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Dear Mz, Ball:

As the District’s oldest civic orgamzation foundcd Dec. 7, 1865 — the Association of
the Oldest Inhabitants of the Disttict of Columbia stands with other preservation
organizations in opposmon to the proposed changes to the main hall of Umon Station.

We disagree with the plan’s attcmpt to nnprove 51ght hnes and pedestrian flow; in fact,
we believe the design is intrusive and mcompatxble with Daniel Burnham’s design for this
historic structure. . While we applaud the progress that has been made durmg the past
quatter century to'restore and return Union Station as a welcommg terminus for
Washington, D.C. visitors and : 4 destination unto itself, we feel the proposed design will
significantly detract from the station’s features. New York Ciry’s Grand Central Station
and Philadelphia’s 30" Street Station with their art deco and beaux arts design feature no
such intrusive, out of scalc modcm strucmrcs and: hxstonc Union Station should be no
different.

Little can be added to the well researched, well thought out and concisely articulated
comments provided by the Committee of 100, the DC Preservation League, the National
Trust, preserva tionists and yout nt:jghbors to tius proposal except to point out our clear,
unified opposition to this plan. :

That comiment.

you for the opportunity

William N. Brown, President

Cc: David Maloney, DC State Historic Preservation Officer
George Clark, Committee of 100
Robert Nieweg, National Trust for Historic Preservation
Rebecca Miller, DC Preservation League

The Association of the Oldest Inhabitants of the District of Columbia - the District’s oldest civic otganization - was
established on December 7, 1865, to preserve memories and matters of historic interest. By virtue of our long presence and
participation in the city’s prosperity and improvement, we continue to work and strive for the city’s stability, security and
advancement -- to aid in every way the prosperity and well-being of the District while preserving the heritage of its past.



COMIMIENT

Name:Robert Barbuto

Emai:RBARBUTO@VERIZON.NET

Organizationself

Telephone: 302995717

CommentsNo to potential changes to the existing center floor of Union Station Washington, DC. Why not
restore the main hall to the way it was intended with ticket windowooden, bencheand cafes, ie.riginal

from 194@ and 195@to preserve this historic edifice. As a third generation Washington, | would like to testify
and render my comments.

COMIIENT

Dear Mr. Ball,

The Committee of 100 on the Federal Gty is acitizen planning advocacy organization dedicated to protecting,
preserving, and maintaining our city@® built environment. We are grateful for the opportunity to participate
in the 106 review of proposed changesto Union Sation.

After attending the initial 106 consultation on June 18, reviewing the changes proposed by the Ashkenazy
Acquisition Corporation as presented on the USRCwebsite (a presentation which contains a great deal of
information for which we are grateful), reviewing the Union Sation Master Fan (also on-line for which we
are grateful), and careful consideration, The Committ ee of 100 condudesthat it is precipitousto consider the
changes being proposed by Ashkenazy in isolation of the numerous proposalsthat have been outlined in the
master plan.

The master plan proposes four major changes improvements, renovations, and additionsto the station, at
least three of which would impact the historic structure and should, therefore, come under 106 review:

1. Improve Existing Rail Goncourse with priority given to passenger waiting areas, resrooms,
circulation;

2. Construct a new Concourse;

3. Expand Metrorail Capacity and Access by reconfiguring the north mezzanine; construction of a
pedestrian walkway; creating a new entrance lobby on Frst Sreet; constructing an inner-city bus
terminal; creating a new entrance from the H Sreet Overpass.

The Committee of 100, therefore, encouragesthe Union Sation Redevelopment Corporation to present a
more indusive proposal at the next 106 consultation meeting, one that addressesthe proposed projects as
outlined above. Infact, the Union Sation Master Ran, in its Appendix |, recognizes the complexity of the
numerous proposals and callsfor a coardinated approach to planning and implementation. The Committee
further recommendsthat, to facilitate a comprehensive approach, the USRCcondud a pedestrian circulation

study.

