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GLEN ECHO PARK 
MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT 

PUBLIC SCOPING REPORT 
 

APRIL 21, 2025 
 

INTRODUCTION TO SCOPING PROCESS 

Project Description 
The National Park Service (NPS) is developing a Management Plan Amendment (Plan) for Glen 
Echo Park located in Montgomery County, Maryland. The Plan will serve as an amendment to 
the 2001 Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the park. The park operates 
under a cooperative agreement between NPS, Montgomery County, and the Glen Echo Park 
Partnership for Arts and Culture (GEPPAC), which operates the park and its programs on a 
daily basis. The approximately nine-acre park is located on the site of a former amusement park 
and includes several historic structures. The park offers arts and cultural programming and 
spaces for recreation within a unique setting, which includes historic buildings, paved pathways, 
managed green spaces, and wooded areas .  
Following the scoping period, the NPS will prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
analyzing the impact of the proposed Plan on the human and natural environment. 

Purpose and Need  
The purpose of the proposed action is to develop a Management Plan Amendment for Glen 
Echo Park that protects the park’s cultural and natural resources while providing guidance to 
achieve the following: 

• Increase capacity for arts and cultural programming, special events, and future 
programming related to history and the environment at the site. 

• Provide capacity for future programming related to the Civil Rights protest history and 
desegregation of the park. 

• Improve the visitor experience through expanding amenities at the park and enhancing 
circulation and wayfinding to and within the park. 

• Improve physical and programmatic accessibility deficiencies. 

• Implement sustainable best management practices to aid in resiliency and climate 
adaptation. 

The Glen Echo Park Management Plan Amendment is needed to address the following issues: 

• Existing facilities are fully programmed. There is no unused building space that allows 
for additional public programming. There is an unmet demand for additional arts and 
cultural programming for increasingly diverse audiences. 

• Current infrastructure within the park minimally supports visitors arriving by foot, bicycle, 
or public transportation to the park. 
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• Many buildings, components of the site, and programs are difficult to access for visitors 
with disabilities. 

• Climate change and environmental concerns have created a need for overall flexibility in 
park facilities and outdoor areas to better accommodate programs on a continuous 
basis. 

Scoping Period 
The scoping period for the EA began on December 4, 2024 and extended through January 24, 
2025. Project materials posted on the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Comment 
(PEPC) website included the virtual public scoping meeting presentation and a recording of the 
presentation. Written comments could be submitted via the PEPC website or by mail. 

DESCRIPTION OF SCOPING MEETING 
A virtual public scoping meeting was held on December 4, 2024 to present two proposed 
preliminary alternatives for the Plan and to engage the public to identify issues, concerns, and 
ideas. The scoping meeting was held from 6:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. via Microsoft Teams. More 
than 70 attendees, including NPS, partner, and consultant representatives participated in the 
virtual meeting .  

The scoping meeting included a formal presentation given by NPS and consultant 
representatives followed by a discussion where meeting attendees were provided an 
opportunity to ask questions, provide feedback on the proposed Plan, and share issues, 
concerns, and ideas. The presentation addressed the following: 

• Project and Meeting Purpose 

• Existing Conditions and Site History 

• Preliminary Alternatives 

• Questions and Comments 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
Introduction 
One hundred and eighteen (118) pieces of correspondence were received during the public 
scoping period. Seventy-three (73) correspondences identified themselves as Maryland 
residents. Twenty-one (21) correspondences identified themselves as District of Columbia 
residents. Eighteen (18) correspondences identified themselves as Virginia residents. Six (6) 
correspondences were from residents from other states (i.e., Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, 
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and Texas). 

