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Summary of Statement 
George H. F. Oberlander AICP 



Washington Clinic Zoned Deliberately by the 
Zoning Co1111nissio11 as Housi11g Transition 

• The site's proximity to existing one-family 
housing outweighs its proximity to Metro. 

• The current R-5-B zoning was deliberately 
placed on the site as part of an extensive 
planning, traffic and zoning process. 

• The MOR density of 1.8 FAR (with 
possible PUD density of 3 .0 FAR) 
established a l1ousing transition area. 

Oberlander Planning Testimony 3 



Wasl1ington Clinic Zoned R-5-B to Serve Pt1blic 
Goals a11d Changes Not Warranted 

• The R-5-B was put in place to protect 
property values, assure orderly development 
and safe guard the general welfare. 

• No unanticipated (plan11ed) c-hanges have 
occurred, other than increased traffic, to 
warrant la11d use changes or intensification. 

Oberlander Planning Testimony 4 



Stonebridge Seel<s To More than Double the FAR 
Allowed as MOR 

• Approving the PUD & Map amendment, at 
the density/height proposed, will signal to 
the home owners that additional re-zonings 
may be considered. At best it will create 
real uncertainty in the low density areas. 

• The PUD process was created to provide 
flexibility from strict standards, not to 
change the zoning classification. 

Oberlander Planning Testimony 5 



Existing Zoning Protects the Character of the 
N eigl1borhood 

• The existing R-5-B seeks to protect the 
planned character of this specific 
neighborhood. Allowing greater density and 
height would be prejudicial to the restricted 
transition purpose of the zone. 

• A careful density balance (related to traffic 
capacity) was established by the 1974 SDP, 
which should not be intensified. 

Oberlander Planning Testimony 6 



Clinic site is Zoned R-2 
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. · z ed R-5-B Clinic site is on 
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Official DC Oftice of Planning Zoning Map 
November 2002 10 























Future Traffic Volume Analysis 
• Underestimated annual traffic growth (Used 

2% vs. Actual 3 .2%) 

• The new Chase Tower not included, will 
add 328 vehicle trips during each peal( hour 

• Traffic assignment numbers do not add up 
to the total n11mbers shown in Table 3, page 
15, of the Traffic Report 

• Underestimated the AM and PM peal( Hour 
trips by as much as 14-15% 
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Comparison of Trips 

ORG MCV ORG MCV 

AM Peak Hr AM Peak Hr PM Peals Hr PM Peak Hr 

WMATA 143 220 252 396 

Wisconsin Place 887 887 1328 1328 

Friendship Commons 1052 1052 1034 1034 

Chevy Chase Center 372 372 630 630 

Chase Tower 0 328 0 328 

Residential-Site 31 38 31 38 

Day Care-Site 13 38 14 40 

Total 2498 2935 3289 3794 
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Future Level of Service Analysis 

• The proposed residential use of the site and 
the current use of the site generate 
extremely opposite travel characteristics. 

• The total travel impact and levels of service 
projected for 2006 must be evaluated at 
each intersection using the Stonebridge­
ge11erated trips. 

Mehra Traffic Analysis 23 



Parking Analysis 

• Census data show 1.1 cars/unit or 13 8 
vehicles (for 125 units). 

• No basis for Stonebridge to assume 0.7 
cars/unit. 

• Stone bridge providing 108 accessible 
spaces for reside11ts ( 100 in garage, 8 
visitor). 

• Shortfall of 30 accessible spaces. 
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Safety Issues 

• Proposed entrance/exit is offset from 
Wisconsin Circle by 50 feet, creating 
conditions for head-on collisions and safety 
problems. 

• The combi11ed loading dock, day care center 
parl<ing, and visitor parl<ing lot creates 
trucl</children co11flicts and safety 
problems. 

Mehra Traffic Analysis 25 



Conclusions 
• Applicant's traffic study is not complete. 

• Applicant's traffic study used incorrect 
methodology for level of service analysis. 

• Applicant's traffic study has not provided 
mitigation measures for several 
intersections that would be operating at 
LOS F. 

• The access pla11 has major safety problems. 

