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Thr JBCG Conmpanies

April 8, 2005

.. I
Via Telefacsimile ':3: ©
Jemily Kress, Director 5
DC Office of Zoning o

441 4™ Strect NW, Suite 210 South
Washington, D.C. 20001

Re:  BZA Application No. 17271 - 51 Lonisiana Avenue
Dcar Ms. Kress:

I am writing to you on behalf of (he Applicant, JBG/Louisiana, L.L.C., ("JBG™) in
regards to correspondence (o you from the William U, Pickle. Chairman, Capitol Police
Board. I want to make you awarc of the history of that issue and JBG's commitment (0
the salety and security over the proposed building and the Capitol Building.

By way of background. immecdiately prior to the BZA hearing o January 18, 2005, JBG
was notified that the Architect of the Capitol, via Mr. Pickle, was opposcd to the matter
hefore the BZA for security concerns. JBG immediately responded in several ways. As
you have seen in the Order, the Applicant engaged a world renowned sceurily consultant
to review the huilding design and its relative location to the US Capitol. The resulling
Duecibella Report 1s attached for your review.

As reflected by IBG's letter of January 21, 2005 (copy attached), the Apalicant met with
the Sergeant of Arms on January 18, 2005 to discuss the situation, review the Ducibella
Reporr and discuss measures by way to reduce the securily risk. Al that mecting, and in
the January 21, 2008 letter, JBG re-aflirmed its commitment to implement security
measures in the building.

The Applicant is respectful of the concerns and remains very willing Lo adopt the security
measures described in the Order as recommended.

Additionally, the Report points out that the root of the proposcd building is a significant
distance from the Capitol and that at least five other existing buildings have equivalent
sight lines to the Capitol. Of those five, al least lwo are a shorter distancs from the
Capitol. The report also points out that the new building will obscure the: sight lines from
the Hyatl Hotel, a building which is relatively open to the public and has transient and
anonymous occupants,
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As required by the Order and alfirmed in JBG s January 2 1. 2003 lctter, the Applicant is
commilted to meeting with and working with the Capitol Police Board 1o cllcctively
create Security counter measures and make the building, the neighborhood and the
Capitol safe.

Thank you for your attention to the matter.

Sincerely,

]

/ i, ~

& s e
)
Benjamin R, Jacobs

"

ce.  Ellen McCarthy, DC Office of Planning
Alan Bergstein, Chicl Laud Usc and Public Works
GeofTrey H. Griffis, Chairman BZA
Richard Netuer, Esquire



04/08/2005 09:36 FAX @ood/011

DUCIBELLA VENTER & SANTORE
SECURITY CONSULTING AND ENGINUERING SiNCE 1961

CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED

January 17, 2005

Mr. Kai Reynolds

The JBG Companics
#400 -~ 4445 Willard Ave.
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Subjeet: S1 Louisiana Avenue
Sccurity Context Study
Considerations & Recommendations

Dear Mr. Reynolds:

In response to an inguiry from The JBG Companics regarding the development of the property
located at 51 Louisiana Avenue, we have reviewed the documentation forwarced 10 us and provide
our professional assessment herein, Qur observations are bascd on over 40 years of continuous
professional seeurity engineering practice on projeets of signilicance throughout the world with
extensive metropolitan experience in citics where there are security seositive assets.

These clients include members of the United States government with significant security proliles and
concerns, including the Dept. of Justice. The Dept. of State, ‘The Dept. of ‘I'ransporlation, the Internal
Revenue Service, the Secret Service, the ULS. Marshals, the Federal Protective Service, the GSA, the
Social Sceurity Administration, the Food and Drug Administration. the Dept. of the Interior, and
others; as well as forcign government agenceics in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, The Fepublic of China,
Canada. Hong Kong, Egypt. and lrcland.

Additionally. our commentary is tempered by sceurity consultation and engincering commissions in
the protection of political, diplomatic. judicial, financial, eeclesiastical, and cultural dignitarics in
facilities including the United States Mission to the United Nations, the entire United Nations
campus and its facilities, eight Federal Courthouses, the Connecticut Supreme Court, the Brooklyn
Supreme Court, the Superior Court of New Jersey, the Braoklyn District Attorney’s offices, the
Commaonwealth of Virginia legislative office building, the Kuwait Mission to the United Nations, the
Freedom Forum, the Council on Foreign Relations, the William J. Clinton Presidential Library, the
Thomas O'Neill Federal Building, the Federal Reserve banking system, and numerous others.

