
Via Electronic Mail to the Addressees Below 

June 19, 2012 

Addressees: 

RichardS. Nero, Jr. Office of Zoning 
BZASubmissions@dc.gov 
Harriet Tregoning, DC Office ofPlanning 
Steve Callcott, DC Historic Preservation Office 
Roland F. Dreist, Jr. DC Surveyor 
Martin Parker, DDOT 
Felicia Banks, DDOT 

RE: Opposition to JBG Companies Florida Avenue 8th & 9th Street NW Project, As 
Rendered- BZA Application #s18375 and 18397, H.P.A # 12-159 and 
so # 11-08780 

On behalf of the 9th Street Business and Property Owners in the 1900 block of 
Square 393, we wish to submit herein our opposition to the approval of Florida Avenue 
Residential LLC's (JBG Companies) Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) Application 
Numbers 18375 and 183397, Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB) Submittal 
H.PA Number 12-159 and Department ofConsumer and Regulatory Affairs' Office of 
the Surveyor Application Number 11-08780. On May 31, 2012, we appeared before the 
Historic Preservation Review Board and expressed, in one response, our concerns with 
JBG's submission materials provided to all applicable DC Agencies. On that date, the 
HPRB voted not to grant final approval o(JIPA #12-159, as rendered . 

. Attached hereto is our PDF document detailing our opposition to the proposed 
actions under review by your respective agencies. We do plan to attend both BZA Public 
Hearings scheduled for July 10, 2012 fot the East site and September 18, 2012 for the 
West site, the next HPRB meeting and the DC City Council meeting when scheduled. 
We look forward to working with you, the JBG Companies, and the ANC-1B. 

Sincerely, 

\JL t.J~~~· r 
Palmer W. Jackso · 
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For these reasons, we the undersigned owners of property in the 1900 block of 9th Street 
NW in Square 393 ask your assistance in gaining amenable relief.lfyou have any questions 
about this matter, pl~ contact Palmer W. Jackson at 202-701-5307 or David B. Lindeman at 
202-439-6563. We are: 
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Su~ject: BZA Application #18375- East Site 

Through Resolution 16-0209. on JlDle 21, 2005, the DC Cizy Council approved the DUKE 
Framework for a Cultural Destination for Greater Shaw U Street (the DUKE Plan). The DUKE Plan 
envisioned that the "Howard Theatre and the Lincoln Theatre would serve as bookends to the many 
cultural heritage assets of the Project Area" and the cultural landmarks would be "pearls on a string" 
of supporting mixed use development One of the designated sub-areas for redevelopment, within the 
Project Boundaries, is the "cJh Street S~District" and the location of the proposed Florida Avenue at 
cJhand 8111

, NW project in Squares 416 and 393. 

On March 13,2012, JBG representative, Holland and Knight LLC filed a ~ingle Board of Zoning 
Adjustment (BZA) Application #18375 for special exceptions and variances for Square 416, Lot 
311 East site. However, the subn$sion, in the Background section of its application addressed 
both Squares 416 and 393/West site. On AprU 16,2012, we, the lJh Street Property Owners in 
Square 393 provided to the ANC 1-B Design Committee and JBG our analysis of the mixed use 
development plan for both the West and East sites. On April24,l012, Holl$ld and Knight LLC 
filed a second :SZA Application #18397 for Square 393~ Lots 41, 44, 45,46 and 826. This served 
to divide the sites and establish independent bearing dates, with the first being, July 10,2012 for 
the East site and September 18, 2012 for the West site. 

Subsequent to filing our May 14, 2012 opposition statement for BZA. Application 18375, we 
presented testQnony at the May 31, 2012 Historic Preservation Review Board (FiPRB) bearing in 
opposition to both BZA Applications 18375 and 18397. (See Attachment) The HPRB voted 
"NOT'' to approve the revised design/new construction drawings. The passing of the Board's 
second motion instructs JBG to continue working with the Historic Preservation Office staff on 
further revisions to its design and to return to HPRB for a third review of its altered plans in 
response to the Board's May 31, 2012 feedback. 

