
Via Electronic Mail to the Addressees Below 

June 19, 2012 

Addressees: 

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

RE: Opposition to JBG Companies Florida Avenue 8th & 91h Street NW Project, As 
Rendered- BZA Application #s18375'and 18397, H.P.A. # 12-159 and 
so #11-08780 
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On behalf of the 9111 Street Bu8iness 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 Adjl!stment (BZA) Application 
Numbers 18375 and 183397, Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB) Submittal 
H.P.A. Number 12-159 and Department of Consumer 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 w~th 
JBG's submission materials provided to all applicable DC Agencies. On that date, the 
HP.RB voted not to grant final approval ofHPA #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 
H~ings scheduled for July 10, 2012 for the East site and September 18, 2012 for the 
West site, the next HPRB meeting and the DC City Council meeting when sched1~.led. 
We look forward to working with you, the JBG Companies, and the ANC-18. 

Sincerely, 

BOARDOFZONINGADJUSI'MIN'f Dlstrlctofrn 
CASENO. '7 
EXHIBIT NO. :2. i 
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David B. Lindeman 
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For these reasons, we the undersigned owners of property in the 1900 block of 9th Street 
NW in Square 393 aslc your assistance in gaining amenable relief. If you have any questions 
about this matter, please 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# 18397 -West Site 

Through Resol\ltion 16-0Z09, on Jqne 21, 2005, the pC City CoQD.cil.approved the DUKE 
Framework for a Culu.ral Dest:ipation for~ Shaw U Street (the Dl.J'KE Plan). The DUKE Plan 
envisioned that the "Howard Theatre an4 the Lincoln Theatre would serve as bookends to the many 
cultural heritage assets of the Project Area" and the. cultural landmarks would be "pearls oil a string" 
of supporting miXed -use deVelopment Ohe of the designated sub-areas for redevelopment, within the 
PlQject JWundaries, is the ·~ Street Sub-District" and the location of the pr<>posc;d. Flori~ A venue at 
9tlland 8111

, NW project in Squares 416 and 393. 

On March 13, 2012, JBG representative, Holland and Knight LLC filed a single Board of Zoning 
Adjustment (BZA) Application #18375 fot special exceptions and variances for Square 416, J;ot 
311 ~ site. However, the submission, in the Backgroqnd Section of its applicaPOI_l addressed 
both Squares 416 8J.).d 393/West site. On April16, 2012, we, the 9tlt 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, 2012, Holland and Knight LLC 
file4 a second BZA Application #18397 for Square 393, Lots 41, 44, 45, 46 and 826. This ~rved 
to divide the sites and establish independent hearing W.~ with the first ~ing, July l 0, 2012 for 
the East site and September 18, 2012 for the West site. 

Sl.Jbsequent to filing o\lr May 14, 2012 opposition statement for BZA Application 18375, we 
p~ted testimony at the May 31, 2012 Histotic ~ation Revi~ Board (H_PlUJ) hearing 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 i.ilStructs JBG to continue working with the Historic Pre~ation Oflice staff og 
furtb~r revisions to its design and to return to HJ»RB 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 hearings, the r/' Street Property OWners 
in Square 393 reviewedJBG Companies' BZA Applications against: 1) the DUKE Plan; 2) 
Zoning Requirements; 3) Historic Preservation RequireMents; and 4) District Department of 
Transpo~tiQn (DDO'D Requiremems; and oppose granting approval to proceed with the 
development of the East and West sites, as rendered. -

We believe JBG has ~led tom~ its "Bunlen of Proof' as de~ by the BZA's three-part 
test for variaqce relief. The propo~ Florida Avenue at 911t~d·slh, NW development plan for 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 faciliti~ to serve the 
needs of residents and tenants. These variances if granted to the new buildings will result in 
negative impacts on the traffic patterns in the surrounding neighborhood. We have contjJ}ually 
offered JBG our analysis and recommendations in hope$ of stimulatQtg needed corrective 
changes, but have been repeatedly ignored. JBG ~ts to maxiinize the total development of 
both sites without compromise. 
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In our May 31, 2014 testimony befofe the HPRB, our objections to the requested zoning 
variances and special exception for the Wests~ (#18397) arestatedQnpages 1, 3, 4 and 5 which 
we have summarized below. 

