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s ......, April 27. 20C11 
:boo 
-o ::r.:;:, 

To: ZP.oiog Conimissiqn of the 
Di.~trict of Columbia "' '-.J 

From: Residents of Square 752 
3iJ 
~ 

Re: capitol Place PUD 
ZC Case No. 05-37 

....., 
\.n 

Last week several residents on Square 752 submitted requests for Party Status on th~ 
referenced project. The residents on Square 75~ both individually and collectively. have 
specific concerns that are not applicable to the broader community. It is the residents of 
the century-old, R-4-zoned rowhouses on Square 752 that will have to live side-by side 
with the proposed project It is our quality of life tb3t will be most affected by the 
propc>sed project. 

On April 5, 20f11 the attached document was submitted to the-Applicant and the Office of 
Pla,nni_gg. That mc;morandum indicated areas of s~c~pport for tbe project, but also 
identified various issues of specific intea-est and importance to the residems of square 752. 
Because numy of these issues are specific to residents of Square 752. they are generally 
not reflected in tbe positions and recommendatio.ns of other organizations and 
individuals. 

To date, there bas been no ~ponse by the Applicant or the Office of Planning to the 
April 5, 2000 memorandum by the residents of Sqoare 752. We maintain that this 
reinforces the necessity of Party Status for residents of Square 752. As a preliminary 
motion to the consideration of Party Status by individuals on Square 752 we will request 
consideration of Square 752 Residents as a designated party. This will allow persons so 
inclined to withdraw their individual requests for Party Status. 
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To: Harriet Tregoning. J;>in:ctpr DC omce ur Planning 
T.ravis Parker. DC Office of PlanDing 
Bob Braunohler, Dre:yf\3 PrOperty Group 

From: Representatives of Square 752 

Re: Capitol Place Proposed PUD 

202 543 8773 

On Sunday, March 25. 2007 many of the residents of Square 752 met to review the project propc:wll in 
advance of a meeting with Louis Dreyfus Propert,y Group (Applicant) on Tuesday. March 27. 2007. The 
objective was to build a "IICilSC of the square" by the residenm who will be most direcdy affected by this 
proposal. 

Genend SaiiiJIIJilt 

The residents believe 'the 400.DQO+ sq. ft. building proposed by the Applk:ant liDPoses an excessive burden 
on the rowbouse n:sJdents of this square. The residents mOSl affec:led are at tbe northern section of Third 
St., NE where the C3C zoning to construct an 11-story building bas been requested. Considerable FAR ls 
1ranaferred from the pro~ C-3-C zone to i_gcrease tbe FAR in .the C-Z,.A zone. We reject any 
additional upzoning behind tbe R-4 properties on Third St as described further below. 

We do not reject tbe project in its Clltircty and rccoguizc tbc merits of a "smart growth" project near Uni()J) 
Station. Howeve_r. !lUbstiultial alterati9ns l;l1'C required to protect ttie existing centmy old rowbouses that 
represent an ineplac:eable element in tbe Oty of Washington. 

Any PIID approvaJ must IJave a gerauine and cnforoeable time limit. The ~tLem or lucking in development 
rights only to warehouse property and return later to ""amend." and extend ao approved PUD is detri~ntal 
to the neighburbuud and lhc rec:ovecy of H Street. The Ste~ pJOject in the 300 Block of H stalled upon 
approval; as bas Cuheo•s PUD in the 200 b1oct of K Sueet, NE more times than the community can 
~~ber; as dld the PUD at 4 111 & I. NB. We wtderstand that the PUD at 4,., &. I bas filed a request to 
amend and exp8nd the approved PUD. 1be COIIIlDUDity supported the H Street Ov~y because we were 
asliured tbal: lhls was reqilimcl in order to .. jump start" development. Instead. it has led primarily to 
speculation In development rights, inflation of property val~a, ag_d proposals that~ to even further 
expand the bUildlng envelope. Tbe Applicant of the Capitol Place PUU bas .insisted on a 400.000+ Sq. Ft. 
project. Witbin the context of achieving tbat building envelope. tbe Appli~ bas becm m:cjltivc to 
suggestions by the eommunitY. hoWever no .-nous dlsc:ussioa. of reducing the scale of the project has been 
CJ:ltcrtai~cd. The ApPlicant should be retni~ed that tbe ZQRingenvelope and development rigbls are not 
dcrcrmined by the price 1hey paid for1bc pan:els subjcc:t to Ibis PUD application. 

Urban Design, Neighborhood PlaDnillg, &. Subdivision Issues 

Tbe AP.PJ.Icant has cJa imed tbat there are no issues related to tbe subdivision process for lot consollclation. 
We reqil_est that the Office of Planning address tbe nexus between subdivision and zoning. lf dlere is none, 
tbis representS a serious ove:rslgbt and we stroagly urge dte Office of Plannlng to insdtute a review proces!J 
for rge ~mbly of large paroe1s resulting in out..of-ac:ale projects against the c:omm~·s desUe to 
encourage development of an appropriate seale. 

The effect of lot consolidation through subdivision on this project is considerable. The Applicant seeks to 
gubl su•Dfild mmag relief for which no consiclendion has been given through tbc subdivision process. 
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Tbe selection of a measuring point at Thl!d & H applicable to tbe entire site achieves a full ~tra floor of 
height in,thc C-2-A zone. ~ting in a 7$' high building a:t;ove Second Sbeet wbere the PiJD maximum io 
a C-2.-A zone is 65". The Applicant also claims the ccnterlil_le of Seam,d .$tref;t ror 'dle measuring point of 
the required C-2.-A rear yard, thus eliminating the rear yard requirement in the C-2-A mne. We request 
that the Applicant provide aU docuaneols relevant 191he Dislric:t's .. Request far Subdivision .. so tbat we can 
determine if there a:re any remainiDg public alleys or other Irregularities that would affect the site assembly. 
The subdivl_~~ process to co~solidate these ~s ijlfO ~ sJngle r«:ord ~01 ~y reveal imporrant · 
lnfonnation tbat shotdd not be left until mere is an approved PUD. Tbe Appllcant has unaccepl8bly 
allowed 222 G Street to langUish as a vacant, abandoned property for over two years and liDii1 socii time as 
they carve off tbe side yanl to create a 20' alley entrance. 

In the much-public:Red NOMA Plan, the Office of Planning promised protection fOE' the R-4 neighborhoods 
agai• out-of-sc:ale projects. However. tbe largely positive setdown report for C&pitoJ Place may be read 
as inconsistent with representations made to tbe eommUDity within the NOMA process and exceeds the 
Office of Planning's own rec:onameadations tbat J'CSil1ted in upzo.oning through the n:cendy CDaCted H Street 
Oveday. We hope 1bat the ~ecent stalell'lent by the ot'ficc of Planning on Page 2 of Revised Setdown 
Report stating tbat there an: '"IIIII'CSOlvcd issues with dJe - - . bulk or the buikfmg'" indicata that ~ omce 
of Planning bas nOt yet fuDy endomc the upzmaing and will continue to uphold the repmseo1alioas made to 
the community io dJe NOMA process. 

Tbe residents or Square 7S2 uudemand the '"H Slleet GaleWay" concept and suggest~ a }leigbt vari~ce 
would accomplish tbal purpose without 1be Deed for tbe requested upzonins provided the design 
represerued a true p&eway 1D H Stteer, NB mtber tbQ a design tllatsiJP181sa gateway to~ Stieet. NW. 

The Applieontbos been asked to be more forthcoming with ~gard 10 the fuU cxtcnt of zoning bonuses 1hey 
seek. The ~ppii~t bas been rel~t to provide a tabulatiOn summarizing the exlmlt of the zoniD.g 
bonuses already gained through the H Street Overlay or the additional bo_nuscs they seck tbn;lugh tbe PUD 
proc:esa. Based on iafonnation provided by the.App6c:ant wr: believe the following represents the 
cxpanaion of the building envelope for the~ pm:els tJtat comprise thi~ project~ just one ysu 
880= 

Mqttccq(Rj~f«t_ FAR & Hetskpriru; tp HSfrmQveTlfq CJ;tqrr;b 2QQ6) 

C-2-A: 76,713 Sq. Ft. ®2.5 FAR.= 191,78S Sq. Pt. wlthamax.imumbelghtofSO' 
C-2-A (PUD) @3.0 PAR= 230.139 Sq. ft. with a maximum height of c;s• 

Wo poi,nt out tbat #lis was the matter ~rig~ and PUD devolopmeot envelopes at the time the Applicaut 
pwcha&ed this property. Just over ooe year ago, the enliN area coosidel'ed under this PUD was zoned c-2-
A witb tbe remainder of l:be squan: zoned R-4. 

