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I-i

A “failure in imagination” - we had not imagined the capability of our enemy to

perpetuate this degree of terror.

Yet in the converse we must also be held accountable. Not only when we can

not imagine terror but when we can not imagine beauty - the beauty of

landscapes, of justice and livability.

We must imagine landscapes of joy and renewal - landscapes of green ribbons

that tie and entwine us to each other and to the land.

We must imagine landscapes that connect us to the past, present and the future

and to the permanence of land and place on which once occupied the forts of

war in our hope will stand the forts of peace.

We must reinforce a commitment to protect what we value and to those that

cannot speak for themselves and those yet to come. We bequeath them the

legacy of the public landscape not just the landscape of plant and stone but a

landscape imbued with values, imagination, and dreams.

In the Civil War the Union developed a series of forts that encircled

Washington, D.C. Clearing the wood for two miles to see potential attacks, the

forts were intended to protect the capitol from Confederate attack. This

landscape having fulfilled its duty was then conceived a century ago by the

McMillan Commission as a pleasurable motor drive. Now reborn, the greenway

of forts is vital to the restoration, livability, and social and ecological justice of

this great capital.

Now and in our time one and one half century passed, what do we want to

protect?

We want to protect the cultural resources that unite us past and future.

We must replenish these lines with care and resources - with a commitment to

bind the multitude of landscapes and peoples of Washington, D.C. - to celebrate

regional diversity and distinctiveness.

We want to protect the ecological treasures and potentialities that link us to the

land.

We want to reinforce the green corridor that unites this city- re-vegetating

paved landscapes, retrofitting storm drains, greening roofs and whatever it

takes to protect and provide opportunities to connect people to living

environments.

We want to protect the opportunity for future voices to enjoy a greenway

that celebrates land and life.

But a greenway is more than about the protection of place. The forts that

encircle Washington protected ideas – the dreams of unity and justice.

We must protect and replenish these dreams - to look at a city where trees

and parks matter - places to play in safety, places to reflect about

relationships with people, with land and with ourselves. Where a

commitment to livability is measured not only by economic opportunity

but by the care in which we take to build and nurture our communities.

For the care we show one another is interwoven with the care we show the

land – for our hope of a sustainable world is the hope of community. And

that community is not just a community of people but truly only defined in

place – landscape.

Fort Circle Parks Greenway offers a landscape of hope. The hope of

reinforcing this corridor that encircles this great yet unrealized dream of

justice we call Washington.

For the urbanity of peoples is sustained not apart from the land but

sustained only in the embracing arms of the landscape. We are called to

muster our courage and to engage once again our convictions to turn

imagination into reality - Fort Circle Parks Greenway.

David Myers, PhD, ASLA

Landscape Architecture Program

University of Maryland May 2005

“We believe the 9/11 attacks revealed four kinds of failures: in imagination, policy, capability and management.”
p. 339, 9-11 Commission Report. 
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Overview

Ideation and Research

Students first began working on the Fort Circle Parks Greenway Project during the third week of

February. Students brainstormed mission statements, objectives and goals for the project. The first

step taken was the exploration of the GIS data and the creation of maps showing the different files

and describing the realm of valuable information contained in the attributes of the files. Students

also conducted general research on the Fort Circle Parks using the Big Picture, part of the D.C.

General Management Plan, the Final Management Plan for the parks, the Call to Action Plan of the

Committee of 100, and other related materials to familiarize themselves with the parks and forts.

The GIS data was supplied by the National Park Service. Students also engaged in research on the

web. The project was undertaken using ARCGIS Version 9 along with Spatial and 3D Analyst.

