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May 36™, 2003

Chaii rison Carol J, Mitten

DC Zannig Commission

441 4" Sireet, NW - Suite 210 Sruih
Waslington, DC 20007

ANC B2 Supgiemental Repott re: Case No. 02-38. this Southwiest Walerdrom PUD Anpiication

Lot

Advisery Nelghtiorhicod A0Eye St SN - Vahingion, DC 20024

ANC Ofiice; 202 §54-1785
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Dear CThalrperson Mitten and Zoning Cormmission Maimbers:

At & duly noliced public meeting on May 20, 2003, Advisory Neighborhond Comimission 6D voted 5-1 (one

<

Commissioner was absent; 1w foimally approve the submission of this report 1o the Zoning Cammission as addition=!
and suppiemenial information o its earller reports and testimony. The ANC has seven Comimissioners, and fowr
Comimssianes comptise & quonin,

s A~ '\ofﬂ;:‘i

ANC 6D recelved copios of the applizant's filings 10 the Zoning Comrnission ai §:42pm on Fiday, May 20, 2
Based on Ihe Inadequale responses in those submissions, and the unsubstantiatet and spurious “lindings of

PO

fact” in

tha applicant's proposed Zoning Commission Order, the ANC remains adamantly ang unequivocaliy

oppased o the PUD and the application for tex! and map amendments to rezone the site from C-3-B 1o C-3-C.

A) Respanse to the appiicares Rost Muy 12 Heariny Submissions

1.

3

otisiq
ST e

¢
3

)

G 0
SHEWLOY

U‘§ﬁi‘ SR

[a¥ )

Inglusion ot a Grogery State in ihe PUD
The ANC shites the cuneemns exprassed by Zoning Commissioners of its May 12% session, and finds the
applicant's 1esponss enfirely inadenuaie - and typically uimespousive — 1o the vommunity's shorl and bang
term need for 1 conlinuous and adequate level of grocery and other retail services. The applivant fuil] 1o
address concerns broughl forward regaiding interim parking, pedesirian, and vehicular access lu b vy
Salewsay. As Imporfantly, there was no responsge as 1o how the PUD wnuld incorporale into th ey wons
giesty apae that v chanly buill io scoammodale 2 grocery siore of the same or greatar e s fantugs

sily acoesehls o vehicliar and pedastnan irefic, and be able 10 expand as the Saraway has testificdd it

vagies W da,

4 nen-binding and vague pramise fo .. .use reasonable efforis lo lease the space for grocery slore 1se” is
unacceptabile io the ANC. Furthermoars, the ‘escapa clause’ “shauld another grocsry stores be built within a
mile and 2 half of the property” is fraught with Issues. While a speclalty food sivre such as a Tradsrs Joas
o @ Whole Fooos Marvatwould be a welcome addition to the community, many residents inciuding o
sanivs , handicapped an:l fow inzome: populations rely on a traditional full servibe grocery store for eesrniiol
household tems Mot piwitedd by a spesialty store. When the CVS lease expires in 2008, this community
ceniled De put al grest sk of 108ing acorss to fis most basic and essential needs.

Responsibility to Maintain the Public Park Norih of the Propery
Given that (he applicant hag called what would remain of the park if 4™ Street were to be cui thmugh il 4
Lublic amenity, the ierm “useful ife of the PUD project” is hardly reassuring. It should also be noted inhal he
applicant’s curren: management of the property includes replacing a large wincow that ihelr own securily
bl broks iby diiving win it uith a golf carly with plywood for weeks. Cleardy, Ris ot in the mlirsel i the
coimrunity io transfer contia! of the pioperty to the applicant under any matter of right o: futu: » PUR sueiati.
unilll they can demonstiate an ability lo rmaintaln their own properly at acceptakle standaicls,
ZONING COMMISSION
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3 Second Stage Applications Timstable
It remains the opinion of the ANC that the extended limetable - whether the first fwo second stage
applications are consolidated or nat - wili significanily erade the quality of life of the fourieen thousand
pecpie represented by ANC 6D. The noise, traffic and envirenmental impacts glone of the eslimated trenty
or more years of construction will drive oul nearby residents, impact their property values, and drastically a:!
permanently darmaye the fabric of adjacent neighbortioods. Both the limetable and the scope of the propou!
under the requested waivers ahd vanances the PUD, especially wiver: considerad in the coutext of oilwr
projectat large scal uensiiiotion projects nearby, remain significant reasans for the ANC's opposition 1 this

PUD.