This .mning envelope was a -result of the H Street Overlay in wbicb the vacant In& facing H Street was 
upmoed to c-2-a. 

C-2-A: 42,263 sq. r._ @ 2.S PAR= 105,6!17.5 Sq. Pt Wilh a maximum height of so~ 
C-2-B: 34.450 Sq. Ft. 03.S FAR= 120,57.5.0 Sq. Pt. with a maximum belgbl of 6S" 
T01al rnaae,r ofRi.._ FAR =2;26,233.,S Sq. fit. 
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CW'l'Ml PUD J:'AB & Heidf under qiltlng Zrmiar 

C-2-A: -'2.263 Sq. ft. @ 3.0 FAR= 126.~9 Sq. Pt with a maximum height of 65' 
C-2-B: 34.,450 Sq. Ft. ®6.0 FAR • 2()6, 700 Sq. Ft. with a maKimum hcipt of 90' 
Total PliD FAR with existing mning = 333,489 Sq. Ft. 

Repn«< FAR with ceqyesred goniRI tm4 PUP 

C-2-A: 37,626 Sq. fL @ 3.0 FAR= 112,.878 Sq. Ft wltb a~ height of 65' 
C-:Z...B; 11,190 Sq. Ft. ®6.0 PAR= 67,140 Sq. Ft. with a maximum height ot90• 
C-3-C: 27JJVT Sq. Ft. ®S.OPAR= 223,176 Sq. Ft. with a maximum heigbt off uo• 
Total PUD FAR with requested zoning= 403,194Sq. Ft. 

We believe the n~ubli~;~g of the building size is unwarranted and inappropriate on a square with 
numerous ceutury old rowhousei This neighborhood s~ the H &trcet Overlay largely upon the 
recommendation Qf tho Office of PliiDJling's H Street Strategic Plan. lt is disappointing and disbearteJ:ting 
to find that barely one year after tbe cmactmeot of the H Street Ov~y dlat a pmject of an even greater 
scale is be~g amsidered. The AppUcant seel.s an FAR·iacrease oC78.29& Kbuvc the c:um:ot mauer of rlsht 
and a 11 0.2'911 incn::ase above the maLter or rigiUlhal. exisled at lhe time lhey pun:hilsed the property. 

In recent weeks the Appliamt bas begun a dialog focusing on tbe design of tbis project with represen~Uvea 
of ANC6C. ANC6A, SPNA, CHRS, aDd others ia the community. The :residenls of Square 752 support 
tbat effort and hope that the commuoity and the Applicant will agree on a building deSign tbat makes a 
positive contribution to H Street, NE and ~ in full compliance with tbe H Street Design Requirements and 
Design Guidelines. We will rely on tbat effort. but are cspccially CODCCmcd wiUJ the view at the interior of 
lhe block because tbjs dired:ly affec:ts our quality of life and CJ\ioyment of our n:sidenc:es. We offer the 
following concepts that we hope will guide the design: 

1. The building shoold be mme .. conte~" and reflect the historic an:bitl'lcture of the 
neighborhood. The currenl building design seems more an elllension of lbe laJF !K."Bie 
commerclal buildings found ~ NW, DC rather than a t.raosilion w an R-4 rowhouse neighborhood 
aod neighborhood cwnmezciaJ distriCL 

2. The large footprint, 11-stor)' building at Seccmd & H SueeiS imposes a serious deleterious burden 
on tbe JlQrtbem half of the Tbird Sbeeton Squa:re 751 The fOOiprint of 1bis 11-story building 
must be reduced andlor the heigbt lowered if the Applicaot's claim of "sensitivity and 
compatibility~ is to b;ive any meaning. 

3. If the H Street o..teway concept i5 supported by the larger c:omnnmity. tbia could be lx:tter 
aaunplishc:d. by a hcigbt Yal'iluiCe and/or a ~e reduction iD. the a:n:a upmned. There is no 
need to upzonc 36.49& of the Site to ag:ompJish this urban design goal The Appli~ has 
ration~ized this ..,ge 11pzoning in order to increase the amount of buildiq arm. not to aa:m:nplish 
an urban desip objective. 

4. The project should utiUze every o~lty to pusb the mass of the structure inclusive of 
penthouses and projecting bays toward botb Second Stree& an!i H Street. We would support an 
application to DDOJ' for ad4ltioaal couscmctlon within the unused and curious mainte~UU~Ce 
easemeut adjacent to lbe H Street bridge provided this resulted ln a bcacr overall design and 
improved the .Otiou to tbe R-4 noighbodlood. 

5. The interior of the block should inchu.Je subslantiallandscape elements to help screen the 
residential psopaties and softaD the view of tbe proposed pmje¢ 
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6. lbe architectuml .. luggage rack" o.t the top of the building is an unfortunate on:hitectwal device 
more cQmmonly found on contemporary commercial properties (sec. for c~ple. many of the 
new buildings built on K St., NW since 2000) rather tban a residential property that claims to be a 
transiti- design. 

7-. The large I!J'IIOunt of glass at du: imaior Is inconsistent with the remaining historicarchitect.ural 
fabric.. We believe the amow1t of glass should be reduced and all glass should be n~-refle(.."t.ive. 

Ameaitles & MitlptioD 

The project includes scant amenities for a project of this SC@le ~d tile degree ar zoning bonuses tile 
Applicant requests. As mitigation for the demolition of 14 potentially eligible historic structures 
(something speciflc:ally disooumged in the H Snet Overlay) the Applicant has offered to fund a survey of 
tbe unprotected residential properties between 1-' and H from Second to 146 St., N.ti. We sapport this 
mitigation and request tbat it be funded upon apprOval of any agreed-upon PUD. We point out that tbia is 
in tbe interests of both the community and the Applicant. The community bas expres_scd ad~ ~r 
expausion of the Capitol HiiJ. Historic District. The Applicant will benefit from improvements in the 
ad',pu:cnt neighborhood and promotion of the sale of high-end CQJJdos that enjoy views of an historic, .low­
ae neighborhood. 

Other mnenides of direct beoefit to the residents of SqWIJ'e 752 iDcl ude the conection of the fire and public 
safety issues associated with a substandard alley. However, the provision of an easement to ctate a20' 
alley is inadequate. The property required to create a 20' alley must be donated to the Dlstricl to~~ 
1n1e public 20• alley. 

"f~ Applicant has offered to install new brick sidewalks and curbs along Third. Street. We question the 
value of this amenity and believe tbia public improvement i& a District responsibiJity. If the District desires 
to bave t_bis Applica;ot"iastall new brick sideWalks on Third St.. that work abould be unc:lcmaken upon 
approval of tbe PUD. The Applicant promiacd to n;placc the brick sidewalks 011 G Street as part oi' their 
SCation Pl_ace PUD some 4-5 years ago. Those sidewalks bavc not yet been .eplaccd. The brick sidewalks 
in the 700 Block ofThird are badly in need of ~pair. they should be rep~ in the existing (and 
mstoticaJly appropriate) herringbone pattern as soon u possible beczuse their coudition represents a 
significant JiabiJil)' issue. The replacement of the A1dewalkR mould not aw-ait completion Of the Capitol 
Place prujecL 

The proposed gmnt prosmm might be of value to residents on Square 752 provided the funds ate in fact a 
grant and nata loan. To be of any real valUe, the fUnds muse be sufticient tO encourage substaa:dal 
improvements to both the front and rear of tbe property. A properly ®signed ,gc~ ~ted 20' public alley 
would be of benefit to existing resJdenas and the proposed new constl'liCdon on Square 752.. Many of 
residants alq Tbird SL in Square 7S2 would bo inunsted in coustructing garages. udlor Carriago houses 
that would block much of tho eye level view of tho proposod project. ln order ~pl~ tbi_s miti~ 
tba Irani: program must be of suffic:icnt ..-gnitude to eneourage slleb construction. The usc of an expanded 
gnmt program fUnded upon PUD aPJDOY8l to c:onsb'UCt carriage houses of intetmediate heigbt would creu.te 
a visual buff~ between the existing resideDccs and tbc much larger building the Applicant proposes. 
Carriage houses would belp retain a sense of rear yard privacy tbal is of particular interest to the c:xisti.ng 
residents or Square 7~ and cauld provide a far more acceptable view fm the :n:sideDts of Capitol Place. 