In preparation for the HPRB, BZA and DC City Council bearings, the 9tll Street Property Owners 
in Square 393 reviewed mo Companies' BZA Applications against: 1) the DUKE Plan; 2) 
Zoning Requirements; 3) HistOric Preservation Requirements; and 4) District Department of 
Transportation (DDOn Requirements; and oppose granting approval to proceed With the 
development of the East and West sites, as rendered. 

We believe JBG has failed to meet its "Burden of Proof' as determined by the BZA' s three-part 
test for variance relief. The proposed Florida A venue at 9tll and 8tll, NW development plan fo!' 
both the East and West sites represents a "substantial detriment to the public good" and serves to 
compromise the zoning plan with the lack of sufficient parking and loading faciljties to serve the 
needs of the prospective tenants. These variances if granted to the new buildings will result in 
negative impacts on the traffic patterns in the surrolDlding neighborhood_. We have continually 
offered JBG our analysis and recommendations in hopes of stimulating needed corrective 
changes, but have been repeatedly ignored. JBG wants to maximize the total development of 
both sites without compromise. 
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I_n our May 31, 2012 HPRB testimony, our objections to the requested zoning variances and 
special exception for the Ea$t site (#18375) are stated on pages 1 and 3, which we have 
summarized below. 

The proposed project does not promote or reinforce the historic character and Aftican-Am.erican 
heritage of the area, which is a cornerstone of the DUKE Plan. The DUKE Plan states, "The design 
should address the need to achieve a 'sigpature architectlU'e' t1u1t adheres to massing and scale to 'fit 
in"'- the Florida Avenue at 9th and 8th, NW project, as rendered does not do that The placement 
of two six stoty "modernistic wavy glass" structures plus roof box framed areas, with a combined 
total of257 apartm~ and 32,004 sq feet of grotmd floor commercial space, not only does not fit in, 
but they will serve to heighten traffic congestion and impede the commercial operations of the Florida 
Avenue, and 9th and th Streets business corridors: 

> The East Site on Lot 31 will have 94 apartments and 9,229 square feet of commercial 
space on the groUnd floor with 29 underground parking spaces instead of 41 spaces. 
For residential use, the loading dock area will provide one 20 feet Deep Loading 
Space and one 200 square foot Platfol1)1 with the BZA request to eliminate the 55 feet 
Deep Loading Berth. For retail use, one 30 feet Deep Loading Berth with the BZA 
request to eliminate a 100 sqUare foot Platform. Both residential and retail occupants 
are expected to share the Loading Berth and Loading Space. 

The proposed bUilding height, composition, materials and massing of the East site is 
fundam~ly incompatible with the character of the surrounding historic structurt-s within the 
Greater U Street Historic District, and the sheer size of the building would adversely impact the 
existing character of the neighborhood. The proposed East building will not blend with the traditional 
architectural styles of the neighborhood; and the design is out of character with the other properties 
on the Florida Avenue/U Street, fJ'h and th Streets commercial corridors. Adjacent to the East 
Building at the southern end of the site on glh S1reet is a row of existing 2 ~ stoty historic row 
houses. As stated in the Historic Preservation Review Board "New Consttuction in Historic 
Districts" guidelines, ;'typically, if a new building is more than one stOry higher or lower than 
existing buildings tb&t are all the same height, it will be out of character." We recommend that this 
building should be no more than 4 ~ stories in height An example of a structure that would "fif' the 
neighborhood is ~wn on page 41 of the DUKE Plan, which is Picture J- 200 Newbury Street in 
Boston,MA. 

The redesign and reduction in the height and density on the East site would serve to 
negate the need for JBG to request.approval by the BZA for most of the zoning reliefs for this 
site. Several of the zoning reliefs soq.ght would be unnecessary if the number of apatb:ilents 
were significantly reduced. 