4. Seguencing of Residertial and Commercial Componepts
The ANC has proviously stated its beliel that the sommunity sind the city would be beller senved by

brmrdening the tax an: hrough the construction of residential units rather than offics space, fo drive: thr
raladt market foroes discusned by the Office of Planning in its report in viays thid weuld benefil the o
comimunily. Withaut quastion, the community would prefer a PUD with » siraig residaitial componen!, a

mone inasible scal that wouid allov far a reasonable limetable, and a Town Cantar -~ not office complex -

fncus.

5. Unaddiessed !ssies
ANC 8D undearstands from the ils Secretary's report on the March 12" session of the Zoning Cominission

thal additional concsrrs and quastions were brought fornward by Zoning Commissieners that wers either ot
addrossed or nol even mentioned in the applicant's response. The ANC objectd to the PUD based an many
of hose same concemns. including the avarali unbalanced trade-off hetwesn develnpar galns and commirily
needs, the amount and typa of retail space, the need to create a true. Tawn Cenier, and concains ovsi o
lack of public amv?nities called for by the ANC such as construction and long term jobs opporunities. Tha
ANC's March 14" submission was exglicil In stating the minimum expeclations of the communily in 1egar!

to public amenities. community involvement and jobs.

8) Response to the applicont's Proposed Zaning Comimission Qrder

»:f:::r ‘:’uvz};mg the appl’ica:jli"s proposed 20{1!(:9 Cummission Order No. 02-38, ANC 6D disagiecs with numeiuus
! 48 of facl as well &s lie proposed decisians. Following are specifics fram the applicant's proposal that we tind
i be erroneous or unsubstantiated. o e

In Sectinon 3 of Thi: Appili i alig i ;

feol of the ;,Sbjg.’;;‘c: ’:,h.:ai Gl‘l: Pd‘h s and Hearing the applicant stales thal all praperly cenors vaiiis 200
siwlec that they i ’i’)v W roceied aafice In the mall. The reaity -is that reany fown home ovras i
stalec ihat they did not iecoive nolice. No menti i ; . i
Loaporalive Hemes vwas ingde in Seclion 5, on of the denial of Parly stalits 1o e Tieu kil

The applicant status in Secfi
. setion 12 of The Site-that a It
el Hal willt g @ SurT —18. 2lie-Ihat a farye number of office employees vill sid in « i
- rc;;ons i :;g;ﬁ:;;u}: .{o?niing comp Lnity. The ANC vehemently disagregls Lf:sﬁls" ::s::: o
hoursands of ssmo ﬁc;l‘.gj ronsgientlly demonstrated that the combination of limited ret i.s..ntmné fm‘f
Secfion 16. the: applicant fai‘l. 1°“§f1$ villl in fact have @ negative impact on co-nmuri‘s; orie f;‘:;o?m?c !d n
- Ther applicar s 10 address the sedf i a 5t nd the SW Wateron:
devalopment that will in! p proposed expansion of Arena Stags ;
will inclucle the clasing of Water Straet and the eliminaiion]go\t’l? (gfbm' ?n:t'rg;? SaV;.:’ o
-SHee! parking mn ihe
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In Seotion 22 ¢ {
i - Cr Ihq _Fd Pf H oo .

te buik to the minimdl—umn T ;n-.‘ applicaut refers o ‘wide sidevealks” when they a1 i

Public Space Permit for 1. ? Ypical urban siderralks, and ey not o > BISY alg in fact sropygec w©

public amenity” vl in fa';fe; .S-L,F.k | 3 silevmlic cafes. Saction 23 o, .-.’lheomm 0 the raquirevenjs of -

Slora Section 28 ciio tha - e P2 00 8122 1hat vill have  negat.g i PEOIS Fiint o majes

INPACS Would be lase oo DEPATMENE of Transpariali 9 iMpact on secess 1 - 1
8ss under the PUD than 3 Matisr-of. r; r;‘ ton studv a5 findine: o S potery

<olrighf scenar; i

e Anfieine o fraff,

hat ’nc'wtt';‘l- '0""'£'h' 119 i S N a3 IS TP,
, 2 SCehayio is based cn t i rezlig C plen: : o “;- T I ™
. u]‘ " t) ill ,-,” ' ' , \.eJ Cﬂ h')e emlfe‘y LR’( e?‘ 3l ey a . "!
Ouls 26 D e ,D.)!} 50 r) 1 + A=) LDt . DAL AR E | P
p h ) ol ‘aﬂenge tn ‘ (a ba{;ld o c:‘l.,pt i-: LN t S.. o0 ¥ T ]
enie ve om that ar; unt ci retai Spece h e

B2



86/82/2883 11. 5@ 2026181092 C
MS

PAGE 81

ANC 8D Repott re: Case No, 02-38 June 2, 2003

While Section 29, puarayrapts a-i, of Public Senefits of the PUD is clearly waitien lo put the PUD in the nost
favorable light, there are numerous stalements presented that are olearly only the applicant’s opinion. They
include tho siatement that the existing building will deteriorate and cause blight in the surrounding
neighborhoods i the PUD is nol approved, when in fact it is the applicant's curent lack of prope
maintenance, inability te reach an agreement to expand or extend Safeway’s lease, and decislon 1o put other
merchants on monlh-io-manth leases that are the major factors in the curren: deteriaration of the Mall. The
applicant states that the reopenad 4™ Sireet will be safer for pedestiians. That assertion flies in the face ni
reality. No vehicular roadway can be as safe for pedestrians as a pedestrian walkvray. The applicant aise
states that there wili be nt adverse effect on the neighborhoad hut fails to mention the twenty or more yaurs
of construction, and the reduction In relail square fontageé from when the exisling fowers ware ocoupisd, nor
is thete an explanaiion of how less retail space will be able to accommodate more office workers and the
resklents of 400 more apartments.

Seciion 33, the Repoxt of Advisery Neighborheod Commission 6D only includas concemns brought forlt: i the
initiai report, and fails 1o addiess other cencerns and addilionat information prasentsd in kaler testinony il
the ANC's Aprll 14 repon - coples of which were sent to the applicant.

Seetion 34, Testimony &3 Supporl does not mantion that vifually all citizens testifying in support of the PUD
also expressed some of all of the concems brought forward by the ANC and community residents teslifying
in opposition.

Under Conclusions of Law, ANC 8D tfrusts that the Zaning Commission will rely on D.C. Corporation Counsel
and its own good judgment to determine the lack of validily of the purported facts that the Conclusions af bavs
&re based on. The ANC disagrees vith all the conclusions as regards the issues brought forward in Section

i. peragiaphs u-a.

Bas.ed on the above errors of (acl, the conclusions based uh those errors and assumipticns, and the repons wind
testimony pluyifJed by ANC 6D 1o the Zoning Commission expressing the will of the cornmunity, we belicve fhe
propesed Dedisions, ever: as amendsd on May 23rd by the wpplicant, should be disiegarded.

C) Conclusion

i},omm :.‘:'Jmﬂf(‘.us and racent.cﬂ'ers from the AMC to meet and discuss the PUD. the npplicant has failed to rospond
"‘:‘_‘?e;". single meeting held prior fo the Fehruary 13" Zaning Commission hearing. As ANC Chair Ahmer! Sxsalaam
sratedt in the ANC's testimony that evening, the ANC is ‘committer to improving the quality of lits for the penple vie

reprasent, and we are rea il ‘ i i i : :
it o dy, willing, and able 1o wark with the deveiopers, citizens anc other stakeholders &> achieve

Mauae the Apnhi iled H P
g::n': ; :, .e:: : A p:!’:;?nﬁt 1;?2_,'&11&6. i.o ..'rff.-et o address community concerns, failed to comply wilth the Comprenensive
-.-iahili‘f\ruo ! i!slbta;;s.;'i rr,cm. .’n.'.'»fzes:qes -mlllssrwce the ad}qani residential nelghborhood," failed ta demonsiraie the
) I any vy that justifies a request-for an extended timetable, failed to ensure (he conti;uance of

grocery gervice, and failed fo providd equitaly j iti i
Totueck tha you dom acn 10 proide gﬁ' g.-) lo putific amenities as callsd for in the PUD process, ANC 6D fimly

Sinceraty,

ml.beg : Lss_z)w

Eommissim 1¥r Ahmed Assalaam
Chaimian. Advisory Neighigrhnad Cammission sD