Inventory

The general approach to understand and envision the greenway was to divide the proposed greenway

into eighteen greenway neighborhoods. Each student was assigned a segment and the surrounding

one to one and one-third mile block around his or her segment of the trail. We designated these areas

as the Greenway Neighborhoods. It was at this level that students conducted inventory,

programming and composite analysis and ultimately envisioning ideas for the greenway. Once

assigned a neighborhood, students were responsible for finding out as much as they could about their

neighborhood, for instance, what percentage of the population are children under the age of eighteen,

what forts and other important landmarks were in their neighborhood, what schools and institutions

are present, and what major roads and other natural barriers are present. A couple of the

neighborhoods lie along a parallel new proposed route of the trail where the trail splits off and joins

back with the original trail. The new route allows the trail to form more of a true semi-circle and has

the potential to replace the original proposed route if it is found to be preferable and feasible to run

the trail that way.

The class was first asked to give their neighborhood a name, produce one general map of their area,

and to share their findings of the neighborhood with the rest of the class to familiarize everyone.

This led to students producing three different types of maps to show biotic features, abiotic features,

and cultural features. The students pinned up their maps and decided which maps included key

features to make mandatory on all maps and which features could be removed without losing vital

information. For example, all sheets show the trail, junction points between neighborhoods, the

National Park Service Parks, and the Fort Circle Parks. The abiotic data sheets show and describe

the slope of the terrain. The biotic data sheets include an aerial photograph, woodlands, water, and

wetlands and describe these features. The cultural data sheets illustrate streets, buildings, schools,

bridges, police stations, fire stations, hospitals, bus stops, metro stations, and universities and

describe these features. In addition, students each produced potential layouts, and the class decided

on the best layout and made modifications to improve that layout before adopting it for each map.

Programming

Next, students discussed programming, considering two broad categories of users: local residents and

non-local residents including tourists. Students listed potential user groups, including bird-watchers,

bikers, joggers, and inline skaters. They wrote first-person narratives about the user populations and

specific events most likely to occur in their individual neighborhood. With programming it was

important to define the frequency, duration, and intensity of the user experiences.

Students also brainstormed types of nodes that play a role in the greenway. These included

forts, gardens, hilltops/vistas, cemeteries, and other significant features. The kinds of linear

segments, or linkages, present for this urban greenway vary in terms of steepness,

fragmentation, degree of wooded tree cover, and the degree to which they must cross roads,

streams, and rivers by such means as crosswalks, bridges, or even a seasonal ferry.

Group Site Visit / Photographic Boards

On March 2, the class took a field trip to tour as many of the forts as could be seen in one

afternoon. The trip allowed the students to better familiarize themselves with their individual

neighborhoods. Students returned to the sites later to take photographs of their neighborhoods

to be used on their photo boards.

Composite Analysis

On March 9, the class held a meeting with representatives from the National Park Service to

gather feedback on the way the project was progressing. Many questions and uncertainties

about individual neighborhoods and the overall trail were addressed during the session. At the

end of the day, students conducted an exercise to identify opportunities and constraints in their

neighborhoods by writing the opportunities or constraints on a slips of paper and placing them

in the appropriate spots on their maps. This exercise lead to the initial production of Composite

Analysis maps. This map was further edited in group and individual critiques to arrive at the

final Composite Analysis boards

Ideation Again

Students looked at precedent greenway case studies (Appendix A-2) from around the country

that included innovative features for ideas, then promulgated both small ideas for their

neighborhood and larger overall ideas for the entire greenway, such as linking the greenway

via a series of lookout towers and use of site markers with the fort names to mark the location

of forts no longer existing. These ideas were presented to two outside professional landscape

architects for feed back. (Appendix A-3.)

Master Plans and Focus Area

During the final week and a half before the project was to be presented to the National Park

Service at the National Capitol Planning Commission, the students developed planning and

design solutions boards for their respective greenway neighborhoods. This board included a

master plan, a site scale focus plan, and associated sketches to convey the essence of the focus

area. The design and program for the focus area represented satisfying programmatic needs

while addressing the composite analysis of the neighborhoods. After the formal review, the

students were again asked to review boards and asked to make corrections.

Presentation and Document Compilation

The students presented their work April 17, 2005 to the National Park Service at the National

Capitol Planning Commission. Students exported completed digital files at 300 dpi. This files

were reviewed for changes. The final report was converted to PDF format.
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