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report is a step forward.  It recommends preserving the natural resources in parks, including establishing a tree-
canopy goal for DC, conserving native species, protecting critical habitat, mapping resource protection districts, and 
identifying the parks’ role in mitigating effects of global warming.  Parks, including our Capitol Hill triangle parks, are 
also a key feature of the L’Enfant Plan.  The 2009 report calls for protecting the L’Enfant Plan’s “visual openness and 
functional qualities.”  We urge the CapitalSpace partners to follow-through with these goals and also obtain the 
needed funding to achieve them.    
 
 
26__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Eric Gilliland, Executive Director 
Washington Area Bicyclist Association 
 
Below are the comments of the Washington Area Bicyclist Association on the Capital Space Initiative. We are 
pleased that the National Capital Planning Commission, the National Park Service and the government of the District 
of Columbia are undertaking the first comprehensive examination of the city’s parks and open spaces in 40 years. As 
a local non-profit organization dedicated to increasing the safe use of bicycles for transportation and recreation, 
WABA shares the project’s vision of safe and accessible parks that connect communities and provide for active 
recreation all of which contributes to a more healthy and sustainable city. Our association stands ready to assist with 
the implementation of the study’s recommendations. 
 
However, while we certainly believe in the overall vision for the project and the goals promoted by the Capital Space 
Initiative (CSI), we are concerned that conflicts between the transportation policies of the District of Columbia, and 
those of the National Park Service, will continue to confound progress on non-motorized transportation and recreation 
efforts. While the government of the District of Columbia has been extremely proactive in encouraging cycling for 
transportation and recreation, the National Park Service (NPS), which exercises great control over a vast amount of 
greenspace in the city and the roads that run through or along these greenspaces, has often proven to be an obstacle 
to improved biking and walking conditions. As Abraham Lincoln once said, a house divided against itself cannot 
stand, and without the close coordination of the District Department of Transportation and the NPS in the 
implementation of the recommendations of the CSI, we feel that this tremendous opportunity to develop a trail 
network within the confines of the District will be lost. 
 
While the CSI provides some broader policy guidance, the devil is, as always, in the details. Given the project’s 
emphasis on the use of trails both within the parks, and in creating safe routes both from local communities to parks 
and between the parks themselves, we feel that more detail on the type of trails proposed by the CSI is required 
before our association can fully embrace the overall project. 
 
Unfortunately, over the last 10 years certain divisions of the National Park Service in the DC region have 
demonstrated a reluctance to accommodate non-motorized visitors. Opportunities to simultaneously reduce the 
impact of motor vehicle traffic on the local environment while increasing non-motorized transportation options have 
been passed up, and existing trails in park areas continue to rapidly deteriorate through a lack of maintenance funds. 
Additional proposed trails such as the Metropolitan Branch Trail and the Anacostia Riverwalk and Trail, trails which 
will form the backbone of an integrated trail network within the city limits, continue to languish years behind schedule, 
and the reconstruction of the Rock Creek Trail, which has been neglected so long that the trail itself creates safety 
hazards, has experienced repeated delays. 
 
The lack of progress on new trails and the failure to maintain or improve existing trails seems to indicate that paved 
trails are, in the view of the National Park Service, antithetical to proper environmental stewardship. In spite of 
tremendous advances in environmentally sensitive design, and stated National Park Service goals of improving 
recreational opportunities within national parks, great effort has been made to keep trails out of greenspaces. Trail 
design standards for trails within national park areas also fall far below nationally recognized design 
recommendations in an apparent effort to reduce the perceived impact on the environment. By reducing trail width 
below standards recommended by the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials, resulting 
facilities could create safety hazards in high use areas, or become obsolete soon after they are constructed if use is 
heavy. 
 
The CSI offers an opportunity for the National Park Service and the District Department of Transportation to truly 
coordinate, perhaps for the first time on a city wide level, the design, construction and maintenance of trails and other 
bike facilities that will help enhance the visitor experience, connect communities to the open spaces in their 
neighborhoods, and provide non-motorized transportation options to a greater number of District residents and 
visitors. However, the transportation benefit of the CSI is ignored in the planning document. We urge the CSI partners 
to examine how their proposed facilities might encourage more people to walk or bike to work or school, how trails 
might connect communities to transit centers, and how the overall plan will contribute to creating neighborhoods that 
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are more bicycle and pedestrian friendly. We further encourage the DDOT and NPS to reach an agreement that 
clearly designates which agency is responsible for overall trail maintenance. 
 
In addition to the above recommendations, WABA recommends the following:  
 
Put Trails in the Parks 
Paved trails are not antithetical to the goals of preserving open space. Modern design techniques can build paved 
bike facilities with minimal impact on the environment. The National Park Service should embrace its goals of 
promoting recreation, combating climate change, and encouraging non-motorized visitation by creating new paved 
trail facilities in area parks. 
 
Build Facilities for Future Cyclists 
While bike lanes are helpful to more experienced cyclists, many potential cyclists feel the need for facilities that are 
separated from traffic by some sort of barrier. Bikeways such as shared use paths, cycle tracks, and protected bike 
lanes will provide greater incentive for those that currently do not ride to do so and should be the first facilities 
proposed in design phases. 
 
Build Hard Surfaced Trails 
The Capital Space Initiative recommends the creation of many new primary and secondary trails. Such facilities need 
to be paved in order to attract the widest variety of users. Modern, environmentally sensitive designs should be 
employed on all trails constructed in park areas. If the addition of new impervious surfaces to parks is a concern, then 
paved surfaces in such places as parking lots can be removed to offset the increase.  
 
Add Emphasis on Non-Motorized Transportation 
As previously mentioned, the focus of the Capital Space Initiative is on recreational activities. WABA believes that the 
proposed new trails and other bike facilities should also be seen for their transportation value and every effort should 
be made to ensure the connection of new and existing park trails to schools, employment centers, exiting trails, and 
transit centers. 
 
Coordinate Bikeway Design and Signage 
The success of the CSI will rely on the close coordination between the National Park Service and the District 
Department of Transportation. The National Park Service should update its trail design standards to AASHTO 
guidelines and integrated trail signage that connects park and non-park areas should be similar. 
 
Improve the Fort Circle Parks Plan 
While the CSI does mention the need for a greenway to connect the various Fort Circle Parks, no details are given on 
whether this greenway will be designed for both bicyclists and pedestrians, nor does it mention whether the surface 
will be paved or natural. To the greatest extent possible, the Fort Circle Parks should be linked by paved, separated, 
and well-signed bikeways, such as trails within the parks themselves, and by separated bikeways on roads 
connecting the parks. At a minimum bike lanes or signed shared roadways should be used. For trails within the parks 
that are designed for exploration of the parks themselves, natural surface trails will suffice. Overall, clear route 
signage is needed to guide park visitors. We also strongly recommend that efforts on the DC Fort Circle Parks should 
be intimately linked with efforts now underway in Northern Virginia to connect the Virginia Fort Circle Parks and Civil 
War historic sites. 
 
Provide Bike Parking at Parks, Playfields, School Yards 
Bike parking is an important amenity for cyclist that should be amply provided at all destinations. However, while 
vehicle parking is mentioned as a key aspect of access to recreation centers, nothing is mentioned about parking for 
cyclists. 
 
Overall, the Washington Area Bicyclist Association is excited about the possibilities included in the Capital Space 
Initiative, but we feel that more attention needs to be placed on the details in the plan. This is a unique opportunity to 
establish a better link between the people and government of the District of Columbia and the National Park Service, 
which controls much of the city’s greenspace. Thank you for the opportunity to offer our comments. 
 
 
27__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Steve Warner 
 
I write in reference to ongoing proposals at the Armed Force Retirement Home, as a military reservation, I propose 
contacting the Archdiocese of Military Services in consultation regarding this property, as I do not favor it being 
developed into a city, a park is acceptable and desirable, and usage of vacant buildings there, Grant Hall, would 



CapitalSpace Public Comments to Draft Plan 

 13

make sense as Archdiocesan housing for persons with disabilities physical, mental, borderline including educational, 
in cooperation with both Archdiocese, Military Services and Washington. 
 
I am a parishioner at a Catholic Church in a neighborhood adjacent to the AFRH. 
 
 
28__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Cliff Valenti 
ANC 1A08 
 
ANC 1A would like to thank you for your efforts in reviewing the state of the Districts parks and green spaces. 
However, we would like the draft plan revised to include the following opportunities for green space: 
• Until November, 1968, the green space along the western side of the Armed Forces Retirement Home (from 

Rock Creek Church Road southward along Park Place NW to Irving Street) was open to the public and served as 
open space for Park View, Columbia Heights, and Petworth.  The AFRH must be part of the Capital Space plan 
due to its historical significance and past use as this area of the cities only green space of usable value.  

• The draft plan needs to identify new access points to Rock Creek Park that could be created along the 3300-
3800 blocks of 14th Street.  

• The draft plan needs to focus on opportunities for green space in neighborhoods that are currently lacking 
sufficient green space based on population.  

 
ANC 1A would like these items addressed in the master plan for Parks and green space proposed by Capital Space. 
 This letter was approved by ANC 1A in a vote of _8_ commissioners in support, and _0__ commissioners opposed 
(_1__ abstentions) at the November 11, 2009 meeting of ANC 1A. 
 
 
29__________________________________________________________________________________ 
David Healey, Director of District I 
National Capital Area Garden Clubs, Inc. 
 
1. National Arboretum. In Challenges and Opportunities you acknowledge the USDA's National Arboretum (pages 22 
and 23) and never mention it again. The arboretum is treated like an ugly step sister hidden away in the attic, and yet 
it is easily the third largest, and most horticulturally significant park in the District of Columbia. The failure of including 
USDA as a CapitalSpace partner and the failure to enhance the National Arboretum de facto use as a park are series 
omissions. 
 