Regarding the proposal with which we were presented on June 18, The Committee hasthe following
comments (which should not be construed as even partial acceptance of the piece-meal approach to the 106
review that the USRChas taken):
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A Consider moving the rail ticketing and waiting area from the rail concouse, which the master plan
recognizes asinadequate in size and in need of immediate renovation, to the Main Hall - asthe
station was originally intended to be used and asit was for more than ahalf century. Both the
Ashkenazy Acquisition Gorporation, in its Jure 18 presentation, and the Union Sation Master Fan
have given highest priority to the building asthe center of intermodal transportation, not only for
the city but also for the Mid-Atlantic Region. &The) Master Ran (is) desgned to propel Union
Sation to the forefront of seamless state-of-the art intermodal transportation centers globally.€

The master plan also statesthat Amtrak expectsridership to increase nationwide by 50% by 2030.
In regponse to that, it proposesa new 45,000 square foot concourse as 6a must to relieve current
and future use congegion issues.€ It would be far more logical, in terms of 1) the impact to the
historic resource, 2) isales of sustainability, and 3) attracting even greater ridership, if the Main Hall
were to be used asthe rail concourse rather than asthe site of intense retail development.

A Move the rental-car kiosks from the parking garage, where they are difficult to find and

inconveniently located, to the main station, which will serve to reinforce the station as a center

of intermodal transportation;

Locate the ticket courter for the busesin the Main Hall,

Redesign the visitor information counter so that it iseasier to find and attracts more users, perhaps

through the use of dynamic signage;

A onsider dynamic signage to guide visitorsto the lower level rather than cutting a hole in the floor of
the Main Hall to reveal the activity below. Sud aradical approach to attracting retail clients seems
unnecessry in a location that has been reported, by Washington@ most widely-circuated
newspaper, as bringing the highed rental of any site in the city.

A Biminate the current round cafe in the center of the main hall, which blocks the view, corfuses
visitors, and impedes visitor circulation. With the other cafesin the building, a cafe in thislocation
isnot necessary. Do not replace it with the proposed cafe structure, elevators, stairs, and two
openingsin the floor . If the ticketing courters were moved to the Main Hall, there would be no
room for the proposed structure, elevators, stairs and openings.

A Anhighly visible sign advising travelers of train information, in corjundion with an information desk in
this general location would be desrable

A Produce an historic structuresreport asrecommended by the DCSate Historic Reservation Officer.

> I

In conclusion, the Gommitt ee of 100 strongly encourages the Union Sation Redevelopment Corporation to
corsider all proposed changes, additions, and renovationsin a comprehensive manner, eecially during
the mandated federal 106 review; and to use the station as originally intended and as proposed by the
Union Sation Master Plan ¢ asamodel of 21% century public transit rather than giving primacy to the
building as aretail outlet.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to further participation in the 106
review process.

Sncerely,

George R dark, Chair
The Committt ee of 100 on the Federal Gt



COMMENT

Name: Wedey Paulson

Eneil: wedey@ddrolley.org

Organization: National Capital Trolley Museum

Telephone: 202-4885625

GComments: 1. The suggedion of re-opening the floor in the main hall unfortunately recalls memories of the
ill-fated dide show pit. Like its predecessor, the proposed new opening does not seem compatible with the
original architecture of the station. It would be alossto re-degroy the hall smply to provide aceessto
shopping. 2. The design concept for the new pavillion/elevators/ stairsis not well defined. The suggested use
of glassseemstoo modern for the building. The present pavillion looks like apiece of furniture and works
well in the space. 2. Why not remove the present pavillion and the storesin the foyer between the main hall
and present shopping concoourse and install elevatorsin the present opening in the shoppoing concourse
floor. 3. Consider use of the west hall floor space for the elevators and stairsto the basement.

COMMENT

Name: Nancy Metzger

Ensil: nancymetzger@verizon.net

Organization: Capitol Hill Regoration Sogety

Telephone: 546-1034

GComments: Thank you for inviting the Capitol Hill Restoration Sogety (CHRS to participate in the Section 106
corsultation for the proposed plansto alter the Main Hall of Union Sation. We found the initial corsultation
meeting on June 18, 2010, to be very informative and appreciate the efforts of the Union Sation
Redevelopment Corporation (USRC and other project proponentsto engage a wide range of corsulting
parties and members of the public in the corsultation through aseries of meetingsand the publicly
aceessgble webste.