Mehra Traffic Analysis 26 



Summary of Statement 

Marilyn Simon, PhD 



Economic Impact 
• Sto11ebridge states: 

- Project will provide over $1.7 million in 
additional annual tax revenues compared with the 
Clinic. 

- Project will generate $800,000 to $1,200,000 in 
annual tax revenue over MOR. 

• Appropriate, Corrected Con1parison 

- Project will provide at 111ost $400,000 to 
$500,000 in a11nual revent1e over MOR. 

- Adva11tage over a PUD witl1 current zoning 
would be significantly less. 
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Basic Elements of 
Additional Tax Revenue 

• Income Tax 
- Based on the projected income of owner-occupants and 

renters. 

• Real Estate Tax 
- Based on the property value and tax category: 

residential, homestead exemption. 

• Retail Sales Tax 
- Based on new reside11t pt1rcl1ases of taxable goods i11 

DC, tn1related to tl1eir e111ploy1ne11t locatio11. 
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Errors in Estimates of Economic Benefits 
• Mr. S111art did 11ot 11se tax rates in Form D-40 to 

estimate of annual income taxes. 

• Mr. Smart did not consider the homestead 
exemption for owner-occupied units. 

• Mr. Smart assumed $144,000 income for owners 
of tl1e affordable units. 

• Mr. S111art overstated tl1e in1pact on retail sales tax 
reven11e. 

- Eacl1 l1ot1sel1old is assun1ed to spend a11 additio11al $800 
a n1ontl1 i11 DC restaura11ts, unrelated to the location of 
tl1eir e111ploy111ent. 
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Examples of Errors in Econon1ic Impact 

• Mr. Smart did 11ot use the District tax rates: 
- Bolan S1nart estimates annual income taxes of $9,720. 

- Using Fonn D-40, the taxes for single ean1er households would be $9,254. 

- Using Fonn D-40, the taxes for two-earner households would be $8,464. 

• Mr. Smart did not consider the Homestead exemption: 
- Bolan Sn1art esti1nates annual real estate taxes of $4,608. 

- With a homestead exen1ption, annual real estate taxes would be $4,320. 

• Mr. Smart did not adjust for affordable units: 
- Bolan Sn1a1i assun1es annual inco1ne taxes of $9,720 and annual real estate taxes of 

$4,608 for the affordable units. 

- Based on for D-40 and the infon11ation provided by the Applicants on their 
affordable housing proposal, annual incon1e taxes would be $2,782 and annual real 
estate taxes would be $1,296. 

31 



Errors in Estimates of MOR Development 

• Mr. Sn1art assu1ned that MOR developn1ent with current 
zoning would be a smaller version of the same building. 

• Mr. Smart assumed that with current zoning, 15,000 of 
land zoned R-2 would generate no District tax revenue. 

• Mr. Smart did not consider the most lil(ely development 
under current zoning, whicl1 would also generate the most 
District reve11ue. 
- Townhouses, or townhouses and a sn1all apartment building, on the 

Clinic Site and detached and se1ni-detached houses on a differently 
configured Lisner site. 
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Correction of Errors: Stonebridge Project 

• Bolan Smart estimates $944,784 in new annual resident District incon1e 
taxes. 

• Correcting for these errors reduces the estimate to $83 7 .468, assun1ing all 
units owner-occupied. His estimate is 13 °/o too high. 

• Bolan Smart estimates $576,000 in new annual District real estate taxes. 

• Including the hon1estead exemption and taking into account the affordable 
housing con1ponent reduces the esti1nate by 10% to $524,880. His estimate 
is 10°/o too high. 

• Bolan Sn1art includes $221,130 in new retail sales tax revenue. New retail 
sales tax revenue would be significantly lower. 

- Spending based on a place of en1ployn1ent does not generate new sales tax 
revenue. 

- Residents on Western A venue are likely to incur n1ore than 3 5% of new taxable 
purchases outside the District. 
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Correction of Errors: MOR, Current Zoning 

• Bola11 S1nart estin1ates $408,147 i11 new a1111ual resident 
District inco1ne taxes based on a smaller version of tl1e 
Stonebridge project. 

• A more profitable development under current zoning would 
generate $516,000 in new annual resident income taxes. This 
is 26°/o higher than the Smart estimates. 