Official representatives of the following groups/organizations submitted comments: 

• Adventure Theatre MTC 
• Ballroom Time Incorporated 
• Capitol Hillbillies Band 
• Dancing Planet Sunday Afternoon Dance in the Bumper Car Pavilion 
• Fools Night Out 
• Friends of Clara Barton National Historic Site 
• Glen Echo Park Aquarium 
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• Glen Echo Park Partnership for Arts and Culture 
• Glen Echo Pottery 
• Gottaswing 
• National Parks Conservation Association 
• Photoworks at Glen Echo Park 

 
Members of the following groups/organization submitted comments: 
 

• Dancing by the Bayou 
• Former GEPAC Members 
• Friday Night Dancers 
• George Washington University 
• Glen Echo Pottery 
• Peascods Gathering 
• Waltz Time 
• Washington Revels Inc 
• ZoKo Consulting Group 

In addition to the correspondences received during the public scoping period, the National 
Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) reviewed the project for Concept Review during their 
February 6, 2025 meeting. Comments documented in the NCPC Commission Action report are 
included in the following comment analysis. 

Comment Analysis 
Comment analysis assists the planning team in organizing, clarifying, and addressing technical 
information relevant to the EA process. It also aids in identifying the topics and issues to be 
evaluated and considered throughout the planning process. The following summary of 
comments is provided to outline the major groupings of comments, along with examples of 
specific comments in italics to illustrate the trend. 

Alternatives  

1. Comments supporting Alternative 1. Fifty-five (55) correspondences expressed support 
for Alternative 1 or elements of Alternative 1. In some cases, correspondences expressed a 
preference for Alternative 1 over Alternative 2. 

Commenters noted that they liked that Alternative 1: 

• Preserves most of the existing building and open spaces: 

o “I like that Alternative 1 retains some of the yurts, is more accessible, that it has 
less impact on the Minnehaha Woodland, and that it retains the restrooms and 
more of the existing buildings 

o “I much prefer Alternative 1, with some modifications, because it preserves more 
of the existing buildings and doesn't crowd things together.” 

• Has a smaller “buildable zone” footprint 

• Provides more “park-like” open space in the center of the park 

• Minimizes impact on the Minnehaha Creek and surrounding woodlands 
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o “What I like about Alternative 1, in particular, is that it minimizes the impact on 
the Creek and its natural surrounding space. The calm that cleanses the soul 
when taking a moment or two at the Creek en route to or from Glen Echo is one 
of the most appealing aspects of any visit there, and I would hope that any 
undertaking would protect and preserve the Creek and its environs.” 

• Preserves some of the yurt structures 

o “Another good thing about Alternative 1 is that it retains at least one yurt structure 
which the public and visitors find interesting . The yurts are also historic in the 
sense that they have been a charming part of our Park since the 1960's [sic].” 

• Demolishes the yurt structures, resulting in additional open space. In this context, 
commenters also recommended that yurts could be relocated. 

o “I like the open space provided by the demolition of the yurts.” 

o “Leave a few yurts, or possibly move a few of them to a different spot.” 

2. Comments supporting Alternative 2. Fifty-eight (58) correspondences expressed support 
Alternative 2 or elements of Alternative 2. In some cases, correspondences expressed a 
preference for Alternative 2 over Alternative 1. 

Commenters noted that they liked that Alternative 2: 

• Provides more buildable zones and thus, additional flexibility for existing and future 
programming: 

o “My sense is that Alternative 2 allows for greater programming possibilities and 
improves access to Glen Echo Park while continuing to honor as much as 
possible the Park's origin [sic] footprint.” 

o “The buildable space in Alternative 2 gives more options for Glen Echo to 
continue being a unique center for arts programming, studios, and classes, and 
even expand offerings for members of the public. It gives room to build arts 
spaces with this specific use in mind from the beginning, with enough flexibility 
for arts and culture programming to grow.” 

• Proposes more buildable space for new facilities for Glen Echo Pottery (GEP) 

o “Alternative 2 would enable Glen Echo Park to elevate the Glen Echo Pottery and 
other arts programs to modern safety, environmental and teaching standards. 
The Pottery is loved and in high demand, but is is [sic] not accessible, it is not 
well ventilated and only 1 yurt has water. This is unacceptable. Alternative 2 
would allow the pottery to meet higher standards of safety and accessibility 
(many of the potters at GEP are retired)[sic] It would also enable GEP to 
accommodate more students and offer a greater range of programs. More space 
for studios, instruction, public indoor and outdoor programming, offices, storage, 
kilns, and a gallery would all be possible with Alternative 2.” 

