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ME.ly 3Cf". 2003 

Ch .. 1i; p·,,;1.;on C;.-,1uf J. Mitten 
DC Z<~n111g CornmiS$1on 
441 -11~ S!refJI, MN· Suite 210 Snulh 
Wr.,shin,ffon. DC 20001 

4:'0E\,eSrr:eS.IV· \Ae:."'i'g:t:J'\ CC zrr!4 
Ai';c Cfiice: 202 551.1-, 79~ 

Dear Cl~1irpc9rson Mitten anci Zoning Ccmmissr.Jn Membe~: 
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At a duly 11oliced public meeii119 on May 29, 2003, Advisory Neighborhood Cornmls..c;ion 60 voted 5-1 (c,ni, 
Commissionttr was absent,, 1,, fmmalfy approve the submiS$ion of this report to the Zo1,ing Commission as add!tion.sl 
and ~t1ppiements1I information to its c:arller reports and testimony. The ANC has seven Comrnis~ione~. and low· 
Comm::,sion,..,,s compr!se!l ~ q1;(ir1m1 

ANC 60 received copioi:; of !he app[k:ant's filing$ 10 the Zor.ing Comrn:ssion ai S ;421m1 on F1 iday, Mc1y ~:.. 20f"!J 
Bas~£! on lhs fn~dequel& rei;pl)nses In those submissions, r:md the unsubstantia1~d .and ~ipllrious "findln~;!', ur 
facf' in th~ app!ici1u1t's proposed Zoning Comn,is:.ion Order, the .A.NC remains adamantly and unequivocally 
opposed to the PUD anc! tho ap;,Jication forte;.:! and m,-1p amendments to rezone the sit~ from C-3-8 ro C..J..C. 

1 . I '.l\ifJ.1Slc)11 9t a Gr oc;c ;v S t,;1 e ,i.p tlie PU D 
The ANC sh~rl:!S rh,:: c1:Jm.:1:irns expres~c! by Zoning Comrni~":Sioners .ii its Ml:ly 12u• sessiu11, a,ltJ (1rn!~ !!1~ 
appliclilnt's 1espori~1~ enlifciy inadeqmne - nim.l typically rmrespor,sivo - lo the i;omnnmify'1,; ,;;hutt .;ind !:.>n;: 
lerm need tor~ oonlim1our. e.nd Hdttquate levi?I or grocery and oth"' retail :sarvl,~es. Thtl appficc111! f,.1il,::1 Jo 
aadress r:oncerm; brought for.-.:ard :-tiga1ding interim parking, pedesfri:.n, and vehicular acce!'i;-.; lt.1 Iii::· 1.,·tJJH·:q; 

S::d(}W~Y. Ar. l111porJ,i11tly, th~rcwm:: n,:, ;espone-.e as 1a hor11 the·PUD l/"Jl")l1ld incnrpor.:i1tl into th,-: k,!1!,j ,!":n:·; 
..::c:;i-;:· 1 ~pi:u.:t, th:il ,,,.;,i~ ci;;.rn !y buili 7(:, ~cco,·,,;i'1ticlc11~ ;:i gm-::~r)' r;iure f)( 1he same or f.ii'l:'aku ~;q:.mr,., .,o,;':.,:-:1-' 
~··tt ~:::i.-:.ily oc,:assih!.-, l!i '1t,hiculsr :=inCJ P!3:r!estnan Int.fie, and be abre to expand 11s the S'areway hai; 1es11fi,:d it 
·,1,1si't,:1. 1<.l dci. 

,!:.. ru.m-binding anc.i vague promise to" ... use reasonru,le effo11s to lecl$e the spc1ce fur groc:ery store ui,;e'° i::; 
unacceptable to the ANC. Furthem1ore, the 'escape clall{;e' ''should another grocery stor.=; be built within a 
rnili;'l r1nd a hatf o< tlle r~rope,iy" is fra11gh'! i,vith lssur-:s. Whlle a specialty food sit:,re 'f>ur,h as a irttders Joas t 
c,r a ll!hlO/e FOOds :'\t1.;:n"(etv10uld be a welcome addition to the commui1ity. many residents inciudin g o·.11 
S?.'!ni.:;;, h,111dic~ppvd E.n:l lov~ in·:;orrn: pt.:pt:lalions reiy on ~ 1raditicm.::.l full service gro<.;e1y ~.tore fm ~si,·:n:i..-,l 
hntJ~;s~holci hern~ 11,)f pn)•,f-oP.d by a c;;ie-:;i:;ilty·~tor~. When the CVS tea11;e expires in W08, 1his mmmunify 
r:~Juld :,e put,~! f)rM·i, riF:~ ~)f 1oi;ln9 ecP~r.s to lis moot basic and es.o;.ential nee<fa. 

