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Because NPS had informed the Advisory Council that changes were in Lhe process of tsing made
1o the original design, the Advisory Couneil siated that it was not necessary 0 review the design
as yad been requested in juiy of 1997. By letter of September 13, 1997, Don Klima of the
Advisory Council wrote:

In subsequent telephone communicalions, you have informed us that changes to the
proposai are in propress. Conszquently, ... we see 1o need to review the design
referenced in your letter, and onginally schedulcd for review by the District of
Columbia Review Board on August 28, 1997.

Therefore, there was no teview of the originai design by the Advisory Council. Similarly, the
original design concept was removed from the agenda of the meeting of the Disarict of Caiumibia
Histonic Preservation Review Board, which is a panel appointed by the Mayor that advises the .
DCHPO on Section 106 issues.

NPS proceeded 10 consvit with both the Advisory Comnaii and the GCHFEO on fae revised

design. The design conecpt was submitted 1o the Disaict o Columbia Histeric Preservation
Review Board (DCHPRB) and the Advisory Council in May of 1998. NPS provided a copy of
the EA 10 the Advisory Council, briefed the Council, presented the desipn concept 1o the

Council, and received favorable verhal eomments on the design from the Council in 1998. NPS
mct with a pane! of members from the Advisory Council again in 1999 and received additional
favorable verbal comments on the progress of the design. At the same tiine, the GTHFO was
considering the new design. The DCHFPRB ield pubiic reetings on tc Mamorial in 1958, 1553,
and 2000. WPS submitted the Snal design 10 the DCHFO and the Advisory Counci! on JTune 30,
2000.

In June of 2000, NPS ransmined a draft Mcmorandum of Agreéement (o the DCHPO and the
Advisory Council. NPS responded w0 comments from the DCHPO and the Advisory Councii on
this draft and deveioped a revised draf® on July 13, 2000. However, on Jjuly 25, 2060, the
Advisory Couacil infonned NPS that it believed, “[b)ased on fits] review of the draft agreement
dated July 13, 2000, the high level of public interest, the exceptdonal values at stake, and the
short time remaining for the Natonal Park Service (0 compictc its various reviews . . . further
consultalion on a memoraandum of agreement [wouldj oot be productive and therefore (the
Advisory Council] wiil provide formal Councii comment in aceordance with Section 800.7 of
our regulatons." Through this letter, the Advisary Council decided nol Lo pariicipate in (he
Memorandin of Agreement that was evemmually signed by the other consulting parties—NPS.
DCHPO, and the Amexrican Battle Monuments Commission—on August 8, 2000.

The Memorandum of Agreement sets forth measures for mitigating the adverse citccts of sinng
and design and provides for condnuation of consuliadon on elements of ths memorial
composition that are not yet tully refined. In the ietier 1o NPS from the DCHPO transmitting the
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signed Memorandum of Agreemeni, the DCHPQ statas that "{i]t is appropriate that the mcmonal
to such a significant centusry-deiining event should be placed in juxtaposition with memorials to
the most definitive events of the previous ™wo Ameriean eearurics.”

As sared 1 the above summmary, NPS believes that it has involved the Advisory Council as
required by Section 106 and (he regulations promulgated by the Advisory Council.

_ The Advisory Council aiso raised the concemn that public involvemnent in the plannieg process for
memonals 15 not extended to a national scaic. NPS did publish notices concerning actious bang
taken on this Memorial in the Federal Regisrer and invited pubdiic comment. The Federal
Register is the Federal Government's pubiication for disseminatiog information nationwide. In
addition, in the experience of NPS, unless a memorial is of overarching public interest, there is
little public response to natuonwide inquiries. in the 16 years foliowing enactment of the
Commemorative Works Act, 12 memonals have been erected, all of which have deen placed on
Nadonal Register propertics with iittie controversy. Neverthciess, NPS will evaluate the
suggeslion of the Advisory Council that we take further 2leps to expand the public discussion on
national memorials t0 a national audience.

Finally, the Advisory Council asscrts that the infarnafion comainced in the recently published
cultural landscape report entitled West Potomac Park, Lincolrn Memorial Grounds, National
Capital Parks Central, August 1999 and the East and West Potomac Parkx Historic District,
Revised National Register of Historic Placas Nominarion, July 1999 did nat play a rolc in the
World War I{ Memoriai proposal. The information in both documents was used from 1993 1o
the present in guiding the design developmeni of the memorial.

We support the cuiturai iandscape report’s conciusions and recommendations and beiicve that the
design of the memorial is in concert with them. Theisformation contained in Chaprer V1,
Design Guidelines of the report was instumental in guiding both primary and secoadary
eietnenis of tne memoriad design. Under Siruciwres, Guideline 3 stawcs:

Future commemorative features shouid be located in the (.incoln Meniorial study
area only if they wiil have a minimal unpact on the historic seuing. Site design of
such. feamures should sensidvely incorporate historic components such as
circulation patierns, vegetation, views and vistas and site furnishings to prescrve
the iniegrity of the historic landscape and historic structures.

We believe tar the resultant design is respectful of the infegrity ol this histagic landscape. its
views and Vvisms, vcgetation and primary historic paths, as discussed beiow. Altiiougih there can
certainly be differences of opinion as to the aesthetic suecess of e integration of this design into
tne historic landscape, NT'S did consider the information containcd in the cultural landscape
1eport as a part of the World War If Memorial process.
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lnar end, we have already piaced parameters on its design such that a sculprural clement could
not exceed 15 fuet in height o1 40 feer in diameter ar its base. As with the memorijal lighting, this

design eohcept will be thoroughly considexed by all relovamt approval bodies at the appropriate
ume.

Iml. Conclusioo

in summary. N¥S is commined to working with the Advisory Council in the future to acldress

" any perceived problems with the Section 106 process. However, NPS believes that it bas
complied with the National Historic Preservazion AcL In addition. NPS believes that, as z result
of the process dictated by the Conunemoranive Werks Act, the curren: design and jocation will

memorialize World War 7 in an appropriate and sigaificam way that is compatible with the
Nationa) Mall,
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Rainhow Pool site withsome umusually difficult de<ign challenges, Certain adverse effects of this
proposal became imevitible upon its selection: the demolition and reconstraction of the Rambow
Pool, the dedicated use of existing open space in the premier histaric landscapes, and permanent
alteration of significantivistas and views of the McMil'ar~P'an, in particular the zaal vists from
the Washington Montimient to the Lineoln Memarial. Nonetheless, the.Conngil, from s first
mvolvement, has accepied that -8 passible to.design 3 World War II Memorial on this site that

mmwﬁ ztslnstanc syTmdings, thereby substartially midgeting these adverse
«ffeots:
..———-"'""‘"- d

Wem@mmﬂ&sdmpmmmmmnmsemwdymdwemmndtbmfor
their efforts. Howwu;.theCotmdlbeﬁmthatthnmnmdemofthamposademl
does not achieve this nicessarily smict standard of campetibility with its historic sefting. Several
mmmmmmﬁarm,mpmmlypmblmsm First, the

Memorial’s overall scaie and )\ create a tension with the qenscendent symbolic
sgmﬁmc:andﬁm city of the Natiorat- Mall. In particular, the vigsua} screen of
56 ornamenited pillary while mommmmmmmmmomemmmde

upan the unclurtered: bistatic vistas, Second, dusk and mght views on the Mall would be altered
by the current lightmi plan which serves to firther magnify the Memorial as 2 pewly intradnced
element on the Mall, And third, the sculpmiral element under consideranion for the reconsoucted
Rainbow Pool has the potantial to sigmficamly alter the premier axizl vista along the Mall

In the Council’s view, it is of utmost impartance that the National Wordd War I Memorial
complement and notic4Ampete with the Mall’s transeendent histrric and culniral vahues and that
memnmgmhmdymemmngomdthanbubeenmm You bave srated your
mnwmrcthzuqm.epublempamwthehmi:pmomasammhofths
prajex. In thar spirit, we urge reconsideration of the airent Memorial degign to presarve the
distinctive character off this natlomal Geasure. In acenrdancs with Section 106 of the National
mmcmmmquMemmmmmwym
for your consideratidn’ We look fixrward to your response and stand ready to assist you in
Mmt@mwgodofamngamnhyhmformm
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