2. Irrigation. Nowhere in CapitalSpace is there any mention of irrigation. I am not suggesting that it is needed in all of 
the parks, but certainly in heavily used center city and tourist area parks and wherever one wants flower gardens. 
You cannot count on drought tolerant plants in these areas and even drought tolerant plants need a drink of water 
during Washington's annual August drought. You mention median strips twice in Transforming Small Parks. Median 
strips in particular need irrigation. I am thinking particularly of the one on Pennsylvania Avenue SE between 3d street 
and Barney Circle. The crab trees have been replanted and replanted because of a lack of water. Even the 
Knock Out roses suffer for lack of water. It's a ceremonial approach to the Capitol yet no irrigation. 
 
3. Nongovernmental Organizations. I think your effort would be enhanced by an earlier outreach to nongovernmental 
organizations that have pre‐existing expertise with regard to many of the issues presented. It's absurd to talk of doing 
this or that with regard to water quality, wetlands, storm water runoff, etc. without bringing in the expertise of the 
Anacostia Watershed Society. It's folly to talk of small parks without bringing in the garden clubs and garden club 
members who maintain some them that are being maintained. You'd do yourselves a big favor to bring in the NGOs. 
Enhancing Urban Natural Areas 
 
4. Beware of so‐called "native" plants. There is no national, let alone international, movement to stop, let alone, 
reverse global warming. It will take more than a local effort to address this problem. Accordingly, what you think of as 
"native" plants will no longer be native to this environment in sooner years than you may think. You seem to 
acknowledge climate change in your proposal for a climate adaptation plan. You should include "climate appropriate" 
plants in such adaptation planning. But also, any talk of "native" plants must acknowledge the temporariness of this 
concept. 
 
Enhancing Center City Parks 
5. The fourth parenthetical under Challenges on page 80 should read "security (issues such as homelessness, 
prostitution and drug dealing)". Our history is that prostitution led to the removal of park benches in the Eastern 
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Market Metro Square in the 1980s, the prostitutes left but the benches never returned. If you don't begin addressing 
this issue now, it will continue to haunt you and continue to be counter‐productive in center city parks. 
 
Transforming Small Parks 
6. Historically, neither the District of Columbia nor the Federal Government have had sufficient resources to maintain 
these "small parks." There is nothing about the present economy, nor current public revenues, to suggest that this 
lack of funding will change in the foreseeable future. Presently many of these "small parks" are maintained by one or 
more neighbors. It would be counter‐productive in the extreme for any CapitalSpace intrusion which would undercut 
or preempt these volunteers and their voluntary maintenance of their now independent "small parks." I am thinking of 
too much regulation, too much interference from downtown, too little attention paid to the neighbors and those 
actually volunteering. 
 
7. I am generally opposed to any systemization of the "small parks" in residential or mostly residential areas. You 
may want to, or even need to, systemize the "small parks" in commercial and/or governmental areas. However the 
character of each "small park" in a residential area should be in keeping with the character of the immediate 
neighborhood. There is way too much talk of "recreation" generally, but it is specifically inappropriate in relation to 
"small parks" which at most call for one or two benches for contemplation. 
 
David Healy is an attorney in private practice. He is past president of the Capitol Hill Garden Club. 
 
 
30__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Gretchen Ellsworth  
 
Thanks for the chance to comment on this ambitious effort. It is good to see the varying agencies with specific 
responsibilities touching on parks collaborating and planning together. I am very hopeful this effort will yield good 
results. 
 
My comment focuses on the fact that this plan seems to stop literally at the water's edge in a city where our 
waterways - especially the Anacostia and Potomac Rivers - are signature features and major sources for recreation 
and restorative contemplation. Just like green spaces they too are playing fields which cry out for better and more 
universally available access. 
 
I suggest the plan be extended to these wonderful rivers, which also offer open spaces, offer opportunities to refresh 
the spirit and invigorate the body, and need the loving stewardship of many users to be their best. Water use needs 
land access, both on the Anacostia where boathouse development has been encouraged and on the Potomac where 
more proactive work is needed. Incorporation in the plan of a specific "boathouse zone" on the Potomac, already 
embedded in National Park Service planning for the Georgetown riverfront, would give renewed momentum to the 
effort to expand river access there. The idea of a boathouse zone has been around for some time – it is part of the 
Georgetown Waterfront Plan, approved by the National Park Service in 1986 and reviewed by NCPC around this 
same time. 
 
Boathouses foster river use by rowers and paddlers of all kinds and level of skill. Particularly needed is more access 
to the Potomac for rowers which at present is very constricted. Rowing, like paddling, is a sport that captures the very 
essence of the CapitalSpace plan – it connects people to the city’s rivers and to urban natural areas in a manner 
respectful of the natural ecosystem. A boathouse row will contribute to the beauty of the passive waterfront park 
currently nearing completion in Georgetown along the Potomac and make the river more accessible to all users, both 
on and off-shore. 
 
Thank you for your attention to the city’s existing parks, large and small. And, for helping to begin the conversation 
about how to make them more accessible and usable. I strongly believe increasing access through implementing a 
boathouse row on the Potomac River in Georgetown will enhance the plan and therefore, respectfully suggest its 
inclusion. 
 
 
31__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Judy Scott Feldman, Chair and President and PhD W. Kent Cooper, FAIA, Vice-Chair 
National Coalition to Save Our Mall 
 
In our written response to the public preview of the CapitalSpace study in April 2007, the National Coalition to Save 
Our Mall pointed out that we believed there were two potentially fatal flaws in the basic programming of the study that 
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would limit its usefulness: split jurisdiction of the open space and the failure to include the National Mall. Our 
comments were ignored, but the issues have not gone away. 
 
Throughout the report, chapter by chapter, the problem of divided responsibilities among federal and District 
authorities is cited as a critical management and development issue. We believe that the six worthy “Big Ideas” are 
probably doomed to failure because of the failure to address this problem in some effective manner. 
 
This difficult question of divided management is still unresolved, and should be a matter of open, public discussion 
involving neighborhoods and residents as well as federal and District agencies: How to implement the CapitalSpace 
program in an intelligent, coherent way with unified management policies that transcend jurisdictional interests and 
priorities. 
 
Placing all the parkland under a single jurisdiction would be one solution, but ceding District land back to the Federal 
Government is contrary to the spirit of local government set out in the Home Rule Act. Likewise, ceding all parkland – 
except perhaps the Monumental Core – to the District would be problematic when the District’s record of spotty 
maintenance is considered. So, if a single jurisdiction is not feasible what else can be done? 
 
One possibility is to unify the management and policy development of all the parks, leaving jurisdictions unchanged. 
This might be achieved through the creation of a Capital City Parks Authority operated by a board of directors 
composed of equal representation from the National Park Service, the District’s Parks Department, and the general 
public. This Board would hire a professional park manager. Another option would be a public development 
corporation with land acquisition authority similar to the National Capital Commission in Ottawa, Canada. Other major 
cities have established similar boards or public authorities to manage their parks more effectively. 
 
Who would fund such an authority? Who would police the parks? Who would oversee the authority’s activities? There 
are many ways to solve these and other problems. But the critical first task is creating the political will to make 
unification happen. 
 
A primary goal of such a parks authority would be to create coherent, coordinated management policies suited to the 
District’s urban park environment. The National Park Service, the federal agency that administers 90% of the 
parkland under consideration, follows management policies that, while developed to protect and preserve wilderness 
park across the country, are not be applicable or useful for managing urban parks such as those in the District. On 
the contrary, Park Service management is a long-standing source of friction between the Park Service and District 
government, local business leaders, and residents seeking to improve the welcoming, urban quality of local parks. 
Creating a great park system for the District is impossible without establishing new urban park management 
guidelines different from federal policies now in use. Developing these policies can done by a new park authority 
working in consultation with the neighborhood residents as well as the public-private partnerships mentioned in the 
conclusion of the study. 
 
Some general comments about the draft report: 
• The material is well organized and presented, and very colorful. 
• We wish the report included more factual information about each park: physical condition, function, public 

involvement, plans, and so on. We assume this material has been collected. Could it be added in an Appendix or 
separate workbook?  

• The lettering of the keys on the maps is often too small to be legible, rendering those charts rather useless. 
• The failure to include the National Mall in the analysis is like leaving Central Park out of a study of the New York City 

park system. The document should acknowledge, at the very least, the Mall as historically the central “park” 
feature of the national capital and an integral component of the citywide park system as envisioned by the 
McMillan Commission Plan of 1902. 

 
In conclusion, we urge NCPC, NPS, and the District government (with Congressional oversight) to sit down together, 
and in consultation with local residents and neighborhood representatives, to find a way to unify management. This 
would make it possible to add a concluding section “The Seventh Big Idea”: unified park management. This critical 
step would make this study a truly useful document for our parks and the larger interest of District residents. 
 
We would appreciate your comments on our ideas. 
 
 
32__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Edith MacArthur 
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I am delighted at the prospect of a comprehensive, collaborative plan for parks all over DC, and laud you for this 
undertaking. 
I do wish to point out what, to me, is a glaring omission in the study to date, and that is the river front and rivers they 
serve. 
 
As a lifetime naturalist and rower (I was born a naturalist; I became a competitive rower 31 years ago on the Potomac 
River), I have long considered the upper stretch of the Potomac the hidden natural jewel of DC, and never fail to be 
overwhelmed by its beauty.  So many of our nation's wonderful cities have boathouse rows.  I see it as a shortcoming 
that our city does not. 
 
I would wish that you include, as you move forward, the boathouse zone that was adopted in 1986 by the NPS and 
NCPC, and give rivers and river frontage the attention they deserve in a comprehensive, city wide, park plan for the 
district. 
 
 
33__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Carl Rollins 
 
The current Capital Space Plan (the “plan”) badly misses the mark in its vision for “improving public schoolyards.”  In 
short, the 20-plus vacant public schools and adjacent grounds in the District of Columbia should be preserved for 
community gardens and farms with the goal of starting a widespread, government-initiated urban agriculture program 
here. 
 
These comments are meant as constructive criticism--an effort to take good work and make it better.  Maybe after 
reading this you will consider some things that you had not thought of before. 
 