These expericnces have sensitized us 1o the concerns identificd in Mr, Hantman’s. Architect of the
Capirtal, letter dated January 3, 2005, to the Board of Zoning Adjustment, wherein he references the
Senate Sergeant at Arm’s concerns regarding the opportunity for 51 Louisiana Avenuce o provide a
potential sniper threat to the Senate Park section of the Capital grounds. We share the Sergeam at
Arms’ legitimate concem for the welfare of our political and legislative leaders. ‘They are the
backbone of our democracy and represent the body of individuals duly elected to manage our
(reedom, They are undeniably invaluable intellectual resources and consequer tly constitute a critical
asset at risk.

" ta v Ve e 10

Josken M Crarman, Ine,, d/hia DUCTRAFLLA VENTER & SANTORE
STURURINGE COMMONS TRANNELIN [TOUHSE 250 STATE STREET NORTH HaVEN U'T 06473
TEL (203) 288-6190 FAX (203) 28R-6950
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S1 LOUISIANA AVENUE JANUARY 17, 2005
SECURITY CONSIDERATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS DRAFT

The JBG Companies have requested that our firm provide the benefit of our professional experiences
in the identification of a rational plan for mitigating (he potential threat identificd by the Senate
Scrgeant at Arms. Specifically, the use of the proposed new roof at clevation .55° by a sniper. This
new roof is to be part of the renovations and expansions at 51 Louisiana Avenue and is identified to
be a potential location from which to target occupams of the Senate Chamber.

As part of our review and analysis, we have taken into consideration the information provided on
four graphic analysis documents, as follows:

»  Security Context Study: “Comparative Rooflop Elevations and Distances from Senate Wing,
dated 1-18-05

o Security Context Study: “Existing Exposure area from Rooflops, dated 1-18-05

e Security Context Study: “Qverlay Exposurc Area [rom Rooltop of New Building, dated [-] 8-
05

e  WDG Architecture: Building and Project Cross Section [Security Context Study|. 51
Louisiana Avenue, dated 1-13-05.

These documents should be used in support of this letter (as an exhibit) in any subscquent
discussions and/or representations 1o the appropriate government agencies. Due o the sensitive
nature of this analysis, we strongly suggest that the distribution of these docun-ents he kept to a
limited and need (o know basis,

Traditionally, it is a universally accepted security design practice, once the threat has been identified
and the vulnerability of the institution defined, to protect that institution in 8 manner commensurate
with the extent of the threat, the degree of its vulnerability, and the criticality of its assets. In that
regard, the value of the assets has been determined and is undeniable. ‘The threat of a sniper is
legitimately credible, although the range from perpetrator to target is significart. The vulnerability is
the assumed inubility of the current facility glazing to preclude the elfectiveness of an attack utilizing
a high-powered rifle and an extremely skilled perpetrator with adequate time for equipment
deployment and target acquisition,

With these considerations in mind, the logical solution is to address the facility and the jnternal asscis
at risk. ‘This should be achieved by modilications to the openings. which provide the windows of
opportunity for the potential criminal activity. There are several solutions which are routinely
adopted with great success (o mitigate this threat in similar circumstances in numerous other
buildings. First, they include obscurescence of the target between the perpetrator and the building in
which the target resides, This may be accomplished with landscaping, lighting, reflective materials
selection, or other effective sereening elements available to site design. Secondly, they include the
{itment of ballistic rated glazings, which preclude the penctration of the target round. Thirdly, the
obscurescence ol the window opening through the use ol screens, blinds, films. drapes, or other
forms of reflective glazing, which preclude the ability to clearly sight a target from a distance (a
quarter ol a mile) as large as that which would exist [rom the reof of 51 Louisiana Avenue.