Union Sation isone of the great buildingsin Washington, not only in itsexterior architecture but also in the
sense of progression through magnificent spacesto afinal dedination. While modern interventions have
diminished the original interior, these interventions could be reversed or modified to recapture more of the
original intention and till serve modern fundions. Heading into the station, aperson might walk down
either the west or east logga, experiendng the rhythm of the cdumnsthat stretch along the front, light and
darkness accenting the progression. Approaching directly from the front, the three great arches provide the
visitor with astunning entrance to the equally dramatic interior waiting room where the vaulted, coffered
ceiling rises 96 feet above the floor. The archesand vaults, scale, symmetry, materials, and details all
command the visitor@att ention and contribute to amemorable interior space ¢ except for the doenterpiecS £
of the Center Café, which blocks both viewsand traffic. Originally, avisitor would have taken cues from the
architecture and from unobstruated signage to pass from the Main Hall (Waiting Room) through one of the
five short barrel vaultsto the grand concourse, another light-filled, vaulted space where the ticket counter
would have been, with the 34 individual tracksjust beyond. That concourse has also been serioudly altered
with new stairsfor aceessto upper and lower levels, train and ticket information, and shops.
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Members of the Capitol Hill Restoration Socety well remember the unsuccessful experiment of & lée Rit,€ the
197Cs attempt to attract visitorsto Union Sation which failed in that goal and profoundy impacted the Main
Hall. The renovation attempt of the 1980simproved the situation somewhat by regoring the proper floor
level, but the distracting Center Café that wasinserted in the middle of the magnificent Main Hall makes
visitors pause in corfusion and forcestravelersto drcle around the pedegal and stairs to find the trains. Any
proposed alterations should restore the original unobstructed views of the Main Hall, and we are deeply
corncerned about the center of this space being dominated by the proposed circulation module. Thismodule
(induding floor cut-out, up and down stairs, elevators, and second-story café) may be more transparent than
the present Center Café, but it would still be highly visible. It would still be a major distraction to the visual
and experiential appreciation of the space aswell as an obstacle to people crossng the Main Hall to the train
terminal, taxi stand, or shops.

CHRSappreciatesthe attempt of the architect and project proponentsto addressthe issies of pedestrian
circuation, ADA accessibility, increasing rider ship, economic feasibility, clarity of direction, and others
mentioned in the &Project Considerationse list. However, as discussed above, we feel that the present
proposal hasitsown problems. Other alternatives should be explored to meet the stated needsso that the
solution will be in keeping with the grand, interior space and be less of an obstacle to the travelersand
visitors.

We also fed that this discusson and review needsto be in context ¢ not only in the context of a grand
historic building but also in the context of a Presevation Han for Union Sation which ensures that
maodifications and renovations enhance rather than diminish thisgreat building. CHRSwas very pleased at
the June 18 consultation meeting to hear the project team readily agree to the request by Sate Historic
Preservation Officer (HRO) David Maloney to prepare a Preservation Ran for Union Sation, which he
asseted isessential for a building of itsimportance, and commendsthe project team for doing so. Likewise,
CHRSsupportsthe recommendation made at the June 18 meeting by the National Capital Hanning
GCommisson (NCPC) that an Environmental Assessment (EA) be prepared for this project and commendsthe
project team for agreeing to prepare an EA. We recommend that the Preservation Ran for Union Sation be
completed before conduding Section 106 consultat ion and the EA for the current project, because the
Preservation Plan can then serve as a guide and frame of reference for this project, aswell asfor future
projects. Futher, we recommend that the Preservation Han be developed as part of the Section 106
corsultation, with recommendations and feedback from the consulting parties

CHRSis concerned to read in Appendix 1 to Draft Master RHan (page 20) that there are nine Union Sation
oprojectsthat can proceed with relatively little interaction or dependency on other projects.€ (Those items
listed in the matrix induded chistoric station retail improvements, integrate existing shopping areasinto rail
concourse, improved way-finding signage inside stationg, etc.). Perhaps such projects may be accomplished
independently in a physical or temporal sense, they should not be undertaken without the Presevation Ran
and necessary consultation, as each of these projectswill no douht greatly impact decisions about other
projects and the physical characteristics of the entire station.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide initial comments during the Section 106 consulting.  We look
forward to the next consultation meeting on August 5.



COMMENT

Name: Slly Berk

Enuil: sally@toad.net

Organization: The Committ ee of 100 on the Federal Gty

Telephone:

Comments: I've just sent the CLOO commentsto the interested parties by email. | hope to be able to attach
them to this page by the end of the day. Meanwhile, I'd be grateful if all the comments coud be made
available to all the corsulting parties just asthe comments of the initial meeting were made available on this
page. Thank you.

COMMENT

Name: Tanya Edwards Beauchamp

Ensil: tebeauchamp@verizon.net

Organization: Architectural Historian & Preservation Consultant
Telephone: 703-759-3796

Comments: 23 September 2010

Union Sation Section 106 initial consultation comments

Asan architectural historian member of the DCHPOstaff (19731991), I reviewed and monitored the 1987
89 redoration/rehabilitation of Union Sation for compliance with the 1985 Section 106 MOA and perhaps
have aunique perspective on the project.

In 1964 Union Sation wasinduded in the original list of historic propertiesin the District of Columbia
compiled by the Jant Committ ee on Landmarks of the National Capital (JL). The JOL (predecessor of the
present DCHistoric Reservation Review Board) was organized that year by the National Capital Planning
GCommisgon, the USCommisson of Fne Arts, and the District of Columbia Government to advise federal
agendes and othersin preparation for administration of the upcoming National Historic Reseavation Act of
1966 (NHPA). The JOLdesignated Union Sation ¢a Category | Landmark of great importance which
cortributes significantly to the cultural heritage of both the Nation and the District of Columbia, and which
must be preserved. One of the first great union terminals, thisimperial station with itsvast interior spaces,
was literally the cornerstone of the McMillan Commisson@Qeffortsto revive L&nfant@ original plan of the
city.€ On 26 February 1969 the O nominated Union Sation for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places On 24 March 1969 Union Sation became one of the first DChistoric propertieslisted on the NRHP.

The nomination hopefully cited the 1968 Public Law 90-264, providing for a Bicentennial visitorsCzenter and
transportation hub for the city, asa solution to long term maintenance and historic preservation problems at
the property. In fact, the poorly conceived and under-funded partial renovation which followed was a total
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disagter, brutally degtroying historic fabric and totally neglecting maintenance considerations. The Union
Sation Redevelopment Act of 1981 promised better, induding compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.

Many compromises were made in the Section 106 review of the public-privat e partnership development
project which followed, as seemingly incompatible commercial development and historic preservation
programswere melded. Chief among these was removal of ticketing and waiting room fundionsto the
former Concourse area in a shopping mall-like setting which provided access and ready views to multiple
levels. Accessto trainswas pushed farther back from the station entrance to allow for thiscommercial
development. In return the Union Sation Redevelopment Corporation (USRC) meticulously and authentically
resored decorative detail, skylights, and other historic featuresinduding the floor in the main hall.
Maintenance failureswere fully corrected and systems updated. Tenant lease agreements mandated the
subordination of commercial dedgn detail to the architectural integrity of the historic building. Freservation
of the east-wed axisthrough the building and the vast barrel-vaulted volume of the main hallt so essential
to the architectural integrity of this gateway to the Federal Gty and the fulfillment of the McMillan Plart
were considered non-negotiable.

The USRCproposed constructing an open-air café above a central information kiosk as a focal point for
visitorsin the main hall. The HARB reluctantly agreed to thisasthe structure would be open and finished with
mahogany like the original main hall furniture. Hopefully it would have the character of furniture which
would not be seen as part of the historic structure and could be easily removed. This concept averted a
DCHPOfinding of adverse effect on the qualitieswhich qualified the Union Sation for listingin the NRHP.

The present proposal replaces and expands thisfeature, risng well above the springing of the barrel vault,
obstructing axial views, and intruding into the volumetric aesthetic of the hall. It once again opensthe lower
floor to access and view from a central point of the room, further disrupting the architectural integrity of the
space. It unnecessrily repeats a circulation feature already existing just beyond the former Concourse doors,
bringing commercial mall desgn into the historic building in an area from which it wasrightly excluded under
the previous MOA. Accessibility for the handicapped and othersto new lower level commercial activity
below the main hall would be bett er served by relocation near the front entrance in the original utility spaces
now ocaupied by resaurants. Improvementsin acoessbility and transportation-related signage within the
former Concourse commercial space should also be explored. Consideration should be given to removal
altogether

of the central café. In practice, it has proved less than innocuous and its presence has cortributed to the
congestion of the space and the proliferation of many small intrusionsthere. These should also be removed.
Thisis one of the most historically and architecturally significant interiorsin the nati2 5 €@pital and an
essential feature of the McMillan Plan. It should be regpected as such and fully protected under the
provisions of Section 106 of the NHPA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment during this Section 106 corsultation process

Tanya Edwards Beauchamp
Architectural Historian & Preservation Consultant



COMMENT

Name: Robert Nieweg

Emuil: robert nieweg@nthp.org

Organization: National Trust for Historic Reservation

Telephone: 202-5886107

Comments: The National Trust for Historic Rreservation appreciates the opportunity to participate in the
recently initiated Section 106 review processregarding the proposed changesto iconic Union Sationin
Washington, DC. These proposed changes appear to be part of the master planning project being
undertaken by the Union Sation Redevelopment Corporation (USRCO). USRChas asked for initial comments
in regponse to the presentation given on June 18, 2010, regarding the propased alteration to the Main Hall.
Our comments below raise concerns about the approach USRCistaking to evaluate and implement changes
aspart of amaster plan and the specific proposal unveiled at the meeting.

The Master Plan and the Redevelopment Process

The National Trust is concerned about the disconnect between the group of projectsthat make up the draft
master plan, the process of approving a master plan, and the individual project discussed at the June 18th
meeting. USRCshould be discussing the draft master plan in the cortext of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHRPA). Instead, USRCis pursuing a specific proposal that will further degrade the
historic integrity of the Main Hall with little or no benefit to the primary purpose of Union Sation.

More generally, USRCappearsto be advancing an approach in the draft master plan that separates plansfor
WMATA and Amtrak from retail development, utilizing different timeframes. Thisis problematic because, in
our view, any retail proposal should build upon, and be subservient to, the character of Union Sation asa
station and public space. To thispoint, it isimportant for USRCto prioritize the primary purpose of Union
Sation in making redevelopment decisions. Without quedion, Union Sation iswell known as a historically
significant transportation hub for the nati2 y§ @pital, and, by desgn and function, it iswidely understood to
be apremier public place. Because Union Sati2 \§gtimary purpose, both historically and today, isto
facilitate transportation throughout the metro area and the Mid-Atlantic, redevelopment proposals should
place enhanang transportation asthe top priority. We support the draft master plan@ focus on elevating
Union Sation to afirst-rate intermodal transportation center, egpecially given the dramatic increasesin
ridership projected by WMATA and Amtrak.

As discussed below, we are struggling to understand the relevance of the proposal to redesgn the center of
the Main Hall asit relatesto Union Sati2 V6 gtimary purpose of addressng transportation needs. The
National Trust conaurswith the DCPreservation League® assessment that Union Sation should be a National
Historic Landmark, listed among our nati2 6 ost important historic places. Consequently, an appropriate
early step in the USRAR master planning process for this high-profile historic property would be the
preparation of a historic preservation plan, as noted by the Sate Historic Resevation Officer during the June
18th meeting. In our view, master planning and the Union Sation Section 106 review should begin with the
preparation of a historic preservation plan.

To adequately evaluate the potential impacts of the Center Café proposal and any other individual proposal,
corsulting parties and the public must understand how that specific proposal fitsinto the larger cortext of
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Union Sation asa (1) transportation hub and (2) public place. Without the benefit of a historic preservation
plan that takesinto accoun these two primary functions, the Genter Café proposal appearsto usto damage
the historic character of the Main Hall, and do littl e or nothing to facilitate bett er transportation operations
and the flow of people. The Center Café proposal also seemsinconsistent with the USRDQR stated purpose
for all the individual projects proposed in the draft master plan: dproviding passengers with asafer, seamless,
effidient and enhanced travel experience.¢ Revised Master Ran for Union Sation Ran at 1.

In short, the National Trust istroubled by the sequence that USRCistaking to address and prepare for Union
Sati2 Y ort-term and long-term needs. We strongly encourage USRCto put the discusson of the Center
Café proposal on hold until the draft master plan has been finalized, and ideally until a preservation plan in
coardination with the master plan has been prepared. Futher, we respectfully request a presentation on the
overall planning effort for Union Sation, induding an explanation of the WMATA and Amtrak planning
processes.