The proposed project does not prop;tote or reinforce th~ historic c~ter and Afri~-AI,nericai! 
heritage of the area, which is a cornerstone of the Dl%£ Plan. The DUKE Plan~. "The 4esign 
shoUld addresS the need to achieve a ·~ architecture' that 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 story "uioClerilistic wavy glaSS" strUctures plus roofbox framed areas, with a combined 
total of257 aparlnlents and 32,004 sq feet of ground floor commercial space, not only does not fit in, 
but they will $e1'Ve to heighten tra:(J:ic congestion a,1d impede 1b,e commercial operati9ns ofthe 9th 
Street business corridor: 

> The West Site will have 163 apartments and 22,775 square feet of commercial space 
on the gt'O\Pld tloor with 69 tmderground parking spaces instead of 82 s~. For 
residential use, the loading dock area wi11 provide only 9ne 200 square foot Platform 
with the BZA request to eliminate the 55 feet Deep Loading Berth and the 20 feet 
Deep Loading Space. For retail use, one 30 feet Deep Loading Berth, one 20 feet 
Deep Loading Spaee and one 100 square foot Platform with the BZA request to 
e~ the second 30 feet Deep Loading Berth and the second 100 square foot 
Platform. Both residential ~ ~ occupap.ts are~ to share the Loading 
Berth and Loading Space. 

> The gravamen ~to our opposition oftbis Project is the proposed closing, on the 
West site, of the nortn~ portion of the p1,1blic alley b~ Lots 44, 826,41 and 45 
and reconfiguring the alley/garage driveway to eJdt on,9th Street~ of Florida 
Avenue. 

The proposed b\lil(fiDg height, COt_npositiOQ, ~~and ~sing of theW~ site i$ 
fundamentaily Incompatible with the character of the surrounding historic structures within the 
Greater U Street Historic District, and the sheer size of the building would adversely impact the 
existing character ofthe Iieighborhood. The proposed West building will not blend with the 
~tional architectural styles of the neighborhood; and the design is oUt of cbatactet with the other 
properties on the Florida Aven~ ~~and Th Streets commercial corriclors. Adjacent to the 
WeSt Building at the southern end of the site on 81b Street is a 2 story historic building adjacent to the 
West Building along with 21iewly constructed 4 Yz story buildings. As Stated in the Historic 
~serv~on Review Board "New Construction in Historic Districts" guidelines, "typically, if a new 
building is more than one story higher or lower than ~-buildings that are all tbe same height, it 
will be otit of character.'' We recommend that this building should be no more than 4 Yz stories in 
height. An example of a structure that would "fif' the neighborhood is shown on page 41 of the 
DUKE Plan, which is Picture J - 200 Newbury Street in Boston, MA. 

A~ y~ design concern (associated with th'-' blUlding's massive height and~) istbe West 
Building balconies facing our commercial properties on 9th Street; and its residential courtyard on the 
second floor. We consider the balconies to be intrusive and ask that they be moved to the :frQnt Qfthe 
buHd.ing or eliminated,. 
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The redesign and reduction in the height and density on the West site would serve to nega~ 
the need for JBG to request approval by the BZA for II18JlY of the zoning reliefs for this· site. 
Several of the zoning reliefs sought would be unneces~ if the number of apartments were 
significantly reduced. 

JBG's BZA application requests an increase lot occupancy for residential, but fails to honor 
the mixed-income development tenancy that are consistent with the DUKE Plan. We 
recommend a minimum 20 percent affordable housing 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 thllt the 
District is a place where residents across the economic spectrum can live". A reduction in the 
number of residential units apd first floor COJ:DIJlercial space to the required allowances would not 
only place JBG in compliance with DC Zoning requirements for Loading Berths, Loading 
Platforms, Service/Delivery Loading Spaces and Underground Parking, it would also serve to 
reduce the ''massing" and allow the building(s) to fit into the U Street Historic Pistrict ag.d 
comply with the DUKE Plan. 