JBG's BZA application requests an increase lot occupancy for residential, but fails to 
honor the mixed-income development tenancy consistent with the DUKE Plan. We recommend 
a minimum 20% affordable housing to be provided on each site. In a recent DC newspaper 
article, it stated "Affordable housing is an integral piece to economic development in the District 
of Columbia. A thriving economy rests on diversity of residents. By investing in affordable 
housing, the District helps to diversify its economy and helps to ensure that the District is a place 
where residents across the economic spectrum can live". A reduction in the number of 
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residential units and first floor commercial space to the required allowances would not only place 
JBG in compliance with DC Zoning requirements for Loading Berths, Loading Platfonns, 
Service/Delivery Loading Spaces and Undergr01md Parking. It would alsO serve to reduce the 
''massing" and allow the building(s) to fit into the U Street Historic District and comply with the 
DUKE Plan. 

A related concern is.the amount of anticipated traffic &om 81h Street onto the heavily ~veled 
commercial corridors and the poten~ "bottlenecks" that nuzy occur attempting to enter and exit the 
service locations-and parking garage. The East Building's propbsed two-way traffic Garage 
Entrance (with an overhead coiling door) is located at the southern end of that building on 8th Street 
DDOT's Design and Engineering Manual for Public Space states ''all driveways shall be a minimum 
of24-feet wide for two-way traffic". As stated in the DDOT's Public Realm Design Manual, 
"driveways shall be designed to avoid vehicle backing and vehicle waiting within the street;" and 
"where the driveway provides access to a parking facility, the driveway sball provide a sufficient off­
street storage area for vehicles waiting to enter the parking facility". JBG's request for zoning 
variances with regard to service locations and parking would serve to defeat this purpose. 

The closing of the northern section of the public alley in Square 393 will also have a 
detrimental impact on traffic patterns in the neighborhood On February 21,2012, two 91h Street 
Property Owners filed complaint with the DC Office of the Surveyor opposing closure of the 
public alley (SO# 11-08780). We remaining 91h Street Property Owners in Square 393 are also 
on record with the DC Office of Surveyor opposing the proposed closing of the northern and 
sc>uthem sections of the public alley adjacent to Lots 44,826,41 and45. 

On April 3, 2012, the 9th Street Property Owners in Square 393 communicated with 
Cotmcil Member Jim Graham and all other members of the DC City Cmmcil opposing the proposed 
closing of that section of the public alley; and in our April16, 2012 submission to the ANC lB 
Design Committee, we recommended the construction of an overhead walkway on Level2 of the 
West Building between Lots 44 and 45. The example provided were pictures of an L StreetNW 
overhead walkway coQneeting the Safeway at 5th &Jld L Streets, NW with the neighboring building on 
L Stteet, NW. (A picture of this example is also on page 2-9 of the DDOT Public Realm Design 
Manual) 
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SQUARE 393 9m STREET PROPERTY OWNERS' OPPOSmON STATEMENT 
BEFORE THE DISTRict OF COLUMBIA HISTORIC PRESERVATION REVIEW 
BOARD ON HPA ##ll-159 - FLORIDA A VENUE RESIDENTIAL LLC'S (JBG 
COMPANIES)- FLORIDA A VENUE AT 9m AND sm NW PROJECT, AS RENDERED 

THURSDAY, MAY 31, lOll 

Good Morning, Chairman and memben of the BOard, I am·Dana Jaeksoa, speaking on behalf 
of the 9111 Street Property Owners in Square 393. We have prepared a statement of opposition 
to the Florida Avenue Resid.,.tial LLC's (JBG Companies) Florida Avenue at 9111 and 8111

, NW 
project, as rendered. Given the time aUotted to ~9.-es& opposition at this hearing, and our 
many grievanees, I wil only read the boided text. 