Subsequent 1o the events of 9/11/01, new security realities have focused the nation’s atiention on a

greater range of more insidious threats and such have become the challenge of law enforcement,

security professionals, urban planncrs, architeets, engineers, and contractors. [t has been our

experienee, without exception, that the range and scope of these threats warra, the protection of the
CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED

NDUCIBELLA VENTER & SANTORE BALK 2
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JANUARY 17, 2005

51 LOUSIANA AVENUE
DRAFT

SECurtry CONSIDERATIONS & RECOMMINDATIONS

institution and the assets at risk, through a process of protective design specilfic o and implemented
at the specific facility. This protective design rationale is clear and fundamentally in support of our
democratic principals and quality of lifc. Otherwise, the risks of a single institution become the
inherent responsibility and thus subsequent design mandate of the entire community. Due to the
increasing diversity of these threats, the protective design response paletic is cvery increasing thus
potentially afTecting every form of architecture and living environment, if the mitigating strategics
are accepted as community design responsibilities, not the target at risk.

As an example. in support of this premise, we do not design new commercial high-risc ofTice
buildings to be responsive 1o an attack by an aircraft, by potential security breaches within the airline
screening process. Rather, the security screcning process is largeted for improvement. Imagine the
cost and design impact on the American economy and American architecture if the skyscraper
becores the mitigating strategy for baggage sceurity management breaches.

Similarly, we do not require the installation of ballistic rated glazing and non operable windows in all
of the buildings which have a sight line view corridor (o institutions where there may significant
dignitarics in residence. Imagine the design mandate to retrofit all of the exis.ing buildings or w
require that all new buildings in Manhattan and Queens, which have such a view corridor (o the
United Nations® campus, be fitted with such ballistic protective design features,

In summary, it has been identified that there is an enormously dangerous precadent in extending the
realm of protective design to an entire community for the benefit of a single, cven if enormously
significant, institution at risk. In the case of 51 Louisiana Avenue, the range of proposed influence
would extend nearly a half mile in dismeter into the urban fabric of Washington, D.C. from the
Senate Park campus. This is a disturbing premisc when one considers the other Federal Agencics
(not including the Capital) within the District and the efect which such a new protective design
standard would have on the surrounding Washington, D.C. community.

The above design process considerations not withstanding, there are additiona practical solutions
which should be implemented by The JBG Companies in response to the Senate Sergeant at Arms®
concerns. Specilically, the roof of the 51 Louisiana Avenue facility should be made inaccessible 10
unauthorized individuals and the success of such inaccessibility should be monitored by an effective
detection and assessment systcm.

This is readily accomplished through the specification of ballistic and forced etry rated doors,
frames, and hardware that access the roof. The use of commercial motion detection and video
surveillance equipment routinely provide detection and agscssment of these sceure access prolocols
and should be part of such a design (o ensure its effective operation,

In anticipation of a sniper’s requirement to utilize a weapon steadying appurtenance and to perform
sighting system calibration, there is the reasonable cxpectation that a sniper. o be effective, will
requive equipment setup lime and additional time to gequire the target. The use of a competently
designed sucveillance system can assure that such activitics do not go undetected. Furthermore, a
conscientious physical sceurity design of the roof should preclude arcas of und:tectable refuge.
Also, it is likely that the architects can develop a serim and/or other form of abscurescence fencing
on the roof at some distance inboard from the parapet, which would add another laycr of significant

CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED
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JANUARY 17,2005

51 LOUISIANA AVENUE
DRAFT

SECURITY CONSIDERATIONS & RECOMMUENDATIONS

delay by preventing the sniper from having a clear line of sight and convenient setup point for target
acquisition,

In support of these rooftop protective design measures, our experience in providing sceurity designs
in numerous other similar officc building facilities has identified the opportunity to significantly
mitigate the access of unauthorized persons, This is routincly accomplished by the issuance of 1D
credentials, the use of access control systems, security and concierge stafting, video surveillance,
door monitoring systems, and other physical and electronic security measures. In summary, it is
reasonable to expect that 51 Louisiana Avenue can be provided with a security management plan that
would make it a far less attractive and opportunistic facility for a sniper attack than the adjacent five
office buildings and hotel. all of which have essentially equivalent line of sight and firing range to
the Senate Park section of the Capital grounds, Please refer to the exhibits ideatified previously in
this letter for substantiation of this premise,

Furthermore, the madifications to 51 Louisiana Avenue will reduce sight lines from the adjacent
hotel on New Jersey Avenue to the Senate Park, thus minimizing the use of this fucility as a staging
area. The hotel is a far more attractive location to initiate a sniper assault, as the anonymity of its
occupants and their activities are indigenous to the hotel’s operation, a circumstance which would be
aggressively mitigated against through the institution of security systems, physical security designs,
and personnel at §1 Louisiana Avenue.