• Includes a second pedestrian bridge from the main parking lot, which would improve 
accessibility, reduce walking distances, provide more direct connections to the center of 
the park and the Spanish Ballroom, and improve safety, especially for visitors returning 
to the parking lot at night 
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o “I really like the new/restored bridge from the main parking lot into the carousel. I 
think it's a great solution to the accessibility issue and gives a new viewshed into 
the park.” 

o “I really like the idea of an additional, more accessible footbridge! I always 
thought it was awkward to only have the one footbridge from the parking lot. That 
would make it much more accessible. And it makes the Minnehaha more 
accessible too - there are really nice views from the existing 2 footbridges.” 

• Centralizes activities in the park 

• Provides views to the carousel 

3. Comments expressing concern with the Alternatives. Forty-two (42) correspondences 
expressed concerns or opposed specific elements of Alternative 1, Alternative 2, or both 
alternatives. 

For both alternatives, commenters expressed concern that the alternatives could or would: 

• Impact the character, culture, and community of Glen Echo Park 

o “Alternatives 1 and 2 are interesting but both seem to change the character of the 
park.“ 

o “I think by messing with the dance programming and yurts, you are flirting with 
disaster . Dance attendance will suffer and along with this, the connection 
dancers and other park users feel to Glen Echo could materially change . The 
unique “vibe” will be gone . . .” 

• Overdevelop the park compromising its open spaces 

• Make spaces more attractive for and/or increase private event usage, which could 
negatively impact public arts and cultural programming 

• Demolish the kiln yard because moving or rebuilding the kiln yard would be expensive, 
challenging, and disruptive to the pottery program 

• Demolish structures without clear relocation plans nor replacement spaces for programs: 

o “The biggest impact of both alternatives on existing park programing is the 
Pottery Program which uses the five yurts . While programing decisions is not a 
part of this particular phase, a decision on the location of the Pottery Program 
needs to be decided at this stage . None of the other resident organizations are 
immediately impacted by either of these two alternatives like the Pottery 
Program.” 

• Does not sufficiently address accessibility and parking issues 

Concerns unique to Alternative 1 included that Alternative 1 could or would: 

• Not go far enough in providing more and/or updated space to meet current and future 
programming needs 

• Not provide substantially more space and flexibility for pottery programming 

• Does not address all access issues 
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Concerns unique to Alternative 2 included that Alternative 2 could or would: 

• Negatively impact Minnehaha Creek and the surrounding woodland 

o “I like the idea of another more direct entrance from the parking lot, BUT feel that 
building this over the creek would be environmentally not worth it.” 

• Demolish the bathrooms next to the Carousel without proposing a replacement 

o “Proposal to remove the existing bathroom block next to the carousel without an 
specific plan for replacement is a bad idea and makes it impossible to judge 
potential benefit of this Alternative.” 

• Demolish all the yurts 

In the NCPC Commission Action report, NCPC recommended that for Alternative 2, the EA 
evaluate the impact of the proposed pedestrian crossing on the Minnehaha Creek and 
woodland and consider options for mitigating impacts. For both alternatives, NCPC 
recommended that “any future development or programming within or adjacent to the 
Minnehaha Creek and Woodland Natural Zone, as defined by the 2001 Environmental 
Impact Statement, is characterized as natural or open space, and avoid structures or 
impervious surfaces.” 

4. Additional Buildable Zones. Six (6) correspondences proposed additional buildings to 
demolish and/or recommended additional buildable zones. Some correspondences 
proposed demolishing the Cuddle Up Pavilion, Hall of Mirrors, and Aquarium Building. Some 
correspondences recommended extending the buildable zone to include the Aquarium 
Building and extending the buildable zone to the end of the Arcade building. 