On June 21, 2005, the DC City Council approved the DUKE Fnmework for a Cultural 
Destination for Greater Shaw U Street (the D~ Plan) through Resolution 16-0209. The 
DUKE Plan states that it was envisioned that the "Howard Theatre and the Lincoln Theatre 
would serve as bookends to the DWiy cultural heritage assets of the Project Area" and the 
eulturallan~ would be "pearrs on a string" of supporting mixed use development. One 
of the designated sub-areas for redevelopment, within the Project Boundaries, is the "9111 Street 
Sut.-District". 

We, the 9111 Street Property Owners have reviewed JBG Companies' Historic Preservation 
Review Board (HPRB) Submittal (H.P.A. Number 12-159) against: 1) the DUKE Plan; l) 
the Historic Preservation; 3) Zoning; Qd 4) District Department of Ttansportation 
(DDOT) requirements. We oppose granting approval to proceed witb tile mixed use 
development project in Squares 393 and 416, as rendered for the following reasons: 

The proposed project does .-ot promote or reinforce the historic character and African­
American heritage of the area, which is a cornerstone of the DUKE Plan. The DUKE Plan 
states, the design should address the need to achieve a "sigDatare arddteetare" that adheres to 
m&:SSing and seale to 'fit ili'"--this project does not do that. The plasement of two six stoa 
"modernistic WaYY glass'~ structures plus J09f box framed areas• and the reloeadon Of an 
existing historie building (makinB it a stand-alone structure) do not fit in: 

)> The East Site wiD have 94 apartments and 9,229 square feet of commen:ial 
space on tb' ground :Door with 29 underground parking spaces instead of 41 
spaces. For residential use, the loading dock area will provide one 20 feet Deep 
Loading Space and one 200 square foot Platform with the BZA requesUo 
eBminate the 55 feet Deep Loading Berth. FOr retaU use, one 30 feet Deep 
Loading Berth with the BZA request to eliminate a 100 square foot Platform. 

> The West Site will have 163 apartments and 22,775 square feet of eommereial 
space on the ground :Door with 69 underground parking spaces instead of n 
spaces. For residential use, the loading dock area wiD provicle only ·one 200 
sqUare foot Platform with the BZA request to eliminate the 55 feet Deep 
Lo»digg Be~ and the 2~ feet Deeo Loadi¥ Space. For retajl•e, one 30 feet 
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Deep Loading Berth, one 20 feet Deep Loading Space and one 100 square foot 
Platform with the BZA request to eliminate the sec:ond 30 feet Deep Loading 
Berth and the seeond 100 sauareloot Platform. (Both residential and retail 
oeeupants are expected to share the Loading Berth and Loading Space. There 
are simDar issues with the East site.) 

ll- The gravamen issue to onr opposition of this Project is the proposed dosing, on 
the West site, of the northern portion of the public alley~ Lots 44, 826, 41 
and 45 and reeonfiguring the aJiey/garage driveway ·to nit on 9 Street instead 
of Florida Avenue. 

The proposed buildblg height, composition, materials and massing are fundamentally 
incompatible with the ehaneter of the snrrounding m.toric structures within the Greater U 
S..-eet Historic District, and the sheer size of both buildings would ad.yenetv impact the existing 
c~r of the neighborhood. The West and East Buildings cJo not blend with the traditional 
arehiteetural styles of the neighborhood (including the Florida Avenue building across nom the 
East and West Buildings outside the historic district); and the design is out of character with the 
other properties on the 9Cb and U Street$ CQIJllllereial corridon. There is also a row of existing 2 
~ story historic row houses adjacent to the southern end of1he East Building site on 8th Street and a 2 
story historic building adjacent to the West Building along with 2 newly constructed 4 ~ stOry 
buildings at the southern end of the West Building site on 8th Street. As stated in the HPRB "New 
Construction in Historic Districts" guidelines, "typieally, if a new building is more than one 
story higher or lower than existing builm.tgs that are all the same height, it wiD be out of 
character." The DUKE Plan, on page 40, states in addre$sing the "Bunt Form" that 
"Preselv•tion regulations [DC Preservation Law- Title 10, Chapter 26 of the District of Colmnbia 
Mtmicipal Regulations] apply to structures Within Historic District". We, therefore, eoneur with 
the Mardi 22. 2012 Historic Preservation Review Board's comments that the "height should 
be reduced and densltv decreased". and we recommend that both buildinp should be no more 
than 4 % stories in height. 