Another design concern relates to the reconfiguration of the public alley/driveway onto fJh 
Street NW with the proposed closing of the northern section of the publjc alley; and·its 
relationship to the underground parking and the loading docks/service locations in the West 
Building. Two fJh Street Property Owners have filed a February 21,2012 complaint with the 
DC Office of the Surveyor opposing closure of the public alley (SO# 11-08780). We remaining 
9th Street Property Owners in Square 393 are also on record with the DC Office 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, the 9th Street Property Owners in Square 393 coimliunicated.with 
Council Member Jim Graham and all other members of the DC City Council 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 Level 2 of the 
West Building between Lots 44 and 45. The example provided werepicturesofanL S1reetNW 
overhead walkway comecting the Safeway at 5th and L.Streets, NW with the neighboring building on 
L S~ NW. (A picture of this example is also·on page 2-9 of the DDOT Public ReaJnl Design 
Man~.) KeeP.ing the current ~nfi~on of ~e public alley would serv_e to avoi~ di:srupting the 
heavily used CJl' Street commercial comdor and, m turn, prevent the resulting negative impact on 
the operation of our commercial businesses in that block. As many of the commercial properties in 
the 1900 block of 9th Street NW are assessed at more than one million dollars, as owners, we are 
obligated to remain competitive 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 
ttum required 24 feet ailey entrance for two-way traffic on the 1900 block ofcJh Street would serve to 
def• this purpose; and serve to compromise the relationship of the remaining portion of the alley to 
the building sites and surroundings. 

A related concern is the amount of anticipated traffic onto a heavily traveled collJIIlefCial 
corridor and the potential "bottlenecks" that may occur attempting to enter and eJQt o~to cJh Street 
from the service locations of the building and parking garage. As stated in tile DOOT's Public 
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Realm Design Manual, "driveways shall be designed to avoid vehicle backing and vehicle waiting 
withjn the street;" and "where the driveway provides access to a 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 service locations for its buildings would serve to defeat 
this purpose. 

The JBG proposed West Building's Garage En1rance is located on 9"' Street The West 
Building's entrance to its underground parlcing and service locations consists of entering a co~ 
drive-~ with a clearance of 17'~ t.t JBG insists is the eQ.1J:a,nce to the public alley. 1be entrance 
to the alley from fJh Street would require driving past service locations, then either tmn right to enter 
the remaiDing portion of the North/South alley which is outside of the covered drive-way area or 
proceeding past the alley exit to the underground garage. DDOT's Design and Engineering Manual 
for Public Space states "all driveways shall be a minimUm of 24-feet wide for two-way traffic''. On 
the West site, JBG proposes to construct a 20 feet wide alley/driveway instead of 24-feet wide 
required for two-way traffic. DDOT's Public Realm Desip ~ual al$o states "the curb radius for 
the entrance to a new alley is 10 ~·. This standard would also be impossible should the alley 
entrance be placed on rJh Street. The rJh Street Property Owners consider this alley proposal of20 
feet for two-way traffic to be too limiting and hazardous fot our commercial use. Entry to the service 
locations on rJh Street would serve to make the 1900 block of rJh Street the staging area for services 
to the building 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 ~y ~~~curb cut that 
could be relocated on gth Street to serve as the point of ingress and egress into the proposed 
underground parking and services locations. Locating the curb cut for the· West Building on 8th Street 
instead of 9th Street is consistent with DDOT~s policies for new driveways, which states "When a cutb 
cut is unavoidable and the property fronts on 2 or more streets, the street having the 1~ traffic 
volume is pref~ for access". This argument supports the 81h Street entrance rather than the 9th 
Street entrance. 

The West site~s "New Alley"/Garage Entrance will connect with the existing 10-foot north­
south alley, (which JBG pledged at the Aprill6, 2012 ANC 1B Design meeting to widen by another 
10 feet fot the length of its property line on the 8th Street side). We oppose the height clea,TBQCe and 
sweep angle onto the public alley given the design ofLevel2!2nd Floor and its overbang(s). A major 
concern that we have is whether 8CCe$S into the public alley from the West Building's "Garage 
Entrance" will be accessible at all times (2417) for use. The new alley/driveway configuration will 
impede our commercial tenants in their business operations and types of services provided, which 
cou14 create health, sani1ation and safety co~. The elimination of the underground parking 
prevents a potentially impracticable "chain of events" from occurring. 

Some of the rJh Street Property Owners argues that the Florida Avenue entrance to the alley 
is the only entrance large enough to accommodate the large tnidcs required in the opera.Jion of their 
commercial bQSin~. Th~ is an existing 8th Street entrance to the alley, however, that entrance is 
inlpacted by the placetnent of a \Jtiliiy pole that~ a 90 degree tum impossible serving to prevent 
lqe tru_cks from entering the alley and navigating to the northern properties in the alley; and the "T" 
Street entrance is too narrow to accommodate the en~g of large trucks. 
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SQUARE 393 9111 STREET PROPERTY OWNERS' OPPOSITION STATEMENT 
B~ORE THE DISTRICI' Of COLUMBIA IDSTORIC PRESERVATION REVIEW 
BOARD ON HPA #12-159 - FLORIDA AVENUE RESIDENTIAL LLC'S (JBG 
COMPANIES)- FLORIDA A VENUE AT 911J AND sm NW PROJECT, AS RENDERED 

THURSDAY, MAY 31,1011 

Good Moning, Claairman and members of the Board, I am Dana Jaeksoo, speakiDg on behalf 
of the 9t11 Street Property Owners in Square 393. We have prepared a statement of op~ition 
to the Florida Avenue Residential LLC's (JBG Companies) Florida Avenue at 9•and s•, NW 
projeet, as rendered. Given the time aDotted to express opposition at this hearing, and our 
many grievances, I wiD only read tl_ae bolded text. 

On Jllile 11, lOOS, the DC City Coundl approved the DUKE Framework for a Cu ..... 
Destination for Greater Shaw U Street (the DUKE Plan) through Resolution 16-0109. The 
DUKE Plan states thJat it was envisioned ._t (be "Howard Theatre and the Lincola Theatre 
would serve as bookends to the many eu1tu.ra1 heritage assets of the Projeet Area" and the 
cultural landmarks would be "pearrs OD a string" of supporting mixed use development. One 
of the designated sub-areas for redevelopinent, Within the Projeet Boundaries, is the ll4jlt Street 
Sub-District". 

We, the 9t11 Street Property Owners have reviewed JBG Companies' Historic Preservation 
Review Board (HPRB) Submittal (B.P .A. Number 11-159) against: 1) the DUl(E rtao; 1) 
the Historic Preservation; 3) Zooillg; and 4) District Department of T.._,portation 
(DDOT) requirements. We oppos_e gnQ~ting approval to proceed with the mixed use 
development project in Squares 393 and 416, as rendered for the foBowing reasons: 

The proposed projeet does not promote or reinforce the historic eharaeter and Afriean­
Amerieao heritage of the area, whieh is a cornentone of the DUKE Plan. The DUKE Plan 
states, the design should address the need to achieve a "signature arehiteeture" that adheres to 
massing and seale to 'tit in;"--this projeet does not do that. The placement of two six ston 
"modernistic wavv flpSS" structures plus roof box framed areas, and the.reloeation of an 
existing historic bliilding (making it.astand-alone strueture) do not fit in: -

> The East Site wiD have 94 apartments and 9,119 square feet of co.-.ereial 
spaee on the ground tloor with 19 undei"'!J"'UDd parking spaces instead of H 
•ees. For residential use, the loading doek area will provide one lO feet Deep 
Loading Spaee and one 100 square foot Platform with the BZA reauest to 
eliminate the 55 feet Deep Loadhw Berth. For retail use, one 30 feet Deep 
Loading Berth with the BZA nauest to.eliminaw a 100 square foot Platform. 

> The West Site willmave 163 apartments and n, 775 square feet of commercial 
spaee on the grQUDd floor with 69 undei"'!J"'nnd parking suaees instead of~ 
soaees. For residential use, the loading doek area will provide only one lOO 
square foot Platform with the BZA request to eliminate the 55 feet Deep 
Loading Berth and the 10 feet Deep Lo&ding s._,. For retaD use, one 30 feet 
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Deep Loading Berth, one 20 feet Deep LoadiDg Spaee and one 100· square foot 
Platform. with the BZA request to eliminate the seeond 30 feet Deep Loading 
Berth and the seeond 100 square foot Platform. (Both residential and retail 
oeeupanu are expeeted to share the Loading Berth and Loading Spaee. There 
are similar issues with the East site.) 

