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PROCEEDINGS
(7:11 p.m.)

MR. COX: TIf people in the back want to take seats there is plenty of
seats on the sides, plenty of seats in the front, so please come down.

Good evening and welcome to the Armed ﬁorces Retirement Home public
hearing on the environmental impact statement for the Armed Forces Retirement
Home Campus Master Plan. I'm Tim Cox, the Chief Operating Officer for the Armed
Forces Retirement Home. With me presenting tonight are Craig Wallwork with
General Services Administration, Craig, and Joan Glynn, a consultant from
Greenhorne & O'Mara.

Before I begin the official part of our program I just want to say
personally that I'm really pleased to see all of you here. You will learn more
about AFRH, Armed Forces Retirement Home, and why we're here, why we are looking
at this development, and this is just a start of our collaborative process with
all of you and I hope many more too because we want to do what's best not just
for us and the residents, which is most important to me, but we also want to be
the best neighbor that we can be to all of you and that's very important to us
too.

We're first and foremost a retirement home. You'll find out in my
presentation how long we have been here, what we do, but we aléo want to be able
to continue to be a neighbor like we have for the past 150 years. This process
tonight is a formal hearing so you'll give your presentation and we'll go
through what goes on tonight. But I do want you to know that my team, the team
you meet here, are here to make this a collaborative process and do the best we

can for all of us involved so we really appreciate your interest, your patience















MR. EWERT: My name is Mark Ewert and I appreciate the chance to
speak and I appreciate this process. I want to start by honoring the thousand
men and women who served in the Armed Forces that live here and also the
military personnel for decades and decades who contributed to the upkeep of this
home out of their military paychecks.

I also respect the need to raise additional funds to continue
supporting this home. I want to talk chiefly about problems that I find with
the EIS document but I want to start by talking a little bit about problems that
the EIS document finds with the master plan. I would encourage all of you to
read the document. TIt's full of warnings and cautions. If you just skip the
executive summary and actually read the document it's very illustrative.

But I also found that the EIS does not account for a huge amount of
people that might be on this property. The people who might be patients and
visitors to the medical facility, the people who might be visitors to the hotel
and conference center, the people who would be shoppers in the proposed retail
spaces, and the visitors to the national monument are not accounted for. T
created some formulas for those. They are in the letter that I have sent so I
won't go over those formulas for the interest of time but there could be up to
50,000 people on this piece of property. That's the size of Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania, so if we think that our surfaces around this area can withstand
this environment, can withstand 50,000 people all at once, I would be very much
surprised.

I'll limit my comments there except to say that I certainly hope that
the master plan will be reconsidered, that there will be a new EIS, that the
public and the residents of this home will be involved, and with this new plan
especially the national monument and its surrounding will be respected. I
certainly hope that everyone understands that part of the concern of everybody
in this room is the best thing for the AFRH, for the residents, and the

surrounding community. Thank you very much.



MR. COX: A brown Ford, Maryland license plate NNK 693, your lights
are on.

Tom, thank you.

MR. MAYES: Well, I'm relieved that's not my car. I am Tom Mayes. I
am with the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The National Trust is a
congressionally chartered nonprofit organization dedicated to the preservation
of our nation's resources.

We have a special relationship with the Armed Forces Retirement Homei
because we are the co-steward, restorer, and operator of the President Lincoln
and Soldiers Home National Monuﬁent. In that role we just celebrated together
with the Armed Forces Retirement Home the restoration of the exterior of the
cottage.

We applaud the commitment of the Armed Forces Retirement Home to the
preservation of these critical resources, particularly the national monument.
We do, however, recognize the critical need of the Armed Forces Retirement Home
to raise additional revenue for its residents which they do so greatly deserve.
As steward of the President Lincoln and Soldiers Home National Monument,
however, we are deeply interested in the future of the site as a whole
particularly as the master plan may affect the development and the historic
character of the national monument over time.

We therefore urge the Armed Forces Retirement Home to very carefully
consider the impacts of the master planning process. In earlier master plans
changes were made to the property that we now know dramatically changed the
property and affected its historic character. We would not want to see that
happen again. In that regard we have three particular concerns about the draft
EIS.