A rear yard design coneern (associated With the building's massive height and size) is the 
West Building balconies facing onr eoiDIQ.erdal properties on 9th Street; and its residential 
courtyard on 1he second floor. We consider the balconies to be intrusive and ask that the! be 
moved to the front of the buikling or elimmated, and we question~ design ofthe Level2 
courtyard given 1he proposed relocation of the 1933-35 rJb Street · 

Another West Building issue is the relocation of the historic strueture at 1933-35 9th 
Street NW in Square 393 on Lot 826, which, we believe, is an important part of JBG Companies' 
development strategy for our area. On March ll, 2012, JBG Companies presented to your 
:Soard an incorrect relocation plan for moving the historic struc~re. At the Apri116, 2012 
ANC 1B Design Committee meeting, a JBG representative ealled the graphAf a "mistake.". 
She then displayed a "corrected v:nion" showing the buildilig at 1933-35 9 Street NW 

111 standing alone with Lot 4211923 9 Street now intervening between this structure and 1919 9 
Street, NW. Even though the "corrected graphic" shows the building to be moved 
approximately 30 feet rather than SO feet to the south, the drawings shown to us for the 
loading dock and entrance to the underground parking garage did not refteet the loss of 
approximately 20 feet and its impact on the Ground Floor 30 feet Deep Loading Berth; 20 
feet Loading Space; Service )J:Ievator(s) and the 20 feet Trash & Reeycling Area. The 
reloeation change presented by JBG Companies serves to invalidate the HPRB Staff Reoort 
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and Recommendation prepared for your Mareh 22, 2012 design review: 

)- IIPRB Staff Report, in response to JBG's ~ubmittal (which included the ineorreet 
graphic), states "Relocating an historic buDding from its original site is not standard 
preservation practice and is generally discouraged by Federid preservation 
standards and guidelines. In this parti~ular instance ••• IIPO recommends support 
for relocation of 1933-35 9tli Street, NW ••• R~oeation wiJI ••• provide a more 
aperopriate contextual setting adjacent to similaljY sealed historic 
buUdings ... aRowing more open space and separation between the existing buDding 
and the new construction ••• " 

JBG Com anies' relocation of the historic buUdin as a "stand-alone" is eon to the 
intent ofiiPRB'sdenarture from standard preservation p1i;tiee. There IS no historic e t 
and little aesthetic advantage realiZed by moving ibis property m its present location. The new 
location and context is inappropriate for this historic building. For these reasons we oppose 
moving the buDding. which is currentl~ occupied by 2 small businesses, i.e., Serv-U Liquors and 
ZUla Restaurant and request 1933-35 9 Street NW remain at its PI?!Sent lo~tion. We ask 
that the historic strneture be incorporated into the design of the West BuDding. It was 
envision in The DUKE Plan that this hktorie struetlire would remain in place and adjacent to 
a new structure without balconies or an inteneeting garagelaRey eDtnQa~ An exam e of a 
structure that would "fit" then • rhood is shown on 41 of the DUKE which is 
Picture J ~ 200 Newbm Street in Boston. MA. 

The redesign and reduetion in the height and density, of the two JBG properties, would 
serve to negate the need for JBG to request approval by the BZA for most of the zoning 
reUefs for both the East and West BuDdings. The hearing dates to consider approval of the 
East site is July 10, 2012 and for the West site, September 18, 2012-. On Mav 15,2012. our 
filing in opposition of JBG's BZA application <Case # 18375) for the East site was accepted 
by the Office of Zoning. We plan.to also me. in opposition to the BZA application for the 
West site. 