As an outgoing co-president of the DC Environmental Education Consortium (DCEEC) I am heartened that the 
DCEEC and schoolyard vegetable gardens were mentioned in the draft.  However, in my personal capacity as a 
citizen I am disappointed by the limited scope of the schoolyard greening vision.  The plan hits all of the politically 
correct buzz words but is incomplete. 
 
Merely renovating schoolyards alone will not “better connect children with the environment.”  Doing so has little hope 
by itself of actually changing the behaviors of future generations.   
 
The nation’s capital is already one of the greenest cities in America.  Unfortunately, minorities do not appreciate the 
value of the natural world to the same degree as the population as a whole.  Why? 
  
Many of our citizens struggle with daily survival and getting enough food to eat.  One in eight Americans is now on 
food stamps.i One in five children in the nation’s capital live in poverty.ii  Almost 70% of public school students here 
are eligible for free or reduced meals at school.iii   
 
In order to encourage over 54% of the populationiv to more appreciate the natural environment, and make decisions 
and take actions to protect it, a massive change in the culture will have to occur.  In fact, the population as a whole 
should be doing much, much more to preserve the environment.  This will require a complete paradigm shift. 
 
The proposed parks in the plan are not meaningful to many of our low-income residents.  To the extent that they are 
the influence is often destructive not constructive.  Currently, too many African American young people are obsessed 
with celebrity culture and professional sports to the detriment of their studies.  The media has warped their thinking.   
 
Perhaps the last thing we need is the overemphasis placed on playfields in this plan—they just feed into this 
unrealistic “I want to be in the NBA” fetish that is too prevalent already.  What our children need is to be invested in 
life, and to learn the moral character necessary to be successful.  Just building parks will not achieve this. 
 
Far too much money is spent on new fields and parks already with limited accountability “under the radar.”v 
 
In recent years I have become very interested in these issues and deeply involved as a volunteer helping to teach 
about the importance of maintaining urban green space in our efforts to combat climate change. 
   
Working as one of the farm coordinators at the Common Good City Farm in Washington, DC, and elsewhere, I have 
seen the impact and potential of urban agriculture.  In addition, through the DCEEC’s School Yard Greening 
Committee I have seen how important it is to teach these valuable concepts to young people.  
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I support the plan’s goal to increase green space overall.  
 
However, I believe that when it comes to schoolyard gardens and the potential of urban farms, that there is a glaring 
omission.  Our policy makers, the public, and even those who are involved in urban greening efforts have been 
thinking far too small. 
 
During WWII more than 40% of our vegetables were grown in “Victory Gardens.”  The time has come to go back to 
the future. 
 
Residents of the District of Columbia face an array of problems that can be addressed in part by promoting edible 
schoolyard gardens and large-scale urban agriculture. 
 
First and foremost, climate change is a worldwide problem that must be combated by encouraging personal and 
community-wide sacrifice.  We must all learn to get by with less.  Growing some of our own food should be part of this 
calculus.  If preventing global warming and environmental literacy are so important then why isn’t passing the 
Environmental Sciences class required for high school graduation?  If these issues are so urgent then all kids should 
be required to be out in the garden reconnecting with nature.   
 
The changes being debated in Congress right now to stem temperature increases are not enough in the absence of 
some miraculous future technological innovation.  Even if the West reduces its greenhouse gas emissions; nations 
such as China, India and Vietnam are increasing their levels of development at such staggering rates that what we 
are contemplating doing will essentially make no difference.  We must begin to make drastic changes.vi 
 
Low-income urban communities are adversely affected by preventable diseases that can all be tackled through 
improved nutrition and healthy lifestyles: high blood pressure, high cholesterol and high rates of heart disease.  
Washington, DC also ranked 9th in childhood obesity in a recent study.vii   
 
Elevating the importance of teaching healthy diets and lifestyles is really just emphasizing the importance of self-
discipline.  More importantly, if a person learns to exercise self-control in one area this can be easily applied in other 
areas of their life.  Isn’t the key to studying self-discipline?  Isn’t the key to refraining from juvenile crime self-
discipline?  Washington, DC has high rates of teen pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases are rampant in African 
American communities, and our HIV/AIDS rate is at third world levels.  Self-discipline is required to stop this self-
destruction. 
 
Coupled with these health problems is the increasing obstacle of food access.  Many minority communities do not 
have access to fresh and affordable fruits and vegetables and have become “food deserts.”viii  How do we begin to 
address these problems?   
 
Some cities and states have begun to implement laws that provide tax incentives for supermarkets to open in 
communities that have been redlined by banks and insurance companies.  However, the only way to ensure a self-
sufficient solution immediately is to begin growing fruits and vegetables right there in the neighborhoods that are food 
insecure. 
 
With these kinds of daunting problems, how is it even relevant that a ball field is not “regulation size”? 
 
Urban agriculture has been an age-old response to these issues worldwide.  Beautifying the landscape, often with the 
use of chemical fertilizers, insecticides, pesticides and herbicides is not a real solution.  Warehousing vast tracks of 
urban land for future economic development for decades is wasteful.  On the other hand, growing food on this land is 
more utilitarian, more efficient, and great for the environment.  It places value on putting the concerns of the 
community before the personal, as well as the sustainability of the planet. 
 
Local, seasonal produce travels shorter distances to get from farm to table, thus burning fewer fossil fuels.ix  It is 
unassailable that urban farming is a low cost, low carbon footprint solution to many of the societal ills outlined above.   
 
Urban farming solves more problems than just those centered on health, nutrition, food access and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  We must keep in mind that complex problems require an analytical, multi-disciplinary approach. 
 
Agricultural runoff is the nation’s leading polluter of our waterways according to the EPA.x  Edible schoolyard gardens 
are ideal for changing behaviors relative to our water use because food is the intersection of so many crucial areas in 
our lives: physical, mental and spiritual.  Watershed education is more meaningful in this setting because everybody 
eats food, the connections are obvious, and just about everyone “gets it” when it is carefully explained to them.   
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Indeed, large organic urban farms would most likely filter more stormwater runoff than small schoolyard 
demonstration gardens.  Community volunteers and the students could do the work instead of paying thousands of 
dollars for environmental engineers and landscape designers to plan and install rain gardens at schools.  In this 
regard, AmeriCorps workers and faith-based groups could prove vital. 
 
Rain gardens are an important part of solving the nonpoint source pollution problem; but in terms of funding, these 
demonstration efforts eat up substantial money that might be better used elsewhere in our educational efforts. 
 
In one case that many of the District’s low-income residents would no doubt find troubling $300,000 is being spent on 
a bioswale at just one school (Brent ES).  $50,000 on plants alone!  In another case, a District governmental agency 
issued a Request for Applications to construct cisterns to collect rain water for “green toilets” at just two schools.  The 
price tag?  $500,000.   
 
Similarly, the recent groundbreaking for the New Justice Park in Columbia Heights heralded the waste of another 
$700,000-plus.  How many vacant schoolyard blacktops or parking lots could have been converted to gardens or 
farms for this amount?   
 
Are all of the closed schools supposed to become condominiums that a large proportion of DC residents cannot 
afford?  We need to shift our focus and better balance and leverage how development funds are spent. 
 
The plan rightly recognizes that by concentrating on young people we can prevent the next generation from making 
the same mistakes we have made.  Children can be healthy lifestyles “ambassadors” in their homes and “convert” 
their parents.  By focusing initially on schoolyards we maximize the long-range potential.   

Learning about the science related to butterfly gardens and rain gardens are extremely beneficial for many students.  
However, others are so far behind their grade level in reading and math that it does little good to put all of the 
emphasis here.  Some students will never see the inside of a college lecture hall.  For them, it is more important to 
instill in them the values and character necessary to hold down a job and be productive, responsible citizens. 

Hands-on, experiential environmental education has been shown to help student achievement.xi  This type of 
learning, often outdoors, accommodates students who may have difficulty learning by traditional methods.  Gardening 
activities is already being taught in conjunction with science standards in some cases. 

However, focusing on teaching higher order scientific theories can obscure the potential value of teaching simple 
gardening principles as part of the school curriculum.  In many cases, teaching standards and “teaching to the test” is 
overkill.  Simply providing a handful of facts with mentorship, in the right setting, has just as much of a chance to 
encourage curiosity, interest in the outdoors, and change self-destructive behaviors that also have detrimental effects 
on the environment.  

Experience shows that young people who help grow vegetables are more likely to eat them.  Innovative cooking 
demonstrations should also be utilized to drive home the point and continue increasing demand for healthier foods. 

An educational policy that emphasizes growing plants outside in gardens will ensure that every child is taught hard 
work, team work, delayed gratification, openness to new things, good nutrition and nurturing. It would also promote 
exercise, and get them out from in front of the TV and off of the streets. There are other possible social and 
community benefits, as well—such an effort increases interest in and produces green jobs! 

The desire for locally-produced food by people, wholesalers and restaurants—often out of concern about nutrition 
and the environment--is a fact that has been underscored by the recent creation of an organic garden at the White 
House and a farmers market nearby.  In short, there is a ready-made growing commercial market.   
 
By high school the benefits of these policies can reach fruition.  Ultimately, the formation of DC Public School system 
(DCPS) farms, a farmers market, community supported agricultural program (CSA), and jobs on already established 
urban farms, local farms, landscaping businesses, nurseries and garden centers are a reasonable expectation.  
Students participating in the program could one day conceivably receive credit towards graduation and be paid.  
Farming could then be expanded to other unused and under-used public property.  Urban farming jobs will be “green” 
jobs, especially if done with organic methods. 
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Afterschool and summer programs might also be an ideal mechanism for teaching these concepts.  Such 
programming might also include community service and donating produce to food banks and soup kitchens, and thus 
have a “service learning” component.  Again, reinforcing the principle of sacrificing for the greater good. 
 