• Bolan Smart estimates $248,832 in new annual District real 
estate taxes. 

• A 111ore profitable developn1e11t tn1der ct1rre11t zoni11g wot1ld 
ge11erate $303,000 in 11ew a11nual District real estate taxes. 
This is 22°/o higher than the Smart estimates. 
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Change to Development to a Condominium in 
based on Changed Marl(et Conditions. 

• Stonebridge has offered no conditions that would 
assure that the units would actually be for sale 
individually or tl1at, if sold individually, would 
eve11t11ally be owner-occupied. 
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Changing Other Assumptions 

• If the 111ix of owner-occupants, renters and seniors in the 
1narket rate units were changed to reflect the mix in other 
condominiums with the same number of units and sales 
prices, the estimated annual income and real estate taxes 
would be significantly lower. 

• Annual Incon1e tax revenue would be $538,972, co111pared 
with Mr. S1nart's estimate of $944,784. Mr. Smart 
overestimates by 75°/o. 

• Annual real estate tax revenue would be $482,705, 
compared with Mr. S1nart's esti111ate of $576,000. Mr. 
Smart overestimates by 19°/o. 
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Amenities 
• The proposed increase in density will have a severe 

impact on the neighborhood without any significant 
offsetting benefits. 

• Provision of amenities should be cost-effective. 

• The benefits should be evaluated based the value to 
the community, the District and the neighborhood, 
and not by tl1e cost to tl1e developer. 

• . N eighborl1ood a1nenities sl1ould serve tl1e area 111ost 
affected by the increased de11sity. 
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As proposed, the Stonebridge affordable 
l1ousing amenity is of questionable value. 

• Stonebridge's "Affordable Housing" a1nenity would not be 
efficiently provided and the District is unlil<ely to benefit 
from this proposal. 

• Only 4-6 units will be available and only for at most a 
twenty-year sales restriction period. 

• Proposed sale and resale restrictions are i111possible to 
enforce. 

• Tl1ere is no adequate e11f orceme11t n1echanis1n to i11s11re 
tl1at target a11die11ce is 11otified wl1e11 11nits are available or 
tl1at tl1ese units would, in fact, be ow11er-occupied. 
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Stonebridge's proposed day care amenity offers little value 
to tl1e community. 

• The day care proposal does not efficiently provide day care capacity 
and does not constitute a neighborhood amenity. 

- Stonebridge proposes to provide new space rent-free for fifty years to 
an incumbent market-rate day care provider. 

• Provision of the day care amenity removes 15,000 SF of R-2 land 
from possible future development. 

• The day care proposal does not constitute a neighborhood amenity: 

- There is no assurance that the capacity will be used by neighborhood 
children 

- There is no provision for pass-through of econon1ic benefit. 

• Further, the Ward 3 Plan, Land Use Ele1nent, only calls for an 
increase in child care facilities in co1nn1ercial areas. [§ 1409.2] 
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Stonebridge's proposed day care amenity does 
not advance the Major Policies of the 

Comprehensive Plan 
• §200.14 Affordable, quality child care is an essential 

precondition for parents with children under the age of 
fifteen (15) to enable them to worl<, seel< employment, 
complete school, and participate in job training pro grains. 
[Econo1nic Developn1ent Elen1ent]: 

• §300.7 Zoning and health-care regulatio11s should be 
desig11ed to pro1note a11 i11crease i11 affordable cl1ild care 
progra111s a11d facilities. [Housing Elen1ent, en1phasis added.] 
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Stone bridge's proposed day care amenity 
offers little value to tl1e comn1u11ity. 

• CCPCC is currently obligated to use 16 slots of its 32 slots 
for the local neighborhood. It l1as not filled tl1ose slots 
from the neighborhood. 

- In 2000-2001, 4 FTEs were fro1n the neighborhood, 11 children resided in ZIP code 
20015. [Source: CCPCC Directory of Children/Parents.] 

• This proposal would i11crease to 60 the n11111ber of CCPCC 
slots for the con1n1unity. 

• In 2000, there \Vere a total of 244 cl1ildren u11der the age of 
6 i11 Ce11sus Tract 11, a11d of tl1ose, 118 cl1ildre11 l1ad 110 
pare11ts outside the labor force. 

41 



Day Care An1e11ity: Ge11eral Pri11ciples 

• Local Parents should face a choice of day care 
providers. 

• The day care center should serve the local 
comn1u11ity. 

• The day care a1ne11ity should be efficiently 
provided. 

• Co11ditio11s to assl1re tl1at tl1e center n1eets tl1ese 
goals should be i11cll1ded i11 tl1e PUD. 
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Efficiently Providing a Day Care An1enity 

• The day care space shall be rented only to a day care provider 
and a n1inimum capacity is included in the PUD. 

• 80% of the children will reside in ANC3E04 or ANC 3E03. 

• Incun1bent neighborhood day care providers will not be eligible. 

• If the day care center fails to operate or ceases to operate? the 
space will revert to residential use and the developer "'ill n1ake a 
contribution for an equivalent neighborhood a111enity. 

• T~1e PUD should include a reporting requiren1ent to assure 
con1pliance with the above conditions. 
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Summary of Statement 

Laurence J. Freedman 



COMPETING VISIONS 

• Core of the issue involves competing visions for 
Washington Clinic site. 

• Stonebridge/ ''new" OP Vision. 
- Clinic site is a "pock:et" to be gobbled by and integrated 

witl1 l1igh-density co1nmercial development on 
Wisconsin Ave11ue, a11d con11nercial a11d reside11tial 
develop111ent in Frie11dsl1ip Heigl1ts, Maryla11d. 

- Exl1ibit 1 (Erro11eol1s Sto11ebridge Zoning Map). 

- Exhibit 2 (OP Zoni11g Map). 
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Stonebridge Drawing Dl, 
Revise.cl Pre-Hearing Submission, 
October 25, 2002 

Erro11eous Stonebridge Map 
Underlyi11g zo11ing for Square 1661 is 11ot C-3-B 

With all PUD's, entire eastern side of Square 1661 is residential 
and built within R-5-B limits (strip along Wisconsin is C-3-B)46 



r·: '\ .. _.., 

Official DC Office of Planning Zoning Map 
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COMPETING VISIONS 

• FhORD, NCPC, OP 1974-2002, Zoning 
Commission. 
- W asl1ington Clinic site is essential transition 

buffer zone betwee11 higl1-density con1n1ercial 
and low-density residential. This is reflected i11 
all la11d 11se a11d zoning decisio11s a11d analyses 
over tl1e last 30 years. 

- Exl1ibit 3 (Photo of Stonebridge 111odel with 
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Official DC Zoning Map (w/o PUD's) 

Cover of Drawings, 
Stonebridge Revised 
Pre-Hearing Submission, 
October 25, 2002 

Area A" shows intrusion 
into transition zone 

i by Embassy Suites PUD 

Overlay on Photo of Stonebridge Model 49 



FhORD OPPOSES REZONING 

• FhORD opposes: Rezoning of the 
Washington Clinic site for the Stonebridge 
proposal. 

• FhORD supports: Smart Growth, TOD, 
Residential Development within current 

• 

zo111ng. 
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RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

• FhORD supports reside11tial develop111ent of the 
Washington Clinic site and supports the high densities that 
curre11t zoning allows: up to 80 condos/acre, or even more 
with a PUD if PUD is justified. 
- The issue is not whether the site should be developed for 

housing, but how large a development belongs on this site. 

• Stonebridge wants to rezone this site 11ot to 
provide a11y 111ore l1ousing units. 
- Stonebridge just wants to get 111ore height and density to 

have larger, 111ore expensive high-end units. This promotes 
private gain, but no public interest. 
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Project Does Not Me~t tl1e PUD Req11ire111ents 

• Stonebridge must satisfy three standards. 
• The public benefits and amenities must fully justify the 

"flexibility" (additional height and density) requested over 
current zoning. 

• The project must be acceptable in all categories listed in 
Section 2403.9, and superior in many. 2400.10. 

· • The project must not be inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 2400.4. 

• Tl1e Sto11ebridge Application 1111eq11ivocally fails 
all tl1ree req11ire111e11ts. 
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Zoning Flexibility Requested by Stonebridge 
Enormously Outweighs Pt1blic Benefits 

• Zoning flexibility requested is extre1nely l1igh. 
• Gross floor area permitted on Clinic la11d, 78,912. 

• Gross floor area requested according to applicant, 
182,000 SF (230% of MOR). 

• Heigl1t per111itted 011 Clinic land, 50 feet. Heigl1t 
reqt1ested accordi11g to applicant, legal 78.75 feet, 
actual 85 feet heigl1t ( dt1e to 1neasl1ri11g point). 

• FAR per111itted 011 Cli11ic land, 1. 8. 

• FAR requested according to applica11t, 4.15 (230o/o 
of MOR). 
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Additional Height an·d Square Footage Requested 

Feet 
60 

40---~~~~~~~~~--. 

200,00 

150,00 

Square 
Feet 100,00 

50,00 

Existing Development R-5-B Matter of Right 

Existing Development R-5-8 Matter of Right 

Stonebridge Proposal 

Stonebridge Proposal 



Zoni11g Flexibility Requested by Stonebridge 
Enom1ously Outweighs tl1e Public Benefits 

• The actual public benefits are minimal. 
• Public benefits are superior features of a proposed 

planned unit development that benefit the 
surroundi11g 11eighborhood or the public in general· 
to a sig11ifica11tly greater extent tl1a11 would lil<ely 
rest1lt fro111 develop111e11t of the site t1nder tl1e 111atter 
of rigl1t provisions of tl1is title. 11 DCMR Sec. 
2403.6. 

• Sto11ebridge clai111ed public be11efits on Nove111ber 
14, 2002, su1nn1ary sl1eet. 
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Claimed public benefits have minin1al value: 
New reside11tial l1ousing i11 a Housi11g Opportln1ity Area 

• Actual public benefit: none. 
• -OP itself is "reluctant to consider" new housing on 

residentially zoned land to be a public benefit. [OP 
Final Report, Nov. 7, 2002.] 

• Tl1e 11t1n1ber of 11ew housi11g units over tl1ose that 
can be built as a 111atter of rigl1t is 111inimal. U11der 
MOR, abol1t 80 u11its can be bt1ilt. 

• Sto11ebridge would bl1ild 110 11ew l1ol1si11g u11its over 
tl1ose tl1at can be built witl1 a PUD ln1der Cl1rre11t 
zo11i11g. Under current zo11i11g u11its wol1ld s111aller 
and 1nore affordable, a public benefit. Cont'd. 
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Claimed public benefits l1ave minimal value: 
New l1ol1si11g, co11ti11ued 

• Current R-5-B transition zoning is perfect way to achieve 
new housing, just lil(e Courts of Chevy Chase to the south. 

• Appropriate amount of new housing can be developed 
witl1out upzoning, and other developers are eager to 
propose developme11t u11der current zoni11g. 

• Tl1ree sites specifically listed in Ward 3 Comp Pla11 as 
Friendsl1ip Heigl1ts l1ol1sing opportln1ity sites: Col1rts of 
Cl1evy Cl1ase site (29 townl10111es ), WMAT A site 
(proposed 550-600 apart111e11ts), a11d L&T parl(i11g lot 
( co111111ercial zo11ed a11d u11developed) 
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Claimed public benefits have n1inimal value: 
Affordable Housi11g 

• Actual public benefit: 11)-inimal. 
• 5% affordable housing is explicitly a quid pro quo 

for request of 5% additional heigl1t and 5% 
additional density, thus it is double counting to t1se 
this to justify the PUD itself. 

• Stonebridge requests 5% additional de11sity (.2 
FAR) - app. 9668 GSF - i11 exchange for 5% over 
MOR for affordable l1ousing -- app. 5100 GSF. 
Tl1t1s, eve11 allowi11g tl1is to jt1stify tl1e bo11us de11sity 
is generot1s. Cont'd. 
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Claimed public benefits have minimal value: 
Affordable Housing cont'd. 

• Actual public benefit: minimal. 
• 5% affordable housing is less than the OP's 

"Inclusionary Housing Primer" (Oct. 2002) suggests 
might be appropriate, which is inexcusable given 
tl1e private gain involved at tl1is site if tl1is PUD is 
gra11ted. 

• Tl1e benefit will be co11ferred 011 a very few people, 
will l1ave a relatively sl1ort dl1ration, will be 
delivered very inefficie11tly, a11d will have 

i11adeql1ate or no e11force1ne11t. 
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Clain1ed public benefits have minimal value: 
La11dscaped Walk:way between Military Road a11d Wester11 

Avenl1e 

• Actual public benefit: slight, if any. 
• Not necessary for access to Metro rail. 

• Curre11t cut-through is pleasant, green and safe. 
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MOR development would have some public 
benefits over the Stonebridge application: 

• MOR development would reflect scale and 
character of neigl1borl1ood, and would lil<ely l1ave 
"streetscape" and "street walls" such as stoops, front 
doors opening to sidewall<s, etc. 

• MOR developme11t would lil<ely have appropriate 
tra11sition to Lisner property i11 ter111s of design a11d 
111ass, so 110 11eigl1borl1ood a11xiety abol1t wl1at tl1e 
11ext upzo11i11g battle will be. 
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Actual Val11e to City and Neighborl1ood of Public 
Benefits a11d An1enities 

• Housing in HOA • None. 

• Affordable Housing • Minimal. 

• Landscaped Walkway • Slight, if any. 
• "Green," Open Space • Mini1nal. 
• Traffic Enhance1nents • Very minimal, if any. 
• Excess Park:i11g • None. 
• Day Care • Very 111ini111al. 

• Park: In1proven1e11ts • Modest. 

• Co11struction Ma11agen1e11t • Mi11i111al. 

• Desig11 • No11e. 
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· Tl1e Zoni11g Flexibility Requested by Stonebridge 
Enor111ously Outweigl1s tl1e P11blic Benefits 

• Bottom line: 
- It is indisputable that the zoning flexibility 

requested is extremely high (230% MOR), and 
the lil<ely private financial gain would be 
si111ilarly l1igh. 

- Tl1e proposed public benefits overall wo11ld be 
111ini111ally greater, at 1nost, tl1an lil<ely under 
111atter of rigl1t, and wo11ld 11ot be 
"significantly" greater as required. 
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Project Does Not Qualify for a PUD U11der Zoning 
Regulations 2403 .9 and 2403 .10 

• "A project may qualify for approval by being 
particularly strong in only one or a few categories 
in Sec. 2403 .9, but must be acceptable in all 
proferred categories and superior in many." 11 
DCMR Sec. 2403.10. 

• · Stonebridge Application is not Sllperior i11 any 
category. 

• At 111ost, Sto11ebridge Application is acceptable i11 
so111e categories, and unacceptable ii1 others. Cont'd. 
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Project is i11consiste11t witl1 tl1e Co111prel1e11sive Plan 

• Under the Comp Plan for Ward 3, Ward 3 's 
"major theme" is "to protect and maintain the low­
density, high-quality character of the ward. 
1400 .2( a )(2) ["Protecting the Ward's residential 
neighborhoods"]. 

• Ward 3 's "single greatest concern" is controlling 
redevelop1nent, and this concern is "justified 
historically." 14400 .2(b )( 1) ["Controlling 
Redevelop1ne11t. "]. 

• Tl1is proposal is a direct affront to tl1ese interests 
in tl1e Co111p Pla11 for Ward 3. 

75 



Project is inconsistent witl1 tl1e Cornprel1e11sive Plan: 
Dis111a11tli11g tl1e tra11sitio11 zo11e does 11ot protect con1111t1nity 

• Dis1na11tling the critical transitional buffer zone is 
directly contrary to protecting and preserving the 
low density neighborhoods. 

• Every S1nart Growth, TOD guide, including OP's 
published 1naterial and OP's own planning efforts, 
stresses that SG/TOD l1as l1igh density, tl1en 
111oderate de11sity, tl1e11 low density zones en1i11ati11g 
fro111 the core - "bullseye" pattern of zo11ing. 

- This is exactly ,vhat current zoning achieves. 

- Stonebridge and OP want to dismantle this and place 
high-density immediately next to low density. 
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Project is inconsistent with the Comprel1ensive Plan: 
Dis1nantling the transition zone (cont'd). 

• Stonebridge wants to wrest this site from the 
neighborhood and join it with FH MD and Wisc. 
Ave. commercial. 

• Stonebridge does not seel( to integrate new 
developn1e11t witl1 neighborl1ood, or respect tl1e 
cl1aracter, scale or l1istory of neigl1borl1ood. 

• Instead, Sto11ebridge itself co11cedes tl1at tl1e 
bl1ilding wol1ld l1ave no relatio11 to the 
11eighborl1ood, but would be "buffered" fro1n it by 
tl1e colniyard 



Project is inconsistent with the Comprel1ensive Plan: 
Stability will be diminished, not preserved 

• Approving this PUD in the absence of a 
comprehensive planning process, and in 
contravention of the Sectional Development Plan, is 
directly contrary to protecting the "stability" of the 
11eighborl1oods. 
· - It is classic "spot upzoning" of one parcel, which seriously 

disrupts the overall zoning and land use planning in place. 

- OP is blind to the i111plications and ripple effects of 
upzoning this signficant site. Si1nply stating that "OP will 
not support further upzoning" is not Sn1a1i Planning, is not 
reliable, and is not realistic. 
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Project is inconsiste11t witl1 tl1e Co111prel1ensive Plan: 
Stability din1isl1ed,not preserved (cont'd.) 

• E.g., reside11tial developme11t 011 the 6-acre Lis11er 
site one blocl( from the Metro is inevitable, and 
desirable. 

• However, upzoning the Clinic site and putting day 
care on the Lisner site effectively creates a near 
certainty tl1at Lisner will be rezoned. Tl1is debate 
will be i11 tl1e l1eated co11text of a PUD application. 

• We ,vol1ld prefer tl1at OP witl1 extensive 
11eigl1borhood participatio11 create a la11d use plan to 
provide stable expectatio11s, Sl1cl1 as a S111all Area 
Plt;:ln 
....&... ...L ------...L. 
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Project is i11co11sistent with tl1e Con1prel1e11sive Plan: 
No j11stification for the rezo11ing 

• Approving this PUD in tl1e abse11ce of any 
justification for the requested upzoning, is directly 
contrary to protecting tl1e stability of the low density 
neighborhoods. 

• Smaller version of project, or mid-rise condos,or 
townl1omes could be built and achieve all of tl1e 
actual benefits a11d a1nenities. 

• Appropriate developn1e11t wol1ld have de11sity near 
Metro, appr(?priate ope11 space, plus design 
transition a11d mass tra11sitio11 for i11tegration witl1 
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Project is i11consiste11t witl1 tl1e Comprel1ensive Plan 
No jl1stificatio11 for tl1e rezoning 

• No precedent in DC for density requested of 110-
125 u11its/acre in residential zone. 

• No residential development zoned and built denser 
tl1an R-5-B standards in Tenleytown-Friendsl1ip 
Heigl1ts corridor. 

• New Tak:0111a SG/TOD pla11 l1as densest residential 
zone as R-5-A; 22-32 ln1its/acre 11ext to Metro. 

• Sto11ebridge's "co1nparable housing" survey lacl(s 
co1nparable projects.in residential zones i11 Ward 3 
in D.C. 
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Project is inconsistent with the Con1prehensive Plan: 

Lael( of effective co1n111u11ity i11volve1nent 

• Con1prehensive Plan envisions con1munity 
i11volvement in significant changes to land use or 
zoning, and this was violated. 

• Only Worl(ing Group formed was disbanded in Jan. 
2002 due to vigorollS opposition to draft proposal. 

• Stonebridge repeatedly told FhORD that it col1ld do 
11othing about co1nmunity's core concerns with 

. 
rezoning. 
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Project is inconsistent witl1 tl1e Co1nprel1ensive Plan: 
Lael( of effective co1111nunity involve111e11t 

• OP had no public meetings. 

• Stonebridge n1ade design changes largely to 
accommodate the Office of Planning, not the 
neighborhood. 

• Result is extre1nely vigorous co1n1nunity oppositio11, 
so Stonebridge ca1111ot clai1n 110w to l1ave 
co111111unity Sllpport. 
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