~ The gravamen bsue to our opposition of this Pi'ojeet is the proposed dosblg., on 
the West site, of the northem portion of the pub6e aUey b~ Lots 44, 826, 41 
and 4S ancJ reeo~ the aDey/garage driveway to exit on 9 Street instead 
of Florida Avenue. 

The proposed building height, eomposition, materials and massing are fandam~Uilly 
ineompatible with the eharaeter of the surro'QIIding historie struetures within the Greater U 
Street Historie Distriet, and the sheer size of both buildings would adnnely impaet the uisting 
eharaeter of the neighborhood. The West and East BuUdings do not biend with the traditional 
arehiteetural styles of the neighborhood (inclUding the Florida Avenue building across from the 
East and West Buildings outside the historic district); .-ad the design is out of eharaeter with the 
other properties on the 96 and U Streets eo-..ereial eonid.ors. There is also a row of existing 2 
Yz story historic row houses adjacent to the southern end of the East Building site on 81h Street and a 2 
story historic building adjacent to the West Building along with 2 neWly constructed 4 Yz story 
buildings at the southern end of the West Building site on 8th Street As stated in the lWRB "New 
Construction in Historie l)istriets" guidelines, "typiailly, if a new building is more than one 
story higher or lower than existing buildings that are aU the same height, it will be out of 
eharaeter." The DUKE Plan, on page 40, states in addressing the "Bdt Form" that 
"Preservation regulations [DC Preservation Law- Title 10, Chapter 26 of the District of Colmnbia 
Municipal Regul~ons] apply to stnletures within Historie Distriet". We, therefore, eoneur with 
the Mareh 22. 2012 Historie Preservation Review Board's eommeng that the "hept should 
be redu..-ed aiad density deereased", and we reeommeod that both building shoUld be no more 
than 4 % stories in heiPt. 

A rear yard design eoneern (assoei:ated with the buDding's massive height and siZe) is the 
West Building baleonies faeing our eommerdal properties on 9th Street; and its residential 
courtyard on the second floor. We eonsider the baleonies to be intrusive and ask. that they be 
moved to the front of the building or Mminated,_and we question the desi~ ofthe Levei 2 
courtyard given the proposed relocation of the 1933-35 9th Street. 

Another West ~dding 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 Mareh 22, 2012, JBG Companies presented to your 
Board an ineorreet relocation plan for moving the historie sm.eture. At the April16, lOll 
ANC lB Design CollliDittee meeting, a JBG ~resentative ealled the graphie a "mistake". 
She then displayed a "eorreeted VJ'rsion" slaowmg the buDding at 1933-35 ,.- Street NW nih 
standing alone with Lot 4211923 9"' Street now intervening between this structure.and 1919 ~-. 
Street, NW. Even though the "eorreeted graphic" shows the building to be moved 
approximately 30 feet rather than 50 feet to the south, the drawings shown to us for the 
loading doek and entranee to the underground parking gange did not refleet the loss of 
appro:dmately 20 feet and iu impaet on the Ground Floor 30 feet Deep LOadiDi Berth; 20 
feet LOading Space; Semee Elevator(s) and the 20 feet Tnsh & Reeye6ng Area. The 
reloeation ehange presented by JBG Companies serves to inva6date the HPRB_StaffReoort 
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and Reeommendation prepared for your Mareh 22. 2012 design review: 

> HPRB Staff Rej,ort, in response to JBG's submittal (whieh ineluded the ineorreet 
graphic), states "Relocating an historic building from its origbaal site is not standard 
preservation practice and is generally discouraged by Federal preservatioo 
standards and guidelin~. Jn this particm.r instance ••• aPO recommends support 
for relqeation of 1933-35 9 Street, NW ••• Relocation wm ••• provide a more 
appropriate contextual setting adjacent to similarly sealed historic 
bddinas ••• aDowing more open space and separation between the existing building 
and the new eoDStn:aetion ... " 

1 · d · · · c. this b~ldin~ F th new ocation an context 1S mappropriate 10r w g. or ese reasons we oppose 
Z1Jiaing the buldin& which i$ c~ occupied by 2 small busin~ i.e., Serv-V LiquQ.-s and 