The time for a concerted effort such as I am proposing is long overdue.  Sales of vegetable seeds have skyrocketed 
in recent years with the increase in food prices and concerns over food safety.xii The number of city dwellers growing 
their own food is proliferating nationwide.  Farm-raising fish, tending bee hives and even raising livestock in urban 
settings is on the rise.xiii 
 
There are already schools and programs doing and promoting this in DC.  DC Greenworks is even considering edible 
green roofs.  Although part of the solution, going vertical isn’t even necessary--there is currently plenty of vacant land 
in virtually every American city. 
 
Some of the schools emphasizing this are Bancroft ES, the LEED certified Phelps, Architecture, Construction & 
Engineering SHS and H. D. Cooke ES, Centro Nia and Thurgood Marshall Charter School.  Some of the other 
programs include Common Good City Farm, the DC Central Kitchen, the DC Farm to School Network, and Brainfood.  
The District has an under-utilized environmental education facility with a full-sized working greenhouse called the 
Lederer Youth Garden.  Many DCPS schools already have greenhouses that have been unused for years. 
 
By gearing the program to potential commercial/entrepreneurial applications the city will fulfill the un-implemented 22-
year old DC law known as the “Food Production and Urban Garden Program;”xiv as well as ensure the program’s 
sustainability.   The District of Columbia Department of Parks & Recreation is in the process of planting small 
demonstration gardens with edible features.  In addition, the city’s Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services is 
contemplating expanding a small garden program into a farm because of the therapeutic possibilities.  There is also a 
Healthy Schools bill that is being formulated in the DC Council that may help coordinating these disparate, largely 
unfunded efforts. 
 
Furthermore, the University of the District of Columbia has over 100 acres of land in Beltsville, MD that is meant to be 
used for research purposes but lies largely fallow.  There has been talk of establishing a College of Urban Agriculture.  
School gardens, current and future urban gardening programs and farms can all be part of an integrated approach to 
addressing health, nutrition, and environmental issues in the District with the proper leadership. 
 
The only thing missing in all of this is a comprehensive vision for pulling these threads together.  The Capital Spaces 
Plan is the ideal mechanism for this.  You should seriously consider adding a seventh “Big Idea”: Promoting Urban 
Farming by Implementing Comprehensive Gardening Curricula in Schools.  The goal should be to start small, but 
while we do this prepare for the future.   
 
Parts of major development tracts (Poplar Point, Reservation 13, St. Elizabeth’s, Walter Reed, McMillan Reservoir), 
perhaps as much as 5%, should be set aside for future urban agriculture.  At least one of these parcels has 
abandoned greenhouses already on it.  These contemplated “placeholders” can be in the form of urban agriculture 
“conservation easements.”      
 
Such a program will increase demand for organic produce and in the long-run force large-scale industrial farms to 
supply more of it.  With a bigger economic pie, urban farmers don’t have to be competitors with small suburban and 
rural farmers but can be partners in solving myriad societal problems.  All of this will pressure the federal government 
to reform agricultural subsidies that often promote the least healthy foods and harm the environment most. 
 
Isn’t this really the only way to begin eliminating the “dead zones” in the Chesapeake Bay and the Gulf of Mexico 
caused by farm runoff? 
 
But first we have to increase the demand for healthy food and growing local produce.  Before we ramp up efforts to 
grow food we must start by “growing” gardeners.  This is why it is vitally important to start with the schools and get 
this part right by emphasizing the necessity of mandating edible schoolyard gardens at every school and funding 
them, now. 
 
                                                 
i “Food Stamp Use Soars, Stigma Fades,” New York Times (11/28/09) 
ii DC Hunger Solutions 
iii Food Research and Action Center, “School Breakfast in America’s Big Cities: School Year 2006‐2007” 
iv US Census Bureau  
v “DC Parks Contracts Bypassed Council,” The Washington Post (10/23/09) 
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vi “The Way We Live Now, Why Bother?,” New York Times (4/20/08) 
vii Trust for America’s Health  
viii The National Academy of Sciences’ “The Public Health Effects of Food Deserts” workshop (see p. 5)  
ix “Environmental Cost of Shipping Groceries Around the World,” New York Times (4/26/08) 
x “Health Ills Abound as Farm Runoff Fouls Wells,” New York Times (9/17/09) 
xi State Education and Environmental Roundtable (SEER)  
xii “Banking on Gardening,” New York Times (6/11/08) 
xiii Growing Power in Milwaukee, WI 
xiv DC Code §48‐402 (3) (D) 
 
 
 
 
34__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Corinne Bronfman 
 
I very much appreciate your effort and support it fully. I was and remain very involved in the development and the 
maintenance of Georgetown Waterfront Park (http://www.georgetownwaterfrontpark.org). In that recent effort there 
are gaps between what was funded and bid for the park build-out and small areas just outside the park boundaries 
between the park and the river which are in need of landscaping and care. 
 
The main focus of my comments is one gap I see in the scope of the plan: access to the waterways for use by 
various constituencies. 
 
I live right on the waterfront and observe the rowing that takes place all year round (except when the river is frozen 
over). I’m also aware of the overcrowding at Thompson’s Boat House with a large number of high school, university, 
masters and elite rowers all trying to negotiate use.  Additionally, Thompson’s is in desperate need of refurbishing.  
 
The problem I’ve seen is conflict between various segments of the community, the rowing community, the Park 
Service, and various concessions that have been operating some of the facilities (like Thompson’s Boat House). The 
parks along the waterfront gain a good deal from the life, vibrancy, and activity of the rivers and their users. It would 
be very useful if Capital Spaces could support the building and maintenance of the boathouses – and coordination 
among the various interest groups. The rowing community needs better boathouse facilities; the NPS has found itself 
in the middle of very vocal and conservative community groups, the university rowers, and the rowing community. 
Some coordination is needed, along with assistance in the maintenance, support, and build-out of these facilities. 
 
Use of the waterways – particularly the Potomac and the Anacostia is an important component of residents’ and 
visitors’ enjoyment of the parks.  Thank you for your consideration and also efforts you are making with regard to the 
parks.  If you need any elaboration of the boathouse issue, I can provide contact names and documentation. 
 
 
35_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Tony Johnson 
 
I write to you to support the concepts embodied in the draft plan, “Ideas to Achieve the Full Potential of Washington’s 
Parks and Open Space.” I applaud the effort undertaken by the CapitalSpace Partners to identify the city’s green 
spaces so that they can be preserved and improved upon for greater use in the future. 
 
My concerns focus on the Potomac and Anacostia Rivers and the enormous need that we have to encourage and 
foster better use of those waterways. I am a rowing person, in fact I began rowing on the Potomac River over fifty 
years ago and I am still involved in the sport today. I would like to see every effort made to continue to foster and 
encourage the continued growth of rowing, and other forms of non-motorized boating in the Nation’s Capital. Rowing 
not only provides a healthy activity for those who partake in the sport, but it also adds to the ambiance and activity of 
those who enjoy looking at our open waterways. It adds to the community. 
 
I suggest the CapitalSpace plan be extended to include the Potomac and Anacostia rivers, which offer open spaces, 
offer opportunities to refresh the spirit and invigorate the body, and need the loving stewardship of many users to be 
their best. Water use such as rowing needs land access, both on the Anacostia where boathouse development has 
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been encouraged and on the Potomac where more proactive work is needed. Incorporation in the plan of a specific 
"boathouse zone" on the Potomac, already embedded in National Park Service planning for the Georgetown 
riverfront, would give renewed momentum to the effort to expand river access there. The idea of a boathouse zone 
has been around for some time – it is part of the Georgetown Waterfront Plan, approved by the National Park Service 
in 1986 and reviewed by NCPC around the same time. Boathouses foster river use by rowers and paddlers of all 
kinds and level of skill. Particularly needed is more access to the Potomac for rowers which at present are very 
constricted. Rowing, like paddling and sailing, is a sport that captures the very essence of the CapitalSpace plan – it 
connects people to the city’s rivers and to urban natural areas in a manner respectful of the natural ecosystem. A 
boathouse row will contribute to the beauty of the passive waterfront park currently nearing completion in Georgetown 
along the Potomac and make the river more accessible to all users, both on and off-shore. 
 
Thank you for your attention to the city’s existing parks, large and small. And, for helping to begin the conversation 
about how to make them more accessible and usable. I strongly believe increasing access through implementing a 
boathouse row on the Potomac River in Georgetown will enhance the plan and therefore, respectfully suggest its 
inclusion. 
 
36_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Reyn Anderson and Richard Houghton 
Washington Central Parks 
 

Washington Central Parks (WCP) is a 501(c)3 organization promoting the creation of a world-class 
system of parks and open spaces on, and trails connecting, the McMillan Reservoir and Sand Filtration Site, the Old 
Soldiers’ Home (currently designated the Armed Forces Retirement Home) and Fort Totten Park, for the benefit of all 
District of Columbia residents, in particular those in North-Central DC (Wards 1, 4 and 5).  We are pleased to offer 
comments on the CapitalSpace Draft Plan. 

 
We commend the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), the National Parks Service 

(NPS), the District of Columbia’s Office of Planning (DCOP) and other DC agencies that have been involved in 
developing and preparing the CapitalSpace Plan.  Sustained, coordinated planning and implementation actions 
among these agencies are critical for the acquisition, development and long-term maintenance of the parks and open 
spaces in the nation’s Capital.  WCP has several general comments and recommendations on the Draft Plan, as well 
as specific proposals for the Fort Circle Parks Idea. 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 
I – A Seventh “Big Idea” 

The Draft Plan rightly recognizes that some areas of the District of Columbia (“DC” or “the City”) are 
underserved by parks and open space.  The Plan does not directly address, however, how the needs of those areas 
will be met.  Development pressures are likely to continue in the District for the foreseeable future.  Growth of 
parkland by area, and not just overall increased capacity, is required to a) keep pace with the surge in need for park 
space that will occur with population growth b) reinforce the need for parks and open space as an urban and 
ecological necessity and c) to demonstrate that park and open space is as a critical element for creating stable, safe 
and desirable neighborhoods.  Therefore, of critical importance is the question of how new parks and open space can 
be created, developed and maintained for parts of the city that have been identified as underserved.  This should be 
included as a seventh “Big Idea” in the Draft Plan. 
 