We ask the Office of Plauning 10 PJUYicle eumpl&$ of olher projects io IJle District where R.-4 rowb.Ouses 
bave bad 11 story structiJJ'es imposed upon tbem througb a PVD process and wbat mitigation measures 
weren:qulred. 

The .residents af Square 752 have proposed seveml mechanisms tbat would promote social ~doD 
between the existing residents and those iD Capitol Place Condos. Tbese have included access 10 the pool 
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and fltne$1 tacililics. ~to ~e ~ represcn.tation on the condo board, ai1d use of the parking 
garage. The Applicant bas thus far rejected any mechanism that might·promote social interaclion except 
for the possibility to buy or lease unused parking spaces al market noes.. 

Nmnemus minor issues should be agree tu in writins prior to the PUD bearing so as to not cominue to 
detract from more significant PUD t.su~ These include the sale of 122 G Street as a private resi~ntiaJ 
dwelling. application for a tbfee..way aop sisn at tbe dangerous interseclion of Second & G Streets. and 
mainteD!I,DCe of tbe to-be-del1l0llsbed struc~. 

The Proposed Construclion Management Plan is silent on many of the coustruction issues most im~t 
to residents on .SciUIII'O 7S2. A "Prcc~truction Survey" ancJ installalitm of viblation monitors is 
insufficient. The Applicant must be requbed to install telltales and ClaCk monitors nn the adjac:enL 
sb'Ucturcs. 'lbe buri;len of proQf must be upon the Applicant to prove that no damage and tw movement 
occurred as a result of their activity rather than burdening the residents to prove damage. We are aware 
that large quantities of ground water were pumped as a reSUlt of COJlSiii.lclfun at. Senate Square and Pbase m 
of Station Place. We are fwtller iofonntxllbat sigoificant settlement resulted at Senate Square. Some 
residents oo Square 752 believe Lbey have akeady suffered damage from those projects and are seeking 
C(mlpeusation. 

The "Foundation Piles" paragraph s~s "'all deep founct&Uon piles will be pre-borecJ a-gdlor v~b~ted". 'l"hiS 
Is u.aacceptable and contrary to die Appticant•s assumnces that all piles wollld be ddlled: in numerous 
meetings the Applicant slated tbat tbe foundation piles would drilled: they would not be dmCii or vibrated 
into place. 

The .. Alley Construction Logistlcsu uCcds to be far more specific. Tbe location of protective fencing. 
prohibitions against contractor parking in the 20' alleyway. prohibitions against llse of the 20' alley for 
CODStnlelion staging. etc. needs to be clearly stated. Continued use of the alley for access. public safety, 
and public services such as trash collectio~:~ nc;cds m be specified. 

The C';.Qil5tJUCtion M_a_nagement P~ is silent on use ~nd maintenance of the e:xisdng suuctures undl such 
time as construd.ion is begun. 1be demolition process, iuclusive of dust and rodent abatement, needs to be 
specified. 

Party Status 

lbe exis1ing residenlS of Square 752 feel they bave no choice but to request Party Status in Opposition 
before the Zoning Conimission in order to protect our particular intemts. We commend the ANCs and 
other groups wbo are also working on this project. but feel there are substantive is5ues ~ directly affect 
only tbe residents on Squan= 752. We will coordiDate onr response and make etiery effort nat In duplicate 
or CQiltrldic:t t;b.c concerns of ot:ber groups Qi" parties in opposition. 

Conclusion 

Tbe I'CS;ideJ.liS of Square 7.52 ie~ ~tted to worlciag with tbe Appllcant in achieving a projeeL tbat 
meets as many of their goals as possible. bul not at tbe ex.peose of ~sbing our own quality of Ufe. 
1bere are areas, botb large and small, wbere tbe residents of Square 752 and c:he Applicanl could come tc 
an apeement provided the project meets our overall goal of compatibility in terms of scale and design. 
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