5. Alternative Confusion. Six (6) correspondences were unable to identify significant 
differences between alternatives or wanted to see additional alternatives. Examples of these 
comments include: 

• “Both plans are extremely vague and need refinement.” 

• “I do have concerns with both alternatives provided for future building sites, accessibility, 
and building removal. . . . I think this is inadequate, as there should be additional 
alternatives that have no change in open spaces, Yurts, etc.”  

6. Parks elements to retain. Fifty-nine (59) correspondences expressed interest in retaining 
the following park elements and features: 

• Integrity of the park’s layout and structures: 

o “I strongly believe that the historic preservation of the park is paramount. All 
historic buildings and landscaping should be restored and/or preserved as much 
as possible. Modernizing it would destroy Glen Echo. Any modernization should 
be kept to necessary safety and health standards.” 

• Historic buildings and structures, including the Carousel, Crystal Pool, Bumper Car 
Pavilion, and Spanish Ballroom 

• Original landscape, open green spaces, playgrounds, CBNHS pasture, and picnic areas 

• Outdoor event spaces, community gardens, and fountains 

• Minnehaha Creek, surrounding woodlands, existing footbridge, and paths 



Glen Echo Park Management Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Assessment Public Scoping Report 

7 

• Yurts 

• Viewsheds, including the long vista along the entrance path; views to/from the Spanish 
Ballroom and Clara Barton House: and the viewshed from the southeast entrance past 
the Cuddle Up Pavilion 

• Main parking lot and parking areas along Tulane Avenue 

• Continuity and availability of current programs offered at the park 

7. Accessibility. Thirty-five (35) correspondences expressed the need for and/or supported 
accessibility improvements. Commenters expressed support for: 

• Safe and inclusive accessibility throughout the park facilities and programs, while 
preserving the integrity and character of the site: 

o “Accessibility should be brought up to current standards so that people of varying 
abilities can enjoy the park unimpeded.” 

• Reduced walking distances between park facilities and parking areas and illuminated 
walkways during operating hours 

• The proposed footbridge in Alternative 2, which would significantly improve accessibility 

o “If the new entrance will have less incline than the current entrance, then this 
plan is better for users with disabilities.” 

o “A new bridge from the parking lot to the center of the park will greatly improve 
access to the park.” 

• Accessible opportunities for visitors of all abilities to engage/interact with natural 
resources, such as the Minnehaha Creek, woodlands, and various viewsheds across the 
site 

8. Greening the Space. Fourteen (14) correspondences supported stormwater management 
and/or provided recommendations for “greening the space” or other sustainability features. 
Recommendations included, but were not limited to: 

• Conservation of existing tree canopy 

• Use of native vegetation and management of exotic invasive species 

• Identification of specific areas for increasing tree canopy or planting pollinator gardens to 
offset green space loss from the development of buildable zones 

• Increase of recycling and sustainable waste management practices 

• Stormwater management strategies, including permeable pavements, green roofs on 
new structures, and bioswales in parking areas 

• Consideration of alternative energy sources, including wind, solar, and a microgrid to 
support park activities and operations 

• A greenhouse with seasonal horticultural activities involving park gardens and landscape 
areas 

• Retrofit of existing structures to increase resilience to climate change 
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Process, Project Boundary, and Definitions 

9. Project Purpose and Need. Six (6) correspondences included comments related to the 
Plan’s purpose and/or need statement. 

In relation to the Purpose and Need statements regarding circulation and access, one 
commenter stated “there is plenty of access by foot and bicycle and car.” 

In relation to the Purpose statement “Provide capacity for future programming related to the 
Civil Rights protest history and desegregation of the Park,” commenters noted that: 

• Programming and/or display materials related to the Civil Rights history is already 
present at the park, is sufficient at the park, and/or not a priority or pressing need  

• Sharing the Civil Rights history of the park is important 

Examples of these comments include: 

• “The segregationist and Civil Rights context in particular is and has always been a 
central part of my understanding and appreciation of the park, and I feel that this chapter 
is already being well-served by the exhibits and materials available. I would rather see 
funding directed towards helping support the more urgent needs of the Glen Echo 
parkgoers of today and tomorrow . . .” 