Several of the zoning reliefs sought would be unnecessarv if the number of apartments. 
in.both buildings, were significantly reduced. .lBG's BZA appllcation is requesting an 
increase lot occupancy regarding residential, but its application does not adequately 
address our request for mixed-income development that is consistent with the DUKE Plan. 
We recommend a minimum 20%.affordable housing to be provided on both sites rather 
than the proposed 8%. In a ieeent DC newspaper article, it stat" "A.ffordllble housing is 
an integrlll piece to economic development in the Dlstrid of Colllltlbill. A thriving economy 
rests on diversity of residents. By in11esting in affordllble housing, the District helps to 
diversify its econo1f!1Y and helps to ensu_re thtlt the District is 11 plllce where residents IICross the 
economic spectrum Ct1111ive". A reduction in the number of residential units and tint floor 
eommereial space to the required allowances would allow JBG to be in compliance with DC 
Zoning requirements for Loading Berths, Loading Platforms, and Servieelilelivery 
Loading Soaees. Further, this would also anow the number of undervound parking 
spaces to be reduced for both residential and retail use. Consistent with the DUKE Plan, 
we believe th!t the undellQYund parking should be eliminated oil both sites. This would, 
as has many times been stated, stress the need to concentrate aild maximize ne\V 
development at or near Metro Stations to increase Metro ridershiP whlle reducing the need 
for personal vehicles. It is our understanding that The Progression Place project on 76 

Street NW is providing 205 residential units and no residential parking. 
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Another design concern relates to the reeonfiffll!'!tion of the pubHe alley/driveway onto 
9th Street NW with the proposed closing of the northern section of the public allev; and its 
relationship to the underground parking and the loading doekslserviee locations in the 
West Building. Two 9th Street Property Owners have med a February 21, lOll complaint 
with the DC Office of the Surveyor opposing closure of the public alley (SO# 1~-08780). 
We remaining 9th Street Property Owners in Square 393 are also on record with the DC 
Oftice of Surveyor opposing the proposed closing of the northern and southern sections of the 
public alley" adjacent to Lots 44, 826, 41 and 45. 

On April3, 2012, we wrote to Coundl Member Jim Graham opposing the proposed 
closing of that seetion of the public alley; and in our April16, 2012 submission to the ANC 
lB Design Committee, we recommended the construction of an overhead walkway on Level 
2 of the West Building ·between Lots 44 and 45. The ~ample provided were pictures of an L 
Street NW overhead Walkway connectlng-the Safeway at 5th and L Streets, NW with the neighboring 
bullding op L Street, NW. (A picture of this example is also on page 2-9 of the DDOT Public Realm 
Design Manual.) Keeping the current configuration of the public alley would serve to avoid 
disrupting the heavily used 9th Street commercial corridor and, in turn, prevent the resulting 
negative impact on the operation of oar commercial business~ in dlat block. As many of the 
commereial properties in the 1900 block of 9th Street NW are assessed at more than one million 
dollars, as owners, we are obligated to remain eompetitive and not diminish the commercial 
appeal and functionality of our properties. The closure of the northern end (Florida Avenue) 
of the alley and the creation of a less than required 24 feet alley entrance for two-way traffic 
on the 1900 block of 9th Street would serve to defeat this p1Q'pOSC; and serve to compromise the 
relationship of the remaining portion of the alley to the building sites and surroundings. 

A related coneern is the amount of anticipated traffic onto a heavily traveled 
commercial corridor and the potential "bottlenecks" that DUiY occur attempting to enter and 
exit on 9~ Street from the service loe~Jtions and parking garage. As stated in the DDOT's 
Public Realm Design Manual, "driveways shall be desiped to avoid vehicle backing and 
vehicle waiting within the street;" and "where the driveway provides access to • parking 
facility, the driveway shall provide a sufficient off-street storage area for vehicles waiting to 
enter the parking facility". JBG's request for Zoning variances with regard to serviee locations 
would serve to defeat this purpose. 