Recommendation I: 
Add a Seventh “Big Idea” to the Draft Plan: Creating new parks and expanding publicly-accessible open 
spaces.  This can be done through direct purchases, land transfers, preservation easements, tax incentives, 
and other common land conservation techniques. 
 

II – Provide Detailed Action Plans 
WCP is deeply concerned that the Draft Plan does not provide any specifics on how the Plan’s 

proposals will be implemented in the face of the conflicting interests of various DC and federal agencies, as well as 
the private sector.  The Plan completely ignores the difficult, sometimes contentious and often politically charged 
issues of administrative and policy intent, jurisdictional and agency claims and territoriality, and enforcement issues.  
This is a fatal flaw that threatens to render the CapitalSpace Plan little more than a wish list of good ideas.  “Moving 
the Plan Forward” requires specific plans of action.  

 
Working Together 
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In coming to the same table, NCPC, NPS and DCOP, as well as collaborating organizations—

District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS), District Departments of Transportation (DDOT) and Environment 
(DDOE) and the Commission of Fine Arts (CFA) are laying the ground work for comprehensive parks planning and 
more coordinated management.  In its current form, however, the Plan mimics the District and Federal 
Comprehensive Plans as a “guide” for policy decisions, intended to “inform policy updates” and “encourage” action.  
Such aspirational goals cannot be achieved without specifically articulated policies, procedures and enforcement 
mechanisms in place in the implementing agencies.  Those policies and procedures should be designed to ensure 
that the Plan’s goals will have equal footing with competing land use and funding interests.  For example, how will the 
CapitalSpace Plan affect the Master Planning processes of Federal agencies that come before the NCPC for review 
and approval of their land-use plans?  How might such agencies be required to uphold aspects of the Plan affected 
by their proposals?  How will review boards such as the DC Board of Zoning and the Historic Preservation Review 
Board ensure that the Plan is not overlooked in their processes?  In short, how can the Plan get “teeth?”  

 
The Plan promises “continued coordination” among the participating agencies.  The Plan should 

articulate more specifically what this means and how it will be accomplished.  CapitalSpace should, for example, 
develop specific, incremental projects and deadlines for accomplishing the Plan’s stated goals.  This could include a 
timeline that breaks down each Big Idea into implementation periods, including anticipated resource and funding 
needs.  Requiring clear, measurable commitments from the participating agencies will spur greater action.  
Furthermore, as with the historic McMillan Plan, both Congress and the DC Council should be involved in the process 
to ensure adequate funding and political support for the CapitalSpace projects. 

 
Recommendation II(a): 

Use the opportunities provided by the collaborative work begun by CapitalSpace to create a more formal 
framework and codify the relationships among the major Federal and District entities (including but not 
necessarily limited to NCPC, NPS, OP and DPR), particularly with respect to planning budgets and resource 
allocation. 
 
Recommendation II(b): 

Develop policies, procedures and enforcement mechanisms within each agency that actively promote and 
apply the CapitalSpace Plan to all relevant agency actions. 
 
Recommendation II(c): 

Develop specific, incremental projects and deadlines for accomplishing the Plan’s stated goals and ensure 
that both the DC Council and relevant Congressional members are appropriately engaged. 

 
Working with Others 

The CapitalSpace Plan rightly recognizes that “strong partnerships, both formal and informal, [are] 
a major element by which the CapitalSpace priority actions items can be realized” and suggests that “Capital Space’s 
recommendations can be used by park stakeholders to invigorate related efforts.” (p.98)  As with the section on 
“Working Together,” these aspirations are just that without fuller explanations of how such relationships can and 
might work.   

 
 
Recommendation II(d): 
When developing Recommendation IIa-c, include public and stakeholder participation.  Establish a regular 
meeting schedule, open to public and stakeholder participation on at least a semi-annual basis.  
 
Recommendation II(e): 
Develop clear mechanisms for establishing partnerships with community organizations, including the 
generally permissible parameters of such relationships (e.g. specific collaborative opportunities, funding 
resources, agency limitations, etc.)  

 
Funding the Vision 

The Plan states that “new tools and funding methods to plan, enhance, and maintain Washington’s 
parks and open space will need to be created and used.” (page 7)  This is key to the long-term successful 
implementation of the CapitalSpace Plan and requires further explanation.  How, for example, will the various 
agencies coordinate their budgeting plans?  Proposals for “new tools and funding methods” should be developed and 
presented to the public and interested stakeholders for input, and then passed into law through the DC Council and, 
as appropriate, the Congress. 
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Further, the Plan states that “specific projects may be submitted by a federal agency or listed as 

recommended by NCPC in the Federal Capital Improvements Program, and the District can influence the type of park 
and open-space projects that are funded in the local government agencies’ annual Capital Improvement Plan budgets 
in support of CapitalSpace.” (p.99)  The Plan should specify what factors will be taken into consideration in 
determining how a particular project receives priority for funding and promotion. 
 
Recommendation II(f): 
Specify in detail what “new tools and funding methods” might be developed to promote the CapitalSpace 
goals and how they will be implemented through the partnership framework established among the 
CapitalSpace agencies, as well as with potential outside partners. 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation II(g): 
Develop, with public input, which factors to consider and weigh in choosing CapitalSpace projects for 
recommendation in the Capital Improvement Plans and a process for making such recommendations with 
public input. 
 

 
III – Make Underlying Data And Analyses Public 

The Plan provides snapshot summaries of park data, such as ownership, usage, distribution, size, 
access to playfields and so on, but few data and detailed maps are provided.  CapitalSpace’s comprehensive 
analysis of all of Washington’s parks and open spaces (page 3) is not on the website, nor is it included in the 
document draft.  Has this material been made available to the public?  If not, why not?  Access to detailed and 
regularly updated information is vital to planning efforts and must be readily and transparently available to Federal 
and District planning agencies, as well as interested stakeholders and the public.  Data includes basic information 
about the resource such as size, location, responsible agency and so on; physical characteristics such as topological 
and hydrological baselines, cultural resources and so embedded in accessible and scalable maps; an archive of past 
budgets and actual expenditures on the resource, including capital improvements as well as maintenance, as well as 
projected budgets and links to Federal and District Capital Improvement Programs (e.g., where has the money been 
spent in the past, where is it budgeted in the future and who is spending it?) 
 
Recommendation III: 

Make available in both hard copy and electronic format all of the CapitalSpace data and analyses and 
establish an interagency commitment to continue to maintain the data in the public realm and update this 
data with at least every budget cycle. 
 

IV – Define Important Terms 
The words “park” or “open space” mean different things to different individuals and constituency 

groups.  The Plan recognizes that parks and open space comes in all shapes and sizes and that numerous 
constituencies, often competing or mutually exclusive, claim parkland, recreation area or open space.  Without a 
common understanding of terms, there remains the possibility of unintentional or intentional misunderstanding or 
misuse of language. 
 
Recommendation IV: 

Provide definitions to avoid ambiguity of critical terms and concepts such as, but not necessarily limited to, 
“park”, “open space”, “regional park”, neighborhood park”, “historic/cultural park”, “natural area”, 
“recreation area”, “schoolfield” and “playfield”. 
 

V – Include The Private Sector 
Notably absent from the Plan is any discussion of how the private sector will be engaged.  Cities 

such as Chicago, New York and Seattle have demonstrated that the private sector is a critical partner in successful, 
modern park development projects.  Major “players” in Washington’s land use and real estate development sector, as 
well as large private and institutional landholders, should be apprised of the CapitalSpace initiative and its long-term 
implications for the City’s health and development.  Partnerships should be actively sought for private sector 
investment into each of the Plan’s projects and goals.  Such investments could range from direct financial support to 
volunteering time in cleanups and everything in between.  Actively engaging the private sector in parks and open 
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space development and maintenance will raise awareness of their many important benefits and better ensure 
recognition and commitment to their long-term preservation and viability. 
 
Recommendation V: 

Develop a plan of action to market the CapitalSpace Plan to the private sector (e.g. private landholders, 
institutions, foundations and developers) and actively engage it in the Plan’s long-term development and 
implementation.  

 
VI – Plan For CapitalSpace’s Growth 

Some District fields and parks likely have a high proportion of non-District users, and recreation 
areas outside of the District likely are utilized by District residents.  Parts of the Fort Circle Parks lie outside of the 
District and natural areas and parks do not stop at the District boundaries.  “CapitalSpace” could conceivably become 
“NationalCapitalRegionSpace”. 
 
 

Recommendation VI: 

Consider broader inter-jurisdictional and regional planning issues as a natural next step in the CapitalSpace 
Initiative’s development.  
 

LINKING THE FORT CIRCLE PARKS 
 

As the CapitalSpace participants well know, the ensemble of grounds stretching just below Fort 
Totten, from National Cemetery through the Old Soldiers’ Home and south to the McMillan Reservoir site, 
encompassing what is today the Hospital Center, was at one time comparable only to Rock Creek Park as one of the 
“. . .largest and most beautiful places of recreation lying within reach of the principal residence district of the city. . . ” 
(McMillan Park Committee Plan p.99).  Today the upper north central quadrant of the city bears only a slight 
resemblance to the McMillan Park Commission’s vision.  Parts of the Fort Circle Parks have been preserved, but the 
network of boulevards, parkways and streets connecting and knitting together large and small parks does not exist.   

 
Over the past several years, both District and Federal planning documents, as well as citizen-

based initiatives, have recognized the need for, and worked towards, uniting and connecting such remnants of the 
McMillan vision as still remain in the north central sector of the District.  These include the initiatives of Washington 
Central Parks to preserve and re-open to the public historic parks and open spaces at the AFRH and McMillan sites 
and connect them through trails; the efforts of the Committee of 100 on the Federal City publicizing the 
interconnectivity in linking green open spaces in a coherent urban pattern—the “emerald necklace” of the McMillan 
vision; the recently enacted District Elements of the Comprehensive Plan for the District recognizing the need for 
significant open space networks in the north central sector of the District and the Comprehensive Plan for the District 
of Columbia – Federal Elements’ “Preservation” and “Parks and Open Spaces” sections.  All suggest that the 
McMillan vision remains a vibrant and viable framework or armature for land development patterns that establish the 
character and genius loci of Washington as a green, horizontal city.   
 