Restaurant and request 1933-35 9 Street NW remain at its present l~tion. We ask 
that the historic structure be incorporated into the design of the West Building. It was 
envision in The DUKE Plan that this historic stnJ.eture would remain in place and adjacent to 
a new structure without .,_.eonies or an inteneeting garagelaDey entnnee. All examole of a 
strueture that would "fit" the •f!"'"rhood is shon-on page 41 of the DUKE Plan, wliidl-iS 
Picture J-200 Newbm Street 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 
refiefs for both the East and West Buildings. The hearing dates to consider approval of the 
East site is July 10, 2012 and for the West site, September 18, 2012. On May 15, 2012, our 
filing in opposition of JBG's BZA aoofieation (Case# 18375) for the East site was aeeepted 
by the Oftice of Zoning, We plan to also me in opposition to the BZA_appUeation.for the 
West site. 

Several of the zoning reliefs soueht would be unneeessart if the number of apartm.eilts, 
in both buildings, were signifieytJv reduced. JBG's BZA appHeation is requesting an 
increase lot oeeupaney regarding resideJRtial, but its appfieation does not adeq•a_ately 
ad~ our request for mixed-incoiQe development that is consisteQt wi•)l the DUKE Plan. 
We recommend a minimum 20% affordable housing to be provided on both sites rather 
than the proposed 8°.4. tn a recent DC newspaper article, it stated· "A/IoriWJle housing -is 
an integral piece to economic development in the District of Columbill. A thriving economy 
rests on diversity of residents. By investing in affordllble housing, the Distrkt helps to 
diversify its economy and helps to ensure thllt the District~ a plllce where residents across the 
economic spectrum c1111live". A reduetion in the number of residential units and first Door 
eommerd81 space to the reauired iillowaneel would allow JBG to be in compliaDce with DC 
Zoning requirements for Loading Berths. Loading Platforms, and SerriceiDeHverv 
Loading Spaces. Further, this would also allow the number of underground parking. 
spaces to be redueed for both residential and retail use. Consistent with the DUKE Plan. 
we believe that the undemound parking should be eHminated on both sites. This would, 
as has many tim.es been stated, stress the need to concentrate and maximize new 
development at or near Metro Stations to inerease Metro ridership whDe reducing the need 
for personal vehieles. It is our understanding that The Progression Place project on 7iL 
Street NW is providing 205 residential units and no residential parking. 
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Another design eoncem relates to the reeonfhmration of the pub6c aDey/driveway onto 
9th Street NW with the proposed eJoslng of the northem section of tiae poblic aDey; and its 
relationship to the ud~mid parkiag and the loading doekslservice locatiOns in the 
West Building. Two 9 stl'eet Property Owners have filed a February 11, lOll complaint 
with the DC Office of the Surveyor opposing closure of the pub6c alley (SO# 11-08780). 
We remaining 9* Street Property Owners in Square 393 are also on reeonl with the DC 
Ofllce of S11rveyor opposing the proposed closing of the northern and southern sections of the 
public alley adjacent to Lots 44, 826, 41 and 45. 

On April3, lOll, we wrote to Councll Member Jim Graham opposing the proposed 
closing of that section of the pilblie aDey; and in oar April 16, lOll submission to the_ANC 
1B Design Committee. we reeommended the eonstraetion of an overhead walkway on Level 
l of the West Building between Lots 44 and 45. The example provided were pictures of an L -
Street NW overllead walkway connecting the Safeway at Sth and L S1reets, NW with the neighboring 
building on L Street, NW. (A picture of this example is also on page 2-9 of the DDOT Public Reahn 
Design Manual) Keeping the current configuration of the public aney would serve to avoid 
disrupting the heavily used 9t11 Street comai.ereial corridor and, in tQm, p.-.vent the resulting 
negative impact on the operation of oar COIDIDereial businesses in that block. As many of the 
eommereial properties in the 1900 bloek of9tll Street NW are assessed at more than one million 
dolkrs, as ownen, we are obligated to remain competitive and not diminish the commereial 
appeal and funetioaality of our properties. The closure of the northern end (Florida Avenue) 
of the aDey and the creation of a less than required l4 feet aDey entrance for two-way trame 
on the 1900 block of 9t11 Street would ~rve to defeat this purpose; and serve to eoapromise the 
relationship of the re••ining portion of the .Uey to the building sites and surrouadings. 

