
January 27,2075

TO: Gretchen Pfaehler, AlA, Chair

Historic Preservation Review Board

Historic Preservation Off ice

1100 4th Street, SW

Room 550

Washington , DC 2OO24

FROM: McMillan Advisory Group (MAG)

Subject: Comments on proposed Phase 2 development plan for the McMillan SIow Sand Filtration Site

("the McMillan site")

Dear Chairwoman Pfaehler and other members of the HPRB:

The McMillan Advisory Group (MAG) continues to formally represent the McMillan Site's surrounding

communities in planned development negotiations with the District of Columbia ("the District") and

Vision McMillan Partners ("VMP"). Our concerns regarding Historic Preservation (as outlined in our

attached letter provided on July 20,2072) remain much the same. Given the changes to the proposed

Master Plan since 2OL2 and the advent of Parcel 2 planning, the MAG wishes to emphasize some

particular concerns, questions and suggestions.

l. Concerns regarding Parcel 2

A. Lack of review of Phase 2 in its Entirety

Regarding the design proposal for the multiuse mixed residential/commercial building for the Phase

2 parcel 2 component, the MAG is concerned about the use and design of the remainder of Phase 2

elements. HPRB review of Phase 2 in its entirety could insure that the overall character of the site

be unified, especially with regard to open space and preservation/repurposing of the underground

sand filtration cells.

B. Connecting Building Bridge

Werequestthattheproposed,,connectingbridge,,@'?.8q[r$ebuildingthat
spans-overthe north end of % Street NW be completely removed and that no further increase in the

building's height (currently at 85 feet) be approved.

With VMP's proposed "connecting bridge" the design:

. is inconsistent with other building design elements proposed for the McMillan site

. further limits internal north-south view sheds

. reduces the amount of natural light as well as creates a more enclosed North Service Court,

thereby negatively impacting the overall open space for the site



C. Further Encroachment on Views

As currently presented, the proposed multi-family structure massing does not sufficiently

modulate change from the tall Medical Office structures at the north to the proposed south park

space and Community Center. As noted in the Octob er 20L3 HPRB Staff Report and in the

MAG,s July 2O72letter, the concern with reduction in views through the site in all directions is a

concern. The proposed Parcel 2 massing further blocks views of open space from the mid-

section of the McMillan site; this appears inconsistent with the HPRB's encouragement for the

design to retain a sense of the open space character of the McMillan site'

D. Demolition of Filtration Cells

ln addition to the concerns noted regarding the above-grade structure, the MAG notes that the

proposed development of Parcel 2 includes sub-grade parking that would require demolition of

the filtration cells below ground.

The Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB) on October 3'J',20L3:

,,Determined that the proposal will result in substantial demolition, as defined in the

preservation regulations, and therefore inconsistent with the purposes of the Historic Landmark

and Historic District Protection Act"

The MAG requests that the substantial demolition which HPRB found to be inconsistent with the

Act sited above be reduced by preserving/repurposing at least two (#16 and #21) of the

underground cells on Parcel 2. According to the structural report written in by Robert Silman

Associates for VMP ("report"), the underground filtration cells on Parcel 2 were found to be the

most structurally sound ; two cells (#15 and #21) were among three cells categorized with

,,minor damage" and two cells (#15 and #20) were categorized as having "moderate damage".

None of the cells in what is now labeled as Parcel2 were reported to have severe damage or

collapse.

The aforementioned report anticipates the feasibility of cell preservation and offers structural

sotutions for interior use of the cells as well as an "overburden structure" to accommodate new

structure(s) above the cells. Given the potential to fulfill the purpose of the Historic Landmark

and Historic District Protection Act while accommodating proposed above-grade Parcel 2 uses,

the MAG suggests the parking on the north section of the site (where cells are less structurally

sound) could be deepened and expanded if needed to accommodate loss of proposed below-

grade parking.

At present, based on VMP testimony before the Mayor's Agent, there is no assurance or

likelihood of any preservation/repurposing of any of the underground sand filtration cells' As

these structures are both architecturally awe-inspiring and pivotal to the historic engineering

use of the site for water purification, these cells must have assurance that they will, in fact, be

retained in a meaningful way. The cells included as part of the Parcel 2 development are the

most stable on the site and they need to be preserved/meaningfully repurposed. Short of a



bfq{ilg.fryqg1ySlal, qndil{A{qqqble_qaqmltment !y_!'tv!l and the_ District that at least two

recommend that anV lqllelAp14elfl ry-&4eL2 beAplfqvg{

ll. Concerns regarding Subdivision

A. Ownership of Historic Resources

The MAG requests that all Historic Resources [including but not limited to the Service Courts, above

ground structures (retaining walls, silos, regulator houses), below ground structures (ramps, sand

filtration cells).pqlklpps!_space including the south park, the NW corner used currently blt DC

W-qter,,andtheheallnggaldensl beownedbytheDistrictasthesingle-ownerinperpetuity. Our

concern is that ifthese resources are owned by private interests, the appearances and uses ofthese

r_esources are likely to be or to become inconsistent with the Historic nature of these Resources'

B. Changes in the Future

The MAG notesthattheVMP's proposed development plans have changed overtime and are likely

to change further prior to initial vertical build-out of the site. We request that, in keeping with the

historic nature of the site and surrounding neighborhoods, the HPRB prescribes limits to both height

and density of buildings, and that the HPRB establishes covenants to prohibit future redevelopment

and/or renovation that would increase building massing-de4qitY.qr heights. Although VMP has

asked for flexibility in the past, we believe that strict limits on building heights and density are

required to protect the recognized historic elements of the site. The goal of the covenants would be

to p-rgvent further negative impacts on historic view-sheds and to decrease the reduction in natural

lightand open feelof the site. Please notethatthe use of land title covenantswould be of great

importance when HPRB considers final approval of the elements of the site as a whole in the future.

C. Divided Controland Non-uniform Approach

As we have witnessed in the past, the number of business entities that comprise VMP present

significant challenges to historic preservation. Since each business group, based on their

partnership, anticipates individual control regarding a certain percentage of the overall project,

there have been limitations placed on balancing and optimizing the approach to the site plan as a

whole. Examples of these limitations include:

. TheOlmstedWalkhasbeensignificantlycompromisedatthenorthsideofthesite. lntheNW

corner, the walk would be underneath a substantially cantilevered building extension of the

medicaloffice (put in place to maximize square footage). ln the NE corner, the walk appears to

merge with the street sidewalk, rather than being a free-standing element.

. The proposed "over-the-street" bridge forthe Parcel2 building is plloppsed in an apparent effort

to maximize square footage.



. Likewise, since VMP has stated that there is a high unlikelihood of any underground cell

preservation, we have serious concerns about the success of any retention/

preservation/meaningful repurposing of any of these structures that a1e inc-luded -as 
pa6 of

p3rrcels to be sold tQ-VlVl!. nd cells make it difficult to

$!ale&s!qge'

For the reasons above, we therefore request that the site not be subdivided. lf subdivision is glante,$,

the retained historic structures listed above should be owned by the District as the single-owner in

perpetuity.

ln conclusion, the MAG greatly appreciates the HPRB's attention to the McMillan site and the

opportunity to offer comments to the HPRB.

Thank you on behalf of the MAG,v'5 
t
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July 10, 2012 

 
To:                   Catherine V. Buell, Chair 

Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB)                                                                                                                           
Historic Preservation Office                                                                                                                            
1100 4th Street, SW  Room 650                                                                                                                                                                                                
Washington, DC   20024 
 

From:              McMillan Advisory Group  

Subject: Comments on proposed development plan for the McMillan Slow Sand Filtration 
Site (“the  McMillan  Site”) 

 

Dear Chairwoman Buell and other members of the HPRB: 

The McMillan Advisory Group (MAG) is the group that formally represents the McMillan  Site’s  
surrounding communities in planned development negotiations with the District of Columbia 
(“the  District”) and the city’s  representative consultant team, Vision McMillan Partners 
(“VMP”).  The MAG shares the following concerns regarding the historic preservation features 
of the proposed McMillan Master Plan1 and strongly encourages the submission of an amended 
PUD  application  in  the  future  that  adequately  addresses  the  communities’  concerns  and reflects a 
PUD that the MAG will be able to endorse.  
 

Background   

The McMillan Site (located within the boundaries of 1st Street NW, Michigan Avenue NW, 
North Capitol Street NW and Channing Street NW) has been an integral part of the District, 
particularly the surrounding communities of Bates, Bloomingdale, Edgewood, Eckington, Park 
Place, and Stronghold (“the  surrounding  communities”) for more than a century.  Nominated by 
the HPRB for the National Register of Historic Places, the McMillan Site has been a registered 
historic landmark of the District since 1991.  Part of the historic designation ensured that a 
substantial portion of the McMillan Site would be dedicated to recreation and open green space 
and that planned development would require adaptive reuse of the historical elements on the site, 
both above and below ground.  The site is unique for the following: 

 the largest slow sand filtration site in the United States 
 a water engineering marvel developed  to  secure  clean  water  for  the  growing  Nation’s 

Capitol at the turn of the century 

                                                           
1 McMillan Master Plan, Stage One P.U.D. Application, HPRB Submission, February 24, 2012 
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 a significant landscape plan achievement designed by world renowned landscape 
architect Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. 

 sweeping views of significant District landmarks (i.e., the Capital Building, the 
Washington Monument) from multiple vantage points 

 a distinctive and beautiful character that, in total, is critical to its preservation and 
planned development 
 

Community response to the current McMillan Master Plan  

To date, the Bloomingdale, Pleasant Plains, and Stronghold Civic Associations have all formally 
opposed the current Master Plan since: 

 Preservation of historic above and below ground features of the site are insufficient to 
reflect the key elements of the original Olmsted design and  

 Planned development does not sufficiently reflect the needs of the existing surrounding 
communities  

Furthermore, the Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 1B, on the north side of the Site, 
opposed the current plan for similar reasons. ANC 5C chose to not support nor oppose the 
current plan based on similar concerns.  However, in a 1999 Resolution, that was voted on and 
ratified  by  ANC  5C,  and  signed  by  the  then  Chair  and  Recording  Secretary,  and  resolved  “That  
at this public meeting [of Tuesday, December 21, 1999] ANC 5C goes on record to support: 
historical  preservation,  park  and  open  space  with  limited  development.” 

 

MAG’s Historic Preservation Concerns 

General comment:  We believe that several broad principles must govern any preservation and/or 
development of the McMillan Site: 

 The Site’s  public  spaces  and  park  must be open and available for active use to all 
residents of the area. 

 A preservation plan for the Site must reflect much more creative ideas than the current 
Master Plan with more robust preservation complimented by development worthy of 
this historic site, reflective of the best of our time, and worthy of being preserved for 
centuries into the future.   

 The final preservation and development plan must include a design team that 
recognizes and preserves the historical and architectural features special to this site and 
the  District’s history.  The design should, at once, honor this unique historic site while 
capturing  the  past,  present,  and  future  in  the  site’s  design,  planned  use,  and  
architecture. 
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 Future amendments to the PUD should clearly delineate: 
o  “open  space”  (which  includes  roads,  sidewalks,  etc.)  from  “green  space”  

(which includes grass, plants, etc.).      To  be  clear,  the  MAG’s interpretation of 
green space does not include areas that are paved or hard-scaped. 

o the meaning of preservation as it pertains to historic elements of the site 
including how, to what extent, for what purpose, and within what time frame  

o the meaning of repurposing/refurbishing as it pertains to historic elements of the 
site including how, to what extent, for what purpose, and within what time 
frame 
 

Preservation of the Sense of Space: 

The original Olmsted design encompassed silos and regulator houses in the middle of open green 
space.  We believe the current plan has multiple significant limitations: 
 

 A significant portion of the site is not preserved according to Olmsted’s  original  design 
plan.  The current plan does not take into account that McMillan was intended to be an 
integral  part  of  the  “emerald  necklace”  green  space  to  surround  the  Nation’s  Capital. 

 The  current  plan  scantly  reflects  the  tenets  of  the  District’s  2006  Comprehensive  Plan2 
since there are  limited  areas  of  “contiguous”  green  space.  In addition, the 2006 
Comprehensive Plan Policy PROS-3-3  states  specifically  that  the  “District  must  take  an  
active role in conserving the connected open space network as an historic, ecological, 
aesthetic,  and  recreational  resource.” 

 The North and South Service Courts  are  “chopped  up”  into  small  segments, negatively 
altering their overall character.  Although the current plan slates that the South Service 
Court is intended to be preserved and represent the original Olmsted plan, this South 
Service Court does not have significant green space on south side of the court to enable 
the original feel of the space.  In addition, public access and use of the South Service 
Court is severely restricted since the current plan intends to build a circulator road within 
the South Service Court that transits two thirds of the space in the area around the silos.  
Beyond limiting access, this planned road irrevocably alters the overall experience of the 
space. 

 The current plan does very little to document the historic record of the site in that there 
are  no  clearly  defined  “monument,  memorial,  or  museums”  included  in  the  McMillan  
Master Plan.  These elements of documentation and identification were included in the 
2006 Comprehensive Plan. 

 

                                                           
2 Chapter  8  of  the  2006  Comprehensive  Plan  emphasizes  that  the  “District  has  benefited  from  a  legacy  of  far-sighted 
master plans that recognize the importance of parks and open space to the future of the city.  The McMillan Plan of 
1901  was  prepared  in  part  to  beautify  and  better  organize  the  District’s  open  spaces.”    The  Plan  goes  on  to  identify  
the  McMillan  Site  as  being  among  one  of  “the  most  significant  …  chains  of  interconnected  open  space across the 
city”  and  highlights  this  area  as  a  significant  “corridor  of  District,  federal,  and  institutional  lands  extending  from  
McMillan  Reservoir  on  the  south  the  Fort  Totten  on  the  north”.     
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To more closely mirror Olmsted’s  original design, the MAG strongly believes that the 
contiguous green space of the  “central  park”  in  the  current  plan must be increased to a total of 
7.45 acres (approximately 30% of the total site land area) by removing the northern half of the 
planned row house development3.   This amended larger and significant contiguous park space is 
much more consistent with residents of Ward 5 door-to-door survey results which showed an 
overwhelming majority of the community desires additional park space much larger than that 
proposed in the current McMillan Master Plan.4 
 
Benefits of increased size of contiguous park space include the following: 
 

 Conforms more closely with the guidelines established in the District’s 2006 
Comprehensive Plan as well as the Historic Landmark and Historic District Protection 
Act of 1978 (DC Code Section 6-1101(a)): Preserve and enhance the unique cultural 
heritage, beauty, and identity of the District of Columbia by respecting the historic 
physical form of the city and the enduring value of historic structures and places, 
recognizing their importance to the citizens of the District of Columbia and the nation, 
and  sharing  mutual  responsibilities  for  their  protection  and  stewardship”.    

 Preserves a piece of Olmsted’s  original  landscape design by maintaining contiguous open 
green space engulfing the South Service Court and eliminating the  current  plan’s  planned 
street and parking around the silos.  While the North Service Court is blended into the 
modern development, residents, visitors, and historians will always be able to have a 
vision of the historic site with the South Service Court preserved as green landscape 
surrounding the southern sand towers.   

 Addresses the overwhelming community need for more park space than presently 
planned5.  

 Decreases the overall number of planned housing units which helps to mitigate traffic 
concerns 

 Increases opportunities for storm water management to mitigate flooding in adjacent 
communities 

 Enables placement of other community amenities (i.e., Recreation/Community Center) 
within the park space without reducing the area devoted to open green space 

 Proposed  increase  in  park  space  does  not  negatively  impact  the  District’s  goal  of  long-
term job creation and future job growth 

 With less above ground construction there is an opportunity for more preservation of 
vaulted caverns below the park 

 

Access to parkland is central to the needs of the surrounding communities.  In the District, 
parkland space is unevenly distributed. The surrounding communities main green spaces are 
                                                           
3 Designated as Parcel E in the McMillan Master Plan, p. 19 
4 Please refer to the submitted testimony of Mark Mueller, 5C04 ANC Representative, for more details of the 
survey and its results.  In short, more than 85% of surveyed residents indicated the desire for at least 50% 
contiguous park space.  The current Master Plan has less than 18% contiguous park space. 
5 In the press release for  the  release  of  the  publication  “2011  City  Park  Facts”, Peter Harnik, director of The Trust 
for Public Land's Center for City Park Excellence, notes that residents in Wards 1 and 5 especially need better park 
access and that there are not enough sports playing fields. 
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primarily graveyards and the off-limits reservoir.  There is no viable park or access to 
recreational amenities and facilities to meet local needs.  Additionally, the neighborhood 
includes areas experiencing significant growth, straining the ability of facilities to meet 
neighborhood needs.   

Recreational needs are also a function of demographics and density. The need for parks within 
the  McMillan  Site’s  surrounding  communities is critical due to:   

 Lack of parks and up-to-date recreational facilities that are safe and age appropriate for 
children, teens, and adults; 

 Denser development patterns without the aesthetic amenities afforded by open green 
space, and; 

 Youth and seniors in the surrounding communities who will receive both short and long 
term benefits from increased programmed recreational activities and accessibility to 
significant contiguous open park space 
 

Preservation of Sense of Place: 

The current Master Plan proposes a progressive increase in building height from south to north 
on the Site.  While the MAG generally supports this approach, many residents have raised 
concerns about the scale and density of the planned development.  In order to not dwarf the 
existing structures in relation to the surrounding areas of the site as well as surrounding 
communities, the MAG strongly advises that an amended PUD be submitted that includes: 

 Row homes on the site be no higher than 30 feet (three stories including any top story 
set-backs) 

 Office and retail buildings have a progressive decrease in height from west to east on the 
site to place smaller scale buildings next to existing neighborhoods 
 

Preservation of Sense of Purpose 

Part of the McMillan Site’s  historic  designation was the element of clean water production as a 
major component of the site. The conceptual design of the proposed plan would destroy the 
functionality of the site to provide purification of clean water and currently does very little to 
document the historic record.  The MAG strongly advises that an amended PUD be submitted 
which includes: 

 Preservation  of  the  McMillan  Site’s  sense  of  purpose  by  including  credible  monuments, 
memorials, plaques, and a museum documenting the historical elements, function, and 
influence of the site.    
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Preservation of Existing Above Ground Structures (silos, regulator houses, sand bins, gated 
entries to underground cells, walls of regulator courts): 

The current plan does not clearly specify the extent to which the above ground structures (listed 
above) would be preserved or repurposed.  The MAG strongly encourages that all structures be 
preserved and that descriptive plans for the repurposing of elements be included in an amended 
PUD application.  In addition to the structures (silos, regulator houses, sand binds), we believe 
the wooden entry gates and their hardware are distinctive historical design elements and should 
be preserved.  Wherever possible they should remain in the same location (as entries to preserved 
underground cells or new buildings) to preserve the past orientation/design. 

 

Preservation of Underground Cells: 

The underground cells, key to the function of the sand filtration process for water purification, 
were constructed with vaulted ceilings supported by robust pillars.  The cells bring a truly unique 
character to the overall experience of the McMillan Site.  The current plan preserves only two 
underground cells and is not clear regarding their future purpose.  Given the cell’s  central  
significance to the historic integrity of the Site, the MAG strongly advocates for an amended 
PUD that preserves or repurposes all of the underground cells that are not irreparably damaged.  
An amended PUD should include: 

 Clear guidelines for the preserved or refurbished underground cells including proposed 
uses and timelines for their accessibility to the public 

 More creative and adaptive reuses for the underground cells (i.e., recreation/community 
center space) 

 Incorporating the underground cell construction into a museum that describes the water 
filtration process and contains information about the importance of the history of the 
public water system and  Olmsted’s  design of which the Site represented 
 

Preservation of Vistas from, into, and through the Site: 

The 2006 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 10 – Historic Preservation Element, Action HP-2.5.B: 
entitled “Protecting  the  Natural  Escarpment” specifically  encourages  the  District  to  “Protect  
views of and from the natural escarpment around central Washington by working with District 
and federal land-holders and review agencies to accommodate reasonable demands for new 
development on major historic campuses like Saint Elizabeth’s Hospital, the Armed Forces 
Retirement Home, and McMillan Reservoir in a manner that harmonizes with the natural 
topography  and  preserves  important  vistas  on  the  city.”   
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As defined by the National Capital Planning Commission (“NCPC”), there are several 
historically significant vistas related to the McMillan Site.  The current  plan’s  construction of 
office buildings and multi-dwelling housing along with the row houses would create a barrier to 
the historical vistas that are also a major element of the historic value of the McMillan Site. 
Specially, the present plan does not preserve the south vista with views of the U.S. Capitol and 
the Washington Monument or the north vista facing the Old Soldiers Home tower. In addition, 
the present plan does not preserve the west vistas with views of Howard University Founders 
Library and National Cathedral or the east vistas of Catholic  University’s  basilica.   The MAG 
supports maintaining these important vistas as much as possible in an amended site development 
plan.   

 

 

Conclusion 

The MAG thanks the HPRB for considering these community concerns.  The MAG is eager to 
work with the stakeholders to amend the current development plan to more adequately reflect the 
priorities and needs of the Site’s  surrounding  communities’ residents.  

It is our understanding that the MAG will have the opportunity to meet with city officials and the 
consultants to provide community input throughout the pre-development planning as well as 
during the land development phases of the project. As clarification, the MAG would appreciate 
written confirmation from the HPRB concerning whether: 

1. The  HRPB review is the final opportunity for the MAG to comment, provide input, and 
participate in negotiation  on the proposed McMillan development project, 
or alternately, 

2. Following HPRB review and approval there will be additional opportunities for the MAG 
to comment, provide input, and participate in negotiations on the proposed McMillan 
development project.    

If there will be additional opportunities for to comment, provide input, and participate in 
negotiations it is requested that the HPRB indicate in their written response the points in the 
process where these opportunities will occur.  
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We thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

The McMillan Advisory Group 
Anne Brooks, abr2594238@aol.com, Stronghold/President  
Bradley Thomas, bradley.thomas@anc.dc.gov, Bates /ANC 5C01 SMD  
Brenda Brittain, laxmi25555@yahoo.com, Park Place/President  
Chris Leptak, clleptak@aol.com Stronghold, Channing St NE  
David Scott, david.scott92@gmail.com, Stronghold/Franklin St NE  
Dianne Barnes, dianne_brns@yahoo.com, Bloomingdale/Adams St NW  
Geovani Bonilla, mrgeovani@aol.com, Bates/President  
Gwen Southerland, gwensouth@aol.com, Franklin Commons/McMillan Park  
James Fournier, james.fournier9@verizon.net, Bloomingdale/ANC 5C07 SMD  
Kirby Vining, nulliparaacnestis@gmail.com, Stronghold/McMillan Park  
Logan Durham, ladindc@aol.com, Bloomingdale/Channing St NW 
Michael Clark, Mdwa1105@aol.com, Edgewood/President  
Michael Henderson, edgewooddc@comcast.net, Edgewood/MAG Recording Secretary  
Randy Edison, r_l_edison@yahoo.com, Bloomingdale/Channing St NW 
Ronnie Edwards, ronnieedwardsservices@aol.com, Park Place/ANC 5C Chair  
Sylvia Pinkey, 5C02@anc.dc.gov, Eckington/ANC 5C02 SMD  
Scott Roberts, scott@scott-roberts.net, Bloomingdale Listserv/W St NW  
Teri Janine Quinn, terijanine@gmail.com, Bloomingdale/President  
Tony Norman, tonynorman@peoplepc.com, McMillan Park /ANC 1B10 SMD 

 

cc/   

 Interim Council Chairman Mendelson, Suite 402 
 Councilmember McDuffie, Suite 410 
 Councilmember Cheh, Suite 108 
 Councilmember Catania, Suite 404 
 Councilmember Brown, Suite 406 
 Councilmember Orange, Suite 107 
 Councilmember Graham, Suite 105 
 Councilmember Evans, Suite 106 
 Councilmember Bowser, Suite 110 
 Councilmember Wells, Suite 408 
 Councilmember Alexander, Suite 400 
 Councilmember Barry, Suite 102 
  
Vision McMillan Partners 
        
 Congresswoman Norton, 2136 Rayburn HOB, 20515 
 Congressman Darrell Isa, 2347 Rayburn HOB, 20515  
     
 Ms. Iris Gestram, NAOP, 1111 16th St. NW, Suite 310, Wash. DC 20036 
 Ms. Rebecca Yarbrough, NTHP, 1785 Massachusetts Ave., NW, 20036 
 Mr. Peter Harnik, Center for City Park Excellence, the Trust for Public Land,   
 660 Pennsylvania Ave. SE, Suite 401, 20003 