First, as you all know, the draft EIS makes it very clear that there
will be under these development alternatives long-term direct, major, and

adverse impacts on the historic resources. We think the draft EIS needs to be



looked at and modified to address those a little bit more carefully. For
example, most of the alternatives that are proposed propose a great level of
development and we think that alternatives should be looked at that can achieve
some of the goals the Armed Forces Retirement Home is trying to achieve but
reduce the level of development and therefore can reduce the impact on historic
resources.

Particularly in that regard are the views from the Armed Forces
Retirement Home. Many of you know that President Lincoln enjoyed those views and
was undoubtedly inspired by those views as many of you all have been. We want
to make sure that the development alternatives that are looked at are done in a
way that they will minimize the impact on those views over the long term.

We're also concerned about the level to which the draft environmental
impact statement looks at mitigation efforts to try to protect these historic
resources. And we'd like to see it explore in more depth so that the public can
have access to that information, some of these mitigation efforts. Some of this
will be done through the Section 106 process but typically in the Section 106
process when it'é combined with the NEPA process those mitigation efforts are
disclosed so that you all and we can be aware of them and participate in talking
about them.

Finally we are also concerned about the cumulative impacts of the
development that's proposed and we don't think the draft EIS goes quite far
enough in looking at what those cumulative impacts would be. For instance, the
cumulative impacts are things like parking needs over time, street construction,
and things like that that over the long term will have even greater impacts so
we'd like to see the EIS address those.

In closing let me just say that we appreciate the Armed Forces
Retirement Home's commitment to the preservation of its historic resources and

we look forward to working with you all and with the State Historic Preservation



Office as we look for ways to protect these important historic resources. Thank
you.

MR. COX: Thank you, Tom.

Next on my list, Cliff Valenti, runner up, then Lauri Hafvenstein.
Welcome, glad you're here.

MR. VALENTI: Nice to meet ybu.

MR. COX: Thank you, you too.

MR. VALENTI: Hi, I'm Cliff Vvalenti and I'd like to say that I read
the master plan. I hope you guys did too. 1It's very interesting. It will put
you to sleep. But anyway I found that there were a number of contradictions in
the plan. For example, in Section 19 it says that minority low-income
populations could be disproportionately affected yet in 2-17 it says low-income

and

minority populations would not be disproportionately affected.

Someone had said that the traffic considerations were understated. I
think they're overstated if anything. Traffic considerations do not include
increases from the Lincoln Cottage or the hotel plan for the site, not to
mention that it's far enough away from the Metro Station that most people aren't
going to walk. Additionally it does not include an assessment of how traffic
will be impacted from the new projects already slated for Georgia Avenue like a
four-story condo building that's going up there and other projects in Columbia
Heights and Petworth. These need to be considered for the area roads around
here.

Many sections are too general to have any real meaning. When you
look in the detail sections they really don't tell you anything more than what
the summary sections say. Under the No-Action Plan it says there will be an

adverse economic impact on the retirement home; however, I think this is an



intellectually dishonest statement. A no- action option would have no effect on
the current financial situation.

Now, other alternatives for generating revenue need to be considered.
Our federal government and American citizens in general have a responsibility to
make sure our soldiers are adequately funded in their retirement. Giving up
their gardens and green space or prescription drugs, for that matter, shouid not
even be an issue.

Granted, this proposal is the easiest out but it's a Band-2aid. 2all
of the impact summaries show a negative impact on the existing community, more
traffic on roads that are already congested. Tt says that routes would fail,
Capitol Street would fail, removal of matured trees, adverse effects on aquatic
life, adverse effects on topography, increased noise level, decreased air
quality, decreased green space, increase in city and federal services, direct
long-term adverse impacts on archeological things. It says the cottage views
would be adversely affected.

Only short-term interests of developers seem to be served by this
plan. The long-term interests of the residents of DC, the residents of Petworth,
and the residents of the 0ld Soldiers home do not seem represented.

Every option except the no-option plan is huge in scale and 3B
shouldn't even be on the table because I read a newspaper article that said the
foreign missions and the embassies the State Department isn't even interested in
those.

Well, I'm out of time but anyway I think everybody knows my position.
Thank you.

MR. COX: Lauri Hafvenstein. Next up then is Sandra Hoffman. Glad
to have you tonight.

MS. HAFVENSTEIN: Thank you very much.

Hi, my name is Lauri Hafvenstein and I appreciate the opportunity to

comment on this important issue. I'm a resident of the neighboring community



and I would like to disclose up front that T own property that faces one of the
parcels for proposed development and as such I obviously share the concerns for
traffic and for quality of life in the neighborhood.

But I prefer to focus my comments tonight on my concern for the
preservation of the historic value of this property. I think that anyone who
had the opportunity, as I recently did, to visit the Lincoln Sanctuary, and I
encourage anyone who isn't aware of this book by Matthew Pinsker that talks
about the historic significance of this property, I encourage you to get it and
read it. You can get it at Amazon and any number of bookstores.

I'd like to echo the comments that Mr. Carstensen made that we are
standing on sacred ground and once the cement is poured it can't be brought
back. I have read the EIS and I do not feel that enough attention has been

given to the adverse impact to the historic landscape. I think that this

impacts not just the neighboring community but the city and indeed the entire
nation. Are we developing this land for the nation? It appears that we are not.
There are untold hundreds of thousands that have not yet discovered
Lincoln's Cottage. Nor have they vet found the first Arlington Cemetery behind
the cottage where soldiers from the First Battle of Bull Run and other conflicts
are buried. We should think of the land surrounding these sacred sites no

differently than the space around Washington's Mount Vernon or

Jefferson's Monticello. Thank you.
MR. COX: 1If I could ask Sandra just to hold on a second I see
Councilman Adrian Fenty is here so, Councilmember, if you would come please, I'd

appreciate it.



MR. FENTY: First of all I want to say I am glad to be back on
campus. Most of you may recall that this area of DC was actually in Ward 4 when»
I was first elected and I was very proud to represent the veterans here at the
Soldiers' and Airmen's Home. I want to thank you all once again for your
service to the country. After redistricting I no longer represent the area on
campus but, of course, Rock Creek Church Road is squarely within Ward 4 so I
obviously still have an interest.

And most people who are off-campus don't realize that most of the
people who live here at the Soldiers' and Airmen's Home vote right here in the
District of Columbia right over on Harewood Road at Precinct 44 and are very
active members of the District of Columbia local community. So I want to thank
everyone first of all.

I have a formal written statement, which I will submit for the record
as follows. My name is Adrian Fenty, District of Columbia Councilmember
representing Ward 4. I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the proposed
future devélopment of the Armed Forces Retirement Home, Washington. Upon
reviewing the draft environmental impact statement and discussing the proposed
development with community leaders in the surrounding neighborhoods it is clear
to me that any de&elopment of the campus of the Armed Forces Retirement Home
will have a large impact on the communities around the site, especially those in
Ward 4 where I represent.

As you are aware, there is a number of very active community groups
which have weighed in on this proposed development and since the likely
footprint is so large, perhaps as large as eight million square feet, it's
imperative to continue to not only welcome community input but real{Q to ensure
the comments and concerns of those affected are incorporated into the final
version of the environmental impact study and ultimately the master plan for the

project.



I am particularly concerned about the possible impact the new
development may have on traffic flow in concert with our existing infrastructure
and the historic preservation issues associated with the property which were
just so eloquently addressed. Development of this property provides a rare
opportunity to create and make available open park space for community use as
well and it could influence the economy by incorporating some of those values.

I therefore firmly believe that any successful project at the Armed
Forces Retirement Home hinges on buy-in from the community inside the gates and
also buy-in from the surrounding communities. I look forward to working with
all parties to facilitate this involvement and to ensure the formation of a true
partnership as this very important project moves forward. Thank you very much
and I'll be happy to work with the Armed Forces Retirement Home and certainly
the community as this goes forward. Thank you very much.

MR. COX: Thank you. Sandra Hoffman and on deck is Robert Q'Brien.

Welcome, thanks for coming.

MS. HOFFMAN: Thank you for allowing me to testify this evening. I
have specific questions that address many of the similar concerns that have been
raised already tonight. My name is Sandra Hoffman. I live at 7th and Taylor
Northwest, about six blocks west of Soldiers Home. I have some very specific
things that perhaps are examples of how the home could impact us.

Because of the significant lack of

recreational park space in this area children throughout our neighborhood
frequently are using our streets as places to play, to ride their bikes. It's a
significant recreational resource. This is a neighborhood of single- family
homes with many children and many families who are exﬁecting children as well.
The proposed development plan on this site will significantly

increase traffic which I would expect will remove the use of streets as a



relatively safe place for recreation as they are being currently used and I'm
interested in hearing how the blan expects to replace that recreational resource
that will be removed from our community.