• “I also think it's really important to ensure that the civil rights history of the park is better 
shared.” 

• “Information about the parks history should be improved and expanded. I think the civil 
rights history is really only a part of that story albeit an important part.” 

One commenter noted the importance of improving and expanding additional narratives at 
the park: 

• “We also need to see the wider American picture here with all who were here in the 
places in this park (and including the Chautauqua presence). The positive solution is to 
increase the interpretive footprint and presence and expand the interpretive focus for 
universal inclusivity, and a multitude of stories.” 

In the NCPC Commission Action report, NCPC supported the Plan’s goals to increase 
capacity for arts and cultural programming and improve the visitor experience through 
expanded amenities, enhanced circulation and accessibility, and sustainable best 
management practices. 

10. Project Boundary. Three (3) correspondences, including a correspondence from an official 
representative of the Friends of Clara Barton National Historic Site, expressed concern 
regarding the project boundary in relation to the Clara Barton National Historic Site 
(CBNHS). Commenters stated the following: 

• “It is disappointing that this Management Plan Amendment shows a "Project Boundary 
Existing Conditions" that includes this Barton/ARC related acreage. . . . That area 
includes the acreage between the ARC Building and MacArthur Boulevard—as if it is 
already no longer part of CLBA. That seems inappropriate. There are two park sites 
here. . . . They should be managed to recognize the different status of each one. Sadly, 
this Management Plan Amendment seems to ignore the existence of the Clara Barton 
NHS except to declare that it is "not part of this project." It may seem to be "not part of 
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this project" but "this project" has serious implications for the Clara Barton NHS. An 
unwary reader would reasonably assume that the acreage within the Project Boundary is 
all part of Glen Echo park. This depiction misleads the public and diminishes the values 
for which the Clara Barton NHS was established.” 

• “The boundaries as drawn in the proposal include portions of the CBNHS that are 
integral portions of the historic site, including the pasture in front of the Clara Barton 
House (the "House") and the parking lot adjacent to the House. . . . It is important that 
we all take a moment to consider the potential uses for these areas before the MP/EA 
proceeds with construction plans that may impact future uses. In our workshops with the 
NPS and other interested parties over the past several years, many of the interpretation 
uses proposed have included use of those portions of the CBNHS property. We expect 
that those portions of the CBNHS will continue to be available to NPS for preservation, 
interpretation, and programming. We also note that accessibility will need to be 
addressed during and after the renovation of the House, and it is our collective 
expectation that the full CBNHS property (including those portions that are shown as 
included in the MP/EA boundary) will be available for use by visitors to CBNHS following 
the restoration. We were surprised that the boundaries shown on page 18 of the plan 
were drawn to include those portions of the property, and we would like to ensure that 
the MP/EA plans will not in any way limit future uses of the whole CBNHS by the NPS.” 

11. Definitions. Twenty-one (21) correspondences expressed confusion or desire for more 
clarity on definitions used in the public scoping presentation. Commenters: 

• Understood “buildable zones” as building footprints, generating pushback for both 
alternatives based on natural and cultural resource concerns 

o “What is the plan for these new buildings? Have their uses already been 
decided?” 

• Found it challenging to provide feedback on the alternatives without more clarity on the 
actual building footprint and uses/programming to be included in the proposed buildable 
zones 

o “Exactly what kind of cultural programming are you trying to accommodate? It's 
hard to comment on "buildable zones" without knowing what the zones would be 
used for. Are you talking more studios? classrooms? an opera house? banquet 
hall?” 

o “It's difficult to value either alternative since the critical question of what actually 
gets constructed on buildable land is more significant than what land is 
considered buildable.” 