In discussing how to link the Fort Circle Parks, the CapitalSpace plan mentions that “greenway[s] 
could…have a series of loop segments that thread together surrounding neighborhood parks, recreational facilities, 
and other important cultural, historical, and community features…” (p. 39)  This describes perfectly one of the uses of 
the Washington Central Parks initiative.  The CapitalSpace plan should mention here Washington Central Parks as 
an example of such a potential “looping greenway.” 
 

Further, the two Park Model Projects chosen for developing and applying recommendations for 
linking the Circle Parks are both in the Southeast section of the city.  At least one, and perhaps even two, additional 
Fort Circle parks should be added to the Model Projects list, one in Northeast and one in Northwest Washington.  
Washington Central Parks proposes that Fort Totten be included as a Model Project and would like to work with 
CapitalSpace in implementing such a project.  As with Fort Mahan and Fort Stanton, Fort Totten is “in [a community 
that is] currently underserved by neighborhood parks and [is] experiencing significant new development.” (p.42) 
 

As with other Plan sections, more effort should be put into explaining, specifically, how the goals 
issuing from the Model Projects will be implemented.  What will the process and funding source be for completing the 
Ft. Circle Parks hiker-biker trail?  What will the District government’s role be with relation to these Federal properties?  
How will interpretive and visitor resources be increased and maintained?  How can the parks be most effectively 
activated?   
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Recommendation VII(a): 

Add Fort Totten as a third Park Model Project. 
 
Recommendation VII(b): 
Develop clear implementation policies, strategies and procedures, including specific incremental projects, 
timelines and deadline,s for achieving the full Circle Parks vision originally articulated in the McMillan Plan. 
 

Conclusion 

Washington Central Parks looks forward to the opportunity for additional comment on and discussion about both the 
process and product that has characterized the work up to this point. 
 
 
 
 
37_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Tony Norman and Mary Pat Rowan 
McMillan Park Committee 

These comments address the publication Ideas to Achieve the Full Potential of Washington’s Parks and Open Space, 
the draft CapitalSpace plan of October 8, 2009. 

Recommendation: We recommend that the report be substantially extended in order to have an effective 
impact on parks and recreation policy and practice in the District of Columbia.  

As far as the document goes, it is an admirable effort at coordinating park and recreation management and planning 
where there has been little effective coordination in the past. It presents useful information; it does a good job of 
reflecting an official consensus on issues where that consensus is clear. 

The situation of parks and recreation in the city is more dire than the document admits. Our hopes for a breakthrough 
document appear to be stymied. We had expected more from a document that speaks of the “full potential” of 
Washington’s parks and open spaces in its own title. 

Our chief criticism of the document is that it is timid, evasive, and unwilling to take on issues that must—sooner rather 
than later—be resolved. Even if the report is not rewritten now, it is worth documenting our perception of these 
shortcomings for a future effort. 

We do not live in a world where our choices are to prioritize a list of agreed-on projects and actions. In this city there 
are fundamental conflicts about land use that would not be apparent to an innocent outsider reading this document. In 
many of these conflicts, citizens feel themselves misunderstood at best—and actively shunted aside at worst—in 
decisions about the public use of public space. 

One Person’s History of Parks and Recreation in Her Washington 

In many communities of the city, the older neighbors have seen a constant reduction and impoverishment of available 
green space and recreational possibilities, especially informal recreational facilities. 

As an example among many, take a long-term resident of Michigan Avenue just east of North Capitol. She lives next 
to an area that has been designated in the most recent Comprehensive Plan as the Washington Central Parks Axis, 
one of only five such axes in the city for intensive park development from the McMillan Park area north to Fort Totten 
to meet the Fort Circle Parks. 

This resident has seen an iron curtain fall between her and the resources she enjoyed as a child and hoped that her 
grandchildren could enjoy. The McMillan Reservoir and McMillan Park were fenced off in World War II, and never 
made available to the public again. Development proposals now before us would eliminate even her visual enjoyment 
of open space at the McMillan Park Site. The fences around the Old Soldier’s Home had their gates barred; 
previously open land was developed into the Washington Hospital Center, making more land off bounds and cutting 
foot and bicycle routes in the area. Cemeteries became security conscious and their fences and gates suddenly were 
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actual barriers at Glenwood, Rock Creek Church, and the Old Soldier’s Home. Catholic church properties in the area 
were walled off and fenced, and sometimes converted into parking lots. Residential communities were built at the 
Cloisters and Park Place as Beirut-style walled communities. 

This is the real, experienced history of parks and recreation in one Washington neighborhood. Once upon a time, kids 
didn’t have to do title searches before they walked down to the creek to watch the frogs lay eggs. 

One Bigger Idea: 
Calculate True Costs and Benefits 

There are hints, but only hints,  in the draft document that our decisions on parks and recreation have real-world 
quantifiable consequences, for better or for worse. 

It would have been useful for this report to document the way in which comprehensive cost and benefit calculations 
are as a rule not brought to bear on planning and economic development decisions in the District of Columbia. It 
would be useful for ordinary citizens to see the rule-book followed by those who are intent on maximizing their own 
benefits and externalizing costs to the public. 

Surely, one such rule is to limit the scope of analysis to the smallest ambit possible. (But everyone knows that a good 
deal for this block and a good deal for that block can add up to a very bad deal for the whole neighborhood.) 

Another is to let sleeping dogs lie: don’t go through a checklist of known and predictable issues, but wait to see if 
someone in the affected area has the knowledge and the energy and the resources to raise the issue. This has been 
the history of storm-water, sewerage, and aquifer issues in the Central Washington Parks area. And air quality; and 
traffic management, and emergency response issues, and noise…. All this in an area where proponents of 
development plans expect to vastly increase populations and population impacts. 

Another Bigger Idea: Actually Extend Parks 

The city has stood by as green space and recreation sites have disappeared. Many residents feel that it is now time 
to add to the inventory of green space, and that in certain places this is the highest and best use of available land. 

One neighborhood rebellion is already brewing in the area covered by the Brookland-CUA Metro Stop Small Area 
Plan. As far as the community is concerned, the Brooks Mansion, its grounds between Monroe and Newton Streets, 
and the Brookland Green between Newton and Michigan is a key resource, on which the near unanimity of opinion is: 
Stay Off! Shouldn’t the Brookland Green be purchased by the city from WMATA for dedication as a park in 
connection with the grounds of the Brooks Mansion, a park that will be all the more necessary as the immediate area 
is developed? 

Shouldn’t the National Parks Service acquire Fort Slemmer (at the northern edge of Catholic University main campus) 
for reincorporation into a revitalized Fort Circle Park? Wouldn’t the western half of the Armed Forces Retirement 
Home make a wonderful Emancipation National Park; the Anderson Cottage there is where the Proclamation was 
written. 

If we are serious about treating stream valleys with respect, isn’t the valley of the Tiber River, especially in its upland 
reaches, also deserving of respect? What about daylighting something more than the dozen yards or so of the Tiber 
River currently visible behind fences on AFRH land? 

The Comprehensive Plan already calls for development of parks and recreation in the Washington Central Parks 
axis. But the opportunities for such park development are being eliminated one after the other. The Comprehensive 
Plan in this area is being demolished by neglect. 

Parenthetically, it is not a source of embarrassment that the map on page 26 of the draft, “Parks by Size,” shows a 
great, gaping void in parks of all sizes epicentered roughly on our friend at Michigan and North Capitol. This map 
makes a lie of the facing commentary on page 27: “Overall, while parks are distributed uniformly across the city….” 
(The situation is similar though not as extreme in the following map, “Access to [A]ll Recreation.”) 

Even in a consensus-driven report, would it not be possible to hold as a firm principle that there should be no 
encroachment into current national and city park land for private benefit? 
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A Third, Biggest Idea 

Creation of a unified, comprehensive management and policy institution to coordinate the operations and the future 
growth of all parks and recreation spaces in the city, regardless of jurisdiction, is already long overdue. None of the 
suggestions for such an approach (and no discussion of the barriers) are evident in this report. 

Only such a comprehensive institution could mobilize the resources required to actually extend our public park 
system. In the absence of such a comprehensive institution, there is little if any incentive for the District or the NPS or 
any other actor to take on the responsibility alone. 

What is most needed in this report is the call for the creation of a comprehensive institution and an analysis of the 
parameters to be resolved in creating it. The L’Enfant plan was extended by the McMillan Commission after about a 
century. A second century has passed. We are now ready for a new McMillan Park Commission. (Naming rights are 
available.) 
38_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Katie Rehwaldt, Program Director Operation Green Plant "Seeds that Grow Hope" 
America the Beautiful Fund 
 
Thank you for your comprehensive look at the various green spaces in DC. 
I am submitting my comments following the outline of the Interview Questions that were included with the Draft. 
 
1) What are your general impressions of the Draft Report? 
I thought it took a good close look at the current state of parks and green spaces in DC. I also thought it did a good 
job of explaining the very unusual and confusing ownership arrangements between the City and the Federal 
Government, which has always been a issue for people. I finished reading the draft encouraged by the sense of 
earnest collaboration between the various bodies and agencies. 
 
2) Did the draft report address your priority issues? 
As an advocate for urban gardening, I did not feel that gardens had as strong a place in the draft as I would have 
liked. The draft did mention the physical, mental and emotional benefits of gardening, but this should be further 
discussed because gardening is one of the most productive and fun ways for people to interact with and develop an 
appreciation for the natural world. There was satisfactory mention regarding school gardens, and I encourage you to 
keep these points in the final draft. Very little was said about community gardens and nothing mentioned at all about 
the many community gardens at the Fort Circle Parks. The community gardens at the Fort Circle Parks are one of the 
few ways the DC residents actually take advantage of these spaces. They have a long history of success and civic 
involvement but there is plenty of room for improvement and progress. Community Gardens deserve 
acknowledgment and support from CapitalSpace. Gardens can provide solutions to many of the issues raised in the 
draft; They have the ability to engage residents young and old to care for our land, they can be used as 
environmental teaching tools, they can inexpensively beautify spaces that otherwise go neglected, they reduce litter, 
they positively impact the way the city is perceived by visitors and they offer the benefits of improved nutritional health 
and general well being. I urge you to include a strong civic gardening component to the CapitalSpace Plan. 
 