In summary. the implementation of physical security measures al 51 Louisiana Avenue (o sale guard
roof access, prevent sniper line of (ire, preclude unauthorized entry and to manage building activities
would defer the use of the facility for the currently considered activity 10 one of the numereus other
adjacent buildings.

In closing, it is our considered opinion that the most appropriate response for the protection of the
Senate Park occupants is:

e The implementation of landscaping, which precludes line of sight 1o Szanate Park building
occupants from any one of the facilities along Louisiana Avenue betwaen Constitution
Avenue and North Capilal Street.

» The application of appropriate physical protective designs for the window openings in the
Scnate building.

*  The institution of a quality security design, as identified hercinbefore, and management plan
for 51 Louisiana Avenue to preclude its use as a convenient site for potential sniper
activities.

Respectiully submitted,

Qo—

Robert Ducibella
Senior Principal

CONFIDENTIAL & PRIVILEGED

DUCIBELLA VENTKR & SANTORE rAaGY 4



04/08/2005 08:37 FAX @o08/011

Ture JBG CoMPANIES

January 21, 2003

Mr. William Pickle

Sergeant of Arms Senate

United States Capitol. Roam S151
Washington, DC

Dear Mr. Pickle:

Thank you for taking the time to meet and review the facts relating to our proposed development on
New Jersey Avenuc. N.W,

In light of our discussion. your agreemen( {o review with your sceurity experts the letter report of
Ducibella Associates dated January 17, 2005 and accompanying exhibits | Icfl with you and, your
expressed inlention to contact me in the coming week o further review the results of the forcgoing [ felt
il appropriate to make you aware of the action tuken by the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).

On Tuesday aflemoon the BZA ruled 3-0 in favor of granting the relicf we sought. Because there
seemed 1o be some confusion on Mr. Hildebrand’s part regarding our by-right, height entitlement, let me
restate iL; our site is zoned C-3-C and is within the Downtown Rast recciving zone which permits by-
right the transfer of development rights and concomitant increasc in building height to 110 feet. As |
stated during our meeting, JBG currcntly owns development rights that arc avzilable for that site and the
110 foot height allowance is not an issue.

The BZA’s action docs not require the implementation of the security arrangements that we discussed.
However, | am very cespectful of the concerns you cxpressed and the importance of your mission;
accordingly. | remain willing to implement the building sceurity precautions { deseribed to you during
our meeting and as recommended in the Ducibella January 17, 2005 report.

The Ducibella Associates report indicates that the security risks associated with the now approved
zoning variance are mitigated and in the case of existing buildings improved by taking the security steps
he recommends. Accordingly, no increased security threat would result from aceeptance of the ruling of
the BZA. The Architeet of the Capitol is on record as opposing the variance, thus no precedent would be
set in the mere acceptance of the ruling of the BZA. | therefore respectfully request that the Architect of
the Capitol accept the ruling of the BZA with regard (o the approved zoning variances.
I am available at your convenience (o discuss this project.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
5!11(:51:(2%, )/1 ,'S(

.o 2 \J
Benjamin R, Jacobs

A1 WILLARD AVENLU GHEVY CHANE, MARYLAND J08[5-3600 (2401 3333000 TFLEFAX: (240) 335-3610
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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE BOARD
119 D Street, NE
Washington, DC 20510

To: Mr. Benjamin R. Jacobs, The IBG Companics F A CSIM“_E

Fax number:  (240) 333-3610

Subject: Courtesy copy ol letter concerning BZA Case 17271
Date: 03/730/05
Pages: cover page plus 2

From the dosk of...