• Did not consider or understand why the Crystal Pool or Aquarium buildings are 
“contributing structures”1 

In the NCPC Commission Action Report, NCPC shared the sentiment with other 
correspondences on how it was difficult to evaluate alternatives without knowing the 
potential program uses and type of development, and requested the project team to refine 
and include these aspects and indicate the anticipated type(s) of development needed to 

 
1 Note that the Aquarium building is identified as a “non-contributing” cultural resource in the public 
scoping presentation. 
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accommodate the program within buildable zones for each alternative in the draft master 
plan and EA . 

12. Public Scoping and Planning Process. Nineteen (19) correspondences expressed 
concerns or interest in the planning process. Commenters: 

• Perceived the planning process as inadequate or confusing given the challenges of 
understanding “buildable zones” and the lack of information around building layouts and 
development scenarios 

o “It would have been nice to know how much new buildable space each plan 
envisages as maximal and also how much currently used space will be torn down 
for Alternatives 1 and 2.” 

• Advocated for future master planning efforts for the park, where topics outside of the 
scope of the Plan could be explored: 

o “We advocate for a Master Planning process to be conducted after the final 
Environmental Assessment is announced.” 

In the NCPC Commission Action report, NCPC recommended “the draft EA evaluates 
impacts of the proposed master plan alternatives on land use, traffic and transportation, 
visitor experience, vegetation, water resources, wildlife, cultural and visual resources, 
and the cumulative effects. Additionally, based upon future programming and the 
anticipated increase in visitor volume, NCPC request the project team to work with 
NCPC staff to determine if a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) is needed for Glen 
Echo Park to 1) reduce demand for parking, 2) prevent impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhood, and 3) improve the overall visitor experience.” 
In relation to existing infrastructure, NCPC recommended “the master plan identify 
existing facilities in need of rehabilitation and evaluate how their rehabilitation can be 
incorporated with future development and programming.” 
NCPC also recommended “documenting existing individual trees within the park, 
including any specimen trees, in the master plan to avoid potential conflict with future 
development.” 

Out of Scope 

A majority of correspondences included comments that are outside the scope of the Plan. The 
following summary of these comments is provided to help inform future planning efforts.  
 
13. Comments related to programming. Eighty (80) correspondences expressed ideas for 

future program offerings and/or concerns about for the potential impacts of the preliminary 
alternatives on current and future program offerings. Commenters: 

• Raised concerns about the continuity, and future capacity and availability of space for 
programs, especially dance programs and GEP: 

o “I strongly urge the Partnership and the Park Service to ensure that any new 
initiatives provide for the continuation of the activities now underway at the Park, 
with no reduction of those activities for the communities who participate in them. 
Those activities include the art and music classes, the theater programs, and the 
dances...” 
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o “I am very concerned about the possible fate of Glen Echo and its dancing 
venues (Spanish Ballroom, Bumper Car Pavilion). Please ensure that they 
remain dance venues and are primarily for dancing, which was the original intent 
of the ballroom.” 

o “I do fear for the loss of Glen Echo as a space for arts and culture should it 
become a more attractive space for private events. It hasn't escaped my attention 
that several dance events have announced alterations to their standard 
schedules because spaces like the Spanish Ballroom have apparently been 
reserved for private usage. Should private usage of park amenities increase, I 
fear that standard cultural and performing arts events will suffer as event 
schedules become more erratic, driving away people who can't reliably expect 
that their events will occur as typically scheduled. Furthermore, I fear the park 
itself would suffer as a result, as cultural and performing arts groups migrate to 
more stable venues.” 

• Shared location preferences for current programs, especially for GEP 

o “Glen Echo Pottery hopes that new program space for pottery and other creative 
disciplines will incorporate the 6200+ square feet of combined indoor/outdoor 
space we currently use and require for our programming. As mentioned above, 
moving our kiln yard and brick reduction kilns would be challenging, expensive 
and disruptive to our programs . We would like to remain near Road A for the 
easy deliver of heavy supplies.” 