3) What are the reports relative strengths and weaknesses? 
Over all I thought it was well structured and easy to read. As I mentioned before, clarifying ownership issues and who 
is responsible for what piece of land was very helpful and informative. To me there seemed to be a lot of concern and 
planning around ball fields, but I am not an athlete and understand that this is something that many people care 
about, it is just not in my personal field of interest. 
 
4) As Drafted, will the plan help your organization further its goals? 
Well, yes and no. As stated above, I do not believe that the Plan makes a strong case for or promote civic gardening. 
The plan does call for increased development of public/private partnerships and that is encouraging. I do feel that I 
need to express concern over the idea that non-profits and other community groups will be able to help fund some of 
this work. There may be some who can invest in improvement projects or provide cash grants, but most of the 
greening/gardening/environmental groups in DC are cash strapped and looking to the government and foundations 
for help. Mostly what we will be able to offer is expertise, volunteers, in-kind donations of educational materials and in 
some cases plant material and the ability to organize communities. 
 
5) Do you have any comments regarding the physical design of the report? 
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It is beautiful, but would use less paper if the margins were made smaller. I assume the outer edge margins were 
large so that people could jot down notes, but it seemed excessive. This is a great effort that is long over due. I 
applaud all the hard work that has gone into it and I look forward to providing more input upon your request. 
 
 
39_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Lindsley Williams 
 
Having reviewed the Draft issuance of CapitalSpace, I suggest that the Commission consider dividing the 
effort into two pieces, one having to with the considerable materials and recommendations dealing with 
parks and recreation areas and the other with other "open space".Further, whether you proceed to effect 
such a division or not, the materails should explicitly clarify which recommendations apply to land and 
other resources that are in public ownership (be it the Federal Government, District Government, or a 
public agency such as WMATA or WASA) as contrasted with resources that are now, or come to be, in 
private ownership (such as would be the case for many institutional tracts of land within the District of 
Columbia).As to the portions of CaptalSpace relating to open space, I find the effort surprisingly modest. 
For example, open space classifications are denoted for only some of the many, many open space assets 
within the District. The tallies of areas omit bodies! of water (such as the Potomac and Anacostia rivers), 
and transportation rights of way be they majestic (e.g., Pennsyl-vania Avenue) or narrow pedestrican 
access alleys; it also omits the critical distinction in the "public parking" that exist between the public 
sidewalk and the flanking lot's actual property line.I was also surprised to see that the open space 
recommendations discuss views that are important from land areas TOWARD riverfronts but inexplicably 
seem to omit views that define (or should) the essence of this Capital city, views across bodies of water to 
the icons of the L'Enfant plan, particularly the Capitol Dome from which many major avenue corridors 
radiate) and the Washington Monument (even if slightly out of the alignment strict geometry would have 
dictated).My sense is that much of the material and recommedations relating to parks and recreation are 
such that, after considering relevant comments, that portion can move toward the goal line of adoption! 
and begin to inform new or existing elements of the Comprehensive Plan. Not so, I suggest, for open 
space: that topic deserves additional study that could incorporate analysis of all areas that are now open, 
be they public or private (such as the railroad rights of way and the expanses of "rail" yards on both sides 
of the Anacostia River concurrenly recognizing the difference between such areas that are truly "public" 
from those in private status. In furtherance of my concern that CapitalSpace recognize the distinction 
between land in public versus private status, I recommend that the graphical materials have a discernable 
difference so that, for example, wooded public areas would not appear the same as wooded private 
areas. Finally, I ask that staff email me a copy of these comments for my own records. Thanks 
 
 
40_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Charles G. Myers 
Fields Commissioner and Board Member, DC Stoddert Soccer League 
(comments sent as pdf file – see next pages) 
 
 
41_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Laura M. Richards and George R. Clark 
Committee of 100  
(comments sent as pdf file – see next pages) 
 







DC Stoddert Soccer Fall 2009 
 
PROVIDING SOCCER OPPORTUNITIES TO DC YOUTH SINCE 1977 
 Mission: to provide fun safe soccer playing opportunities to DC Youth 
 Ethos: A soccer niche for everyone from fun recreational soccer to professional team 

Academy players 
 Non-profit organization, financed by fees and contributions; managed mainly by 

volunteers 
 Now over 5,000 players from 28 Zip Codes in the District of Columbia 
 50% from public schools 
 4,700 players on 335 teams playing Recreational Soccer, ages 5 ½ to 18 years from 

all wards in the District and from Montgomery County 
 450 players on 36 travel teams, ages 9 – 17 playing competitively against teams 

across the region – home fields at the Maryland Soccerplex, Palisades, Ft Stevens and 
Rudolph 

 80 players in City FC high school outreach program  
 Over $100,000 in scholarships to over 365 players in 2008 
 400 Volunteer Recreational Coaches, parents who coach 3 – 4 hours a week 
 Continuous coaching education programs - player clinics, coaching courses, and 

referee training year round 
 84 Junior Referees – kids 11-18, trained and paid to referee weekend games 
 86 FIFA certified Referees – age 14 through adult 
 Season is 9 weeks long each fall and spring with summer and winter training for 

travel teams 
 Provide $12,000 annually to support D.C. Scores soccer program 
 
D C  D P R  P R E M I E R  P A R T N E R  
We provide DC DPR DC DPR provide DC Stoddert 
Commitment to invest $20,000 in field 
development in 2009 

Early permitting for 12 DCPR/Park Service 
fields Support with permitting of 2 DCPS 
fields for a fee  

Investment of  $20,000 in DCDPR 
programs – for equipment and uniforms 
in 2009 

Weekday practices, 4 p.m. - 8 p.m. 
Recreational games on Saturdays 8 a.m. - 6 
p.m., 10 weeks per season (20 weeks) 

Support for staff development – coaching 
education and conferences 

Travel Games are on Sundays at Palisades, 
Ft. Stevens, Rudolph,  

 
 In addition we use The Maryland Soccerplex, 8 Montgomery County fields and 4 

private school fields.  
 We need expanded access to high school turf fields to expand reach of our older age 

divisions  
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The Committee of 100 on the Federal City has for more than eight decades 
advocated for responsible planning and land use in Washington, D.C. Our work is guided 
by the values inherited from the L'Enfant Plan and McMillan Commission, while 
responding to the special challenges of 21st century development. The Committee of 100 
thanks CapitalSpace for the opportunity to comment on its Draft Plan for Ideas to 
Achieve the Full Potential of Washington’s Parks and Open Space. We look forward to 
future revisions. 

We have several Overall Recommendations (listed below) for strengthening the 
Plan and improving its implementation. Each of these recommendations is discussed in 
more detail in the following pages. These are followed by Specific Recommendations on 
various sections of the Draft Plan. We also have a number of General Comments.  

Overall Recommendations 

1. Add a seventh “Big Idea” to acquire land parcels of all sizes for new parks and public 
open space, particularly in those parts of the city identified as underserved or lacking 
such amenities. 

2. Add an eighth “Big Idea” to develop interlocking webs of trails and greenways 
through and among city neighborhoods, connecting into the larger region, thereby 
creating a unified, walkable/bikeable city. The partially completed Anacostia 
Riverwalk is a prominent example of this; creating a “green necklace” connecting the 
Fort Circle Parks is another. 

3. Address the “Four Big Challenges” for Washington’s parks system: (a) Operation and 
Management; (b) Access, Distribution and Capacity; (c) Resource Allocation and (d) 
Funding. 

4. Establish a permanent Parks and Open Space Commission---a “CapitalSpace” 
Commission---comprised of appropriate District and Federal representatives with 
authority to develop, implement and manage a unified parks system in the District of 
Columbia. 

Specific Recommendations 

• (Planning Concepts, p.5) Emphasize and re-emphasize the “Planning Concepts” 
throughout the various sections of the Plan so that their role as the conceptual 
framework for the Plan’s proposals is absolutely clear. 

• (Planning Concepts, p.5) Consider re-naming the “Planning Concepts” something on 
the order of “Guiding Principles” to make clear their purpose and importance in 
steering the Big Ideas action agenda.  

• (Planning Concepts, p.5) Tie the “Big Ideas” back to the overarching Planning 
Concepts explicitly and repeatedly throughout the Plan’s descriptions; for example, 



alongside each Big Idea, display the icons for all of the Planning Concepts that the 
Idea furthers. 

• (Planning Concepts, p.5) Explain how the Plan is related to, and furthers the policies 
of, other recent planning documents such as the current District and Federal 
Comprehensive Plans. 

• (Taking Action, pp.8-9) Eliminate this section from this place in the Plan because the 
summaries of recommended actions are too general to be of meaningful use; instead, 
outline, expand and explain recommended actions in much greater depth as part of 
“Moving the Plan Forward” section. 

• (Challenges and Opportunities, pp.21-31) Remove “Natural Resources” and “Historic 
and Cultural Resources” from this section and address them separately as “Unique 
Assets”; focus more closely on the Challenges (see Overall Recommendation 3). 

• (Challenges and Opportunities, pp.21-31) Acknowledge two additional 
administrative and policy areas that represent both challenges to and opportunities for 
the Washington parks system: “Resource Allocation” and “Funding”. 

• (Big Ideas, pp.32-95) Introduce a final section at the end of each Big Idea that 
provides specific next steps in order of priority, identifies potential funding sources 
and names partnership opportunities with community organizations. 

• (Moving the Plan Forward, pp.97-99) Provide a comprehensive roadmap for how 
each “Big Idea” will be accomplished, including inter-agency coordination and 
implementation mechanisms, funding resources, budgets, incremental goals, pilot 
projects, project prioritization and timelines for completion. 



