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441 4th Street, N.W., Suite 210S 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Re: Zoning Commission Case No. 01-09C -Order No. 955 
Request for Consent Calendar Modification to the Planned 
Unit Development for Station Place in Square 720 

Dear Members of the Commission: 

Second Street Holdings LLC, the owner of Building 1 of the Station Place 
planned unit development (the "Applicant"), at the request of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (the "SEC"), the occupant of Buildings 1 and 2 of Station 
Place, hereby requests that the Zoning Commission modify the approval of the 
Station Place project granted in Order No. 955, as subsequently amended by 
Order No. 03-31. Copies of said orders are attached as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, 
respectively. Specifically, the Applicant requests that the Commission modify 
Condition No. 1 of the orders so that Courtyard 1 may be redesigned to include a 
playground for children attending the SEC daycare facility to be included in 
Station Place. The plans for the proposed playground are attached as Exhibit 
C. 

The original plans for the courtyards at Station Place, attached as Exhibit 
D, were approved pursuant to Order No. 955. The plans included landscaping, 
planters, water features, and wood benches. On October 20, 2003, the 
Commission adopted Order No. 03-31, granting flexibility to substitute 
sculptures or planters for any of the water features originally proposed in the 

ZONING :.1QM¥18SION 
CASE No. LJ \ ---Lk,f A 
EXHIBIT No. ____ / __ _ 

. "•.; 

. ·~ I <j 

·, 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 01-09A

Deleted

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.01-09A

EXHIBIT NO.1

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 01-09A

Deleted

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia
CASE NO.01-09A

EXHIBIT NO.1



Zoning Commission for 
District of Columbia 
October 3, 2005 
Page2 

Station Place courtyards. A copy of the plans submitted in connection with 
Order No. 03-31 is attached as Exhibit E. 

Under the modification requested herein, the Applicant proposes to 
redesign Courtyard 1 to include a playground covering approximately 3,225 
square feet in the rear ( western) portion of the courtyard. The playground will 
be compartmentalized into age-appropriate play areas. Please note that the 
configuration of the play areas and the play equipment may be changed from 
time to time to conform to the latest daycare standards and trends. As shown on 
the plans attached as Exhibit C, the balance of the courtyard, consisting of 7,285 
square feet, will continue to have landscaping, planters, and benches identical to 
the architectural and design scheme previously approved for the project. 

The Applicant respectfully requests that this modification be approved as 
a consent calendar item, under Sections 2409.9 and 3030 of the Zoning 
Regulations. This procedure is available "in the interest of efficiency, to make 
without public hearing, minor modifications . . . to previously approved final 
orders .... " 11 DCMR § 3030.1. As specified in Section 3030.2, minor 
modifications are to be modifications of little or no importance or consequence. 
The Director shall determine which matters shall be placed on the Consent 
Calendar for consideration by the Commission without a public hearing. 11 
DCMR § 3030.11. The subject request does not affect the essential elements of 
the approval given by the Zoning Commission for this project, such as use, 
height, gross floor area, lot occupancy, setbacks or number of parking spaces. 
Accordingly, the request falls within the scope of this section. 

As required by Section 3030.6 of the Zoning Regulations, the Applicant 
has served this request on ANC 6C, the Stanton Park Neighborhood 
Associations, the H Street Merchants and Professionals Association, and the 
Near Northeast Neighborhood Task Force. 
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We are prepared to answer any questions the Commission may have or to 
provide any additional necessary information. 

Very truly yours, 

Holland & Knight LLP 

tfaf:tU1!2~ 
/&it At. V~pallt+--7 

Leila M. Jackson Batties 

Attachments 

cc: Parties to Zoning Commission Case (See Proof of Service) 
Office of Planning (Via Hand Delivery; w/attachments) 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on October 3 2005, a copy of the foregoing Request for 
Consent Calendar Modification to the Planned Unit Development for Station 
Place in Square 720 was served on the following persons or organizations as 
stated below: 

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6C 
PO Box 77876 
Washington, D.C. 20013 

With a copy to 

Rob Hall, Chairman for ANC 6C 
240 Parker Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Stanton Park Neighborhood Ass'n 
c/o Drury Tallant, Designated Representative 
730 3rd Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 

H Street Merchants and Professionals Ass'n 
c/o Anwar Saleem, President 
1017 H Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 

Near Northeast Neighborhood Task Force 
c/o Venious Parker, Designated Representative 
1131 3rd Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

(Via U.S. Mail) 

(Via Hand Delivery) 

(Via Hand Delivery) 

(Via Hand Delivery) 

(Via Hand Delivery) 

Leila M. Jackson Batties 
Holland & Knight, LLP 





{&_j:tJ:t~rtuttettt nf fh2 ilistritf n.f QJ.nhtttthitt 
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ZONING COMMISSION ORDER NO. 955 
CASE NO. 01-09C 

(Consolidated Planned Unit Development and 
Zoning Map Amendment for Station Place) 

February 11. 2002 

Pursuant to notice, the Zoning Commission for the District .of Columbia held public hearings on 
November 8, 2001, November 29, 2001, and December 3, 2001, to consider applications from 
Louis. Dreyfus Property Group for consolidated review and one-step ~pproval of a P~anned Unit 
Development and a Zoning Map Amendment ( collectively, the "Applications"). The Zoning 
Commission .considered the Applications. pursuant to Chapters 24 and' 30 of the District of 
Columbia Zoning Regulations; Title· 11 of the lJistrict of Columbia lvfunicipal 'R.ei;ulations 
("PC:MR"). The public hearings were conducted in accordance with the provisions of 11 DC1-ffi. 
§ 3022. For the ~asons sta~ed below, the Zoning Commission hereby· approves the Applications 
subject to the ~eci:fied c:0nclitions. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Applications, Parties, and Hearing 

1. 

2. 

3,. 

On May 2) 2001, Louis Dx~ Property llioup {the "Applicant';,filed Applications for 
the consolidated review and approval of a Planned Unit Development (11PUD11) and 
:related Zonh,g Map am.end:mentfor property located on the west side of 2nd Street 
between F ·and H Streets, -N .B: (the "Site"). The Site consists of Lots J 78 and 179 in 
Square 720L The Site is currently zoned C-M-3 and the Applicant requests rezoning to 
the c.3:c District . 

After proper n'?tice, ~e· .za.niri.g C6~sion opened. tp.e publi~ J~eap.pg·.-on Octob.er 4, 
2001, e.tJ.d continued. the hearing to November 8, 2001. Pu,blic he~$ were th~n held OD, 
November 8,.2001; Novembe.r29; 2001, and December 3, 2001. 

The parties to . 'the· case were: the .· Applicant; . Advisory.. Ne~ghbqthood· Co~sion 
("A.NC11J 6A, the ANC within which the Sitefa located; the StantonParkNeighborhood 
Association (''SPNA"); · the._ . H · .. Street Merchants .· and ·• Professi~s .·· Association 
( 11HS~A11); and the Near:Northeast Neighborhood Task Force\'Near Northeast Task 
Force") .. The Zoning Commission determined the parties to the case at the November·s; 
2001, public hearing, except fcir tb.e Near Northeast Task Force,· which was given party 
status at the November 29, 2001; ·public hearing. 
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4. ·The. Capitol Hill Restoration Society's_(ll~~") request f~ party status was denied by 
the Zoning Commission at·the November- 8," 2001, public hearing .. By letter dated 
November. 19, ·2ooi, the CHR.S _teque5!ed_ recqnsiderati?n of .its. request. The. Zoning 
Commission considered this request at the November 29, 2001~ public hearing but did not 
grant.tbe·request Jor reconsideration. The Commission determined that the CHRS and 
the SPNA had. overlapping memberships, that the _CHRS was not more signific~tly, 
distinctively or uniquely affected than the public at large and that, because th~. SPNA had 
members from 2nd Street, SPNA would be admitted as a party and CHRS would not be 
admitted. -

5. The Securities and Exchange Commission's ("SEC") request for party status was denied 
by the Zoning· Commission· at the November _8., 2001, pul>µc hearing. The Zomng 
Commission -determined that the SBC's issues related to whether the Commission would 
approve the project but not zoning issues that the· Commission would consider in the 
course of the case. 

6. At its· Ianuary .14, 2002~ ·meeting, the Zo:rrlng Commission took proposed action by a vote 
of . S~o-o to approve "With ·conditions the A.pi;lications and plans presented at the public 
hearings. 

7.. T}le proposed :action· of the Zg~g Coti$.issio~ _was ~~en'e!i _to _t~e ~ational. Capital 
Planning Commission (''NCPC") under the terms of the District of Columbia: Self­
Govei::oment and Governmental Reorganization Act. NCPC~ by action dated February 7, 
2002, found that the proposal would not adversely affect their interest or be inc"onsistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan for the Nationai _ Capital. However, NCPC requested that 
the· Commission spe9llY that any crud.al security element located in ajmblic right of way 
should -be submitted to NCPC to assure consistency with tlie recommendations of the 
federal security task force. 

8. The Zoning Commission took final action to approve the Applications·on February.11, 
2002. 

Th-e Site and the Area 

9. 

10. 

The Site i$_. situated in Warcl6-along-the west side of 2°~· Street, between;F-an.d H Streets1 

N.E., adjacent to Union Station's rail yards. The.Site contains approximately 240,644 
square fe~ of181=1d area; e>r appr9~ely-.5.5acres. The Site~ appro~ely:3.26_ feet 
of :frontage on FStreet, 933 feet of frontage on t1d Street and 139 feet :of .frontage on H 
Street 

the Site is located in the Ceritral Employment Aiea. The Generali.zed Land Use Map of 
the Com.prehensive Plan ·designates the Site in the mixed-use, medium-high density 
commerciaVproduction and technical employment·Iand.use categories.··_The Site is also 
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located in the Northeast No. 1/Eckington Yards Special Treatment Area and the 
Nertheast-Ne.-l-/Eelangton--:¥ar4s-I>~-velgpment-Oppommity-Ar-ea. 

11. The Site is presently improved with a surface parking lot, which is capable of 
accommodating approximately 800 cars. The sole access to the existing pa;rking lot .is 
from 2~d Street. Currently, access for the.Union Station loadmg docks is from 1st Street 
( east) and F Street. 

12. The Site is adjacent to Union Station, including Am:trak, MARC, VRE and Metrorail 
service, and the railroad right-of-way and tracks- to the west. A parking garage serving 
Union Station is built on the air rights over the tracks .. Between Station Place and the 
parking garage is -an air rights parcel which is available for development .over the i:ail. 
yards .. Union Station and the rail yards are zoned C-M.;.3 and the-.Gomprehensive Plan­
designates this area in the. same mixed use, medium-high density commerciaVproduction 
and technical employment land use categories applicable to the Site. The area further to 
the west includes additional office buildings_, in the C-3-C District and the N0rth Capitol 
Receiving Zone, ·· which permit development as a matter-of-right with transferable 
development right$ to·a maximm:n height of 130feet with a maximum of 10.0 FAR, or 
1-10 .feet with. a maximum of 9.0 FAR, depending upon the "width of the .street. The 
Comprehensive Plan designates this . area in· the: inediUII1-high derisity commercial land 
use cate"gory~ 

13. To the north ot the. Site is the H Street overpass, which is approxiIQ.ately twenty to thirty 
feet above 'the Site. A three-story commercial office structure known as the Railway 
Express buildingis further to the north anq is zoned M. This area is. designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan in the mixed-use, medium-high density commercial/production and 
technical employment land.use categories. The current location of the Capital Children's 
Museum is also located to the north and is zoned C-3:.B and C-3-A. The Comprehensive 
Pian designates this site institutional. 

14. To the east of the Site, the area is characterized by moderate-density commercial and 
residential uses in townhouses and similar low-rise structures. The .Comprehensive Plan 
desigQ.ates :the·.east ·side. of 2~~ street. as mixed-use,· moderate-deJ;).Sity commerciai an.d 
moderate..-density residential: . The frqntage on the east side of.2nd Stre~ fa9ing tq.e $ite ts 
zoned for commer~i2:1 use; pred~minantly. zo~ed y"'."2-A .. ~jprnximately Irinety-five 
percent of the . existing. properties on the east·. side of 2 . Street are devoted to 
nonr~sidential uses. The Comprehensive Plan designates the area further to the east, not 
fronting on 2nd Street, in. the m.oderate-density residential category, predommantly zoned 
R-4. 

15. To the south of the Site is the ·Tnurgood Ivfarshall Federal Judiciaq Building (the 
"Judiciary Building"). Further to the south, the area is Federal land. These areas are 
unzoned and designated m the Federal land use category by the Comprehensive Plan. 
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16. The. Site is not a designated historic landmark nor is it within a historic district 

17. The Site is currently zon~d C-M-3. The C-M-3· District is designed to provide sites for. 
heavy commercial and light manufacturing activities empioying large numbers ·of people 
an.d. requiring some heavy machlnery under. controls that would. rnin!miz:e any adverse 
effects on other. nearby, more restrictive districts. The C-M-3 District permits a 
maximum height of ninety feet, with no furu,t on the number of stories, and a maximum 
FAR of 6.0. An office use is permitted as a matter of right, and parking for office. use is 
required at a rate of one parking space for each additional 800 square feet of gross floor 
area and cellar floor area in excess of 2,000 square feet. 

18. The requested zoning for: the Site. is C-3-C. · The C-? District is designed to apcommodate . 
important sub-centers supplementary· to the Central Business. District. ;More· specifically :r 
the C-3-C District permits ltlgp.-density development, including office,.retail, housing, 
and mixed-use density .development which is compact in areas. The C-3.:..C District 
permits a maximum height of ninety feet, with no limit on the number of stories, and a 
maximum FAR of 6.5. ·Under the PUD guidelines for·the C-3.'.C District, the maximum 
height of the project may be 130 feet and the maximum FAR may be 8.0. Parking for 
offi.~e use is ~equire<l; ~t 3: rate of one space for each additional 1-!800 square feet qf. gross 
floor area, in. excess of 2,000· square feet. . . . 

The PUD Project 

19. The Applicant proposes· the construction of a new office building to be known· as Station 
Place. The number of stories in the building varies.from seven to ten, with the maximum 
number on the western portion of the Site facing Union Station and the rail yards. Station 
Place will have a gross floor area of approximately 1,396,950 square feet, not tp exceed 
5.9 FAR. The .·•new. building is estimated to·· accommodate· approximately 5,000 
employees. 

20. The proposed development fronts ontbree streets. The highest point of the roof is 89.32 
feet abo:ve the curb opposite the middle of the frontof the b~ding on H Street and 11 S .5 
feet above·the curb opposite the mipdle· of the front of the l;milding on F Street.· 

21. Station Place will inc::l:ude a two and "on~half level, below-grade · parking garage 
·containing.a minimum_ of922 parking.spaces on a self-park basis.· With stacked parking, 
the parking garage. can accommotlate· an additional.211·· spaces, for a total of 1,133 
·spaces. The parking garage will also include a minimum of 190 bicycle parking spaces. 

22. Station Place willinclude six thirty-foot loading berths with platforms located on the 
west side of the Site facing the Union Station ~;1 yard. One service delivery loading 
space will also be located on the west side of the Site facing the Union Station rail yard. 
All access for the loading docks will. be provided from the ramp from the H Street 
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oveq,ass. Access to the loading docks on the northeast side of Union Station will' be 
~ . . . . . 

relocatec}.fro.ni-¥LStreet-(east-)-and-F--S-treeHo-tb.e-ramp-fre-m-the-H-Street-everpass-;-

23. Station.Place will be constructed in·tb:ree phases. Building 1. will include approximately 
650,000 square feet of floor area and is. proposed as· the new headquarters for the SEC .. 

. Building 2 will. include approximately.287,000 square feet of floor area. The SEC has an 
option to lease an additional 100,000 to 125,000 square feet in Building 2 at the end of 
five years, with a twenty-four month notice requirement, and a second option to lease 
100,000 to 125~000 square feet ten and one-half years to twelve years out, again with 
twenty--four months notice .. Building 3 will qonstitu.te the final phase of Station Place-and 
will include approximately 460,000 square feet of floor area. The ramp from 1;b.e H Street 
overpass wiirbe·constructed during tb.e·fust ph~e of development. 

24. The proposed gross f10or area is approximately 46,900 square feet less ~an permitted 
under the existing matter-of-right zoning and approximately 168,000 square fe'et less·thari. 
perinitted as a matter-of-right under tb:e proposed. C-3-C District 

25. Station Place's design rel.ates to jts context and serves as a transition building .between the 
:various Sllµ'Ounding areas becaus~ of its stepped height, from the. significant -~eight of 
Uni'on Station ·an4 i~ ·par~g: ·garage to .tl?-e west to ~e·. lower. tjse,oomihercial ·.a11d 
residential area to the. east. The design of Station Place .incorj:>o;rates .a north-south spine 
.adjacent to the Union Sta.ti.on rail yards, with the primary bulk and highest portion of the 
building situated on the western portion of the Site. The building steps down from the 
west towards 2nd Street·to a height of ninety feet as measured from F Street and then steps 
down again to-a height of seventy-eight feet along 2nd_ Street.as ineasured. fro:i:n- F ·street 
The ninety-foot portion of the "building is set b~ck at least :fifteen feet from the property 
line, .which is a setback of more than one-to-:one above the height of the streetwalL In 
·-Build.mg 1~ the highest "portion of the building is set.back to the west at least· eighty feet 
more~ Across 2nd Street's niri~-foot right-of-way, the permitted height steps down again 
to fifty feet in the. C-2-A District. The fifty-foot height extends · for a depth of 
·apPr6ximatelyJ 00 fee( at which pointthe pennitted height step~ down to forty f~eLTiie 
li.i::ight · of the cot.nice lines -of the wings of I;3uilclitig · 1 -lines up with the height of. the 
:Judiciary Building. . The·:_ scale. of· the 'building' is appropriate for the ·area, which: 'is 
transitional from medium d~ities to the west-to moderate/low densities to tlie east; 

26. Station Pla.~e's fa9a?e is primarily a, nonreflective glass curtaip.wallwith :varying a.mounts 
o:f granitf'.. · The·. iu1 Street fayade. is broken visually info three separate buildings. 
Building 1. includes a 160-~foot-deep · landscaped courtyard that separat~. the two· wings 
that extend to the property line. Each wing is set back ten feet at the c_omers and atthe 
center. The lower two stories Of Building" 1 on F and 2nd Streets are clad in granite with a 
flowering trellis. at the top of the granite. The entirety of Building 2 is set back twenty 
feet from the property line, and the fayade includes granite facing 2nd. Street and wrapping 
around th~ comers. A public plaza is created by the setback; for which the Applicant has 
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presented extensive. landscaping plans, water features, and a man(lged vending program..· 
-~ee..stozy..:stepped..;:connecti-0n-w.itb-landsoape_d--plazas--Separate~-B.uildin~om. 
Building 3. B~cling 3 ~s to _be. built to ~e prop~rty line with a ten-fqot setback at the 
southeast comer.: Building 3 is clad in granite facing 2nd Street; whic~. wraps around to 
the H Street fayade. The fa9ade of BuildJng 3 is s#ll subject to review and modification 
by the Commission on Fine Arts (CFA). 

27. As a result of the setb.acks along the 2n4 Street fayade, Station Place includes a significanf 
amount of open space ,for a commercial office building. Approximately one-half of the 
streetwall on 2nd Street is set back from the property line. The ·average .setback is 26.5 
feet from the property.line and 56.5 feet from the curb. Although lot"oocupancy of 100% 
is permitted as· a matter~of-right, the ·proposed. lot" occupancy for. Station P.lace is seventy .. 
t',7{() percen~ with approximately 23,409 square feet of private property devoted to open 
space adjacentto the 2n~ Streefsidewalk. · 

28. The F Street entrance,, which 'Wi,Jl be the primary entrance to the·:SEC headquarters,, will 
be an atrium entrance flanked by the ·same type of stone as used . for the. Judiciarj/ 
Building.· The entrance incorporales a cµrved wall, and the curtain wall is stepped away 
from Columbus Circle to the north.· The.eighth floor is set back.five feet from'the. 
"pr6perly _lin~ on F: Stre~t, ;f:1ie. nin~ floor: is set back m:1 addition~ fifty-eight feet;· mid. the' 
tenth floor is set.back an additiona:l rnenty feet .. 

. . 

29. The design incorporates a vehicular ramp from the H Street: overpass that enters the 
parking garage on two. levels. Access to the loading docks for both Station Place and 
Union Station ?lil1 be from this ramp. 

3 O. Station Place's design ·h?s· been signµicantly modi:fi~d since it was origina.Uy submitted to 
the Zoning ·eommission in May, 2001; .. The foUo:wing mlijor d~gn chaJlges ~e made 
in response to ·meetings\vitb. and issues ·rw.sed by the community,·the Ofµce·of Planning,· 
and the CFA: the appe~ce of three separate buildings fa~ 2nd Street, ·rather than the 
'.more i.n:lµi.ed. design' e>f the original • proposal; . additiop. of full height . stone: facing to 
proyide variety and separate identities to l3uildings 2 ariq. 3; the ~etback'o:f'Buil~g 2 arici 
tlie incorporation of .a pub].;c plaza.\vith significant lm+dscaping an~ ·water fea1:Ures_; the 
coml;,inati~n of B-¢lding~ 3 .. and 4· ~o ·.create one bajiding o~. the ~~ portiqn t>~ the ~S.it~; 
the incorporation of the. three;.story stepped landspaped break separating Buililings 2 .and 
3; tlie incorporation. of a lob by entrance attb.e third .:floor level fo~ direct a90ess to the H 
.Street overpass as :wen as further ·•arµculation of the H Sti'eef ~sia,d~; ~the- elimination of 
the ·glass mansard ·roof and the setback of the' eighth floor a distance of fiftee11 ·feet, 
redu~ing the height on 2~d Street to· 78.25 feet as measured frqm F Street; the carving, out 
of the center portion of the 2nd Street fa9ade of the whigs of Building 1; the ·setback.of the 
tenth floor from F Street,- to reduce the height as perceived from Columbus Circle; 
reduction·oftb.e allowable.18.5 feet penthouse hei@.lt toeleven. feet for sixty;.fi.vepercent 
of the penthouse length; and further articulation of the west fa9ade. . 
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31. Under the C-3-G District, 775 parking spaces are required. The Applicant will provide a 
:,Oinimuni of922 patking sp~es :on a self".'park basis atid 1,133: spaces on a stacked basis. 
This parking .supply. "Will. ac;lequately .. serve. th~. parking needs of the tenants of ~tation 
Place. · 

32. Station Place will be primarily a commercial office building and may include some 
tenant-serving retail.- The report su~tted by Asadoorian Retail Solutions., ·the 
Applicant's retail consultant. concluded that retail in Station Place would not be 
economically viable at the present time. 

33. The following benefits and amenities ·will be created as a result of the PUD project: 

a. Urban Design, Architecture., Landscaping, and Open. Space. Station P,lace has 
been designed to complement the surrounding area and create a link between the 
industrial and intense uses of Union Station ·to the west and northwest, the 
J;11oderate-density c.ommercial and resiciential to the east, and the Judiciary. 
Building and monumental -core to the south. Station Place has been designed to·• 
have the appearance of three ·separate buildings, brea1dng up the length of the 
fa9ade on· 2nd Street. To provide further articulation to the 2_nd Street ~acle, a. 
-de¢p·c~mrty~d-;Wfil be·-inctu?ec:l io. Building 1. ·B~~--2 'will be··.set J.?~ck an 
additional twenty fee\ creating a' public. plaza with ·land.s6aping, penche-s, a;o.d 
water features. -Building 3 will be clad in warm-color~ soft rose granite and 
built to- the property line; Significant open space and e;xtensive landscaping and 
streetscape improvements have been incoi:poiated into the design. . 

b. Special Value to the Neighborhooa The Applicant will invest $200,000 in 
streetscape _improvements along the H Street. commercial corridor in coordination 
with the HS11P A to assist in the continued re-vitalization. efforts for that. area 
~urthennore~ the Applicant :.JJ,asjncorporated a direct connection.-from Station 
Place to the H Street overpass through· a third floor lobbyin ·Building .. 3. 'This 
direct Gonnecti~n- will provide ·.~ a.coe~ · to : the· businesses ·.on the H Street 
commercial corridor. Because. this access will not be constructed until the final 
phase :~{ development; the :Applicant has ,agreed to impro~~ the sidewalks ·on: G 
Street/between 2~~ and ·3rc1 Streets, .tci. provide. a pedestrian .friendly;walk.Srom 
Station Place to the H Sti:eefcomi:nercial corridor. -

c. Transportation Features. Station Place is located adjacent to Union Station, which 
provides significant .. opportunities .: for~ . public transportation to service ·. the 
development, with Metrora.il, :Metrobus,.and local Slld regional trains ajl serving 
Union Station. Station Place will include a direct connection to Union.Station for 
this purpose.· In addition, the Applicant proposes ~ Transportation Management 
Plan to be implemented at Station Place. Many of the measures included in the 

.· Transportation Management Plan.are already in place.·at the.SEC, which.has a 
strong record of transit ridership.. · Furthermore, the · Applicant has agreed to 
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d. 

e. 

f .. 

g. 

co~ct the portion of the Metropolitan Branch Trail along 2nd and F Streets, 
·adjacent_-.to. Station Place1 as part of its streetscape improvements. To :further 
e?~·ourag~.b~e p.de.rsbip;.Statj.on :Place will include a.rninirn:um of i90 bicycle 
parking· spaces. · 

Employment and Training Opportunities. Station· Place promotes commercial 
development at an appropriate location and will add .to the economy of the 
District as well as provide expanded employment opportunities for·.District 
residents.·. Furthermore_., Station Place will stimulate economic activity in an area 
~geted for further revitalization by the Comprehensive Plan. 

Revenue for the District. Station Place will generate additional tax revenues for 
-the-District-in a total estimated amonntof $9.6 million annually: 

Local Business Opportunities. The Applicant has executed a Memorandum of 
Underst;m.ding with the D.C. Local ,Business Opportunity Commission in order to 
achieve; at a minimum~: the' goal of·thirty-fiv'~ percent participation by small~ 
local; arid disadvantaged businesses in the contracted. development. costs in. 
connection-with the design, .deyelopmen~ construction, .maµitenance,. and security. 
for: ·tl;te project . · This .~emqrandum. contrib-1.00s significantly: tQ .the: Pistrfot of 
Columb:ia::goal of ensuring adequ,ate opportunities for sinall·and.:local.businesses 
to participate iri development ?"oje~ throughout the city. 

First Source Eniployment Opportunities. The Applica,nt has also ex:ecuted a: ;First 
Source Employment Agreement with the Department of. Employment Services 
("DOES"). in order to achieve the goal of utilizing District residents for at l~ast 
fifty-one.perpent ofJ:b.e n.ewjobs.created by the PUD project The A,pplicant will 
use n·oES as its mst source .. for recruitment~ referral and placefu.ent of_newhires. 
-for employees whose jq~s ill'.e crea,ted by the PUD~ _Furlherm.ore, the Applicant. 
has committed:.to give. special consideration to the hiring of ~sidents from .. the 
.'Near·Northeast··coininunity as_pat1_·ofthe$e programs~-- Toe CoµunuiiityAdvisory. 
Co_mmittee will .be I'esponsible for receiving i.t1fonnatiqn .regardingavailable jobs· 
crea~ed. by · Statioti'. :Place ·arid dissemma.ting · tlili;· ~onnati,on. t~ :th¢ surrounding 
conimuni.-µes. ,Additionally, in"an ~ffort_to ;retain_ its .co~~op.'em.pl9ye~~ the 
Applicant, · in connection· with · its Geri.era! Contractor, JA. Jones/I'onipkins, 
. ("(}eri.eralConti:actor") -~ implement a ;Fitness. for, Thity Policy for applicants for 
corutniction positions ancl_:empfoyees at the work site. The Fitness for:· Duty 
Policy· wilLinchide job training' for .skilled and semi-skilled PJ:Ofessions in the 
· construction _field witl1 a substance abuse plan, to assist both trainees. and workers 
who have a prior·bistory of substance abuse. 

34. The proposed PUD ·requests flexibility from Section 41 L5 of the Zoning Regulations. 
which requires that enclosing walls of the penthouse from roof level shall be of equal 
height The roof structure for the proposed PUD is eleven feet in height with. the 
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e;xception of two cooling towers which are eighteen-feet, six-inches in height. Originally, 
all pe~tho~es were .the same eighteen-foot,·six-inch.permitted height. ·.In an.effort to 
minimize the visual. impa~ oftb.e height, the main penthouses were reduced. ·Toe· cooling 
towers, however,· needed .to remain at the permitted eighteen-foot, six-inch height The 
cooling towers are located toward the center of the roof· and are substantially set back 
from the edges of the roof and all property lines. The Zoning· Commission finds 1hat 
there will be no adverse impact from this 9-eviation and that the deviation from the strict 
requirements of the Zoning Regulations serves to benefit the surrounding areas. 

Office of Planning Report 

35. By report dated November. 5,. 2001, and through testimony presented at the public 
hearings, the Office of Planning ("OP11} recommepded · approval of the Applications with 
specified conditions. The OP supported the height as proposed, including the ~etbacks at 
upper floors. The· OP found that the proposed PUD is consistent with the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan and that the proposed PUD is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan's Generalized Land Use Map. The OP. further found that the proposaLis··consistent 
with the objectives and evaluation standards of the PUD l"egulations. The OP conditioned 
its recomm~dation on: the following require~ents: provide pedestrian access .to H Street 
from ~e ·b~cllrig;· :re..;_"Ull'e .that the cou..11:y~ra. ~roimd .Builrling 2 be ·open: for public access. 
with the. landscape· and water feature. proposed in the deveioper' s amended. submission;. 
require that 'the Applicant implement a managed ·vending program in the public 
courtyard; require implementation of the Transportation Management Program proposed 
by tlie Applicant; and require implementation of a· Construction Management. Plan and 
agreement with the neighbors to protect nearby houses from construction-reJated damage. 

36. The OP identified the public benefits outlined by the Applicant in its submission, 
including·• exceptional urban design, arcbiteclure~·.and .landscaping; transportation featur~ 
{prunai.-iJ.y the direct connection to Union Station), employment and training 
opportunities, .. first source ·employment opportunities,·.·and loc?-1; sniall, or disadvantaged 
business· opportuniti~~ The OP stated that althoughthe.·AppHcant. claims exceptional 
urban .desi~. architecture . and. landscaping, some members of the ·community had .been 
very. critical ~{the design. .The ·'op .further stated that-the design h?,d been si~cant].y 
modified to address these concerns. The OP further' indicated ±hat the Site is within the 
jurisdiction of the CFA, which should ensure 8: quality design for the Site. Furthermore, 
the OP stated that with respect to transportation features, the .Applicant priniarily relied 
on· the Site's proximity to existingtransitjnfrastructure~ However, the OP further noted 
thaLstrorig transit ridership is already present at the SBC and the transportation 
· managementplan proposed by the Applicant enhanced the proposal. 

37. The OP .further recognized additional benefits offered by the Applicant, but not included 
in tb.e initial submission, ~eluding the provision of a pedestrian connection from the 
building to H. Street and instituting a managed vending program in the lan~caped plazas. 
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3 8. The OP recognized the agreements with the Local Busine~s Opportunity Commission and 
DQES ·as. other. amenities pi:offered ·by the Appµcant.- The· OP .requested that the 
Applicant supply confirmation ·from these agencies th.at these documents are·· adequate· or 
provide executed copies. The Applicant satisfied that request by providing the Zoning 
Commission. with an executed -copy of the First Source Agreement at the November 8, 
2001, public hearing, and an executed copy of the Memorandum of Understanding for 
Local, Small, and Disadvantaged Business Enterprises at the November 29, 2001, public 
hearing. 

Commission of Fine Arts Recommendations 

39. The· CFA initiaUy·reviewed the design for Station Place on ·septem.ber 20,- 2001: Toe· 
CFA requested modifications to the design and the project was· again presente'd to ~e 
CFA on October 18, 2001. At that· time, the CFA voted to approve the design of 
Buildings 1 and 2 along with the beI0w-gro1U1d parking levels and vehicular access ramps 
for the entire project .. By letter dated October 31, 2001, the CFA set forth its approval of 
Buildings 1 and 2 and mad~ certain :recommendations for further study and modification 
to the design of Buildings 3 and 4. 

40. The CF-~.·x:evi~ed ~=rnd·ilpproved the overall massing and. sefba(?ks'for.Building 3 {w!"ich 
included'the previously presented Buildings 3 and 4) on November 15, 2001;-con:firmed 
by letter dated November 27, 2001. The CFA requested that the elevations of·Building 3 
be furthered studied and submitted for further review. 

Department of Public Works Report 

41. In its report dated November 1, 2001, and through testimony at the November 29, 2001., 
public hearing, the District Division of Transportation; Department of Public Wor~ 
(''DPW") stated that,,in consideration of the accessibility of the Site provided by the road 
network, pedestrian access, the excellent proximity to mass transit, access to the 
Metropolitan Branch Trail, · and availability of on~site parking, DPW. supported. the 
proposal · with the following three con9,itioiJ.B: the cqst of any modification . to. the 
Massachus~ Avenue and i5t Street·{east) jntersection signal light will be.bome.by,the 
Applican~, with fuodifications:1:ie~g in pl~ce by t4e.thne. aµy .part o:fthe deyeiopmeµt is· 
operational; deyelopment .of' a mbte . detailed·, c0Il.Structio11 traffic management plan 
incl11:diri.g the truck routes for .accessing the ,Site during the constrµction phase; .and the 
Applicant's· 09mmitmentto work withDPW in.constructing po~ons· of the Metropolitan 
Branch Trail adjacent to Station Place: · 

42. In addition, DPW agreed with the Applicant's traffic consultant's capacity analysis and 
level of service calculations at the critical intersections in the vicinity of the Site. The 
results of the analysis.indicate that most of the intersections will experience only a slight 
change .due to Station Place and will :operate at levels of service D or better during the 
peakhours. ··· · · 
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43. The PPW further found 'that the amount of parking provided at Station Place jg more tban 
a-deql:la~et-4e-pllrlci:ng-1lee~f-th.s-projeGt-{€mpk>-y€€&:-atid--vi-site!'.Sj--ariG4e­
encourage the use of other modes of transportation ·such as public·1ransit, bicycle, ·and 
pedestrian. 

44. The DPW issued another report on December 14, 2001 that responded to supplemental 
information provided by the Applicant regarding the proposed truck route for the 
Construction M.%agement Plan. The DPW stated that it supports the truck routes 
proposed by tb.e Applicant for the construction phase of Station Place. The DPW furthe:r: 
reported that the proposed routes mfoimjze routing along residential streets and cause the 
least amount of traffic congestion with.in the District. 

ANC 6A Report 

45. By. letter dated November 1, 2001, Advisory Neighborhood Commission C'ANC'') 6A 
supported the PUD project with the following conditions: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

The Applicant $hould provide a workable coiistru.otion management plan that will 
not impact .residential properties dutjng the constructi.on phas~,. especially with 
regard to ·the .exit ·artery north from- 2nd_ Street 'onto· M Stieet. 

Neighborhood residents should retain access to Union Station through F Street 

The proposal should incorporate a design"that will support pedestrian access from 
Station Place onto the H Street corridor. 

The Applicant should attempt to comply with the 64-foot setback at ~e southern 
most point of the project to confoini to:the current setbacks. 

The Applipant should conduct a survey of homes within an acceptable range to 
document present conditions. 

A community advisory committee should be establis11ed prior to ~e _construction 
of Station Place. 

The Applicant should donate .funds for community improvements to be 
admin:istered by the advisory committe~, "With the H Street· CDC· acting as the 
~onduit for the fun els. and teclmical liaison for ensuring th.at the funds are u:sed to 
improve_ fue H Street community, both residential and · retail. The · initial· 
contribution to the commUility should be .005 of the project gross revenue 
deriving from the lease agreement with the SEC, with the same percentage for a 
period of six years if the remaining portion of the project is still vacant.and not 
wntributing to the H Street community. 
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h. District of. Columbia residents should be the :first. source for hiring with no less 
-than-51--lY-o-teta:l-weF!HerG€-Gf::Disti.:iGt-r-esidents,with-a-set-aside-f.or--lecal-arul-­
.disadvantaged businesses. Residents from the H Stree~ Bemiing· ~ corridor 
should be give.ti special consideration for hiring and the co.ttlmunity advisdry 
committee should receive notices of available job vacancies for· clistnoution to the 
surrounding communities. 

i. Job training should be. provid~d for skilled and semi-skilled professions in the 
construction :field, with. a substance abuse plan to assist both trzjnees Bl;ld workers 
who have a history of substance abuse in order to assist in stabilizing the work 
force. The community advisory committee ~ou.ld work in partnership with the 
developer, general 09ntractor, and Federal and District g·ovem.tn.ent agencies to 
implement these conditions. 

Pa~Testimony·in Support 

46. The_ HSMP A testified as a· party in support o_f the project. HSMPA testified that $-'-i.ation. 
Place would provide a· positive impact on the business corridor of. H Street and help 
stimulate the needed economic.revitalization for the H Street commercial corridor. 

Party Testimony in Opposition 

4 7. The CHRS and the SPNA fomied a taskforce (the ~'Task Force") to review and evaluate 
the proposed project~ The Task Force stated that it conditionally supported the project 
and raised several conditions 1lia.t became the basis of.the conteste_d .issues for this case. 
_The Task Forc~'s prhnaiy ooncems incl~ded aii additional setbaokofthe building from 
2nd Street, based on asserted aesthetic .and security concerns and construction 
management issues. 

48. The Near Northeast Neighborhood "Task Force was admitted as a party m opposition to 
these proceerlings. Venious P~ker submitted a stateriieriton behalf of the_N~axNortheast 
Neighborhood Task Fo!ce· ~d-indi.cated support.for the p1;ojectwith.the·o.rganization's 
one ·cop.cern being the proposed"'copstrctcti.on.tnick.tout,i.. . . . . 

-CONTESTEDIS8UES __ - -

_ Sixty-Four Foot Setback on zna Street 
. . 

49. The Task Force testified that mi additional _setback of thlrty-:.fotir feet from the property 
line on 2nd Street, for a total setba.ckof-sixty-four feetfrCl~ the curb, ,was Iiecesstj f(?!' 
·this project The'Task Force based the· request primarily on the "m.ated need for a _greater 
transition area to ·the low-me commercial and residential neighborhood to the east: and 
the need for greater security proteo~on for the SEC in Building, l. 
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50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

The _testimony of the project architec:ts and the Applicant's submissions to the- record 
show-tbat-the-d~-Btatien.-P~~y.-impa.Gt--GIHi.djaeen.~ 
The project serves as a transition building for the four very· distinci·surrounding are~ 
includu:ig the monumental core to the south, the rail yards to the west, the H Street­
overp~ to the north, and the low-rise commercial and residential neighborhood tQ the 
east. The most dense portion of Station Place has been placed on the w~em spine of the 
building, with the heights of the.building stepping down to.a height of seventy-eight feet 
as measured· from F Street along 2nd. Street The side of the building facing 2nd Street is 
broken up by two large courtyards and by other setbacks m the fa9Rde, such that 
apprmcimate1y one-half· of the streetwall is set· back from tb.e property line. Additional 
setbacks occur at higher floors. The Ji'. Street entrance serves as a background building 
for Columbus Circl~ and the monumental core. Furthermore, the north fa9ade ·on· the n· 
.Street overpass is designed in a scale ~ :fits well with- the existing_ buildmgs'. and 
incorporates an entrance to encourage pedestrians to enter and exit on H Street. The 
height of mechanical penthouses has been. reduced to only eleven feet, except for two 
cooling.towers. ·· 

The design was- submitted. to the CF A. for its approval. .. The· CFA first reviewed the 
design.of Sta,tlo;g._Place at i~s Septemqer 20,.200_1~ pu1:!iic 4~g; M~nipers.-0fthe Task 
Fore~. 'atten~ed that p~lic h~g .~d _pr~sented ~ejr ;ar~¢nts a:s to: why a ;sixty .. fQw,-.. 
foot setback wa:s 'important to the project. The CFA' reviewed a revised. design on 
October 18, 2001; when representatives froril the TaskForce agajn requested a 64-foof 
setback along 2nd Street. The CFA approved the q.esign. of Buildings l and 2, as set forth 
in a letter to the Commission dated October 31, 2001,·VYhlch did not require or suggest 
additional setbacks for Building 1. 

On November 15, 2001, the CPA reviewed the design of Building 3 (a combination pf 
the preyious Bwlcfuigs3• and 4) and approved the overa;ll massing-andsetba.cks 1.for 
BUilding 3 and·tequested-tbat Builtting 3'·s elevation$ r~ve ad.ditiOll.al study~ -At this. 
hea.rin.g,.representatives _of the Task Force_ again appea:red:b~forethe_CF~ and requested· 
the incorporation of an ad~tional setback. The: CF A. again Qid riot accept thi~ r~st and 
approv~d the mru;sin,g. and _· setbacks . ot: the. entire· proj e~t . as f).OW ·. before. the. Zoning 
Commission.. · 

Kevin Ro6he1 an · expert in: · arcbiiectuie ·an.d . design and architect, for: the. Applicant, 
testified tha(ncf addi.tional-~tbaok should.lie, incorporated into ·the 2nd Street.,design, 
because a setback of sixty-four feeffrom the curb line ·rot'ih.e entire project would" cause a 
Joss· of approxi.niately 200,000 square· feet.. Possible infill 'of courtyards to recover · a 
portion of the lost square footage would not.be .in,accordance with 'the SEC design 
parameters, would cr"eate an un.appealin:g, continuous"fa.yade along 2nd Street, ··and would 
still result in aloss of 108,000-square feet. · 
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54. Donald Sherman, Operations Officer for the Office of Administrative and Personnel 
Management.atthe-SEC, testified that-the-incorporation. of an adcliti0nal..setback-al~ng-2!'1d 
Street would not fit within -the SEC's ·design parameters. Mr. Shen:na:n testified that the 
sQlicitation for the project included specifi~ requirements for the buil~& including a 
high ratio of glass to office space,; minimum floor plate sizes for contiguous space,. aµd 
proximity to Metro. Mr. Sherman testified tha~ any changes to the design as proposed 
would be a serious· concern to the SEC and would cause the SEC to reconsider its 
position of moving to the area 

55. One specific. concern described by Mr. Sherman was the fact that the requested setback 
would cause divisions to -be broken apart .and change the way the offices fit together from 
a departmental persp:!cti.Ye;· The _-architects for the project prepared bloclcing and stacking 
plans to show how the SEC's fi.uictions and programs ·would be accommodated in this 
$p~ce,, which was one basis for the SEC"s selection of this project. 

56. In _response to questi.OIJ.s · from . the Zonirig Cominissjon, Mr. Shen;nan testified that 
although cantilevering additional space over the driveway could make Up •Some lost 
space, the SEC solicitation requirement specifically prohibits cantilevered space around 
the.build.in . · · ... g_ 

57. The Task.Force-also based'fue request' for-an adai.tional setback-oh the Architect" of the 
Capifol"s Mas+..er Plan (''Master Plait'),. alleging that this xnaster plan ~ctat~·ilµs setback. 
Mr. Roche testified that the Master Plan's discussion ofthis setback does not include the 
Site. Specifibally, the transit;on zone to which tb.e .Task Force referred is applicable only 
to the south of the iritersectj:on of 2nd and F Streets and does not apply to the north side of 
that intersection. 

58. Steyen ·Sher, the Applicant'~::land,planning expert, testified that the Master Plan was 
intended 1:o provide ~ design framework for accoµmiodating the physicar·n:eeds· of the 
Ca.pitol, that it was not:binding in any sense iand was not legally binding e>;i private 
property-. The subject property has not beeiracqujr~~-nor is it~oposed to be ~cquired for 
Congressional use . 

. -:, 

59. Mr~ :sher testified that most referenc~. ~thin-the· M.aster.Plan .do not include the. subject. 
property~ Notwithstanding the depiction <:l~ a "peripheral garage" in two pl~ces in the 
Plan, the Iliost specific referen~ to 2n4 Str,eet in the Ma.s.ter P~an is the section .dealing 
with the "Periphery: and Historic District 1'ransition Area." ,The Master Plan states that 
this z011e starts at the comer·of2nd and FS:treets, and extends south-along 2nd Streetto C 
Streetl S.E. The zone.does notincludethe Site. 

60. At the conclusiop.. of the hearings,· the Zonmg Commission requested that- the Applicant 
further study· and· evaluate the possibility :of -the additio.nal setback and advise on 'its · 
feasibility. The Applicant and the- SEC- provided analysis of how the additionalsetback 
pr~vents compliance with the SEC' s stated design parameters. Specifically, the 
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61. 

62. 

63. 

~ditional stu~y and evaluation established that changes to the design and floor plate by 
redu_cing :the length~ of ~e :wmgs of B.uilding 1. by an additional thirfy~four fe~t ~versely 
affect the SEC' s space and program requirement'3 and create a building t1iat d.oes not meet 
the SEC' s design parmneters. 

Specifically, the Applicant and the SEC · provid~ evidence · ~blishing. that the 
additional setback would cause a loss of207 of the SEC's windowed offices, with.a total 
loss of 299 offices, ~d a loss of approximately 65,202 · square feet for Building· 1. 
Various alternatives for recouping space were described; however, none of these 
scen.ari(?S solved the problems with the setback while working within the SEC's design 
parameters and within the pennitted height of.the building. Specific.problems included 
the .·continued loss of 'windowed offices2 ~ure of the layout to: ·conform -to SEC 
functional and programmatic requirements., the prohibitio11 against cantilevered space, 
and the addition of floors increasing the height of the building beyond that permitted 
under ·the Act of-1910.· Furtbermore2 the ·Applicant provided additional. information 
regarding the adverse.· impacts that an additional setback would-~Y~ oil the· intemaI 
operations of Station ·Place~ indurung relocation of parking garage entrances,' as well as 
analysis of the results of the setback being contrary to the CF A' approval of th~ design 
for the .Site. 

The Zoning Commission . :finds that . the · design as · presented ·adequately serves· the 
transition function requested by the Task Force representatives. · The Applicant and its 
architects have been responsiv~ to concerns mid directions as articulated by the ~FA, OP 2 • 

·and the community .at ,large~ includfug the :rask Force. The present· design includes 
significant reductions in the height of the building from west to east,.and.the ninety-foot 
width of 2nd Street . and the permissible height of the commercial zoning ·on the east side 
of 2nd Street further provide for the transition to the residential area In co:q.sideration of 
SEC concerns, the Zoning Commission finds th~t no additional setback is· n~cessary even 
though it is desirable. • 

·The. Zoning Commissi<?n fi.tids · that the Master. Plan does not apply .to· the. ~ite and that;. 
·takeh' m its·· entirety, the P1an • c4Jes not suggest :tlia.t ·2nd· Street north· of.-F. Street should· he 
afforded tlie same kind of treatment as is applied to ·2nd Street SOJltli of F Street. 

Seeurity Issues Related to the SEC 

64. As stated above,;one basis for the TaskI?6rce's requestforthe additicm,al setback were 
security issues related to the SEC. Mr. ,$herman testified that the SEC did.noth~ve aliy 
security concerns regarding the 1ocatic;>n of the wings of Building 1 at the property line 
and that, although the SEC was reviewing security issues,:the SEC believed that Building 
1 as proposed is ·defensible. 

65. The Zoning Commission requested that the SEC provide additional information regarding 
its plansfor perimeter security. The SEC's security analysis indicates thatthe SEC.is not 
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a primary target for secutjty threats and that the emphasis of security for its headquarters 
is per~onal· safety of individual employees and preventing unauthorized ~cess to .SEC 
space. · With respect . to perimeter security measures., the SEC intends to incorporate 
security bollards at the curb along the curve of the main building entrance on F Street as 
well as retractable bollards at th~ F Street garage entrance. The exact design and 
placement of the bollards has not been :finalized, although it is anticipated that the form of 
the bollards will follow those used at the White House and Lafayette Square.· The 
Applicant agreed that the exact design -and placement would be subject to rev.iew by the 
CFA and the DPW (Public Space Division). 

66. The Zoning qormmssion finds that the additional setback of Building 1 is not, necessary 
for :the security ofBuilding 1. The.Zoning Conrmissionfurther finds that concems·about 
the impact of any exterior visual security measures · can be addressed, in that such 
measures must go through the appropriate approval process, includirig review by the CF A 
and the DPW (Public Space Division). 

Community.Advisory Committee 

67. As.· part. of ~ts. f:Ullenities paclqlge and C~nstructi_on ~gemen~ Plan, the· Applicant 
proposed the creatfon _of ·a Community.' Advisory ~omm).tt~e. (':G~m.t;nif!.ee~') to. oversee 
'and coordinate ·eominumty· coiicems and 'issues "dmi.ng the· construction phase of Station· 
Place. 

68. The Applicant further proposed that the ~ommittee · meet month).y and that the meetings 
include'a representative of·the Applicant and of the General Ccintractor. The·Applicant 
proposed allomng any member of the . Committee to convene a meeting · at any time to 
respond to imniediate concerns. 

69. In its Post-Hearing Sub:ti:tlssio~ the SPNA stated that the Committee provides a suitable 
vehicle.·for the conveyance of community opinion to· the Applicant and general contractor 
during the development of Station Place, and for interaction on construction issues of 
importance to the community. 

70.. The Zonip.g Co.rrupission ~d~ tp.a~ th~ propos§d.{!ommunity-Advisory 9Pmmi~e ~-~, 
appropriate means to · address . neighborhood concerns that arise in conjunction with 
d~vefopment of Station Place. The Commission encourages broad representation from 
the affected areas·ontheCori:unittee. 

Pre ... Construction Condition Survey and Possible Damage to Property 

71. ..A.s part of its Construction Management Plan., the Applicant proposed to conduct a pre­
construction survey of residential properties within 200 feet of the property line of the 
Site m order to document the pre-construction condition of homes. The Applicant later 
agreed to expand the scope of the pre-construction condition survey for the construction 
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of Building 1 to include properties on the west side of 3ro Street, from the midpoint of the 
1;>iock between E and F Streets, to the houses on-the no_rth side of GS~~~- The Applicant 
agreed further that it would expand the pre-construction condition'survey prior to'.the 
construction of Buildings 2 · and 3 to include the block between· G and H Streets and 2nd. 

and .3rd 'Street. This expansion results in a radius of greater than 400 feet from the 2nd 

Street property line. Furthermore, the Applicant agreed to provide a-checklist of the areas 
reviewed in a typical pre-condition survey to those-individual property owners outside of 
the survey area who want to document the pre-construction condition of their homes~ 

72. The Task Force testified that the pre-construction condition survey should be expanded to 
include each home or building in the blocks bounded by ind Street, H Street ·3rd Street, 
and E Street .. Further, ·the Task Force. representatives recommended that surveys should· 
be available·upon request by home and building owners in the blocks between 3rd, 4th, E, 
and H Streets as well as by owners of all homes and buildings along the route for 
construction vehicles between 2nd and H Streets and Florida Avenue. The Task Force 
stated that the surveys should include appropriate monitoring of each home or building to 
determine the impact of construction activities stemming from the building of Station 
Place. · 

73. The Applicant 'also ·agreed to· de.sign.ate a ·representa,tJ.ye to. ·be· UJ.e. k.ey contact ·.tor 
'interaction with'meinbers 'of the community 'regatcling construction .. 'The 'representati~e 
will have a local office, phone, fax, and voice mail and be accessible during all hours of 
construction activity operation. In the event that .any problem begins to occur with 
respect to residents' homes or· property, this representative could be contacted 
immediately. 

74. The Applicant also agreed as part of its Constru9tion ManagemeI1t Plan to .monitor 
construction dewatering during. excavation. of the below-grade levels and the installation 
of building foundations and below-grade walls. . In addition, the. Applicant agreed to 
monitor vibrations during pile driving operations ·to. confirm that potentially damaging 
vibrations do not ex.tend into the adjacent residential development. Seismographs will be 
_placed on the e~ side _·of 2nd Street and an additional set will be placed .at the 200-foot 
'l.ii:rnt: .. Seismographs ·will also .monitor·. vibrations at µruo.n Sci.tion~. the judi~~ai:y_ 
Building, arid- the H. Street'·overpass· piers.- The Applicant further agreed to implement a 
comprehensive monitoring program for the set"Jement of structures, . including the 
installation of three-dimensional reflectors; tilt plates,. and ground water monitoring wells 
to monitor any settlement of buildings facing Station Place across 2nd Street 

75. In its Post-Hearing Submission,the Applicant agreed to expand the scope of the pte­
construction condition survey for the construction of Building 1 ·to· include properties· on 
the west side of 3rd Streetl from the midpoint of the block between E andF Streets, to the 
houses on the north side of G Street. The Applicant agreed further that it would expand 
the pre-construction condition survey prior to the construction of Buildings 2 and 3 to 
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.include the block between G and H Streets and 2nd,and 3rd Street. This expansion results 

.in· ~ radius of greater. tb.aii 400 feet from the ~nd Street property)in_e. Furthennore~ the 
Applicant agreed to provide· a checklist of the areas ·reviewed iri a typical pre-condition 
survey -to those individual property owners outside of the survey area who want to 

. document'the pre-construction condition of their homes. · 

76. 'The Comw.ission finds that th~. Applicant's pi:oposed Construction Management Plan is a 
good-faith effort to address concerns raised by neighboring.residents.! Those.plans.for. 
surveying properties are more than sufficient in light of the expert testimony and ex.pert 
information presented. · 

Request.for Arbitration Panel 

77. The Task Force and other residents- in the area requested that the Zoning Commission 
establish an arbitration panel to .serve as an impartial bqdy to deal rapidly and at no cost 
to. the residents with any and all damag·e claims. ' Th~ Task Force requested· that all 
findings by the p~el be made bin.ding on all parties. . 

78. The ApplicaI1.t objected ~ -the request f~ "(:he binding arbitration board, ~ that the 
Zon~g Cohlm4ssion ·!1;83 no au~on~· to app~int; establis.h, Of D?-?~to~ such ~ 9.o~d and 
.such a board is not feasible or a:ppropriate ·within· the legal .relatiopship~ of a develop~ 
and general contractor. 

79. The. ?oning Commiss,ion finq.s that this issue. is outside the . scope. of _the zoning proqess 
and cannot serve as a hasis for consideration of this PUD. The Zoning .Coinniission 
recognizes the concems of the community but finds that it does not have jur.isdlctiQn. to 
oversee or adjudicate these claims. 

0th er Construction Management Issues 

80. As.·part of its ConstnictionManage.ment·Plan,_:the .. A.pplicant proposed that construction 
traffic traveling from.Maryland and Virginia.utilize Nqtth Capitol Street an4Route 395: 
t9 New Yor~ Avenu~ (Route s·o): ... From Route 50~ Jh~flov/ of t;ra.ffi.o will tuni onto. 4tl;i. 
Street/Florida Avenue, 3td $treet, M. Street, -'2nd ·Street;·adjacentto ~:T~ ·Tran.$fer 
Station, south.to the Site~.: Traffi~ ~ea:vingJhe Sit~ __ :Vfi¥go nortl1on· 2nd Street lo :M; Street, 
tuni:rlght fo 3rd Street to.Florida Avenue; elinrlnatin.g any traffic between G Street south 
to F Street. 

81. Greg- Ferrell, the. ANC .6A ·representa±ivej·_.also .tes@.ed-,m opposition to the proposed 
construction truck route and. ·expressed ::concern :regarding "the ·signal light _at the 
intersection of M Street and Florida Avenue. ·· · 

82; Venious Parker, on behalf.of the Near Northeast TaskForce, testified that, although the 
Near Northeast Task Force supported the proj~ it did ·not support ari.y construction 
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truck route wp.ich calls for the use of 3rd and M· Streets, N.E~ Mr. Parker testified that his 
community was alr~Y. faced· d~ly with noise, odors, and trucl:c traffic produced by the 
llline Arena Trash Transfer Facility located at-3rd: and M Streets and .that any additional 
truck traffic would upset his once quiet residential community. 

83. 1bis proposed ·construction truck route was submitted to the DPW on November 30, 
2001, for comment. In its December 14, 2001, memorandum to.the OP, the DPW stated 
that it supports the proposed construction truck route. The DPW found that the proposed 
construction truck route minimizes routing along residential streets and causes the least 
amount of traffic congestion witlrln the District. 

84. The Zoning Commission notes. the · DPW's recommendation· that:. the pf:Opos.ed 
construction truck route is the best alternative. This proposed construction 1ruckToute 
minimizes routing along· residential streets and causes the least amount-· of traffic 
congestion within the District. To the extent that issues arise~ th~ Applicant-must work 
withDPW to determine the best route for construction traffic. 

85. The Task Force.requested that the Zoning Commission establish appropriate peualties-for 
truck and other service traffic that vioiates the established construction truck route. Toe 
task Fore~- bised tbis·'requ~ .on its ·assertion_·cif .the vulnerabiUty ·of the:,surrofuiding 
residential.neighborhood. - . 

86. Tne Applicant described its disciplinary procedure for con.stn1ction trucks that violate the 
construction truck route. The· General Contractor has put such procedures in place for this 
project. All subcontractors a:o.d suppliers will be provided with written instructions and 
maps · shovving the approved truck routing to and· from the j olrsite, .·and · all .contracts ,,vill 
include the requirement that the routing be followed. Violators of the truckroute will be 
issued a notice thafa repeatoffense will result in that driver not beingallowed to enter 
. the job-site in the future. Violations ma)' be reported to thejoh,.site office of the General 
Contractor. ·by the pub He. by providing. the. license plate nmnber and • state plus the truck 
company identification on the side of the truck. 

87~ The Zoning Commission :finds that the ·;A,pplicanf48:5 attempted ·to.ad!J!eSS COlD.Illunity 
concerns. and }].as,· sp~lled. out.~- appropriite and- credible. enforcement pro'cedure. for 
Yiolatfons of the con.st.r'uction truck route. 

88. The Tas~ Force and other residents requested that construction traffic be wfoiroired on 
neighborhood streets by using· the ramp from H Street or by using· rail to remove and 
deliver construction materials. 

8 9. The ramp to the H Street oyerpass will be constructed prior to occupancy of Building 1. 
Tue ramp will be used for truck traffic for the loading docks of both Station Place and 
Union. Station. Dueto the configuration of the ramp, excavation of the Site for Building 
1 must be completed prior to initiating construction· of the ramp. Therefore, construc~on 
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vehicles from the excavation .and construction of Building 1 v;ill not be able to use ihe 
tamp for ingress and egress to the Site: 

90. The Applicant, along with its· General Contractor examined the possibility of using the 
ramp during excavation for 13uildings 2 and 3 and concluded that it could not be used for 
several reasons. The excavation for Building 2 will be supported by sheeting and shoring 
on the west, south and east sides and will be sloped toward the north. Therefore, the 
logical location for the ramp utilized by trucks-leaving the ~xcavation. site is to. the north. 
In order to . use the ramp to leave the Site, the truck ramp would have to be oriented 
toward· the west, and this would require construction of a temporary ramp within the 
Building 2 construction footprint. 

91. In addition, the Building Code requires a wash~dovro area for all trucks leaving· an 
excavation site. If the ramp were used for trucks leaving_ the Site, there would be:no 
rocim at the west side of the project to install such a facility without having the vrosh­
do"\-Vll ·water fall back ·into the excavation. Furthermore, the Applicant indicated that, if 
the ramp was used by fully-loaded dump truck.s,_there wili be a constant conflict witl;1 the 
trucks entering and leaving the construction site, cars entering- and. leaving the parking 
garage for :Bull.ding 1, and trucks entering .and leaving.the Uip.on Station loading·docks. 

92. The Applicanf also stated that tb:e ramp is· not available 'for use during 1he ·excavation of 
Building 3. The construction of Building 2 reduces the distance available on the ramp 
and does not allow for' sufficient clearance required for any construction vehicies to enter 
or exit the Site safely .. Fully loaded dump trucks would have to make a three point tum 
on the flat section of the ramp to clear the west siq.e retaining wall. During these times, it 
will be necessary to stop all traffic on the ramp in both clirections, which will cause a 
back-up of vehicles on the ramp and possibly ontoth~ H Street overpass. Furthermore, 
the requirement to stop a11 · traffic will cause conflicts on · the ramp. with cars from · 
Building 1 and trucks for the Union Station loading docks. 

93. The Zoning ~mmission finds these arguments pers~sive and finds that use of the ramp 
for: ~e by construction tnicks. during the exc.avation is not _practical and presents. safety 
issues. 

94. 

95. 

The Applicanfdescriqed the problems associated with· trying to :t,rlng iri and remove 
materials .by _rail .. N oiwitlistanding that the Site immediately adjoins the. rail. yard, · that 
yard is· ·cozititJlled; by Am~ which will. nof permlt freight. operations which would 
interfere with its, passenger service. 

The ··.Commission :finds ·that the use of rail for construction traffic is not feasible or 
reasonable for this project ' . . . . 
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Measurement of Height and Height as a Developmen.tlncentive 

96. The SPNA ·and. the Task Force ~stified th.at Sta'tic;)'n··Piace's height- should not be 
measured from the H Street overpass. Mr. Drury Tallant~ representative of the SPNA, 
testified: that he -believed measurement from the H Street overpass should.be rejected but 
that it did not preclude the requested height. Mr. Tallant indicated that the change in 
measuring points creates an application that requests significant development incentives 
because the· project gains an additional 200,000. square feet, and therefore~ design 
alterations and a significant amenity pack.age are appropriate and necessary. 

97. In its report, the OP noted that all proposed conditions except buildmg height are within 
the limits of the matter-of-right requirements of the new zone. The· OP indicated that it 
was ·informed verbally. by the .Zoning Administrator'= s office that it felt ~t F' Street was· 
the appropriate measuring point A written ruling from the Zoning Administrator was not 
entered into the record. 

98. The OP cited Section 1703](u)ofthe Comprehensive Plan, which requires any builcling 
located directly adjacent. to the -H Street overpass to me·asure its allowaple height (from 
street level to parapet and pennissible penthouses) from the existjng grade of 2nd Street, 
N.E.; ·or 1~ Str~~t/'N.E.,:.mid.not. fi-91j:1. ·:any l'~, o.:f-the· oveipass·'.itseir.: _ :;Die ·op, 
aceordingly, stated that the :Applicant should seek flexibility from the height requirement 
and that a corresponding increase in the._ amenities package was required·as· a result of this 
devefopment incentive. 

99. Through the architectural plans and drawings and testimony of Mr. Roche·-and Mr. Sher, 
the height of Station.Place v~ .established from both the H.Street overpass and F ·street 
When measured from the curb on H Street, the highest point ofthe roof is at 89.32 feet 
When. measured from F Street, the highest point of the roof is at 115 .5 feet. 

100. Mr. Sher further testified that the Applicant has ihe absol11te right to take its height from 
the curb either on H Streetm FS-treet. · As measured from H Stre~ the height is withiri 
that permitted a~ a matter ·of right1.mder :the Zoning Regulatiolli?. · .As measured from F 
Stre_e~ .the height is within: that pemiitted as part.of a PUD·in. the C-3-C District. 

Notwitbstandmg the arguments of OP and the parties., the zoning Commission finds it 
unnecessary to decide the appropriate._ point. of measurement Even if measured. from F 
Street, the height of Station Place is within limits allowed und.er the• Zoning Regulations 
for PUDs in a C-3-C District. A1t1io11gh the Commission agrees that-the additional-height 
allowed for a PUD in a c~3-C District would constitute a development incentive, the 
provision of open space on the Site . as well as the other public benefits and project 
amenities proffered ·as part of this development are sufficient to. allow for the grant of this 
additional height . 
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Additional Density 

101. In, its.testimpny to the Zonmg:Commissib~ the·op testified ·~t when,th;;height is 
measured from H Street the Applicant gairis apF.oximately 200;000 square feet in 
ad4itional density •. Mr. Tallant also testified that using H Street as, the.measuring point 
for the height of Station Place .creates an additional 200,000 square feet, and.· therefore, 
design alteratiQns and a significant amenity package ate appropriate and necessary. 

102. Mr. Sher testified that no additional density is gained by ~e height of the project 
Sp~cifically, Mr. Sher indicated, as shown on the architectural· plans and drawings 
submitted as part of the rec.oi'd, that the proposed project is in fact 47.,000 square feet less 
than ilie cu~ent (C-M-3) matter-of-right zoning. As a matter-of-right-under .the propo~ed 
C-3-C zoning, the.project could be built to an.FAR of 6.5 wi~ ninety feet.; Mr. Sher 
reviewed several·. buildings ctD:TeD.tly built ·.in the. District of Columbia ·wl,tlch have 
achieved .an FAR of 6.5 with a height of ninety feet. Furthermore, Mr. Sher pointed out to 
·the .. CoID1Jlission that the maximum height of~ building·.~. only reached on the west 
side of the building and therefore, had minimal impact on adjacent properties. 

The Zoning Commission finds that the project is proposed.'to be .developed.at less than fue 
niatt~r-of:rlghi density of the• ~sting zone and that. if"f.h~ li~ight of the .building wai.measured 
from·H Stred; ihe Applicant does' not gain additional density. 'The.Zoning'Cammissioil therefore 
finds that no additional amenities are necessary to off-set .additional density or to counter any 
impact.· 

Environmental Issue:s 

103. 

104. 

105. 

The Task _ Force~ Norman Willian;is, and Richard Blackford .requested that an 
environmental impact statement("EIS") be required for the project. . 

the OP testilled. at the public· hearing that an· EIS is· not required.. The OP testified that 
the. D.C. Environmental ·Policy Act exemptsp;operties .within the Central.Employment 
Area ·~m -~e. EIS itequirem.ent. - The Site: is. ·within the_ boundaries :of the Central 
E:tti.ploym.ent Area, as. defined' in the Zoning Regulations and. the . CorilP.Iehensive ·Plan 
mid: tb.ei'.eforeJ no BIS is: reqimed. · · 

The·Applicant concurred in the positiori.tak~n bythe·O:P. Th~ Applicant further ~ted 
that, even though the lead tenant proposed for Building. I is a Federal agency, such 
tetiancy does not. constitute · a ''major federal action" under the National EnviroDlllental 
Policy Act (11NEPA11). The privately developed building can be occupied by both public 
and private ::commercial office uses.: .Thus, approval :Of the Applications undf;U' Cthe 
District's· ~ning law and :regulations does not trigger a. requirement for an· EIS under. 
Federal law. · · · 
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106. The Zoning Commission ·finds· that the project is exempt from review under the District's. 

107. 

En~mnental P~licy. Act because ~ · Site is located ~ the Central Employment 
Area. The NEPA ·do~s not require the Zoning Commissi6n to prepare aii EIS because 
approval. of the Applications is not a major Federal action. 

Compliance with PUD Standards. 

108. The Task Force:, the S.PNA ai;id other individuals asserted that'the application did not 
proyj~e sufficient benefits to the community to warrant approval of the PUD. This: 
,argument W~. adv~ced in l~ge part -as -the basis for imposing a gr:eat~: setpacl.<; on ·.th!:3 
projectasit faces 2~ Street. 

109. Oteg Ferrell, the ANC 6A representative, and.the Task Force suggested that.phasing of 
the project resulted m an insufficient amenities package for Building 1, prior to the 
construction ofBuildings 2 and·3. 

11 O. The Applicant argued that the prop~sed ame¢ti~ and benefits are sufficient for a project 
~ch.proposes less _density than ~t Cliriently permitted on·the· Site as a.mattet .. of-ri.gh~ 

1 ll. The Zoning Regulatiop.s require that an application £or a PUD be evaluated· and approved 
or dL~pproved. ~ccording to the standards set forth in Chaptet24 ofDCMR. The Zoning 
Commissionmustjudge, balance, and reconcile the relative value of the project amenities 
and public ben,e:fits offered, the degree of development incentives requested, and any 
potential adverse effects according to the specific circumstances of the case. 

112. The Zoning Commission finds that the Applicant's p+offeredpr6ject amenitie's and public 
. J,enefit;s· sufficiently offset any p~tential adverse effects of the project . 

113. The Zoning Commission finds that.the Applicmlt does not request any additional. density~ 
.as the propos~d gross floe>r area is less than that pennitted as a matter.:.of-right und(?X the 
coosting.'zoning and is. substantially less than that permitted as a'matter~of-right under the 
proposed zoclng. 

114. With respect to the· proposed height; the·. Cc>mrirission, earlier in this order,·. fcnmd/1:fu.rt 
eyeli if height is measured from the curb on F Street, the maximum height ofJ 155.feet 
womd haye ,no potential adverse; impacts :.atld is b~anced by .the package of amenities 
presented by the Applicant, including the provision ·9f significant ·open ·space: adjacent to 
the p1-1blic sidewalk bn. 2nd Street. · 
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Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
. I 

115.' The Task Force ·asserted· th~t · Station )'lace does not . comport .with: the policies and 
objectives_ of the Comprehensive _Plan. The· T~ Force focused on specific. elements• of 
the_ Ward 6 element and generally concluded that Station Place is inc~:insistent with these 
provisions. 

116. The Applicant1s Land Planner asserted that the prpject was not incoI;LSi~ent with the 
Comprehensive Plan noting th.at 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

The Generalized Land-Use Map designates the Site in the mixed-use, medium.­
high density commerciaVproduct;io~ and . technical _.employm.e;nt . Jand . use 
categories;· 

The -property is in the Central Employment Are~ defined to ·be the business and 
retail heart of the District of Columbia and the metropolitan ~; 

The.property is in the Northea..st No.1/Eckington Yards Special Treatment Area, 
which targets the are~ south of Florida Avenue for an office tiistrict; 

T,he prpperly. is: in _ the=· N oitheast · . No:: : 1'/E"6J.cington · Yards .. Developinent 
Opp~rtunity" Area, 'which· includes· areas that represep.t umea1izecf development 
potential and· where. development can be. used to improve neighborhood q~ty 
and stability; · 

The project meets the policies of the Economic Development element: to generate 
job opportunities and tax revenues; . 

The· project·_ '.tt.i,eets: the ·_ goals : of the Transportation . eletnenf to sil:p.plify .. and 
econo!tl.ize trarisportation services; .. 

The- -~ject meets_ the. goaµf-of-the .Urban D¢sigri el~mep.~ ·io :_~e_ appropriate 
·a.r:rmigement.s .. -uf materi_als, ·. htjght,- . scale:- and . iµassi:ti.g . :to,: coniplerµent . the 
immediate arrangements; and 

The project is consistent _with -the Ward 6 element, bi:thatdt- :.1ocat¢d mote 
intensive d~velopmentin an area which can accommodate that type.of use. 

117. The·- OP reported -that -- the Applicant'.s _proposal is consistent "with the. goals ·of the 
Comprehensive Plan, ciiting the followiJ?.g specific components of the pr6posal: 

a. Pedestrian connection to H Street~ 

b. Pedestrian-plaza on 2na Street with a maJ;1S.ged v~cling program; 
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c. A design approved by the CEA; 

d. Landscaping and ·stormwater"removal; 

e. A . coordinated construction. management plan to · minimize neighborhood 
disruption; 

f. Pedestrian connection to Union Station and a transportation management plan; 

g. Participation in the H Street revitalization process; and 

h. First Source and lo.cal .and disadvantaged business opportunities. 

rr&. The -Zonin:g Commissiorr--credits-the-testimony-of-tlie-Appli-ean:t-'s-hand-Plfillller- and-Oie­
OP and fui.d.s that the project is notinconsistentwith the Comprehensive Pian. 

119. The Commission finds that Station Place isconsistent with :i;nany of the Comprehensive 
Plan's major themes and that the development is not inconsistent with Comprehensive 
Plan. The CompreheI;1Sive Plan encourages making maximum use of the District's 
location.at the cente.r of the regfon's Metrorail Jmd con$.u1:er rail systems .. · Statio~.Pia~e 
talceS advantag~--'of_thls· asset ·by· its.·.proximity ·~a cµrect ·connection to l.J~oil ·Station; 
which is served by Metrorail, Metrobus~ andlocal and regional 'ra.iflines: 'F\irth'.emiore,· 
the . ex.pans'ion of thy quantity of employment opportunities is a central theme of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Station Place furthers the District's goal of establishing more jobs, 
as this facility will create ·more than one million square feet of additional commercial 
office space and a significant number of jobs_ being created by and associated· with Station 
Place. 

120. The Economic Development elementsets a goalto encourage developmen"t;, economic 
diversification., and job_ generation in portions -of the Central Employment Area outside 
the Downtovm. In addition, the District seeks to generate new and productive uses of 
currently. underused conmiercially~ and industrially-zoned lands. The Comprehensive 
Plan also.recommends ·continuing to •promote··economic development in the District's 
:neigbbo~oods by attrac_ting .grocery .stores and other ;ret?,il·to t4e .cify's-Uridersen-ed 
'markets, 'promoting neighborliood' retail 'along'°·fhe city's . co.ttrinercial corridors., and 
moving government agencies -_ into the neighborhopds in -ru:1 effort to spur -·private_ 
investment The Zoning Commission agrees with the OP's assessment and fin~ that the 
interface of Station Place witli the H· Street commercial corridor in light of the direct 
connection to th~ H Street overpass furthers these goals. Furthermore, the Zoning 
Com.mission finds that the improvement of G Street,· which is the primary route to_ H 
Street from Station Place, will lead to revitalization and economic development of the H 
Street commercial corridor as well. The piacement of Station Place in this_ neighborhood 
with the SEC as the primary tenant will lead to revitalization of the commercial areas in 
underserved markets. The Zoning Commission notes that the proposed development will 
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replace a surface parking lot an.d will further screen the view of the rail yards from the 
neighborhood to the east. · 

121. Furthermore., the Compreh~ve Plan states .that the District seeks to generate new and 
ptoductiv~ uses of currently underused .commercially..; an4 industrially-'zoned .land. The 
Site exemplifies a cutrently underused industrial site that will be converted into 
productive COIDIIl.ercial office space which encourages job generation within the Centrai 
Employment Area outside of Downtown. 

122. The Zomng Commission finds that the landscaping components of the project provide the 
opportunity for tree~ and other plantings to · eJ?liven the spac~ and provide positive 
environmental effects. Similarly, the street trees and plantings,, incoiporated into the 
strects.ciap_e_~ fQ...i.mdatioI!.ID_~ting§, and trellis ~p:em will soften th.El hardscape and 
:provide shade~ pollution absorption, oxyg~ and· decreased ston;nwate,r runoff. 

123. Furthermore, stonnmi;ter mal'!agement is an Dllpmt~ environmental concern according 
to the OP report, and the Zoning ·Commission finds that the development of Statfon Place 
furthers .goals associated wi~ storm.water managemenf By decreasing the. Impervious 
area in c;qmparison to the existing situa.1:i-on,. the development will potentially decrease 
·ii.moff ari.d poll\li:i..on. ·. '. -1'.h~. Z~l;Uflg·.- Comn:rissi<;m agrees_ ,:witli ihe _ O.P- rep_oif that the 
signi;ficant · landscaping ·proposed "will significantly·. decreru=ie .. stomiwaten. "11lilo:ff .. and 
pollution fi:om the Site~ : Finally~ the construction management plan .proposed by ·the 
Applicant furthers the enviroiimental. goals established by the Comprehensive;P.18ctl. 

124. The Transportation element of the Comprehensive Plan identifies the need for the 
efficient movement of "people- and. goods within the· District Tue Zoning Col:rimission 
finds. that proposed -. deyelopment ties into the existing . transportation . nefylork and 
provides transportation meas~es to minimjze and mitigate the impacts. · of the 
deyelopment. Additionally.,.· the creation of a minimum of 922 parking ·spaces on a self­
park bam.s will· adequately. acccm1modate the market: parking demand for. Station Place. 
Finally, tlie Applicant:'Wi.11; construct the portion ·of the· Metropolitan Branch l3ikeTrail 
.a.long the frontage of the Site.: . . 

125. ~e ~Urban De~igri.. e1ement . s~ks ::co~pafil;,ility of the. ·':16Y.t?lepm¢nt ~wi~ jts environs. 
Important.··fa.ctors. include- architectliral icompatibility, materials.,·. scale, massing~ and 
streetscape. The· Zoning Commission finds that Jb.e height and massing of the building. 
furthers the goal of designing buildings using an appropriate ar;rangement of building· 
materials; heigh~ scale arid massing~ . and l:mffering to . t;ompleirient the immediate region. 
Thfl Commission notes the· approvals given by the CFA. fof the· desi~ massing, and 
setbacks of the ·l)ioject; with. only the final exterior fayade. of Building ·3 still .to be 
approved by . tlie CF A. The. Commi~s.si.on finds that the building·. fits well within the. 
con.text of the four_differing sides.-0f:the l;ruilding, inciuding the.monumental core to the 
soutb and the Victorian row structures to the east. The stepping down of the height and 
the reduction of the penthouses reduce the impact on adjacent areas, as do the setbacks 
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within the 2nd Street fe.9ade .. The Zoning Commission notes that the east side of znd Street 
directly across from the Site _is not in a historic.district · 

126. The Zoning Commission.":finds that Station.Place serves as·a transitioriafdevelopmentand 
reduces negative physical impacts tbrough the use of open-wace and trp.ffic. circulation. 
.The ingress and egress to the Site has been developed to protect the residential ar~ with 
primary access, including au access for trucks and ·service vehicles, being provided from 
the H Street ove.rpass. The .direct connection to Union Station and· public access· to ·H· 
Street promot~ the . establishment and growth of mixed-use commercial centers at 
appropriate Metrorail stations to· reduce automobile congestio~ improve air quality, and 
reduce reliance on the automobile. 

121.. The_W~ §~l_e!I!_~t_ic!.~@es commercial development that is compati"ble with·_current 
neighborhood uses and historic clistncts as~ a -goaf.1'.'he.clevelopmenrof office;uses~lh1ne · 
Ward's commercial ~es is encouraged to relie-ve pressures for conversion of residential 

. neighborhoods to commercial and office t;13es. Sta:iion.Place furthers this gpal •. 

128. Furthermore, the Enviro~erital Protection element of the Ward. 6 elemen, encourages 
restricting heavy v~hicle through . traffic on · t:esidential streets . lacking. sufficient 
:suppprting :strµctui-e ~c;l stre(?t yv.idth ·to preyent 4a.tD:~e ~6 S1lr!01:"1D.dm~ b.liil~gs. The· 
Zoning· Commission finds fb.afthe-Applicant's prop9sea.~o.tistruction tn.ick·i:oati·furthe.rs· 
this goal as well ~ the requirement of all 'tiu:cks. access.mg the loading docks. of both 
Station Place and UnionStation. to-use the H -Street overpass. 

129. The Transportation· element of the Ward 6 eleJ?l,ent seeks to ensure that development 
adjacent to Ward 6 Metrorail stations enhances ridership. The .Zoning Commission finds 
that Station. Place's location next to and direct connection to Union Station·will enhance 
ddershlp and that the. 1'ransportatio~ Management Pian proposed by th~. Applicant, and 
the strong history of transit usage by the SBC will further this goal · of the Ward 6 
element. Furthermoretthe Zop.ing Commissi~r10finds that constructibn of the ramp fr0m 
the·H Street oveipass;_thf distrioution. of-traffi~-:among the three_.clriveway.s, and the 
.reqwtemeJ?.t • of. ~ck .. and s_ervi:ce -deliyeries acc¢ssing · Station Place· from. the "H · Street 
overpass· furfi?.~ :th~ EOIµ ·of establishing trafp.c managem~t.sfrat~gies to separate focal 
traffic from tbrough-traftiy. within -adj aQeht residential ii¢lghborhoods. 

130. The Zoning Commission also :finds:thatthe Urban Design eletnentof the Ward 6 ele:ment 
is furthered)y the proposed developm¢{ Station Place '.~co~ages a high quality of 
archltectute tha,t is consistent Vvith the stylesiand characte.ristics of buildings. in Ward .6. 
Station ,P_lace al~o ensures thatr~developed 3!1d new ~ctures:i.p. Ward 6 commercial 
corridors :".strengthen the urban design. image of those- areas "and . relate to adjacent 
residential'. neighborhoods .. · The · connection to -H Street· ·will strengthen the H Street 
commercial corridor, and the design·• of the fayade _ along · 2~d :Stree:t relates to- .adjacent 
:residential neighborhoods; Furthermore, the significant. streetscape and landscapmg 
improvements associated with Station Place as well as the improvements within the 
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public plaza enhanc~ the environment in W ~d 6 and continue ~o improve the design. and 
upkeep ~f public space~,. including streets, sidewalks~· small open spaces, and large formal 
squares df Ward 6. 

131. The Zoning Commission.finds that the location of Station-Place at the Site is appropriate. 
under the Land 'Use element of the Ward 6 element, which has as a goal the location of 
more intensive and active uses in areas of Ward 6 that, by virtue of existing and planned 
infrastructure, can accomniodate and support these types of uses. The Land·Use element 
of the Ward 6 element also encourages redevelopment of the Ward 6 portion of:the 
Northeast No. 1/Eckington Yards Special Treatment Area as a primary and secondary 
commercial are~ and the Zoning Commission finds that Station Place furthers. that goal. 

Impact on-Traffic_ 

132. The Task Force presented generalized concerns that the development would ·cause an 
increase in congestion and result in more -traffic on neighborhood streets 

133. Issues were raised co.ncerning the SEGs shuttle bus and access to parking from the 
garage entrance on F- Street. 

134. .Martin Wells, the Applicali.t7 S traffic consultant, wa:s t;ecognized)>y 1h,e .Gonµnission as an: 
expert in traffic and transportation e.q.gineering and testified on behalf of the Applicant.in 
support of the Applications. Mr. Wells evaluated the Site in terms of potential traffic 
impacts created by 1:h,e PUD, parking requirements, and location of the ·three garage 
entrances. 

135. lv.fr. Wells' analysis. concluded that all intersections that were studied operated at 
acceptable levels of service and that these intersectio~ would continue tQ operate at 
acceptable levels of service in 2011. with full build"'.out and occupancy of Station Place. 
Mr. Wells $rted the. additional trips generated by Station Place would be distributed 
among three driveways. All trucks would. use the ramp from the H Street overpass. 

136. Mr. ·Wells also· pr.esented the'elements ofthe.Transportatioti Management Plan (1.1TMP11 ) 

to be p;np~emented·'at~~i;io~~laC~; .TheT~-inc~_rpota~es v.ari~us elements_, includii;ig. 
ari. Employee.Transportation Coordinator~ encouraging. use of public transportation. 
modes, • encouraging use·. of bicycles and walking, .limiting parking to encourage transit 
use, encouraging carpools, encouragmg Station Place tenants to implement alternate work 
schedules · and telecommuting, providing· information regarding Guarantee<l: · Ride Home 
programs, establishing . an. Employee· Commuter Cente.r, and conducting periodic 
promotional activities. · 

137. The TMP reflects a modal split of 75% based on the SEC's strong transit usage ;history. 
The goal of the TMP is to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips and increase carpools 
and public ;transit trips during peak hours in order to .support community and national 
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efforts . to reduce traffic congestion and vehicle emissions. . The. spe~ific goal of the 
Station Place TMP is to achieve a seventy-five percent nori-auto driver n;i.ode split The 
SEC ·currently achieves· a seventy-five to seventy-seven percent non-auto mode split at 
their-downtown offices, and;tbis non-auto mode split is anticipated toJncrease with the 
SEC's relocation to Station.Place. 

138. · The DPW supported the analysis and conclusions of the Applicant's ttaflic expert. 

139. The Zoning Commission :finds tha~ based on the DPW's reports and. the Applicant's 
traffic expert, the proposed development will not have an adverse or unmanageable 
impact on the street system and other traffic conditions in the area. 

_F Street·Garage Entran~e . 

140. 

141. 

142. 

143; 

The, Task Force urged that the Zoning Commission :restrict the garage entrance on F 
Street: to official vehicles ·and. very few visitors .end .that the F Street .garage entrance 
provide:access to no mote·than 100 spaces with no ·vehicle connection to the rest of the 
parking area. · 

According t~ the Applicant's. t:raffi9 analysis,-;three .drivevvays; · from w~oh ariy _parki~g. 
sp~ce ·can 1;>e· a~~esse~· ~~ts .. in the.best '.tra£&9. ~(?Y~ip.~t ~to,_and ·ou~=of S~~~ri.):>~ce. 
This· solution: (1) pr.oVIdes the most direct access ;to Station .Place from. the many 
approach routes mi the public street network; (2) distnoutes traffic most -evenly over the 
public street network, rather than concentrating.it at only one or two driveways; and (3) 
·resulfa in the least 1raffic impavt on nearby residential n~i~rhoods.· ·. 

According to 11r. · Wells,··. tpe F Street .. driveway.· is projected. to .accommodate 
ap~oximately 183 A.M. peak hour trips and ~O 1 P.M. peak hour trips~. Jn his expert 
opinion~ 1st Street ( east) and F Street can adequately accommodate these tra.fp.c volumes. 
!he F Street/Judiciary Buildfu.g garage driyeway and F Street/Station Place driveway 
intersections are forecast to op~ate at acceptable~.levels of service during b_oth.the A.M. 
,ang. · PM. peak hours~:· .with , full access at the· F Str~ Station· !>lace driveway . 
. Furthermore, _all_ truck traffic- currently serving the Union Station lo~- docks from. F-
·stteet will be removed from F Street. . - . 

According to . Mr. Wells, . limitjng .· F Street traffic would concentrate mare traffic. at the· 
two other driveways, particularly ·the 2nd Street driveway; -which ·would carry twice as 
much Station Place traffic at project build-out. This would result in greater traffic im,pact 
to nearby residential neighborho.ods to the north. Mr. Wells stated that traffic en~erlng 
the F Street driveway n:mst use Massachusetts Avenue and 1st Stre~ (east) to access the.F 
Street garage, since F Street operates. one-way eastbpuncL Tbj.s traffic wouid; therefore, 
be precluded from usmg residential neighborhood streets to. the ·east'._ Mr: Well.s concluded 
thattheuse ofthe F Streetgarage·en,trance:as proposedwilllead to the most efficient and 

. .. •. . . • ·.= . • .• , • 



Z.C. ORDER NO. 955 
CASE NO. Ol-09C 
PAGE 30 

effective operation of the Station Place parking garage and the distribution of vehicular 
traffi.ci on the public road network. 

144. The DPW supported the Applicant1s expert's conclusions regarding traffic impacts and 
levels of service. The DPW did not·raise.any concern or. issue regarding the use.of the. 
driveway in any. of its reports on the Applications. The DPW s position about the 
location of the driveway is discussed elsewhere in this order. 

145. The Commission finds Mr. Wells' expert opinion persuasive and finds th.at the number of 
parking . spaces to be accessed from the F Street driveway should not be limited by 
conditions in this order. Tue·Zoning· Commission further notes that the submissions and 
recommendations by the DPW did not raise or cite this issue as a problem which needed 
to be addressed. · 

Proposed SEC Shuttle Service 

146. The Task Force testified- and requested inits submissions that fue Zoning Commission 
prohibit the Applicant ·or the SEC -from pro-vidmg shuttle ~us or similar service that 
would use the 1st Street ( east)- F Street con.-riectionwith Columbus Plaza andzn4 Street. 

147.. The . SEC- shuttle. buses are sixteen .passengey .vans. tha~ m~e: ;r6up:d -trip& between ~1he 
SEG's Washington, D;C. officegnd its Alexandria, Virginia office .. The two shuttle vans 
are active from 8:15 A.M~ to 5:0Q·p ~- Monday through Friday. Only one van is at the 
Washington location at any given time.·. The shuttle vans pause for no more-than five 
mmutes at the Washington locationbeforeleavingfortheir return trip-to Virginia. Use of 
the shuttle reduces the number of private trips that would be required to. commute 
between the two facilities. 

148. The Applicant indicated that if the shuttle was required to use .the H Street overpass, it 
would be requi:redtopickup itspassengers in thelqading dock area. This location-would 
cause problems for pedestrian safety and handicap accessibility to the building from the 
vans, due to a four-foot difference in elevation .between the loading berth area and. tl;te 
~P ~erving Building 1·. -

149. The Zoning Commission. finds that the SEG shuttle will not cause adverse impact on 
traffic or the suuounding area due to the short 1~ngth oftime .that the shuttle van is 
present at the F Street entranc¢. The .Zoning Commission .also . finds that the shuttle 
service reduces.:single occupancy yehicle trips 'that wouid be required to .commute 
between· the two . offices. . Furthermore2 the Zoning · Commission 'recognizes the 
difficulties and safety issues with accessing Building 1 from the- H Street overpass arid 
finds that restricting access of the shuttle service to that location is not necessary. 
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SEC's Option to Purchase Building 1 and Tax Implications of Same 

150; The Task Fo.rce raised questions regardin:g the SEC's option~ purchase Building· I and 
its expansion options within Station Place. The Task Force suggested that if the SEC 
purchased Building l, a substantial ·portion of the economic benefits for the District from 
Station Place would not be realized. 

151. Bolan Smart, .Applicant's expert witnes_s on economic benefits~ indicated that the SEC 
purchase option is only exercisable before the commencement of the lease term, at a very 
high annual rate compared with the lease without purchase. It was Bolan Smart's ex.pert 
opinion that the government is not likely to exercise the option, because it would have to 
obtain a separate Congressional appropriation within the next tv.ro years. 

152. Bolari. Smart stated tha~ even if the government was to exercise the option before the 
lease commencement, the District would continue to collect real estate property taxes for 
the first fourteen years on Building l. Bolan Smart opined that, during that period,· the 
District would still receive well in excess of $100 milliop. in real estate tax revenue from 
Statidn Place. After the fourteen...;year period, the District would continue to receive close 
to.$5 'million per yec!l in.real estate tax revenue on the remai.tring _portion of the property. 

153. The· Zoning Commission finds the expert report.of Bolan Smart persuasive-ana finds that 
the construction of Station Place will pmvide significant economic benefit to the District, 
whether or not the SEC exercises an: option to purchase its portion of the Site. 

Response to Issues and Concerns of ANC 6A 

153. In j,ts report, ANC 6A supported the project 'With conditions that the Applicant was to 
address. With respect to_ those issues and concerns, the Commission finds that;. 

a~ Construction management and truck route,issues·pave been adequately addressed 
by the Applicant.· · · · 

b. 'fh:e project includes impro_vement of-the GStreet sid~walks to enhan~e access to 
the H Street cor.t;idor .prior to the cQnstruCti~n· of Building. 3 . 

c. Acices.s to Union Sta~on will be provide_::d along th~ improved ~idewalk snd bike 
path h(the F Street right-of~way. Access to Union Station through the·F Street 
fo bby oftb.e building' cannot be pro_vided due to the ~ecurity :requirements of the ·sEc. · · ·. · · · · · · · 

d. The project includes a direct public connection from the: :third floor of Building 3 
onto H Street. · · 



z.c. ORDER NO. 955 
CASE NO. Ol-09C 
PAGE 32 

l. 

2. 

:3. 

4. 

e. The Applicant and the SEC have demo~ted .why a setback of sixty-four feet 
from the curb of znd Street should.not be required. 

f. The Applicant has increased the area to be surveyed prior to construction to 
. include properties up. to 3rd Street. ·· 

· g. The Applicant has proffered to establish a community advisory committee. 

h. The Applicant has proposed to commit funds to help with the revitalization of H 
Street The Commission finds that the Applicant's proposal, as part of m overall 
package of amenities and benefits, is an appropriate balance ~th the impacts of 
the project and tl;i.e .de-velopment incentives requ.est~d. The .Commis~iop. is ~P~ 
persuaded that a percentage of the gross reveJ:!ue of!he proje¢ deri~ :f;rom the 
· tease · with the SEC is · an appropri!lte . formula·. to be diverted to community 
projects. 

L The Applicant has sigried agreements with . ~e Deparj:ni.enf · of Employment 
S~ces and the Local Business Opportunity :commission. The Applicant has 
.furJier ~emonstrated ·. a commitment to. undertake activities .th~t will make these 
agreements successful. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Pursuant to the Zoning :Regulations, the PUD process : is designed to encourage high­
quality development thafprovides public benefits. J l D.C:fy!R. § 2400~ L. The oyerall goal 
ofthetPUD proc·ess is fo pennitflexibility of development and other incentives, provided 
that the PUD project· ''offers a commendable numb~i or quality of public benefits, and 
tha.t·it protects and advances the public health, ~afety, welfare, and convenience. 11 11 
DCMR § 2400.2. . . , . 

. Uru,let, the POO. process :of: ~e Zoning Regulations~· the Zoning C9]D1Ilission ·-has the 
:ailthc,rity ~o consider .this a:ppli6ation as a consolidatedPUD. -The:.co~~ion may 
unpose devefopm.ent. co:13:ditions~ guid~lines,. ~~ stari.¥& :whi~:q may excec#: or be'. less 
thati the ma~~of-righf standaids°ip.en.tified.for li.~ight,·FA.R, lot 9ccupancy, p~g and 
loading, .. or 'for yards .. and. courts .. The ·:~oning Commissfori may. also approve uses ~t 
are permitted as sp~cial exceptions Juid would otherwise require approval by the BZA. 

Toe development of this FUD project. carries out the purposes of Chapter 24 of the 
Zoning Regµlati.ons to encourage well plannedidevelopments that 'Will offer a variety of. 
building·· types with more attractive· mid efficient·· overall· planning and. design; not 
achievable under·µiatter-of-right developn1ent. . . . . . . 

The.proposed PUD.nieets the minimum ·area req_ui_rements of§ 2401.1 of the Zoning 
Regulations. 



Z.C. ORDER NO. 955 
CASE NO. 01-09C 
l'AGE 33 

5. rh,~ _PUD is- wi~ .the applicable height· and b~· stan~ards of th~ Zo~g Re~ations, 
tli.e height and.density will not cause a significant adverse e:ffebt on any nearby properges 
and ~ in fact, include less density_' on the S_ite than is permitted as ~ matter of ·right. 
The office use for this project is appropriate. oii this Site, which is located.in the Central 
Employment Area and within immediate proximity to mass transit. The.impact of'the 
project on the surrounding area is not unacceptable. AB set forth. in the findings of fact, 
the 2nd Street fa9ade· has been appropri~tely designed to respect the sm:rounding areas. 
including the monumental core to the south and the low-rise commercial and residential 
area to the east 

6. The Applicafions can be. approved with c9nditions to ensure that the potential adverse 
effects on the smrounding area from the development will be mitigated. 

7. The project !Je11e:fits and amenities., particularly the qua~ity of the design of the building 
and ~e provisiol;l of open sp~., are a :l'easonable trade-off for the ·deveiopment incentives .. 
requf:sted. Th~ prop9sed ~elopment -is l;>othan F Street building and a 2nd Street 
buil4fug, and th.e use, he~gb~ bulk arid design axe appropriate for all sides and all contexts 
of th¢ bw.Id~g; · 

8. Approval of the Applications· "'.is appropriate· because . the ·proposed . development : is 
· consistent with the presenttrarisitional character of the ·area. 

9. ·Approval oftbis PUD ·and c~ge or'zoillllg is not inconsistentwith_t~eCorilprehensive_ 
.Plan, including the designation of the-site as part oftJ:ie mixed-use, meditiin-bjgh density 
comm.ercial/production and technical employment land use _categories. · · 

10. The Cotnmissi6n is ~~quired·:\tilderD.C. Code.2001-Ed. §.1-309.lO(d) to give great 
weight 'to the affected ANC's recomm.endati.6n. The· c::!()imnission has carefully 
consid~edtb,e -~C's ~ecommendatio??, forapproyal with co~ti.on.s. T~~ Commission 
has addressed, through the conditj.ons µn.posed in thi~ order; the ANC's specific issues 
¢cl concerns. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 

11. The approval"of-the· Applfoations>will p:romote tlie orderl:f devefopment. of the· Site; in 
conformity with the entirety of the District ·of Columbia zone. plan. as . embodied in. the. 
Zoning Regulations and Zo~ Map oftb.e _District of Columbia. 

12. The.Applications are subject ia compliance with D.C. Law 2-38, the Human Rights Act 
of 1977. · 

13. The Applicant is exempt from preparing a:n Environmental Impact Statement under the 
District of Columbia Environmental Polic.y Act · 
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14. The Architect of the Capitol's Master PlS?, for the United States Capitol does not apply to 
the Siie and dc;>es notrequite·a·setbackof sixtY,:-four feet. 

DECISION 

In consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions ofLaw contained in this order, the 
Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia orders APPROVAL of the Applications for 
consolidated review. of a "Planned Unit Development and for. a Zoning Map amendment from 
C-M-3 to C-3-C for property located on the west side of 2nd Street, N.E., between F and H 
Streets, N~E., in Square 720, Lots 178 and 179. This approval. is subject .to the following 
guidelines, conditions and standards: 

1. The PUD shall be d,eveloped in accordance with the plans prepared by K.eYin Roche John 
Dinkeloo and Asso9iates, dated November 8, 2001, as suppl~ented by drawings dated 
November 29, 2001, marked as Exhibits 67 and 95, respectively, in the record, as 
modified by the guidelines, conditions, and standards herein. · 

2. The PUD shall be a· commercial office . dt'.!yelopment, with retail and service uses, 
ccinsfoti.r,lg· of. approximately ,1,3 96,950 sq~e feet of gi;oss floqJ;. area .. q;li~ PUD project 
shall µ.Ot exceed a: density o.f 5.9 F.A-"R.. ·'fhe quild.irig shall.not e~ceed a height of 115,5. 
feet, -~ measured from F 'Street; or g9·.32 Je~ as measured from 'the H Street overpass~· 
'With setbacks as shown on ihe plans. · 

3. The fa9ade elevations of Building 3 shall be as finally approved by the Commissio:p. of. 
Fine Arts. 

4. Bollards may .be placed outside the main entrance to Building l on F" Street an.cl 
retractable bollards may be placed at the entrance to the- garage on F Street. All exterior, 
visual s~curity measures sJ:iall be. as approved bytb.e Commission of Fine Arts and, if iri 
public space, theDepartme:ofof Public Works.. 

5. Statiop._Plaoe shall include a direc~ pedestrian connection to Union Station. 

6. -Landscaping and improve:r;nents· to.publi:c. space along the streefel~vati.ons of the building 
shall be in accordance· with fue·· plans ·submitted to the record .and as approyed by ·the 
Department of l'ublic :works {Publio · Space Division). · .. The Commission also 
recommends submission of security elements located in a public right of way to t1J.e 
N ationalCapitaj.' :Planning -Commission to assure consistency with the recommendations· 

.·. of the federal interagency. security task force. 

7. There shall be a minimum of 922 parking spaces and six loading berths, as shown on the 
plans submitted to the record. 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

As part of its streetscape improvements, the Applicant shall construct the portion of the 
Metropolitan Branch Trail in ;the public right-of-way on. the west s_ide of 2nd Street 
between 'l-I and F Streets arid on the north side of F Street, between 2nd Street .and First 
Street ( east). · · 

The Applicant shall construct the ·ramp to access Station Plape ftom the H Street 
overpass. The ramp shall be constructed ·and operational prior to. the occupancy of 
Building .1. 

After the completion of Building 1 and prior to the construction of Builcling 2, the 
Applicant may utilize the northern porti9n of the Site far a surface· parking lot in 
accordance 'Ni.th the.plans marked as Exhibits 93 .and 94 oftherecord .. 

The Applicant shall follow the Construction Management Plan, with the specified 
exceptions stated here~ filed as E~ibit 120 of the record. 

As part of the Construction Management Plan, th~ Applicant l;lhall establish3 in 
consultation with the community~ a . Community Advisory Committee~ It is 
reco!pI!lended tl;iat the Committee include representation of .ANC _6~ the H Street 
1vferch~"ts · .. a:nd . ...: Prbfessiqnals-· ·As~~.ciation; ... ~e. ·H ,· Stre.et Co~unity. 
Development Corporsi:1;i9"n', .th~: St;antfm ::Par~: ·Neigl;i.Jjorhood A,ssociatio~. :th~· Uiuo1;J: 
Station Redevelopment Corporation, the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, the 
Capitol Hill Restoration Society, the Near Northeast neighborhood, and the residential 
community bounded by'H Stree~ 2nd Street, E Street, and 4th Street. The meetings of the 
Community Advisory Committee should also include a representative of the Applicant 
and of the Generai Contractor, J.A. Jones/Tompkins. 

The pUipose of the Co:mmunity Advisory Committee will be to oversee_ a.n.d coordinate 
community concerns and issues during the construction of Station Place. The bylaws of. 
the Community Advisory· Committee should be worked out upon its conYocation and the 
duties' and· responsibilities of the Committee will···be defi.m~d during the process ·of 
creating bylaws. 

,The:A~plicant sha}l co:a.~u.ctaipr~:·construction ~d.ition ~tirvey prior to the ct)~ctiori 
o:fBuilding i, to inchide).11:residen,tial pr6perties b~wreen2~d Streef a:iid the west side"of 
3rd .Street, 1't£., from·the midpoint of the· block between E. ati.d ,F, Street~ .N;E., to and 
io.cluding the hou·ses on the north side of G Streyt, N .E. For the constructim1 o_fB uildings 
2 and 3., th~ Applicant shall expand th_e scope of,th~ surveynfea toJnclude all residential 
properties m the block between G and H Streets, N .K and 2 · and 3 . Streets, N.E. 

Tue Applicant shall make a checklist of the areas reyiewed in a typical pre~coristruction 
.condition survey available to ··homeowners.·· outside of the :.survey area so ·that 'these 
homeowners ·can document the pre-construction condition of their homes. 
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A 6. The Applicant shall designate a representative tq be the key contac1; for interaction with 
members of the ca.mm.unity regarding constnict;i.on. Th~ representative· shall liave a local 
office, phone~ fax,. and voibe mail and be· accesslble during all .hours of construction 
activity operation ... In the event that 'any problems begin to occur with respect' to 
resident's homes or property, this representative can be contacted immediately. 

17. The design of Building 3 shall include a pedestrian entrance directly from· the H Street 
oyerpass. This entrance will be open to the public. · 

18. To support pedestrian access from Station Place to the H Street commercial corridor prior 
to tb.e construction of Building 3, the Applicant shall upgrade and beautify the sidewalks 
along G Street, N.E.,: pe-rn,:een 2nd and 3~d Streets, N~-~ in connectioI} .. wjth the 
Department of Public Wo-rks. · 

19. The Applicant shall :piake or cause to be made specific landscaping, fa9ade, and 
streetscape improvements a.long the H Street Commercial Corridor. The specific 
improvements will be reviewed by the Community Advisory ·committe~ and ANC 6A, in 
coordination with and with cons~nsus· from the HSMP A. The Applicant shall :invest a 
minimum of $200,000 for such specified improvements over a two year period froII1 :the 
effective date of this order. · 

20. The Applicant shall abide by the terms of the executed Memorandum of Understanding 
with the D.C. Local Business Oppo.!.~rrnity Cmmnission in order to achieve, at a 
minimum, the goal ofthlrty-five percent participation by local, small, and disadvantaged 
businesses in the contracted development · costs. in connecti~n with . the design, 
developmen~ constru.ction, maintenance, and security for t.h~ project to be cre~ted as a 
result of the PUD project. The Appli~ant shall provide information regarding available 
jobs· created by Statio!l Place to the· Community Advi~ory Committee and the ANC 6A, 
which both will be responsible for ~ssetti.inatin.g 'this information to the surrounding 
communities. · After the completion of construction of each building, the App}icant shall 
provide a written.·status report to,ilieZoning Commission andthe D.C. Local Business 
Opportunity Commission regarding compliance with this agreepient. 

21. Th~ 'ApplicaJ?,t_ s~all·. 3:b_i~ . py. ihe terms. · ~f the_ e~ecuted First. Source -~qiployment 
.Agreement vtiththe bepa..rtment of'Rmployment Services (DOES) __ ·in_order to··_achieve the 
goal of utilizing 'District of .Colunibia resid~;n.ts for afleast fifty-mie percent of the jqbs 
created by thePUD project. Inaddition; the ApplicantwilLgive special consideration for 
hmng of residents from the Near N~rtheast community. The Applicant shall .provide 
infonnation regarding available jobs created by Station Place to the Community Advisory 
Committee and the ANG 6A, which both will be responsible for disseminating this 
.information to the surrounding communities, After the completion of construction. of each 
building, the Applicant shall provide a 'Written status report to the Zoning Commission 
and the Department of_ Employment Services regarding compliance with this agreement 
after the construction of each build.mg. 
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22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

19 .. 

The Applicant, in connection wi:th J.A. Jones(I'ompkins Builders, its General Contractor 
for the construction.of Station ·Place,. sha.U impl~ent ·a Fitness· for Duty Policy for· 
applicants for CQnstructi.on positions mid employees at the work si~~: The" Fitness. for 
Duty P.olicy will iziclude job training for skilled and semi-skilled professions in the 
eonstruction :field vvitb. a- .subs-bm.ce abuse plan to assist· both trainees .ancfworkers who 
have a_prior history of substance abuse. 

Tlie Applicant shall institute a managed vending program for the private spa9e located in 
front of Building -2. As part of the managed vending program, the Applicant shall 
encomage use of the public space for vendors consistent with the District of Columbia 
Regulations. 

The Applicant shall maintain the courtyard. smroun4ing the entrance to Building 2 open 
for public: access,. with the landscape and water features proposed in the plans prepared 
by ·_Kevin Roche ·.John DiIIkeloo and Associates, dated November 8.,· ·2001~ as 
supplemented by _d:ra:wings dated November 29, -200+; marked as E:xfnoits '67 and 95; 
respectively, in the record.. 

The Applicant shall bear the •cost of the modi:fication to the_ Massachusetts. Avenue ·and 
F~st Sµ-eet ( ~a.st) inters.ection · signal ijght, w~ch· shcsµld be in place by ~e time ·any part: 
of the development is 'c;,petatiop.al; 

The Applicant --shall_ evaluate·. its T~""'Po:r..ation Managem.mlt _ Plan two years after -the 
.SEC -occupies Building 1,-and thereafter every two years. Employee surveys ~d/or peak 
hour traffic and :parking counts shall be cond.ucte.d ·to measure the· effectiveness of the 
program. Thisi.rrfotm41ion shall be submitted to the Depa.-rtment of Public Works and the 
Zoniri.g C!ommission. If the Department of Public Works recommends that modifications 
are necessary, the Applica.n~ shall modify the·approvedTra.nsporlation ~ae.m.entP1an 
acti-vities -or add nevr Transportation Management Plan activities in a manner consistent 
with tlw.- goals of the Traiispoitation Management Plan. -

The size • ot the shuttle -bus .w:tuch proVides shuttle ·service· t:or the SEC_ shaltnof exceed a 
sixte~ passenger van: The "shufil~ bµs_ sh,a.11 not blocktraffic,arid shall not be:perµ:ii1ted:to' 
idle in fi~nt_of tlie .subjec~ site in excess of.the tii:ri.e pen:itltted uride£D,C.1aw. 

The Applicant ~dthe U.S; GeneraFSetrv.ices Administration shall exequte a m,utually 
acceptable' ease±nent modification a.~eement so that .. the App)icant may construct a 
portion of its improvements witbin this easement area. 

Building 1 shall be 09cupied·as: office-space for the SEC duringtb.e initial lease term· of 
14 years. -Any_ chang~ fu the occupant" of office space in Building 1 ~~g .this period 
shall require the _.consent of the Zan.mg Commission through· the PUD -modification .. 
process. 
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30. Tue Applicant shall have flexibility with the design of the PUD in the following areas: 

3L 

32. 

33. 

a. To vary the ~ocation and design of all interior cori:qfonent~, u;icluding partitions, 
structural slabs, · doors: liallways, , ·columns., stairways, . mechanical rooms; 
elevators, escalators, and toilet rooms, provided that the variaµons · do not change 
the exterior configuration of the building; 

b. To vary the location and design of the direct connection · to U~on Station, 
consistent with arrangements approved by the Union Station · Redevelopment 
Corpetation; 

c. To ·vary the number and location of parking spaces, not to decrease below the 
minimum of922 spaces on-a self~park basis; 

d. To vary the final selection o:( the exterior materials within the color ranges and 
material types as proposed, based on availability at the time of construction;. 

e. To make ar~hiteotural ~hanges initiated and required by the Commission of Fine 
Arts to· be consistent with the final approval of the Commission of Fine Arts; and 

f. to .make minor r~fineme~ts to exterior ;details· and. :c1ime:nsions3 • incl1;1.dinii belt 
c6ufyes;· sills, ba'.s~s, com.ices/ railings ~d triin,. or fury. other changes. to ~omply 
with th~ D.C. Building Code or that a.."""e otherwise necessa..ry to obt!'lm a :final 
building pennit.. · 

No building pe.i.ulit. shall be issued. for .t1irs PUD lm.til the Appliqmt has recorded a 
covenant in the land records of the District of Columbi~. between the owners and the 
District of Columbia, that is satisfactorj t6 t4e Offi9e • of the Cozporation Counsel and the 
ZoD.11,lg Division of the Department of Consum.e1: and Regulatory Affairs (DCRl\.). · Such 
covenant shall bind the Applicant and all successors·in title to construct on ani:luse this 
property in acc:ordance with this order or alliertdmentthereofbythe Zoning Commission. 

The Office of Zpning .shall n<?~ r-elease the record of"thls · case to tjle Zoning Division of 
DC~ until ~e·Applica:nt has filed ~ ·~opy of the covemµ1t ·with t.pe recorqirof the Zoning 
Comtn.1ssicin. 

The PUD approved by the Zoning Commissionshall be vali~ fol: a period of two years 
froIIl the effective date of this .order. Within such time; an application ~ustbefiled for a 
building perm.it for. Building 1 as specifi~d in .. 11 DC1v1R § 2409 .1 .• · Constnicti.on shall. 
begin on Building 1 within three years of the effective date of this order. Withlntwo 
years after the issuance of a certificate ofpccupancy for Building 1,. an application must 
be ·filed for a building permit for Building 2, and construction shall begin on Building 2 
witb.in.tbr~ years after the issuance of a certificate of OCCUIJancy for Building L Within 
two years after the issuance of a'certificate of occupancy for Building 2, an application 
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must be filed for a b~l~g pettnit for -B~ding 3, and construction shaii begin on 
Building 3 · within . three· y~ after the : is~ce · ~f ~ certi.fic~e of. occupancy for 
Buikµng ~~ Notyvithstapding the forgomg;-ifthe co~ction 9.fBu,ildµig 3 ~o~ not" 
comlll.ence within-ten (10) years of the effective date of this order.,.fhe PlJD shall expire 
with respect to that building .. 

Pur~t toth.e Human Rights Act of 197~~ D.C. Code§ 1-2531 (1991), the Applicant is reqwred 
to comply.fully with the provisions of the Act, ·and .this. order is conditioned upon full compliance· 
with those provisions. Notbing in this order shall be understood to require the Zoning Division 
of DCRA to approve permits if the Applicant fails to comply with any proyision .of the Human 
Rights Act· 

The: Commission.on Janu8.IY 14., 2002:, voted to approve the application on a vote ·s.:.o-o (Carol J. 
Mitten~ A,rithony J~ Hood, John G. Parsons; Peter G. May, James H. Hannaham to.approve). 

The ·order was adopted by th~ Zo~g Commission at its public meeting on February 11, 2002, 
bya v.ote of 5-0~0 (Anthony J. Hood, John G. Parsons, Peter G. May, and James H. Ha1mabam 
voting to adopt; Carol J. Mitten voting to adopt l?Y absentee ballot). 

·In .acoordanc?e :wi~·l:h_e ~~pns:.~f:11_ l?~ .. §. 3~:8·,-~hl~.il1f ~ome·finai anci · 
effective upon publication m the D.-C . .Register;"'tha.·t:,.s. on · · · · . . l-1 . . . · • 

• . - '" . • • a • • 

~~~ cAiibLY ~ TIEN · · · _ .. · ·.·. 
Ckairinan, 
Zonln·g Comniission 





GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Zoning Commission 

* * * -·-
Zoning Commission Order No. 03-31 (955-A) 
Zoning Commission Case No. 03-31/01-09C 

(Modification to a Consolidated Planned Unit Development 
and Zoning ~ap Amendment for Station Place) 

October 20, 2003 

Pursuant to notice, a public meeting of the Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia was 
held on October 20, 2003. At the meeting, the Zoning Commission approved an application 
from Louis Dreyfus Property Group (the "Applicant") for a -minor modification to an approved 
planned unit development ("PUD") and Zoning Map amendment for Station Place, pursuant to 
Chapter 24 and the Consent Calendar Regulations of Chapter 30 of the District of Columbia 
Municipal Regulations ("DCMR"), Titl~ 11, Zoning. Because the modification was deemed 
minor, a public hearing was not conducted. 

The Commission determined that this modification request was properly before it under the 
provisions of§§ 2409.9 and 3030 of the Zoning Regulations, 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

By Zoning. Commission Order No. 955, dated February 11, 2002, the Commission approved a 
PUD and related Zoning Map amendment for property located on the west side of 2nd Street, 
between F and H Streets, N.E. (the "Site"). Th_e Site consisted of Lots 178 and 179 in Square 
720 and is now known as Lots 824, 825. and 826 in Square 720. The office building approved in 
Zoning Commission Order No. 955 is to have approximately 1,396,950 square feet of gross floor 
area, not to exceed a density of 5.9 FAR, with a maximum building height of 115.50 feet, as 
measured from F Street or 89.32 feet as measured from the H Street .overpass. The project will 
prc;,~de a minimum of 922 parking spaces. 

The-Applicant seeks a minor modification to permit the substitution of four (4) water features 
with sculptures and planters in the courtyards along 2nd Street, N .E.,. as indicated in the plans 
submitted with the request for minor modification. The _circular water features in the courtyards 
for Buildings 1 and 2 · may be substituted with sculptures. For the courtyard of Building 1, a 
sculpture depicting a small crowd of people may be constructed in the center -of the courtyard in 
·place of th~ water feature. For the courtyard of Building 2, a sculpture resembling a horizontal 
·body. lying face down and looking forward, µiay be constructed in the center of the courtyard in 
.place of the water feature. The rectangular water features shown for the courtyards for Buildings 
2 and 3 may be replaced with planters. 

4414'h St., N.W., Suite 210-8, Washington, D.C. 20001 
Telephone: (2021727-6311 E-Ma.il Address: zoning info@dcyz.dc.gov Web Site: www.dcoz.dc.gov 
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These changes are requested to allow the Applicant to have the option to introduce art into the 
area. and to create an important public gathering space. In addition, substitution of the water 
features with sculptures and planters may eliminate the risk of water leaking to the below-grade 
facilities. Finally, the sculptures and planters will accomplish the same purpose as the water 
features by providing street animation but are superior as they can be enjoyed year-round. 

The requested minor modification does not affect the essential elements of the approval given by 
the Zoning Commission for this ·project, including use, height, gross floor area, lot occupancy, 
setbacks, or number of parking spaces. Additionally, the modification is consistent with the 
approved elements of the amenity package. 

Copies of the Request for Minor Modification were hand-delivered to all parties to the approved 
PUD, including ANC 6C (the successor ANC to ANC 6A), the Stanton Park Neighborhood 
Association, the H Street Merchants and Professionals Association, and the Near Northeast 
Neighborhood Task Force. 

On October 20, 2003, at its regular monthly meeting, the Zoning Commission reviewed the 
application as a Consent Calendar matter and granted approval of the minor modification to the 
approved PUD. 

The Zoning Commission concurs with the Applicant that approving the application is appropriate 
and is not inconsistent with the intent of 11 DCMR, §§ 2409.9 and 3030. 

The Zoning Commission further finds that its decision is in the best interests of the District of 
Columbia and is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Zone Plan as embodied in the 
Zoning Regulations and the Zoning Act. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Upon consideration of.the record in this application, the Zoning Commission concludes that the 
proposed modification is minor and does not change the intent of th.e previously approved 
Zoning Commission Order No. 955, Further, the Commission concludes that its decision is in 
the best interests of the District of Columbia and is consistent with the intent and purpose of the 
Zoning Regulations. 

The approval of the modification is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Further, the 
proposed modification does not impact the essential elements of the approved PUD, including 
use, height. gross floor area, lot occupancy, setbacks, or number of parking spaces. Other than 
the potential substitution of the water features with planters and sculptures, no other condition of 
the approved PUD will be affected. The material facts relied upon by the Commission in 
approving tl1e PUD in Zoning Conunission Order No. 955 have not changed. The modification 
is minor SIJ,Ch that consideration as. a Consent Calendar item without public hearing is 
appropriate. 
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DECISION 

In consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law provided herein, the Zoning 
Commission for the District of Columbia hereby orders APPROVAL of the application for a 
minor modification of an approved PUD for the property located on the west side of 2"d Street, 
between F and H Streets, N.E. (now known as Lots 824, 825, and 826 in Square 720). The 
Applicant shall have the flexibility to substitute sculptures or planters as indicated in the plans 
marked as Exhibit l in the record for any of the four (4) water features. 

Pursuant to the intent of 11 DCMR § 2409.3, no building permit shall be issued by the 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs ("DCRA") for the minor modification until the 
Applicant has recorded a "Notice of Modification" of Zoning Commission Order No. 955 with 
the land records of the District of Columbia That Notice of Modification shall include true 
copies of Zoning Commission Order No. 955 along with this Order, which.the Director of the 
Office of Zoning has certified. The recordation of the Notice of Modification shall bind the 
Applicant and any successors in title to construct on and use the site in accordance with this 
Order and any amendments thereof. 

After recordation of the Notice of Modification, the Applicant shall promptly file a certified copy 
of the Notice of Modification with the Office of Zoning for the records of the Zoning 
Commission. 

The minor-PUD modification shall be valid for a period of two (2) years from the effective date 
of this Order. · Within such time, an application must be filed for a building permit for the 
modification as specified in 11 DCMR §§ 2409.2 and 2409.3 of the Zoning Regulations. 
Construction of the minor modifiqation shall start within three (3) years of the effective date of 
this Order. The grant of this minor modification does not relieve the Applicant from complying 
wi$ the tim~ requirements applicable to the development of this PUD, as stated in Condition 33 
of Zoning Commission Order No. 955. 

Vote of the Zoning Commission taken at its public meeting on October 20, 2003, by a vote of 
4-0-1 (John G. Parsons, Carol J. Mitten, Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May to approve; James 
H. Hannaharn, not pr(?sent, not voting) 

In accordance with the provisions of 11 DCMR 302~.8, this Order shall becom~ final and 
effective upon publication in the D.C. Register; that is on DEC 2 4 2{J04 

. 
·;; e ~~-IU.KRifs, FAIA 

Chairman · · ect 
Zoning Commission Office of Zoning 
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* * * 

Z.C. CASE NO.: 03-31/0l-09C (Modification to PUD @Square 720, Lots 178 and 
179-Station Place) 

. DEC 1 5 200't 
As Secretary to the Zorung Commission, I herby certify that on copies of 
this Z.C. Order No. 03-31 were mailed first class, postage prepaid or s_ent by inter-office 
government mail to the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Whayne S. Quin 5. Near Northeast Neighborhood Task Force 
Holland & Knight LLP c/o Venious Parking, Designated 
2099 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Representative 

Washington, D.C. 20006-6801 1131 3rc1 Street, N.E. · 
Washington, D:C. 20002. 

!_oseph V: Fengler;Chatr 
City Councilmem\,er Sh~on Ambrose ANC6A 6. 

815 F Street, N.E. (Ward 6) 

Washington, D.C. 20002 
7. Office of Planning (El1en McCarthy) 

H Street Merchants & Professionals 
Association 8. Zoning Administrator 

c/o Anwar Saleem, President 
9. Office of Attorney General (Alan .. 1017 H s·treet,. N.E. 

Washington, D.C. 20002 Bergstein) 

Stanton Park Neighborhood Assoc. 
c/o Drury Tallant, Designated Rep. 
730 3rd Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

ATIESTED BY~ .... -----· __ .------­
Alberto P. Bastida, AICP 
Secretary to the Zoning Commission 

441 41" St.. N.W .. Suite 210-S. Washington. D.C. 20001 
Tekphooe: (:?0:?) 727.ftJ 11 E-Mail Address: zonin!! infO(ci-tlcoz.1.k:.l!O\ Web Site: \,·,,w,l.lcllz.dc,µo, 
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Proposed Station Place Public Sculptures and Plantings 

Courtyard 1 

The Illuminated Crowd by Raymond Mason 
Changes Requested by the Owner 
Description by the Artist 

Architect's Amended Landscape Plan 

Architect's Landscape Plan Enlarged 

Front View of the Sculpture in Position 
Side View of' the Sculpture in Position 
Front View of the Sculpture 
Side View of the Sculpture 
Back View of the Sculpture 

Courtyard2 
Eve by Pierre Edouard 
Changes Requested by the Owner 
Description by the Artist 

Architect's Amended Landscape Plan 

Front View of the Sculpture in Position 
Side View Photograph of the Sculpture 

Front View Photograph of the Sculpture 

Courtyard 3 
Changes Requested by the Owner 
Architect's Amended Landscape Plan 
Front View of Planter 

Side View of Planter 
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An Illuminated Crowd 2003-2004, Painted Polyester Resin,12' 8" x 11' 4" x 14" 

Mr. William Louis-Dreyfus 
Louis Dreyfus Holding Co. Inc. 

Dear William, 

You asked me to add a sculpture to the handsome construction of Station Place, 
which in a year or so will be rising in Washington D.C. Naturally, coming from you 
as client, and intended for the capital city of the United States of America, I have 
accepted. 

In the center of Courtyard No. I of the future building I intend to place a 
sculpture of twenty-eight figures, four metres wide, three metres deep and three and 
a half metres high. The material will be stratified polyester resin on a structure of 
cortone steel. 

The work will suggest a small crowd of people illuminated horizontally and this 
effect will be obtained by the painting of the work in polyurethane paint, basically 
light ochre with brown and purple shadows and accents of red. 

Yours ever sincerely, 

Raymond Mason 
January 28th, 2003 
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Eve 2002, Bronze,17 3/4" x 551/8" x 24" 

This sculpture (the title is an homage to Gislebertus, the Romanesque sculptor 
whose work can be seen at the Cathedral of Saint-Lazare in Autun) looks like a 
horizontal body, lying face doW11 and looking forwards. Almost totally suspended, she 
leans only on parts of her knees and exists mainly in a void. Her general silhouette 
draws a sort of fragmented arch. 

This sculpture is the last step in a project which has lasted about a decade. I worked 
on this theme in a smaller scale between 1993 and 1997. The first version of Eve was 
shown at an exhibition at the Galerie Claude Bernard in Paris in 2001. Afterwards, 
I produced a new one version which became a half-siie model. Then I enlarged it 
and entirely remade it to adapt the modeling to the new scale. For me, this is the 
definitive size of Eve. Even while working on the smaller version, I always visualized 
it as a larger piece. 

I often thought about the ancient Egyptian fresco representing Nout, the Celestial 
Vault goddess, a feminine body arching itself above men, animals and things. This 
feeling of an arch may come from her. That is why I insist on the sculpture being 
displayed quite high from the ground ( 4 7 inches) so it can never be totally 
enveloped by the eye. She must give the impression of enveloping us, but we 
should not feel below her. 

It is almost impossible to put into words what one has tried to do in a work of art. 
I won't even try. But sometimes along the way, things become obvious: the shape 
I was working on was a gap, a breach into the space where we live but which we 
ignore. This breach creates this totally abstract place in which everything lies. 

The real drawing is mostly the drawing of this echo to the shape. Building a shape 
looking like a human body in the midst of that totally unknown three-dimensional 
space is a strange undertaking, whose result can only be scraps and fragments -
directions taken, then abandoned, then taken again. 

That's probably why I made this sculpture out of emptiness. I used wax (which does 
not ask for an armature like clay) and I worked with successive fragments, the wax 

leaf wrapping the emptiness, without any pre-established direction, progressing 
blindly among the innumerable combinations of space. 

My idea of sculpting is a bit particular: the sculpture cannot be totally embodied but 
must have this immateriality which may exist in drawing. I think I have always tried 
to annihilate one of the fundamental laws of sculpting: the physical mass and gravity. 
I can only see the life of shapes when they break their natural links and seem to 
come out of the space they inhabit. We are then entering a different logic whose 
law is a melodic line, totally free. 

Completing a project has never been a problem for me. I have the feeling that the 
sculpture was unfinished at the beginning and still is. I need to keep this impression 
of "suspended work" or "work in progress" without which life stops. At a certain step 
of the work the sculpture had no legs, and still has neither head nor arms: the idea 
of completion is something I had preferred not to deal with. 

The reason for this is probably the ancient sculptural dream: the modeling by light 
and darkness should be the only master, the only guide to deciding where the shape 
begins and ends. So at the end a human figure emerges almost as a surprise. 

"it is true that this sculpture is made of pieces gradually fitting in and finally giving 
birth to a body whose anthropomorphic proportions existed before. The representa­
tion of the human body is essential to me - in art, it is ourself who is the subject -
but I can only conceive it as something that appears and surprises me. 

Your project reminds me that the real challenge of sculpture is not to be isolated but 
to be surrounded by people. Certainly because I am intimately convinced that only 
the inner rhythms of life can generate shapes and that, if these shapes reached a 
completeness, they could fit in with our daily life. 

Pierre Edouard 
January 16, 2003 
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