A related concern is the amount of anticipated trame onto a heavily traveled 
eommereial corridor and the potential "bottlenecks" that may occur attempting to enter and 
em on 9th Street from the service locations and parking garage. As stated in the DOOT's 
Pab6e Ramn Design Manual, "driveways sh..U be designed to avoid vehide baeking and 
vebide waiting within the street;" and "where the driveway provides aeeess to a parking 
facility, the driveway shaD provide a suftid.ent off-street itonge area for vehicles waiting to 
enter the parking fadlity". JBG's request for zoning variances with regard to service locations 
would serve to defeat this purpose. 

The East Building's proposed two-way traft'ie Garage Entranee (with an overhead 
coiling door) is located at the southern end of that building on 8th Street, and the proposed 
West Building's Garage Entrance is loeated on cJb Street. The West Building's entrance to its 
underground paddng 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 fJh 
Street would require driving past service locatio~ to either tmn 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. DOOT's Design and Engineering Manual for Public Spaee states "aD 
driveways shaD be a minimum ofl4-feet wide for two-way trafti.e". On the West site. JBG 
proposes to eonstraet a 10 feet wide allev/driveway instead of 24-feet wide_reaaired for twO­
w!y traflie. DOOT's Public Realm Design Manual also states "the curb ~us 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. 1be 9tb Street Property Owaers consider tbis aalley proposal of20 feet for two-way 
traftie to be too limiting -.d h_~ous fqr our coDIDlereial use. Entry to the serviee loeations 
on 9a Street would serve to make the 1900 bloek of9tb Street the staging area for services to 
the bdding 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 S~ side already bas an existing curb cut tbat 
could be relocated on 8fh Street to serve as the point of ingress and egress into the-proposed 
undergroun4 ~and services locations. Locating the eurb eat for Qae w.-Building on aa 
Street ~d of9 Street is CODSisteDtwitb ))DOT's polieies for aew driveways, which states 
"whea a eorb eut is unavoidable and the property froats on 2 or more streets, the street having 
the lowest tratiie volume is preferred for aeeess". 1bis argumeat suppons the a* Street 
eatranee rather dum the 9tti Street entrance. 

The West site's "New Alley"/Garage Entrance will connect with the existing 1 0-foot north­
south alley, (which JBO pledged at the Aprill6, 2012 ANC 18 Design mee1ing to widen by another 
10 feet for the length of i~ property line (lD tb,e 8fh Street side). We oppose the height clearance and 
sweep angle onto the public alley given the desi~ ofLevel2fl!'d Floor and its overbang(s). A major 
concem that we have is whether access into the pubHc alley from the West Building's 
"Garage Entrance" wm be acCessible at all times C24m for use. The new.alley/driveway 
conf'irrnptiOn jrill impede our CODIDlereial tenants in their business OPei'J!tions and types of 
serriees woyided. which could qeate healtJa.paitation and safety coneenas. 1be elbnination of 
the underground pyldng preveats a potentialy impracticable "chain_ of eveats" from 
oeeurring. 

Some of the ~ Street Property Owners argues that the Florida Avenue ent:Jance to the alley 
is the only entrance large enough to accoJIUJiodate the large trucks required in the operation of their 
commercial businesses. There is an existing sfh Street~ to the alley, however, that entrance is 
ilnpacted by the placement of a utility pole that IP,akes a 90 degree tum impossible serving 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 9t11 Street Property Owaers' goal is to seek a balance in respecting the 
Greater U Street Historic District's past whDe embracing its aeW diVersity, aad we look 
forward to working with JBG Companies in the fulfillment of this project. We have 
continually otlered them our pa.Jysis B.Qd recom•endations in hopes of stimulating needed 
corrective ehllllges, but have repeatedly been ignored. JBG wants to maximize the total 
development of both sites without compromise. Our attendance, today, is to show our unity 
m reaching coaclusions that are consistent with the DUKE Plan, and the mstori.c 
Preservation, Zoning and DDOT requirements, aad that we betieve are in the best interest 
of the Shaw Greater U Street Historic District. 

Thank. You, 

Square 393 9a Street Property Owners 
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