GENERAL COMMENTS 

Planning Concepts (p.5) 

Upon review, the Committee of 100 finds that the “Planning Concepts” 
underpinning proposed actions are the really Big Ideas in this Plan and suggests they be 
given more prominence. These overarching principles constitute the heart of the Plan: 
they are the indispensable elements necessary to transform Washington’s parks and open 
spaces into a national and international model for the 21st century. As noted above, these 
“Planning Concepts” might more aptly be called “Guiding Principles” or “Vision 
Principles,” yet they are condensed to a single page at the beginning of the document and 
are largely ignored thereafter.  

We believe the Plan would be strengthened by explaining in more detail how the 
Planning Concepts were developed, why they are important and in what way(s) they 
build upon Washington’s historic park plans. In addition, we recommend that the Plan 
explain how the Planning Concepts relate to the current Federal and District elements of 
the Comprehensive Plan. The absence of articulated links to major planning documents 
may give rise to the impression of piecemeal planning, and undermine the credibility of 
both the Comprehensive Plan and the CapitalSpace Draft Plan. 

In a similar vein, we suggest that the Plan show plainly the relationship and 
mutuality between the Planning Concepts and Big Ideas. This can be done by integrating 
the Planning Concepts throughout the document, in a way that demonstrates how the Big 
Ideas implement the Planning Concepts. One tool for accomplishing this might be to 
display the relevant Planning Concept icon(s) alongside each Big Idea that implements 
the Concept. 

Taking Action (pp.8-9) 

The Committee of 100 suggests eliminating this section of the Plan entirely. The 
proposed actions are worded too generally to provide any concrete idea of what might 
realistically be done over the next several years or how it will be accomplished. Further, 
with the exception of the actions relating to the Fort Circle Parks, the recommended 
actions are not clearly tied to specific Big Ideas or Planning Concepts. This weakens the 
Plan’s ability to demonstrate how the proposed actions implement the Plan’s vision of “a 
beautiful, high-quality and unified park system.”  

The end of this section briefly lists “additional opportunities for coordination” 
among the CapitalSpace partners. This list identifies critical points that deserve focused 
attention in the Plan. The points, which are integral to achieving the Plan’s Vision, 
unfortunately are not addressed in any depth elsewhere in the Plan.  

We recommend moving the list of points, together with the more detailed 
explication of actions and next steps to the “Moving the Plan Forward” section.  
 



The Big Ideas 

The Committee of 100 generally supports the Six Big Ideas. As noted above, we 
feel strongly that two more Big Ideas should be added to the list—land acquisition and 
linking greenways—in order to achieve more fully the stated Planning Concepts. See 
Overall Recommendations 1and 2. Our biggest concern is how the Six Big Ideas work 
themselves will be realized at the Federal and District levels. At a minimum we 
recommend providing a final section at the end of each Big Idea that provides specific 
next steps in order of priority, and identifies potential funding sources and partnership 
opportunities with community organizations.  

Moving the Plan Forward (pp.97-99) 

The work of bringing the City’s parks system into the 21st century will unfold 
over many years. Therefore, the CapitalSpace Plan should provide guidance for the short-
term and the long horizon in mind. It should illuminate the big-picture needs and goals as 
well as the gritty details of how to accomplish them. The Committee of 100 would like to 
see a parks plan that can survive from one administration to the next. 

The Plan names, almost as asides, various planning tools, operating mechanisms, 
and next steps, such as: coordination among CapitalSpace partners to provide public 
information on park and open space resources and recreational opportunities; 
maintenance contracts; capital budget programming; new improvements and 
programming where public and private investment is already taking place; and 
fundraising and partnerships with individuals, businesses and organizations. (p.9) These 
topics should be addressed in depth as part of the “Moving the Plan Forward” section.  

Generally, the action elements of the Plan sound too much like a catalog of good 
intentions. While the inter-agency coordination on the development of the Plan itself is 
highly commendable and encouraging, the Committee of 100 is concerned that long-run 
efforts at reform and implementation could by stymied by resource and management 
issues. In our view, the Plan needs a comprehensive roadmap for how each “Big Idea” 
will be accomplished, including inter-agency coordination and implementation 
mechanisms, funding resources, budgets, incremental goals, pilot projects, project 
prioritization and timelines for completion. The Committee of 100 also strongly supports 
the establishment of a permanent parks planning commission, as outlined in Overall 
Recommendation 4. 

 

 

 

 

 



OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  Add a Seventh “Big Idea”: New Parks 

One Planning Concept, “Expand Park System Capacity,” is addressed only 
partially through the existing Big Ideas. While some Big Ideas suggest ways to enhance 
and activate existing spaces, none addresses head-on how to satisfy the growing need for 
additional parks and open space throughout the District, particularly in underserved areas.  

Population growth, development pressures and other demands on land use all 
mean that now is the time to add to the inventory of green space by enlarging existing 
parks, creating new parks and protecting against excessive encroachment into historic 
Federal and District open space. New or enlarged parks should be integral to all 
neighborhood plans and incorporated into project development plans and government 
RFPs to the greatest extent possible. For emerging, re-developing and underserved areas 
of the city, these considerations should be given the highest priority. We include the 
following locations as examples of places where it would be appropriate to secure or re-
open land to public use: 

(1) Fort Slemmer and other Civil War era sites. These should be reincorporated into the 
public Fort Circle Parks system; 

(2) The Western edge of the Armed Forces Retirement Home, identified in the AFRH 
Master Plan as zones B & C; 

(3) McMillan Reservoir and Filtration Field; 

(4) Walter Reed Medical Center grounds; 

(5) St. Elizabeth’s Hospital grounds. 

2.  Add an Eighth “Big Idea”: Webs of Trails and Greenways 

The Planning Concepts call for “[w]eav[ing] Greenway[s] through 
Neighborhoods” and “[l]ink[ing] the City with Green Corridors,” but these guiding 
principles are addressed only indirectly in the Big Ideas. The concepts of linkage and 
pathways are the glue binding the Plan’s elements into a unified whole. Distant views, 
viewsheds and the connecting visual elements played key roles in the L’Enfant and 
McMillan Plans that shape Washington. Given this history, the development of trails and 
greenways deserves a richer and fuller exposition. Beyond Washington’s unique history, 
the concepts of linkage and walkable greenways are at the forefront of the modern urban 
parks movement. We believe these commendable Planning Concepts should be given life 
in an enumerated “Big Idea” with its own set of recommended actions that can be 
tracked, planned for, funded and built.  

 

 



3.  Four Major Challenges to the Washington Parks System 

Challenges and Opportunities (pp.21-31) 

The “Challenges and Opportunities” section should focus on the issues that 
present obstacles to the successful implementation of the Plan. To that end, we suggest 
moving the discussions of Natural Resources and Historic and Cultural Resources 
elsewhere. They might best be treated under a separate “Unique Assets” section.  

That Plan identifies “Ownership and Management” and “Access, Distribution and 
Capacity” as challenges. We would add two more: Resource Allocation and Funding. As 
we proposed for the Planning Concepts, we would like to see each Challenge fully 
explained and analyzed. The Challenges are potentially significant barriers to realizing an 
exemplary parks system in Washington DC. Handled properly, however, they can 
become opportunities for innovation.  

Optimally, each Challenge should be clearly and explicitly tied to one or more 
Big Ideas; each Big Idea should state what Ownership/Management challenges it presents 
and how they will be addressed; what the Resources Allocation challenges are and how 
they might be met; what the Funding issues are; and, where applicable, how a Big Idea 
helps to alleviate the challenge of Access, Distribution and Capacity. To improve the 
readability of the Plan, icons might be used to symbolize each issue and applied 
throughout the Plan to show which Big Ideas are subject to them. 

Resource Allocation is particularly important given the conflicting views on the 
appropriate uses of government-owned properties in Washington. Reflecting the inherent 
tension between the District’s local and federal roles, citizens often feel misunderstood at 
best—and shunted aside at worst—when decisions are made about the public use of 
public open space. 

Finally, as described in our Overall Recommendation 4, the Committee of 100 
believes that the best means for addressing the challenges to Washington’s parks system 
is to create a permanent “CapitalSpace” Commission.  

4.  Create a Permanent “CapitalSpace” Commission 

We commend the work of the National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC), 
the National Parks Service (NPS), the District of Columbia’s Office of Planning (DCOP) 
and other DC agencies that have been involved in developing and preparing the 
CapitalSpace Plan. Sustained, coordinated planning and implementation actions among 
these agencies are critical for the acquisition, development and long-term maintenance of 
the parks and open spaces in the nation’s Capital. The Draft Plan is an admirable effort at 
coordinating park and recreation management and planning where there has been little 
effective coordination in the past. It presents useful information, and it does a good job of 
reflecting an official consensus on issues where that consensus is clear. However, the 
vague “commit[ment] to continued coordination” is not enough. There needs to be a 



formalized structure of some kind with a regular meeting schedule that includes 
interested partners and stakeholders.  

The Committee asks the participant agencies to consider creating a unified 
management and policy body to coordinate the operations and the future growth of parks 
and recreation spaces in the city, regardless of jurisdiction—a 21st Century consortium of 
District and Federal planning and operating agencies, with citizen participation. We 
envision a structure that facilitates cooperative action without encroaching on statutory 
bounds of authority. A comprehensive approach is the most reasonable way to address 
three of the principal challenges facing Washington parks: Ownership and Management, 
Resource Allocation and Funding. We believe a permanent “CapitalSpace” Commission 
will have a strong enough voice to advocate successfully for public parkland in the face 
of conflicting land use pressures. The absence of effective parks advocacy is being felt at, 
for instance, the AFRH, St. Elizabeth’s and Walter Reed. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this ambitious and far-reaching 
initiative. We look forward to its further development.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Laura M. Richards, 
Chair 
lmmrichards@gmail.com 
202-583-3524 
 
 
 
 
George R. Clark 
Chair-Elect 
GRClark@GeorgeRClark.com 
202-966-0626 