The East Building's proposed two-way traffic Garage Entranee (with an overhead 
coiling cloor) is located at the southem end of that building on 8th Street, and the proposed 
West BlJilding's Garage Entrance Dlloeated on 9th Street. The West Building's entrance to its 
underground parking and service locations consists of entering a covered drive-way with a clearance 
of 17'6'' that JBG says is also the entrance to the public alley. The entrance to the alley from 9th 
Street would rt:qUire driving past service locations, to either tum right to enter the remaining portion 
of the North/South alley which is outside of the covered drive-way area or proceeding past the alley to 
the underground garage. DDOT's Design and Engineering Manual for Public Space states "aD 
driveways shall be a minililum ofl4-feetwide for two-way traftie". On the West site. JBG 
woposes to construct a 20 feet wide alley/driVeway instead of 24-feet wide required for two­
way traflic. DDOT's Public Realm Design Manual also states "the cmb radius for the entrance to a 
new alley is 10 feet". This standard would also be impossible should the alley entrance be placed on 
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9fh Street. The 9Cb Street Property Owners consider this alley proposal of lO feet for two-way 
traftie to be too limiting and hazardous for our eomm.ereial us~ ~ntry to th~ service locations 
on,... Street would seJVe to make the 1900 bloek of9Cb Street the staging ana for services to 
the buHding·and would be incompatible with the ambiance of our area and the DUKE Plan. 
It should be noted that the West Building on the 8th Street side already has an existing cutb cut that 
could be relocated on 8th Street to serve as the point of ingress and egress into the proposed 
undergrotmd ~and services locations. Locating the eurb eut for the West Building on 8Cb 
Street instead of9 Street is eonsistent with DOOT's polieies for new driveways, wbieb states 
"when a eurb cut is unavoidable and the property fronts on l or more streets, th~ street having 
the lowest traftic volume iS preferred for access". This argument supports the 8 .. Street 
entranee rather than the 9di Street entnnee. 

The West site's "New Alley" /Garage Entrance will connect with the existing 1 0-foot north­
south alley, (which JBG pledged at the Apri116, 2012 ANC 1B Design meeting to widen by another 
10 feet for the length of its property line on the sfh Street $.ide). We oppose the height clearance and 
sweep angle onto the public alley given the design ofLevel21~ Floor and its overlumg(s). A maior 
coneem that we have is whether access into the public alley from the West BuDding's 
"Garage Entrance" will be aeeessible at all times (24/7) for use. The new alkiyfdriveway 
eonfiguption will impede our com.m.erdal tenants in their business operations and types of 
seryiees provided, wbieb eould ereate.heaJtb, sanitation and safety coneems. The eHminatioD of 
the wiclerground_parking prevents a ootentiaOy impraetigble "ebain of_events" from 
oeeurring. 

Some of the (jh Street Property OWners argues that the Florida Avenue entrance to the alley 
is the only ~ large enough to accommodate the large trucks required in the operation of their 
commercial businesses. There is an existing 81b Street entrance to the alley, however, that entrance is 
impacted by the placement of a utility pole that makes a 90 degree twn impossible se{Ving to prevent 
large trucks from entering the alley and navigating to the northern properties in the alley; and the "T" 
Street entrance is too narrow to accommodate the entering of large trucks. 

In closing, the 9th Street Property Owners' goal is to seek a balance in respecting the 
Greater U Street Historic District's past wblle embracing its new diversity, and we look 
forward to working with JBG Companies in the fUlfillment of this project. We have 
eonm._ually offered tbelll our analysis and reeom111endations in hopes of stinlulating .._eeded 
corrective changes, but have repeatedly been ignored. JBG wants to muim.ize the total 
development of both sites without compromise. Our attendance, today, is to show our unity 
in reaching conclusions that are consistent with the DUKE Plan, and the mstoric 
Preservation, Zoning and DDOT requirements, -.d that we believe are in the best interest 
of the Shaw Greater U Street Historic District. 

Thank You, 

Square 393 9th Street Property Owners 
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