The second question I have is the federal elements of the
comprehensive plan for national capital provide the guiding criteria for this
development from what I understand from the EIS. One element of the federal
elements 1s to enhance park and open space system of the national capital region
and to ensure adequate park and open space for future generations.

We are currently seeing very dense

residential development throughout Columbia Heights. We are very soon going to
be seeing groundbreaking on two large projects on Georgia Avenue and we hope and
expect to see much more of that along Georgia Avenue and Sherman Avenue and I
think the neighbors very much welcome that kind of dense residential
development. I may be speaking for myself but so far we've been able to work
things out with planning. Everyone is going to work for the neighborhood.

Those developments are within two to six blocks of this space. As I
said, we are already experiencing a lack of parkland for recreation in this part
of the city. This is one of the few large remaining open spaces available in
central DC so my question is why isn't a sizeable park part of the development
plan for this site and in particular I would think that Area 6 loocks like it

would be particularly appropriate.

Among the alternatives that are considered, like prior speakers, I'd
like to urge the Armed Forces Retirement Home to work with the DC government and

federal government to find alternatives for funding or for land use including



possibly exchanges of land with other federal agencies where perhaps you can
find a site that would be more appropriate for development and then perhaps this
can become a park. Maybe that's a way to work things out.

MR. COX: Robert 0'Brien. Next up then, Ted Mariani.

MR. O'BRIEN: I'm Bob O'Brien, and I'd like to talk a little bit
about this thing. We seem to have four proposals on the agenda, all of which
have been developed with little or no input by the residents. As I see it, this
meeting and the prévious one on the same subject only summarize the proposals
being submitted to EPA. At the first meeting I attempted to have it clarified
as to which proposal the administration was favoring or was more in favor of
than others.” I was not successful on that. But I find it difficult to believe
that they do not have a distinct opinion about which of these plans should be
the one to be accepted.

The next remark I was going to make, when I look at it it appears to
be too derogatory. I will not make it; héwever, I do think it's premature to
submit these proposals without residents having had the opportunities to become
more familiar with the plans and the effect it will have on their lives here at
Armed Forces Retirement Home. Thank you.

MR. COX: Ted, then next up is Michael George.

MR. MARIANI: My name is Ted Mariani. I'm an architect and engineer
here representing MedStar Health Institution just to the south of the home and
they have an interest in developing the property. We have a great deal of
concern that the EIS dramatically overstated the transportation impacts of the
development in altefnative 2.

As Mr. Caldas said, it was a factor of two times what it will really
be. The principal reasons for this were the study indicated that the land that
is indicated for educational purposes, which is graduate medical education, was
treated like it was a community college. This gives you a factor of six times

of what you would really have. Also it failed to account for the fact that a lot



of the uses would be moved over from the Hospital Center so you're double-
counting the traffic which would be taken away from the streets because of that.

They failed to recognize the fact that in a medical facility shift
changes occur at nonpeak hours. People come to work before 7:00 and they
basically leave before 3:00 so you do not have the peak hour impacts.

Another issue was the parking that is indicated in the EIS calls for
over 16,000 parking spaces. Now, that's really more than twice that you would
ever really need on this campus for the development under alternative 2. Just
to give you an example, the NIH, which is significantly larger than anything
that would be developed on this campus, only has 8,000 spaces.

So I just want to suggest that before the master plan proceeds much
further there should be a much more rigorous transportation analysis and this is
good for everybody, not only the potential users of the site but for the
community to understand the real impacts of the transportation and the parking
requirements. And that should be undertaken, I think, as soon as possible
because right now what you're seeing is something that is so dramatic that it
just frightens people and that's not the reality of the situation. Thank you
very much and we will submit a written statement for the record.

MR. COX: Thank you. Michael George and then D. E. Douglas.

MR. GEORGE: I'm a home resident and I'm against getting rid of our
land. They tell us it's for the trust fund. Nobody ever sees this trust fund.
If they want to do something with the land make a national cemetery out of it.
If they got to take it from us make it a cemetery for the Soldiers Home.
They're running out of cemeteries. That will work.

MR. COX: D. E. Douglas.

DOUGLAS: David Douglas.

COX: I have D.E.

5 B B

DOUGLAS: David, right, thank you.