The Center Café Proposal in the Main Hall

With regardsto the specific proposal presented at the June 18th meeting, based upon the limited
information available to the National Trust, we consider that the Genter Café proposal is not compatible with
the character of Union Sati2 6 @ajedic Main Hall. From a historic preservation perspective, and by all
accaunts, the existing café structure was a desgn mistake. Removing the existing café structure would go a
long way toward regoring the open, monumental character of the historic Main Hall. Asoriginally intended,
an open Main Hall would visually conrect passengersto the train terminal upon entry to the station,
appropriately reinforcing the premier importance of the transportation function (as opposed to retail
fundion) of Union Sation.

We also are concerned by the two proposed 750-square-foot holes connecting the Main Hall to the lower
level. Although the proposed desgn would not damage historic fabric per se, it would inappropriately alter
the historic character of the space, and ¢ once again ¢ allow a secondary retail fundion to dominate the
impressive public space of the Main Hall. Fnally, we agree with the comments made by Thomas Luebke,
Secretary of the U.S Gommissgon of Fne Arts, that the proposed café structure would not be transparent,
and that undue emphasis has been placed on the so-called étransparencyé of the proposed materials. There
is no way to make the proposed café structure invisible. The bottom line isthat replacing the current
structure with another structure, regardless of the material used, would not correct the desgn mistake, but
instead perpetuate the harm to the Main Hall@historic integrity. Any proposed change to the current
corfiguration of the Main Hall should focus on restoration of the area as an open space.

Fa these reasons, the National Trust cannot support the current proposal to remove the existing café, only
to replace it with adedgn that is arguably more damaging. Our preference would be to have the current café
structure removed and not replaced. We encourage the USRDCto examine alternative desgn solutions,
induding dramatically different uses for the center of the Main Hall. Alternatives should indude an
evaluation of other potential, less damaging access pointsto the lower level of Union Sation. We urge the
USRDCto corsider alternatives which would regore the Main Hall to its original use as an open, public space
serving asthe entrance to transportation.



COMMENT

Name: Brian Harner

Enail: brian.harner@amtrak.com

Organization: Amtrak

Telephone: 202-906-2708

Comments: 1. Side number five states: \" Section 106 callsfor usto understand when an undertaking may
directly or indirectly alter characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for indusion in the Register. In
order to do that, we need to understand the building\'s history and significance and the character-defining
featuresthat convey that history and significance.\" However, the presentation provided very littl e
information relative to this historic context, induding:

a. historic uses of the station -- where wasticketing, baggage handling, waiting area, etc?

b. adrawingillustrating changesto the station over time, i.e. which parts of the building were built when?
c. any analysis of the relative importance of various portions of the station and their historicimportance:
reasons for preservation -- outstanding example of design or style, well-preserved materials, important
events, etc.

d. how the station fitsinto the history of stationsin the U.S, the McMillan Plan, the Columbian Exposition,
etc.

e. which portions of the station have been modified from their original use f. are there some spacesand
architectural featuresin the station that are more important than others? For instance, isthe main hall more
important than the adjoining east and west halls, or vice versa? Or are they equally important?

It isnot possble to evaluate the dedgn proposal without a more complete historic preservation analysis

2. Are there supporting documents, drawings, past reports, past preservation plans or submittalsthat can be
referenced/ made available? None are mentioned in the presentation.

3. There is apossibility of significant pededrian congegion under the new center cafe which would be caused
by the aceessto the elevators and stairways. Has a pededrian flow analysis of the proposal been completed?

4. The proposed dedgn istaller and wider than the existing desgn, and not withstanding the extensive use of
glass it appearsto have a more substantial visual impact than the existing (thisis especially apparent in Side
43). The glassas shown in the rendering is very transparent, but in reality will likely not appear this dear, and
coud create more of avisual barrier than the existing structure. What isthe purpose of the elevator cylinders
being sheared at an angle? Isthisa fundional requirement or an aesthetic choice? Isextra height being
added unnecessarily?

5. Many temporary events and exhibitions are staged in the main hall, aswell as parties and balls. Hasthe
use of the structure been analyzed relative to these events?

6. Are the dlocksin the main hall readily visible from all vantage points? These were not illustrated in the
drawings.

7. Wayfinding for Amtrak and other transit passengersis acritical isaue. The proposal does not indicate
indusion of the full range of Amtrak signage that iscritical to Amtrak operations. Existing Amtrak signage is
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