access is having a multi-
modal, regional transit network that reliably moves people in and around the Mall. We invite NPS to 
participate in the current Metro studies underway, which include analysis of premium and express bus, 
light rail systems and regional streetcar services designed to meet the needs of the traveling public. As 
we evaluate these alternative modes, we are particularly interested in addressing access to activity 
centers — such as the National Mall — from a systems perspective.   

In response to the DRAFT National Mall Plan DEIS, below are our recommendations to support the 
access and circulation items identified in the National Mall Plan alternatives:   

District of Columbia Metrorail Station Name Change. The National Mall Plan recommends the 
name change of the Smithsonian Metrorail Station to include, “National Mall”, so as to improve 
wayfinding and access for visitors to the National Mall. As per the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority Board procedure adopted on September 30, 1987 and codified in section P/I 4.1/2 
of Attachment B (enclosed), the NPS must submit to the District of Columbia a request for a 
Metrorail station name change, which will be reviewed as outlined also in Attachment B and 
forwarded for action/non-action to WMATA. Should the name change be approved, the NPS would 
be responsible for the significant costs associated with the name change on all system maps and 
pylons. To minimize costs, the NPS could coordinate the timing of this name change with the 
scheduled December 2013 opening of the initial segment of the Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project. 
Depending upon a visitor’s particular location on the National Mall, several other Metrorail stations 
can be more convenient than the Smithsonian station. Metro recommends that wayfinding be 
employed so that visitors can be informed of the various access and circulation options provided by 
other Metrorail stations so that ridership can be more evenly distributed among several stations, 
particularly during major events.   

New Metrorail Station and/or New Metrorail Entrance. To provide increased access and capacity 
for future visitors to the National Mall, the National Capital Planning Commission’s Legacy Plan 
recommends the construction of a new Metrorail Station at East Potomac Park and additional 
entrances be added to the Archives and Federal Triangle Metrorail Stations along the Blue and 
Orange Lines. Although the recommended plan does not include these proposals, they are 
discussed briefly in the DEIS. In accordance with Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Board procedures, any new facilities outside of the Adopted Regional System (ARS) must be paid 
for by the entity requesting the improvement/enhancement. To initiate this process, the NPS would 
submit to the District of Columbia a request to perform: 1.) A feasibility study for the construction of 
a new Metrorail station at East Potomac Park; and 2.) Demand and capacity analysis to determine 
the need and associated costs for station access improvements, including a new entrance, at both 
Archives and Federal Triangle Metrorail Stations.     

 

 
[EDITOR’S NOTE: The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority commented online and 
provided identical responses to question 2 (“Within each category, indicate the extent to which 
you agree with the specific elements of the Preferred Alternative vision to restore the National 
Mall?”) and question 6 (“Is there anything else you think NPS needs to consider with respect to 
the Draft National Mall Plan?”).]  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A. Text in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page 443 (“Environmental Conse-

quences: Access and Circulation — Impacts Common to all Alternatives”) has been updated 
to reflect your statement about Metro’s ability to serve the National Mall in the long-term.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. Thank you for reiterating the process and recommending coordinated timing with a 2013 

scheduled update for the initial segment of the Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project. The 
wayfinding program identifies multiple Metro stations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C. As stated in your comment, the National Capital Planning Commission has proposed these 

enhancements of the Metrorail system, which the National Park Service supports. Thank you 
for information about procedures for getting new facilities approved. 
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Bus Circulation Access for Visitors. The National Mall Plan DEIS presents several opportunities 
to enhance access to the great number of memorials and parks on the National Mall. Several Metro 
staff members were active participants in the development of the National Park Service 2006 
Environmental Assessment and Visitor Transportation Study and its recommendations for 
enhanced transportation circulation on the National Mall.  We are pleased to see that the National 
Mall Plan DEIS also includes the Visitor Transportation Study recommendations in its access and 
circulation alternatives. Metro will continue to support the NPS and the District of Columbia to 
ensure that the Metrobus and Metrorail services complement the existing DC Circulator bus service 
and the two planned Visitor Transportation Study routes: the Memorials Visitor and the 
Memorials/Downtown Transportation Routes, which will serve the National Mall area in the near 
future.  

Metro appreciates the opportunity to have participated in this effort as a cooperating agency, and looks 
forward to working with the NPS and District of Columbia on improvements to the National Mall.   
 
Sincerely,     
 
 
Tom Harrington 
Director, Office of Long Range Planning  
Department of Planning and Joint Development   
 
Attachment   
 
cc:   Jim Hamre, WMATA, BPLN 
Alexa Viets, National Park Service   
Aaron Overman, DDOT, Mass Transit Administration 
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