Jolt Rupert

[ xacutive OIficee

113 D Skeeatl NE Room 703 O
Washington, (G 2U510

202-224.77025
Fax: 202-228-4264
Jet_Rup xigdeap-police. senate anv
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PHONL; 225-2311

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE BOARD

$-151 The Capitol
WASHINGTON, DC 205610

March 29, 2008
WILLIAM H. PICKL.E, Chaltman 0

WILSON LIVINGOOD, Mcmber
ALAN M. HANTMAN, Member

Ms. Jerriley Kress

Office of Zoning, Distriet of Columbia
414 4™ Street NW: Suite 210 South
Washingion, D.CC. 20001

Re: BZA Casc 17271 - JBG/Louisiana
51 Louisiana Avenue, NW
Reguest for Reconsideration

Dear Ms, Kress:

The Capito) Police Board (Board) understands that the Board of Zoning Adjustment js planning
to issue a final order concerning the IBG Companies’ request for a height variance at 51 Louisiana
Avente, NW,  The Board has waited (0 request reconsideration because interial law enforcenient
experts have been actively reviewing and analyzing the potential security impacis that a height variance
at 31 Louisiana, NW would have on the U.S. Capito! Complex. As a result of the analysis corpleted
by internal sceurity experts, the Boawd concludes that the variance under consideration will have a
sigmficant impact on Congressional security. There(ore, the Bourd respectfully requests the

reconsideration of the variance currently being reviewed by the Board of Zoning Adjustment.

Morcever, pursuant to the authority of the Capitol Police Board under Public Law 108-447,
December 8, 2004, to make determinutions regarding the release of information which imports
Congressional seeurity, the Board also requests an opportunity to review information that js proposed
for public release to protect against release of any security sensitive information or revealing any
vilnerabilities of the LS, Capito]l Complex.

Altached lor your review is a copy al'a letter from the Capitol Police Board 1o Mr. Benjamin R.
Jacobs, The JBG Companics, dated March 4, 2005, expressing the Board's security concerns.

Your consideration of the Board’s sccurity concerns and requests outlined above is greatly
appreciated. The Board remains willing (o provide any information that you mray require for
reconsideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me if T may be of assistance.

Very Rcapullully

2N v

William H. Pickle

Chairman

Capitol Police Board
Cer Mr, Geoftrey H. Grillis
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PHONE 224: 2341

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE BOARD

$-151 The Capitol
WASHINGTON, DC 20510

WILLIAM H. PICKLE, Chairman
WILSON LIVINGOOD, Member March 4. 2005
ALAN M. HANTMAN, Member !

Mr. Benjamin R. Jacobs

The JBG Companics

4445 Willard Avenue, Suite 400
Chevy Chase, MD 20815

Dear Mr. Jacobs:

On behalf of the Capitol] Palice Board, this correspondence is in response to your letter,
dated January 21, 2008, regarding your proposad development in close proximity (o the ULS.

Capitol,

The Capitol Police Board and the United States Capitol Police have reviewed your
request o aceept the raling of the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) regardini your proposcd
development o New Jersey Avenue, NW. However, after further consideration, we cannot
accept your contention that there are no seeurity issues. Indeed, our seeurity and law
enforeement professionals have adviscd that, from a security perspeclive, the vaciance to increase
the height of the building would increage exposure and vulnerability to the Capitol complex, and
as such, we are not able 1o aceept or endorse the BZA ruling.

I1 you have any guestions or would like (o disenss this matter further, please do not
hesitate 10 contact me.,

Sincerely.

). \ /) -

Wnllmm ll. ekl
Chairman
Capitol Police Board

ce: The Honorable Wilson Livingood
Member, Capitol Police Board
The Honorable Alan M, Hantman
Member, Capitol Police Board
Chief Terrance W. Guiner
Member, Bx Officio, Capitol Police Boand
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4445 Wiltard Avenue, Suile 400
Chavy Chase, Maryland 20815
Phona: (240) 333-3000 (240) 333.3610

Fax

To: Jerrily Krass, Director From: Benjamin Jacobs

Pages: 11, (includes cove’)

Date: 4/8/2005
Geoff Griltis, Chairmar: BZA

Fax: 202-727-6072

Phone: 202.747.6311 .

Re: BZA Application No. 17271 - ccC:

51 Louislana Avenue

) urgent O For Review []Please Comment [ Please Reply -1 Please Recycle

o Comments:
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If this fax is illegitde or incomplete, please contact:




