May 8, 2018
Comments of The Garden Club of America

RE: Smithsonian South Mall Campus Master Plan —
Draft Programmatic Agreement and
Final Environmental Impact Statement

The Smithsonian is a venerable institution whose stated vision is to shape “the future by presetving our
heritage.” It is therefore ironic that the Smithsonian’s proposed South Mall Campus Master Plan and
Programmatic Agreement aggressively ignore the Quadrangle’s historical and cultural significance, while
simultaneously dismissing the clear intent of donor Enid A. Haupt.

Given our long-term support of the Smithsonian and the integrity of its operations, we — The Garden Club
of America — renew our opposition to majot components of the South Campus Mastet Plan and utge the
Commission not to approve the proposed Programmatic Agreement. We do not endorse Alternative F.
Our reasons follow:

Donor Intent Must Govern. Contemporaneous documents treleased by the Smithsonian show that Mrs.
Haupt agreed to a specific garden design including the pavilions, after a long courtship by then-Secretary
Dillon Ripley. Her generous $3 million endowment was given in teliance on that design. Vague claims that
it will maintain the “character” of the space should not absolve the Smithsonian of its obligation to abide by
donor intent. The proposed Master Plan and Alternative F violate that intent and should not be approved.

Alternative B Responds to Public Concerns and Better Addresses Adverse Impacts. Despite
suggestions to the contrary, Alternative B — not I — responds to concerns raised by The Gatden Club of
America and others since it does not “reconfigure” (Page 40, line 9) the garden, adhetes to Mrs. Haupt’s
intent, and properly retains the pavilions and existing buildings as part of the historic design.

For substantially less environmental damage, the Smithsonian can repait the roof undet the Enid Haupt
Garden and return the Historic District to its current configuration. If the Smithsonian honestly intends to
minimize environmental impact, retaining and creatively adapting the existing pavilions — rather than
destroying them as outlined in Alternative I — is the logical response.

The Smithsonian should not have it both ways. Language in the Progtammatic Agteement regularly
assures the reader that no specifics have been determined and that it will be years before any determination
1s made regarding the South Mall Campus. On the one hand, this gives us hope. On the othet hand,
Secretary Skorton has indicated that the garden roof will not likely be replaced for at least a decade. Locking
the Master Plan into Alternative F would thus be premature and prejudicial to the kind of open discussions
the Smithsonian purpotts to invite.

Use of the Arts and Industries Building must be addressed. Given the very long-term nature of this
Master Plan, the Commission should refuse to finalize any programmatic agreement until use of the
landmatk Arts and Industries Building is defined. This building has, effectively, had no purpose for 15 years
and, under the proposed Programmatic Agreement, has none for the future. Constructive and thoughtful
use of this existing space might very well obviate the need for the massive excavation and advetse impacts
outlined above and ensure adherence to Mrs. Haupt’s intent.