Z f;espnnslbility tP ~t,~ir:i1a1n th~ Pllbllr; Pa;k [:!orth orth~ ?~open1 
1 Givi7n that !he applicant hae Cf!IIP.d wh}U would remain of the park if 4 h Street were 10 be cui thmugh if ~J 

1.·ul11ic amenity, 1ho::: ierm Nuseful life oi the PUD projec!'' is h;:irdly reassuring. It s~JOlJld Hlso bij 1loterJ li1a! !her 
applicanr's curren: management af the proJ)erty Includes replacing a large v.Jinc:ow thm thf'it own S(:!i~Wity 
w~i1t!Jtol<1= {IYy dri,,ing mil\ \t 'Nttt1 a golf curt) ·,l'Jith ply,r.ood torv1Jeel<s. Clearly. It ,snot in ihe :ntm~t'l :;,: n,~ 
commi.l111ty tv tr~msfor co,n;ol of the ;Ji operty to the applicant under aliit m~rter -'Jr right 01 futw .\J PUO ~.;en,n,,, 
urili! thuy can denio1:$lrat,, ~m abiliiy tc., rn;-1ir.taln thei, ovm properly at acC'.eptat;le stand~11,ls. 
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ANC 60 Report re: Case No. 02-38 June 2, 2003 

3 ~Q!lg Staqe AP91ications Timetable 
It remains the opinion of the .A.NC thet the extended tlmetable - whether the first tvvo second stage 
.;ipplicatlom:; are r.On$olidaled or not - wili signilicanily erode the quality of life of the fourteen thou~nd 
people represe11ted r:y .ANC 60. The noise, traffic and environmental impacts elone of the estimated t'hei1tv 
or ITlore years of constructio11 will drive out ner.irby resider.ts, Impact their property values. ,md drastic~111y a:,,! 
pc:!rmanenUy darnc190 the falbrio of cidjacent neighborhoods. Both the timetable and the sc;ope of lt,ci p:q;,i,;! 
under the rct1UC:Y.>tt3d v~1i11ei'S 1:1rid 1:1:1ri.i!nc:es tho PUD. especially v,11en considered in lhu c.outexl or oll 1~r 
proje1.\ted large sc.1h"· t;cnslruotion projects nea1by, remain significant rea$01lS for the ANC's oppos1lior, t.; lt.i~ 
PUD. . 

4. S.Nill.~ing o.f.B~kiflr.!lliJL~nd ~m!mrciaL~@m!ll§ 
Th1:1 ANC hes pro11iCi!.~ly swted its boliei tl~t the COfOmunity and 11lE: city would be beller ~ann~<.! l>y 
hr.-,r-trieni11g tl)e:: t:1·:< ~~_,r,i:: t!"irough the cnnstrt:r:lion of rosidential units rathe1 th::lll offic,e S()?..ce, i,, criVt: :hrJ 
,d,til :nar!<et for0>:~ di~.nu$r.£(.I by !he O:ti<:e ot Pla11ning in its report in vJcl'j'3 thnl v.rc.,uld bc,1e:W th,·: l,~:·:.: 
community. \Mtholil queslio11. the comrnunr.y would prefer i:i PUD with 1-1 s1ro;1~! ~esi&ii"rtial componE~n1. ::1 

more fi:iasible scal•i thut wouid t'tllow for a re::isonable timetab~. and a Town c,~ntor- not offir:e cornplP.x · 
fncus. 

5. l)_n~~U~~gJs!I.!~ 
ANC SD u11d0rst~nrn. fr-.:>111 the its Secretary's r~porl on the March 12"' ~ession of the Zoning Commission 
tha1 L~ddlttona! cnnc~rl1"f, ancl qur.1::1t1ons w~re brought forward by Zoning Corrunissloner~ that v11ere ~liher no1 
adt!rossad or not even mentionftd in ihe applicanfs response. The ANC obje~d to fhe PUO ba.-..ed 011 many 
c,i !hr.is~ same conclitrn~. iricludhtfJ lhe ,)wtr31l unbaf:=mcedfrade-off between df:veloper9..alns and cv1rn111.:nilv 
;;ecds, the amour,! and 1ypa of ;etail space, the need to create a true.Town Cer1ter, and oonc,-:irns o·Jai li;u 
l~~k ?! pu_blic arn:nities ?al~ed for by the ~NC su~h as con~~uction and Ion~ term job opportunities. Ttt~ 
A1JCs March 14 sub1111ss,on was explicrl in stating the minimum expec1atron:3 of the commLini!y i111,;.:ya1J 
to pi.1blic amenities. community involvement and jobs. 