• Shared recommendations for how to improve and/or repurpose existing structures 

• Proposed new building layouts or building needs to accommodate current and future 
programs, especially for GEP 

o “GEP requires a functional, well-equipped space that meets the needs of current 
students and programs while enabling us to expand our offerings. This will allow 
us to serve a broader and more diverse audience, improve accessibility, and 
enhance our impact. We need facilities that include adequate ventilation, access 
to water in all areas, heating, air conditioning, and energy-efficient, well-insulated 
permanent structures. These improvements are essential to supporting our 
programs and providing a comfortable and safe environment year-round. It would 
be ideal to maintain a hybrid indoor-outdoor facility, while expanding indoor areas 
to include dedicated studios, instructional spaces, public programming areas, 
offices, storage, bisque kilns, and a gallery. Outdoor space is equally important 
for our kiln yard, unloading zones, prep areas, outdoor classes, and community 
gatherings.” 

14. Maintenance and Operations. Thirty-five (35) correspondences expressed concerns or 
provided recommendations regarding maintenance and operations. Commenters provided 
facility-specific comments to: 

• Upgrade the playground 

• Improve lighting and wayfinding along pathways 

• Institute paid parking 

• Improve the maintenance area 



Glen Echo Park Management Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Assessment Public Scoping Report 

12 

• Improve the gardens 

• Implementing a system to help artists transport supplies 

Several comments expressed concerns regarding the Spanish Ballroom’s HVAC 
infrastructure, dancefloor conditions, balance between public and private events, and 
continuity of public programs throughout the year: 

• “We would favor adequate HVAC in the Ballroom and a refurbishment of the floors in all 
dance venues.” 

• “[I] would like to keep the spanish ballroom the way it is without heat and without air 
conditioning. you need neither for dancing.” 

• “[A] main concern of mine is that the social dance programs at the Park be kept alive 
and not lose dates to third parties. I'd love to have the Spanish Ballroom heated and air-
conditioned, but many of us fear that such improvement would increase the rental trade 
and compromise the dance calendar.” 

• “I am concerned, however, about continuing support for dance programming as 
conditions in the spaces used for dances improve. Already for the upcoming 2025 
schedule, several dances I had hoped to attend have had their times changed or have 
been outright cancelled to make way for private rentals of space formerly dedicated to 
public arts programming. I absolutely understand the need to supplement Glen Echo's 
budget with private rentals. I'm sure it is difficult to maintain such an extensive, historic 
facility on public program admissions alone. However, changing the previously 
established, reliable schedule - making it inconsistent and hard for regular attendees to 
plan for - hobbles the longevity of the program.” 

15. External Connectivity. Twenty-three (23) correspondences expressed a strong interest in 
improving Glen Echo Park’s external connectivity. Commenters noted that they would like: 

• Reliable and accessible public transportation options, including bus routes, stops, and 
Capital bikeshare stations 

• A shuttle bus to and from Glen Echo Park -especially during high-capacity events- to 
mitigate crowding, and improve safety and connectivity with other key locations in the 
area during both day and nighttime activities 

• Improved bus stop connections 

• Safe pedestrian, bicycle, and ADA-compliant facilities, including dedicated lanes, 
sidewalks, and crosswalks to and from MacArthur Boulevard 

• A redesign of the MacArthur Boulevard intersection with Goldsboro Road into a simpler, 
safer traffic circle 

• Improved wayfinding along MacArthur Boulevard related to the park’s parking and main 
access areas  

• Pathway connections to the C&O Canal 

In the NCPC Commission Action report, NCPC noted that the “pedestrian and bicycle 
connections between Glen Echo Park and the bus stop and bikeway facilities are indirect 
and not well defined.” NCPC requested that NPS, GEPPAC, and Montgomery County work 
together to 1) improve connections between the existing parking, transit, and the MacArthur 
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Boulevard Bikeway, and 2) improve public transportation operating hours so that they better 
align with park program times. 
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