B) Response to the appliaint's proposed Z..Q!!.t1J9.....Cornmis~ion Order 

Allor nlviuwing !he applican!'i; pro?Josed Z<.t11!t1g Commissioa Order No 02 38 ANC 60 J" -
11 'findiric·- or lac.fas w II~ r· . ed d . . . - I r !~clgrecc.; WI I ilU!rlCllJtlS 

iO be :,~oneous or lfO~uL!t~~i:;:rA, ec,sions. Following are specifics from the aµplicr.mf's proposal lhrt! './Ji! tmd 
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ANC 60 Report re: Case No. 02-38 June 2, 2003 

Whil(: Section 29, p<.mJ9;apl1s e·i. of E.Y12J&..ScrJQfi!§_Q[lije PUD is otearly \l'Jl"itlen lo f)Ut the PUD in lhe ino$t 
favoral.Jle light. !her~ 1:1re numerous statements presentetj that are clearly only the a1:>plicclnt's opinion. They 
inr:lude !ho st~tia.mant that the existing building will deteriorate end caut.e bligl'lt in the surrounding 
neighborhoods !f thC:1 PUD is not approveid. vme11 iu fa,ct it is the a13pli<:-,;1nt'$ current lack or propor 
maintenance, inability to reach ::in :.1greament to ~xpand or extend Safeway·s lease, and rlec:islon to ptJI othttr 
rneroh,mts on monll1~10-inor1th leasfls that are the major factors in the cur,en: rleterinratlon of the Mall. Th,1 
appl!c-dn1 states tht-1t 111~ rP.openi:!cl 41h Street will be safer for ped~trians. That esse11ion flies ln th~ fuc<·, ni 
reality. No vehi,;ular ,0;1dw~y c.u1 he as safe for t~destrians as a pedestrian vw'cllkv,ay. The opplio.~nl ail>O 
$late$; th0t there wili be !'IC: adversB effect on the neighborhood but foils to mention the twenty or mom y,wm 
of construction, and thR reduction In relclil square footage from v-Alen the existing fotf,,en; wara occupi~d. 11or 
ir:. there an explanr.1iior1 of hov, less reto1il $pac:e ,,viii be able, to accommodat~ more office workel'$ and the 
r>?.Sklents of 400 more a1>artmenlS . 

.Seciiori 33, the R.~fl?!.t .. Qf M:d~~~.lQQrhood QQ!ll'l!i§sion 6..Q only f ncluooo cc,ncl1rn!; brouoht f<,1 II', ii~ ~h.:: 
i!'iitiai report. and ta.ls le ;;ddress other ccncems and additional information pr~ell'ldc! in l;1ttif t,.;sii111:1ny i."t:h'! 

ihei ANC's Aprl! 1.4:t: rc-porl - copies of which we;e sc,ntto the ;:,pplicanl. 

Section 34, .To§t!monv !1)..§1.!.QQQ.r.l docs not mention that virtually all citizens testifying in support of the PUD 
also expressed some or all of the concems brought foiward by the MIC and community residents teslifyi119 
in opposition. 

Under Conclusioll£ of ~,i. ANC SD trusts that the Zoning Commission will rely on D.C. CorporatiOn Cou11sel 
and its (]-l'Jn good judgment to detel'mine !he laok of validity of the purported facts that the Ccndu$iO[!i..91 L::lw 
~re based on. The .~NC disagrees wiih all the conclusions as regards the Issues brought forvvard in Section 
: . p:::r ag, aphs u-c·i. 

6;ased M the above errors of fact, the conclusions based un those errots ~nd assumµHons. anci the rerx:,11s -~iid 
te11,1imony p1 ovidod b',t ANC 60 Lo 1he Zo.niny Commission expressing the will of the community, wo bellcve lhc 
prop<J!Sec.l QeQ.!iQ.u~. ,wee as amended on 1\.11.iy 23rd by the "pplicc111t. should be dis, egarded. 

C) Coriclusion 

~~51'''.: :.~\.lm~ccus ~nd rr.oent .r.:ffe~s ir6m the ANC to meet Elnd discuss the PUD. the npplief!nt has klilvd to ro1;poncl 
···!~-ne ··1 ... ingle me~tmg ~~Id pnor to 1he ~ehrl1ary 13"1 ~o.ning Commissic,n hearing. As ANC Ch.:iir AhmerJ A~;salmrn 
s:"'t~I 11~ t~;- ANC s testwnony !h.at evenu,9,. the ANC rs ··committed to improvii,g lhe quality ,,r lif~ fur tha Ol'.n;:ile vJ~: 
;;~;;;~~{: and v-1e l1re ready, vu,lbng. and ab1e to work with the deveiopers, citizens anc: other stakeholders t<~ ;wt,i~v~ 

13.~:.t41~-~ thc1 ,1pplir:::i111 h::it; fetilAd 10 •neet o·· ad,Jress co 1l · 
PlF1i1'~ ,~.,u tr:, "~n~ura h!win&S.~es ~··i'I ce;.·i~e th d.mm,u1 ty ~onc7rms. failed to comply with lhe Comprehensive 
11ic1hili!:• of i1$ plans 'in i:my :-~~>~ that j~~uttffl> va reql~~:~n!,:s:.'~::~r nelghbor~oocJ;• failed to demori$kate the 
groor:-r:,i service. and failed tc provide equit.>ble putill an .. en t,metabl~, faded to ensure the continuance ct 
re(1uesrs that you deny approwd of the PUD. c amemties as called for rn the PUD process, ANC 6D finnly 

Sinc:orn!y. 

~;,.As.no~ 
Com1~1issionar Ahmed ~""''a,,...., 
~a.. • -·"-" ,.,,,,am,1;.)11. Advisory Neighh'"·~hood C I I 

VI omrn ss on SD 




