
Gene Solon Testimony on Case 02-38, Waterside Mall (Waterfront), March 31, 2003 

Good evening. This is Gene Solon, trying to get an 8-part reality check done in 3 minutes. 

1. Misleading OP Testimony 
a. Unlike Mr. Altman's February selective history presentation, and his edited Comprehensive 
Plan text, my Exhibits 1 and 2 are complete - and they show that a mockery was made of our 
mayor's NAI stress on true community consultation, that "high rents and poor marketing" hurt 
Waterside Mall, and that, contrary to Mr. Altman's, Ms. Ambrose's and others' rep~ted hokum 
(exposed early by Gottlieb Simon and me), the Comprehensive Plan does not require a 
roadway cut-through I b. Exhibits 3 and 4 show that the Altman-cited 2001 MOU is non­
binding, and that its cosigning without notice to our ANC flouts the D.C. Home Rule Act! 

2. "Trends" 
a. Sneering at the '60's fails to hide that the applicants first planned no roadway, and that 
applicant Forest City recently advertised "The More Malls The Merrier!" and boasted of its newly 
built, and other glass-roofed, no-roadway U.S. malls! (See Exhibits 5, 6 and 7.) Forest City's 
Ballston Common, Mills Corp. profitable new malls, and Pentagon Row, Santa Monica and new 
and planned centers worldwide show why experts like Patrick Siegman rightly say "Most 
pedestrian malls have succeeded." and, "pedestrian malls can be a fine urban planning 
strategy." b. Old 4th St. failed! Bowie cut-through and Bethesda disappointments have 
surfaced! Failure has many intrinsic and exogenous causes. c. Prerequisite, full, site-specific 
analysis was not done here I A claimed back-to-the-streets "trend" itseH hasn't been 
scientifically analyzed, or even proven to exist! d. Recently, on other projects, council­
member Mendelson said 'The last thing we need is more roads." "Our city is already congested 
as it is." and Benjamin Forgey wrote " ... the insistence that the site be broken up into traditional 
urban blocks ... could exercise a significant drag on architectural and urban design innovation" 
(and) "to divide this acreage into conventional urban blocks may not be the most imaginative ... 
way to establish historic vistas and to tie this development to the surrounding city." 

3. The Community 
a. South'Nesters have rightly chastised Mr. Altman for his 17 month display of maps already 
showing the roadway~ for his repetition of the falsehood that our community had accepted the 
ULl-hired panel's roadway idea; and for his broken promises to show alternatives. b. At two key 
community meetings, only one Southwester, all told, indicated acceptance of the hi­
risers at 4th and M Sts.l d. Please respect: the strong anti-PUD ANC vote, Safeway's anti-
P UD position, the strong anti-PUD result of a (flawed) survey, a strong Harbour Squate 
residents' anti-PUD stance* - and the over 700 names on an anti-PUD petition (Exhibit 8) 
signed by a SWNA board majority, including Greenleafs Tracey Hooks! The developers' 5 .aa,,--ia 

Thanksgiving event may have had a tiny effect, but our community has held strong in the tacii 
their well financed, misleading campaign. *(See Exhibit 9 on Harbour Square board confusiorf 

j 
4. Configuration -,. 
a. Instead of long sought renovation, we got a radical neighborhood character changer, anot~·. 
Crystal City! b. Exhibits 10 and 11 prove there are at least two evolutionary TEA-21 · 1 
fundable alternatives that preserve the ability of children, seniors and the handicapped to 
move from store to store without having to cross a new traffic stream! Such alternatives 
-- providing more people-facing store frontage and more close-in surface parking - cost 
less, and can be built more quickly, with less community disruption! c. Security data show 
that the existing walkways, so easy to light and patrol, are the safest part of the site! In contrast, 
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the PUD has crime-attracting nooks, crannies and "private roads." "Back to the streets?" Street 
crime and open-air drug markets are realities! Streets provide more get-away routes! d. Please 
don't sacrifice our safety and convenience for PUD mirages -- like a so-called piaza that sits 
on key pedestrian circulation paths, and is so vulnerable to vandalism! Don't accept trinkets of 
dubious value and durability in exchange for insidious zoning concessions that help 
embed both brutal over-development, and a merit-less, problem-producing roadway! 
Don't make us give up so much, for nothing at all justifiable! e. OP's old absurd claim that 
car riders can't easily visit places south of the mall, something they've always done, is even 
more absurd now - the PUD group has, at last, accepted our idea to enhance overlooked close­
in, north-south connector roads. They should now give back the safe, convenient walkways 
a roadway cut-through would take away from usl 

5.Tenancy 
Mr. Altman did not responsibly answer Ms. Mitten on office and retail mix. Nor did the 
applicants. They very belatedly admitted to the community that they Y10uld provide no more 
retail space than is now available, and that market forces, 'M>U!d determine the retail mix. They 
openly courted government agencies HSA and TSA. We rightly fear that commuter-serving 
retailers will leave us with an evening and weekend dead zone. 

6. Density 
a. On Altman's February "boulevards" bunkum: Many cities have wide boulevards flanked by 
low buildings - and the PUD high-risers would lie along a 4th St. canyon as well as an M St. 
"boulevard"! b. Please keep current height controls on this PUD! Southwesters face three 
planned 12-story buildings between our homes and our waterfront-yet the PUD backers, 
blaming the width of the planned roadway, ask you to permit four additional hi-risers to be built 
nearby! That's not humane development, that's brutal, over-developmentl Pity drivers seeking 
parking spaces, or trying to enter rush hour traffic flows! 

7. Traffic 
a. The way-late "traffic study'' has earned wide disrespect - only 4 Southwesters attended the 
final DDOT community meeting. (Please see Exhibit 12, and ask about totally ignored study 
requests, stop signs, queues, inadequate parking space, and faux-brick asphalt and other frilly 
"traffic calmingn patter.) b. After 17 months of PUD backers' confused replies to queries about 
the roadway's purpose, DDOT's Ken Laden limply replied that the roadway is "a given." 
c. DDOT admits that the planned cut-through means less safety for shoppers and that it will 
be an inducement for drive-through commuter traffic that will exacerbate existing 4th St 
rush hour gridlock. d. OP and DDOT have not taken the initiative to divert Buzzard Point, 
S.E. Federal Center and other traffic from our residential streets. (I have. Please inquire.) 

8. Reality 
a. Chairperson Mitten was right - lines on drawings can blur hard reality! In reality, the PUD 
would aggravate existing safety, mobility, divisiveness and other problems, and add more! 
b. We need a new, low-rise, true town center that retains our walkways, and that is attractive 
enough for folks to come to, not just drive through! c. Such a project Y10uld bring ample income 
to the applicants and our city. • Commissioners, you've already granted the applicants a 
concession. Please don't grant them any more until the roadway cut-through plan is withdr8VJ11, 
and a more humane, reality-based PUD is proposed, one that honestly brings real benefit to 
our community! Thank you. 



NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING: HOW NOT TO DO IT 
The Waterside Mall Mockery of The Neighborhood Action Initiative and the D.C. Home Rule Act. 
- by Gene Solon 

Here are easy-to-follow, three-step instructions on how not to do neighborhood planning for a 
nation's capital: First, ceremoniously launch a Neighborhood Action Initiative program that 
loudly champions the thorough involvement of residents in the development of their 
neighborhoods. Second, get naive folks like me excited enough to attend workshops, 
walkarounds and other events all over the city at which we spend hours trying hard to make 
resident involvement effective, and make development both remunerative - and humane. Third, 
when you get to near-Southwest O.C., forget all about steps one and two, and, in fact, do 
everything you can to violate the essence of Mayor Williams' Neighborhood Action Initiative -
and Section 738 (d) of the D.C. Home Rule Act. 

Many Southwest community residents, I included, had been trying for many years to get the 
uncooperative managers of Waterside Mall to thoroughly reconstruct the place they had allowed 
to become drab into a community-approved, attractive new mall/office/residence complex, and 
to market and manage the new entity more conscientiously than before. Two central events 
occurred: First, for some $150,000 raised by our community, the Urban Land Institute (Ull) 
issued a 1998 report listing recommendations a group of temporarily-convened planning 
consultants made, the most controversial of which was that a roadway be cut through the center 
of Waterside Mall (completely encircling our Waterfront Metro station, no less!). Second, the 
federal government warned that, when long-term tenant EPA moved elsewhere, it would provide 
no new federal tenants until massive renovation took place - and the Mall managers hired 
planners arid then began to invite Southwesters to peek at their renovation plans. Plans 
exhibited in early and late 2000 contained no provision for the controversial roadway. After all, 
many Southwesters wanted renovation that would preseNe the pedestrians-only character of 
their shopping center. 

Although we Southwesters tried mightily, we failed to extract any further significant information 
on Mall renovation for about a year. D.C. Office of Planning officials would tell us only that 
"sensitive negotiations are taking place." There was not one mention of plans for a roadway. 

Suddenly, in October 2001, at a meeting chaired by former So\Jthwest councilmember Jack 
Evans, he, developers, and the Office of Planning imposed up~m us Southwesters a plan, a plan 
they called 'Waterfront," a plan featuring a roadway cutting through the center of our shopping 
center. They celebrated "the reopening of 4th Street" - a street "closed," with no ill effect, for 
some 40 years! When Evans was asked what had happened in the year between late 2000 and 
October 2001, he stated that he, Evans, in a close call, had deeided that a roadway was what 
Southwesters needed. A decision for roadway construction haq been made without any traffic 
study. A baseless h4nch had become a fait accompli. A dubious legacy had been left Sol!Ulwest 
D.C. by a redistricted councilmember. Community participation indeed! Neighborhood Action 
Initiative indeed! 

No one at the meetin~ of October 2001 mentioned the pivotal f~ct I discovered by accident in 
May of this year, over $ix months after the unveiling of the roadway pr~ject: On September 29, 
2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) providing for the 4th Street cut-through had 
been cosigned by members of the development team and the Office of the Deputy Mayor for 
Planning and Economic Development. The Southwest community, including our Advisory 
Neighborhood Commission (ANC) and our traditional civic organization, the Southwest 
Neighborhood Assembly (SWNA), had been kept completely in the dark about the 



contemplation, crafting and execution of this key document. What an old-style, top-down 
process - a process that violated Section 738 (d) of the D.C. Home Rule Act, which requires 
"timely notice" to ANC's! And that's not alt- the behavior of developers, planners and D.C. 
officials has continued to be egregious from the fall of 2000 to the present, as you will see. 

But, first, councilmember Evans' close call for the roadway cut-through was the wrong call - the 
product of the flawed process is as flawed as the process itself. Here's the scoop (not revealed 
in detail to us Southwesters until May of this year): The proposed project includes eight high-rise 
buildings, at least one130 feet (12 stories) high. (The Zoning Commission has already 
tentatively granted the developers' request that they be considered just one building!) Waivers 
of standard D.C. height regulations will be required. Except for one, they would be government 
office buildings. Only the last to be built would be a residential apartment complex. The 
buildings would loom over a school and two churches. They would form what some have called 
canyon walls through which 4th Street would cut Many erstwhile trusting Southwesters have 
rebelled against what they now see as a Crystal City, Virginia, clone- lifeless during evenings 
and weekends - planted in their residential community. 

These trusting folks had been inundated with nonsense they heard from Office of Planning 
Director Andrew Altman and others throughout the top-down process, nonsense about 
roadways being the antidote to unworkable "1960's malls" -nonsense Altman kept repeating, 
even after many had reminded him that his proposed 4th Street ribbon would be a dead-ended 
"Road To Nowhere," even after I gave him a booklet showing that malls for pedestrians are 
flourishing all over the world (including here in D.C.), and even after I confronted him, on a Kojo 
Nnamdi radio show, with the fact that at the very time he and the developers were chanting that 
a well-designed, well-lighted, beautiful glass-roofed mall with mass-transit nodes like ours "won't 
work" - one of the Waterside Mall development firms was building, and buying, and 
successfully operating just such malls in California, Georgia, Kansas, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia (in nearby Arlington), West Virginia and elsewhere! Altman's behavior - promising 
Southwesters plans alt_emative to a roadway plan, then showing up this past April Fools Day 
with no such promised plans, then repeating his baseless themes, then assuring us there's no 
•done dear - has been a distressing part of the process, to put it mildly. 

Southwesters are puzzled and disappointed that their new councilmember, Sharon Ambrose, 
has parroted the Altman lines, but they no longer succumb to fear of the •dark, dangerous 
walkway• fantasy (well-planned walkways, of course, are studiou,ly well lighted), the lure of the 
•magic motorcar" fanta,y (as though cars only bring light and salvation, and not booming 
stereos, and drugs, an~ guns) and the lure of the outdoor cafe fcpntasy. (Outdoor cafes, of 
course, can exist without a 4th Street roadway cut-through - at the peripheries of a new 
pedestrians-only mall. And, of course, patrons of such cafes must expect the possibility of rain­
diluted soup, gasoline-fl~vored sandwiches, and hit-and-run theft from tables). Southwesters no 
longer believe the falset"lood that the government won't fund a walkway (ifs been officially 
verified that federal fund~ are now, and have long been, availablf! for walkway construction). 
They no longer believe the false allegation that the D.C. Comprehensive Plan requires a 
roadway (it's been proven that the Plan contains no such requirement). They resent Altman's 
stating and repeating his egregious claim that the Southwest community supported a ULI 
recommendation of a roadway (it's been proven that the neither th*' community nor the ULI itself 
endorsed a roadway-the ULI report only says that a group of planpe~ re90mmended one). 
They no longer believe in nostalgic fantasies about the "good old days• ., because long-term 
residents here have remembered aloud that "the good old days• weren't so good after all, with 
sought-for 4th Street shops strung eut, or on the other side of traffic. Southwesters have 



educated themselves. They are tired of astonishingly crude, baseless sales pitches, and they 
are resentful about being strung along while the development process is sped along. 

They expressed their anger about a process they labeled "back.wards" at a July 1st community 
meeting on a shockingly late and surprisingly quick-and-dirty D.C. Department of 
Transportation-proposed traffic study the geographical and conceptual scope of which they 
found incredibly anemic, the duration of which they found too short, and the timing of which they 
pointedly noticed was during this vacation season when commuter and other traffic is much 
lighter than normal. They immediately expressed resentment at the Department's associate 
director's opening remarks, remarks they felt were alarmingly biased toward the roadway 
concept and toward the developers' desire to benefit from high-speed project processing. Later, 
they expressed their shock upon learning that both Southwest waterfront and mall traffic and 
other planning seems uncoordinated (there are three separate traffic studies now planned) such 
that overall "density" and "carrying capacity· questions are dangerously under-addressed. 
Meeting attendees agreed with me that a comprehensive, serious roadway-versus-walkway 
traffic study should be done, with an eye toward diverting already debilitating commuter traffic 
away from residential 4th Street to more commercial thoroughfares like South Capitol Street, 
and that only then should Waterside Mall plans be made. Now, that's logical planning! Our city 
officials should be ashamed of the way planning has been done for the Southwest quadrant of 
our nation's capital. They must overtly show that they are resisting any temptation to milk, willy­
nilly, every square foot of Southwest D.C. turf for absolute maximum profit! 

We have been given no good reason at all for the planned roadway. On the contrary, a roadway 
would encourage traffic to flow through our shopping area while making it more difficult for us to 
shop there. As it happens, thank goodness, the roadway scheme has feeble roots - among 
them a flimsy, easily rescinded MOU, the last section of which states, in capital letters, no less, 
that it is non-binding! The MOU should be rescinded, and the city should encourage the 
developers to go back to the drawing board. Last Earth Day, Southwesters applauded a model I 
constructed to exemplify what a new, profitable, humane shopping/office/residence complex 
might look like. It features the preservation of a pedestrians-only core protectively covered with 
an attractive glass roof, ample close-in parking space, and the utilization of already-existing 
peripheral asphalt lanes to connect M and Eye Streets. The developers, our city government, 
and our local ANC and other leadership should at long last seriously assess the value of a final 
product containing such features. The evaluation process should be one in which the Southwest 
community truly participates. True, thorough, Southwest community involvement has just 
recently produced a beautiful, functional design for a King-Greenleaf public housing area 
recreation/meeting/learning center. Southwesters can be just as successful in helping to 
produce a beautiful, prosperou~ neighborhood-friendly "town center" where Waterside Mall now 
stands - a place that gratifies Qur city officials and our community as well as developers. We 
want to work with planning dir~ctor Altman and others toward that end. We need the D.C. 
government to acknowledge the error of its Southwest planning ways - and to give us 
Southwesters the chance to experience the promise of our mayor's Neighborhood Action 
Initiative. 



THE D.C. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND THE PROPOSED ROADWAY 
CUT-THROUGH OF WATERSIDE MALL 

- Gene Solon, May 9, 2002 

According to the D.C. Office of Planning, "The Home Rule Act required the District 
government to develop a Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan is a general 
policy document that provides overall guidance for future planning and development of 
the city. The first Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1984 and 1985, and it has been 
updated periodically, most recently in 1998 and 1999." 

I and others have revieYJed the D. C. Comprehensive Plan and have found nothing in it 
that calls for a Waterside Mall roadway cut-through. In our opinion, those who have 
been claiming that the proposed roadway is part of the Comprehensive Plan are wrong. 

All we have found in the Comprehensive Plan are noncommittal references to the 
funding of, and publishing of, a report issued by the Urban land Institute (ULI) in 1998, 
a report listing the "recommendations" of a "panel" of planners invited to express their 
opinions on Southwest D.C. development options. Alf but one of the ten panel members 
VJere out-of-towners. Nowhere in the ULI report does it state that the Urban Land 
Institute itself endorses any of the panel's recommendations - in the report's "Executive 
Summary" section on page 14, it is simply stated that "The panel (italics mine) 
recommends a plan that will reintroduce the traditional street grid to the neighborhood 
by reconnecting Fourth Street." 

Likewise, nowhere in the D.C. Comprehensive Plan can we find any endorsement of 
any of the panel's recommendations for a roadway cut-through of Waterside Mall. The 
only roadway-relevant references to Waterside Mall I could find are as follows: 

"1343.2 The Waterside Mall in Southwest has not become a vital commercial center 
due to high rents and poor marketing. The opening of the Metrorail Station may allow 
the mall to operate at least as a multi-neighborhood shopping center." Note the 
reference to Metro, not roadway. 

"1345.1 ... (c) Improve Waterside Mall in South\Yest to ensure that new businesses will 
service the adjacent residential neighborhoods." Note the reference to "residential 
neighborhoods.» An additional roadway would further threaten the residential character 
of our neighborhoods, a residential character already under assault by commuter traffic. 

"1367.3 The Urban Land Institute met with residents and other stakeholders in 1998 
and recommended the following improvements; (a) reuniting the two halves of 4th 
Street by opening up Waterside Mall.ff Note that this is a questionable statement -
because of the word "halves,» and because it appears that it was UL/ - convened 
panelists, not the UL/ itself, who "recommended" improvements. Most importantly, be 
sure to note that this is a neutral, noncommittal statement about an event - it is 
definitely not a Comprehensive Plan endorsement of a roadway cut-through! 



J. The Amendment, 0 Road Reopenmg Agreement and CEA Designation shall be 
conditioned upon the consummatio,~- :f Closing. 

VII. MISCELLANEOUS 

A. A schedule of development milestones for the ODMPED and other District 
Agencies and the Joint Venture to complete the activities contemplated by this 
MOU will be developed and mutually agreed to by the ODMPED and other 
District Agencies and the Joint Venture and will serve as a goal. The parties 
acknowledge that adherence to such schedule is critical to the Joint Venture's 
ability to move forward with the orderly redevelopment of Waterside Mall. 

B. This MOU is composed of this document and Attachments 1 and 2. 

C. Any amendment to this MOU shall be in writing, and by mutual agreement of the 
parties hereto. Any such amendment shall be incorporated as part of this MOU. 

D. NOTWITHSTANDING THE FOREGOING, OR ANYTHING CONTAINED 
HEREIN TO THE CONTRARY, THE PARTIES HERETO AGREE THAT THE 
PROVISIONS OF TiilS MOU DO NOT CREATE A BINDING AGREEMENT 
AND DO NOT CREATE ANY LEGAL RIGHTS IN FAVOR OF THE PARTIES 
HERETO, BUT MERELY SET FORTH AN OUTLINE UPON WHICH 
FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS MAY BE COMMENCED WITH A VIEW 
TOW ARD TIMELY EXECUTION OF FINAL DOCUMENTS, AND THAT 
ANY OF THE TERMS USED IN THIS MOU WILL HA VE THE MEANINGS 
ASCRIBED TO SUCH TERMS ONLY AS THEY APPEAR IN SUCH FINAL 
DOCUMENTS. NO PARTY SHALL BE ENTITLED TO DETRIMENTALLY 
RELY ON THIS MOU. 

[SIGNATURES ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE] 
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Section 738 (d) 

~Jc_,, b 1 ·t 4 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HOME RULE ACT 

In the manner provided by act of the Council, in addition to any other notice required by 
law, timely notice shall be given to each advisory neighborhood commission of 
requested or proposed zoning changes, variances, public improvements, licenses or 
permits of significance to neighborhood planning and development within its 
neighborhood commission area for its review, comment, and rcommendation. 
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Forest City's Commercial _ 
Group, the company's 
largest business unit, 
owns, develops, acquires 
and manages retail, 
office, hotel and mixed­
use projects throughout 
the United States. The 
portfolio includes regional 
malls, specialty retail 
centers, office buildings 
and hotels. 

Forest City Enterprises, 
Inc. interests in the 
properties disclosed in our 
website range from 100°/o 
ownership and 
management to those 
properties where we 
manage and have residual 
ownership interest. 

Throughout the country, 
the Commercial Group is 
considered an innovative 
developer, best known for 
its retail and urban 
centers. Its management 
team has extensive 
experience with and 

. knowledge of the public 
process and has built 
strong public/private 
partnerships, creating 
critical links that enable 

!state .iii 
¢ n:.O, .. 
FEATURED PROJECT 

.J The More Malls 
the Merrier! 

Forest City's 
retail strategy 
focuses on 
growing regions 
of the United 
States where the 
Company pursues 
large-scale 
developments in 
large 
metro pol ita n 
areas and 
underserved 
growth markets. 
During October 
2001, Forest City 
opened three 
retail centers -
Queen Place, 
The Mall at 
Stonecrest and 
The Mall at 
Robinson - and 
acquired The 
Galleria at 
South Bay . 
These four retail 
assets total more 
that $313.3 
million in cost. 
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?2TITION 

\rVe,.·the tmdert>~~:r1e:d :-~slclenl$-;:Of ·s9utht.~~.: D~C~, -~~rong!y fovor tenovatlvn of Wat~rs.ide 
Mall :th~t ~etains it&. pedes'trians-only quality, .oec~"us~ t:1:-.-:: q:..:ality is. good for business, 
enhahe25 the shopping process, ,preve1,ts furt~c:,r !•·aff;t: ~rid;:1ck -- and ;:,:-otects the safety of our 
chlldren, -o·ur seniors,-and our handicspped residents. We favor .::mple, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic t~at further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 
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PETITION 

We, the under.signed residents of:!$ quthwest 0~0.1 strongly fau_or~-renovation ot.,Wat-ersrde 
Mall that retains .its pedestrians .. o·n1·y quality,:because that quality is good tor busine$s, 
enha.nces the .shopping. process, prevents_ farther traffic ~j"ridlock -- and protects the $afety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents:·,We favor ample, approprfately pla_ced 
close-In surface parking, but we oppose ·unnecessary traffic that fu_rther endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 
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PETITION 

We, the· undersigned,t..e-sidents··of. South.west-o~c., -strong·ly'favor renovation of Waterside 
Mall 1:hat reta·ins its _pedes,trians-:<>"11Y·~q.uality, be~ause that quality 1s good for business, 
enhances-the shopping .. prpcess., prevents further-tr:_affic gridlock.-- and protects the safety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Name rint 
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PETITION 

We, the..undersigned,r-esi~ents ~of Southwest.:o .. c~, strongly,favor renovation O.f ·Waterside. 
Mall that retains its.pedestrians~rily qualify, because that qualify is good for business, 
enhances the -shoppiog process. prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the safety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed . . 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Name rint dress Phone Email 



PETtTION 

We, the unders igned residents _of S.outhwest'[).C~; ~trcfngly favor·renovatibn of Wat~rskte 
Mall that retains ·.its pedestrlans:.only quality, because that ·quality -is goorl ·for business, 
en'f-,ances the,shopping process,. prev.ents furth~r. traffic gridlock -- and protects the safety of our 
children, our teniors',, and our hanqicapped residents. We favor ample; appropfiately placed 
close-in surface parking, but w~ppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we op~e the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Name (print) Signature 
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PETITION 

We;·ttre -undersigned residents of,Southwest'O.C.;-strQngly favor· renovation of Waterside 
MaUthat retains;its pedestrians-only·quality, because that quality is good for business; 
.enhances lhe shopping.process, prevents further traffic gridlock -- and protects the ~afety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking aw~y of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Name (print) Signature 
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PETlllON 

We, !h~ undersigned residents of Southwest fJ,C., strongly favor renovation of Waterside 
~~an tt,ia~ ·retains its pedestrians-only quality, b~cause that quality is good for business, 
enhances the shopging pro~ss, prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the safety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but vte oppose unnecessary traffic that ~rther endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the ta'king away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Address Email 
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PETITION 

We, ffie undersigned residents of Sc:mth-west1l:C., -stron11lyfavorrenovatiOlTI>f Waterside 
~II that retains its pedestrians-only quality, because that quality is good for business, 
ennances the shopping process, prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the safety of our 
chiidren, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 
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PETITION 

W_~. the undersignecftesid'ents of Southwest D.G;., strongly favor renovation of Waterside 
Mall that retains its pedestrians-only quality, bec~l:JSe that quality is good for busines·s. 
r-inhanc::es the shop~ng process. prevents fµrther traflic gridlock -- and protects the safety of m11 
children. our seniors. and ·our handicapped residents. We favor ample, sppropriste/y placed 

, \ ' . 
close-i n surface parkin·g, but we oppose JJnnecessary traffic that further endangers oursetves 
.:-in cJ Olir neighbors. and we oppose the taking ~way of the shopping convenieAC~ we Southwesters 
now enJoy. We therefore.'oppose the 9utting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

b~* s~_v.~~. Dc,~o~{Jo_~fff-7~ 
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PETITION 

We, the undersigned residents of Southwest D.C., strongly favor renovation of Waterside 
Mall that retains its pedestrians-only quality, because that quality is good for business, 
enhances the shopping process, prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the safety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Email 

( 



PETITION 

We,..4'te-.u11den;igned ~i~~ots of _Southwest .1;>.C., stro~gly:favor renovation 'ofWaterslde 
Mail ihat ~~ins·its ~trl,tt$-only.quality, because that quality is good fo'r business, 
enhan~ the shopping. proce$s. ·pr~vents further ·~~c gridlock - and protects the safety of our 
children, our seniors, .and our handi~pped residents .. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surf~ce parking. ·'b~ we oppose unn~essaty ~c that further enc;iangers ourselves 
a~ our neighbors, and -we ·oppo~ the.taking away of~ shopping convenience we Southwesters 
now-enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center,with a ro~dw~y. 

'. 
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PETITION 

We, the undersigned residents of Southwest D.C., strongly favor 
renovation of Waterside Mall that retains its pedestrians-only quality, 
because ·that quality is good for business, enhances the shopping process, 
prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the safety of our children, 
our seniors, and our handi~apped residents. We favor ample, appropriately 
placed close.-in surface parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic that 
further endangers ourselv~s and our neighbors, and we oppose the taking 
away of the shopping convenience we Southwesters now enjoy. We 
therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a 

roadway. 

Name (print) Signature Address Phone Email 
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PETITION 

We, the undersigned residents of Southwest D.C., strongly favor renovation of Waterside 
Mall that retains its pedestrians-only quality, because that quality is good for business, 
enhances the shopping process, prevents further traffic gridlock - and protects the -safety of our 
children, our seniors, and our handicapped residents. We favor ample, appropriately placed 
close-in surfac, parking, but we oppose unnecessary traffic thc;1t further endangers ourselves 
and our neighbors, and 'W0 oppose the taking away of the shopping convenience 'W0 Southwesters 
now enjoy. We therefore oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a roadway. 

Name (print) Address Phone Email 
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PETITION 

We, the undersigned residents of Southwest o:c., strongly favor 
re11ovatjon o_~Wat~Jside Mall that retains its ped~stria_ns-only quality, 
because ·that quality1s11~od for business/ ,11.,,~C@S ttie,.~h9RPipg !'rocess, 
prevents further traffic gndlock - and protect, the saf&,ty _of our children, 
Of.It ~e\Y(t!:S, _a9~·ctl}r ~a.n~H~apped re.sident~~ _We .. @y~r amp!e, appropriately 
p/aced'cl6se-in surface par.king, but we oppose ~nnec~ssary traffic th.~t 
further endang~r:s,our~elv~s and our neighbor~, '~nd we oppose tf:le faking 
away of the .'shopping convenience we Southwesters now enjoy.~\'Ve 
ttierefo_re:oppose the cutting through of our shopping center with a 

roadway. 

Name (print) Signature Address Phone Email 
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Gene Solon 

From: 
To: 
Sent 
Subject: 

"catherine sheppard" <c7thy@hotrnail.com> 
<gsol@erols.com> 
Saturday, February 01, 2003 6:35 PM 
Re: MEMO ON HARBOUR SQUARE BOARD VOTE 

Gene, the vote was unanimous. 

The vote did not endorse a roadway cut through. There was 
discussion of this vote -- if you recall, Christine Godson 
and Paul Barnette engaged in a colloquy on this subject to 
provide clarification on what we were trying to accomplish 
with our vote. We felt that by voting for this proposal 
we-supported giving the neighborhood an opportunity to weigh ? 
in on what actually is planned and built at the Waterfront 
Mall. The alternative is to have no input, so it seems. 
We didn't create such a scenario; just trying to determine 
what is the best next step for all of us. Again, the Board does 
not endorse a roadway cut through and some of us are opposed 
to such a plan. Myself, for one. I would really like to 
see a Pentagon Row kind of thing for the Waterfront Mall. 

>From: "Gene Solon" <gsol@erols.com> 
>To: <Undiscloseq-Recipient:;> 
>CC: "Gene Solon" <gsol@erols.com> 
>Subject: MEMO ON HARBOUR SQUARE BOARD VOTE 
>Date: Wed, 29 Jan 2003 13:25:10 -0500 
> 
>MEMORANDUM, 1/29/03 
> 
> 
> 
>To: Harbour Square Owners, Inc 
> 
>From: Gene Solon, Member, Harbour Square Owners, Inc. 
> 

Page 1 of2 
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LET~AVE SOME SPACE FOR PEDESTRIANS­
BECAUSE IT'S BEST FOR SOUTHWEST AND BEST FOR OUR CITY! 

• i 
The Right Kind of Redevelopment. We tlave long asked for the right kind of Waterside Mall renewal, the kind 
that preserves a sense of community, that is "neighborhood friendly," that protects schoolchildren and 
seniors (including those who are handicapped) from commuter and other unnecessary automobile 
traffic, and that preserves shoppers' ability to go from store to store without having to cross yet another 
street. We never asked for a roadway cutting through our mall- or for a massive "federal center" here. 
We welcome visitors to shop and recreate here, but we should not do anything to encourage them to commute 
through our residential streets. We say, "Come to our shopping center, don't just drive through it!" 

Good For Southwesters, New Neighbors, Tourists and Businesses. The pictures above show an example 
of how our mall can be renovated so that it remains compact, and so that, with its central "rotunda," it would be 
a beautiful attraction to visitors and to those who will be our new neighbors as Southwest waterfront and other 
development occurs. A structure like the above is good for business - it features "just right" retail, office and 
residential densities. Easy to keep well lighted and well guarded at all points, it can accommodate two five­
story buildings, and two six-story buildings, along with the two existing towers -- each building with its own 
address. There are no nooks and crannies as in the developers' plan. As the pictures show, many planes of 
storefronts beckon both riders and walkers. Cafe tables can be located outside, or under a protective glass roof. 

Convenient Frontages, With Ample On-Site Parking Areas Accessible Via Already-Existing North-South 
Connector Roadways. Note, in the pictures, how the structure is "pulled" right up to M Street - strollers 
can shop when the spirit hits tt,em. The north side of the structure is "shortened" to provide ample 
parking space -- easily accessible via close-in peripheral roadways that already exist but that have been 
underutilized. THE DEVELOPERS HAVE FINALLY AGREED TO ENHANCE THESE TWO ROADWAYS -
THERE IS NO LONGER ANY ARGUMENT AT ALL FOR A NEW ROADWAY CUT-THROUGH! Based on the 
existing "footprint," this evolutionary kind of redevelopment is less costly, and can be accomplished 
more quickly than the massive, Crystal City-like project they have planned for us! This evolutionary kind 
of redevelopment saves the northside park area - it brings less overall disturbance to our community! 

A Metro Station No Longer Surrounded By Traffic (And No Longer Afflicted By Bad Weather). Offices, 
restaurants and shops would be easily accessible to Metro riders, who would find it hard to resist shopping as 
they approach or leave the station. And, with a glass roof over the walkways, Metro users, office workers, and 
others would be protected against foul weather! Note the M St. pick-up/drop-off area for Metro users and others. 

A Pedestrians-Oriented Shopping Center Is The Humane, Intelligent Way To Go. "It won't work" theories 
have been thoroughly refuted by experts -- planning expert Patrick Siegman attests "Most pedestrian malls have 
succeeded." While the developers were telling us that "malls don't work," they were advertising on the 
Internet, "The More Malls The Merrier," - boasting that they had just built beautiful glass-roofed malls 
for pedestrians in other cities, and were operating prosperous such malls all over this country, 
including in their headquarters city, Cleveland, Ohio! Let's convince thern to build one here, covered or 
uncovered! We have all the necessary ingredients, including "alternative" transportation modes (Metro 
subway and buses), to make a pedestrians-oriented shopping center•-resounding success! We don't 
need a gray blocky downtown cavern here. Let's redevelop our Southwest shopping center the right way­
with a walkway, not a roadway! -- Gene Solon, (202) 484-1184, gsol@$rols.com 



AN ALTERNATIVE PLAN, A BETTER PLAN 
The model above represents a humane approach to Waterside Mall (now Waterfront) redevelopment that retains shopping convenience 
and safety for Southwest D.C. residents and visitors, including schoolchildren, seniors, and handicapped persons - an evolutionary 
approach that Southwesters strongly prefer over the massive, high-rise, ultra high density, Crystal City-type plan thrust upon us without 
the required advance consultation with our community. Please write letters (not email) to Mayor Anthony Williams, Deputy Mayor Eric 
Price, all city councilmembers, and Jerrily Kress, Director, D.C. Office of Zoning, and Andrew Altman, Director, D.C. Office of Planning. 
Tell them that you oppose the plan the developers have submitted to the Zoning Commission! Tell them you're for keeping the current 
6-story limit on mall area building heights, and against waivers or rezoning! And tell them you' re forwalkways, and against a 4th St. 
roadway cut-through! (Please refer to Case 02-38.) Gene Solon, (202) 484-1184, gsol@erols.com 



2. With PUD Level of Development at Waterside Mall and without a Vehicular 
Connection Along 4th Street Between I and M Streets 

3. With PUD Level of Development at Waterside Mall and with a Vehicular 
Connection Along 4th Street Between I and M Streets 

4. With PUD Level of Development at Waterside Mall and with a Vehicular 
Connection Along the Eastern and Western Waterside Mall Service Roads 

Between I and M Streets · #'-y_ tltc. D?rl.i's s ;~-,,,. '1'11 tJu:. dev-e.lcper.s I ozJK l'la.'lls 
-rc,1- tliue_ rod.dste 6e... ~6-WOJ{S ~? 

At the request of citizens, the Study Team conducted evaluations of three more optionsv 
One option assumed that an extension of 4th Street would be constructed to 6th Street via 
K Street. Another option assumed that the proposed service roads at the site would be 
operated as a one-way pair. The last option evaluated assumed that 3rd Street and 6th 
Street would be operated as a one-way pair. The Study team found that these three 
options would have significant detrimental effects on traffic operations in the study area 
and therefore are not recommended for implementation . . 

The Study Team included in the analysis of future conditions all other area developments 
between Independence A venue and Buzzards Point and between Washington Channel 
and 4th Street SW. The Southeast Federal Center and the Anacostia Waterfront Initiative 
are expected to be the largest trip generators. Table ES-1 summarizes the existing, by­
right and Planned Unit Development (PUD) levels of development at Waterside Mall. 

Table ES-1 
Summary of Waterside Mall Development Levels 

104,500 S . Ft. 75,000 S . Ft. 75,000 S . Ft. -tJ<fk1J,e, 
----'~=O~U~n~it~sc:...;...c-'--+-~--'-5~84..:....:....U~n=its.:.....;_;..;._+-----'~2~00;,..c.....cU:...;n=its...:....c.c.-1--...:......::..4~()()...:..:..U~n~it.c...s;..;.;..--1rt!dac'Ti<rn-

30,ooo s . Ft. 30,000 s . Ft. 30,000 s . Ft. 30,000 s . Ft. lff"e11;sh n, 
1 Likely scen·ar-io-b"""a;;;.;cs..c..e.c...dc....o.c...nc..&.-e-xi-st-in .... g_z_o.;...n-'-in_g_._T;...;h=e-b_y_--rig.....__ht_s:...;cc..:..e.;...n;...;a_ri_o .... re-p-r-e-seL..n-t--'-s-'-th:....;.e_...:.....;;.i.;._..;..._-1H!f-aJ f :iptl.J!.c 

maximum level of development that may be constructed with the existing zoning. 
However. based on the PUD application, it is highly unlikely that the property would be 
developed at the by-right levels. 

21,000,000 S . Ft. of existin offices ace is vacant. 

The Waterside Mall PUD development is expected to generate 3,732 and 4,870 daily 
trips in 2010 and 2022, respectively. The likely by-right scenario would generate 19,860 
daily trips. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Scenario 1 

The Study Team conducted a full evaluation of the scenarios listed above for 2010 and 
2022. The assessment of the scenario with background growth, other area development 
and no new development at Waterside Mall indicates that for 2010 and 2022, several 

ES-2 



intersections are expected to operate at LOS F during the peak hours. Therefore, 
mitigation measures would be needed to address the expected deficiencies in the study 
area even without new development at the Waterside Mall. 

Scenarios 2 and 3 

The scenarios with and without a 4th Street vehicular connection have different effects on 
traffic operations in the study area and on pedestrian conditions. The vehicular . 
connection on 4th Street between M and I Streets would help minimize the impact of new 
development on traffic operations in the study area. The implementation of the 4rn Street~ 
vehicular connection would help reduce traffic on 3r0, I and 6tn Street~. While pedestrian Psd-1 fh.e.n. 
movements would be safer with the scenario that does not include a vehicular connection Se, wt1Jutcl 

7 the conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians c be minimized with the implementation ~ 
of mitigation measures throughout the connection. ~#11.i:UKd 

/'I <Jf-e: i.t.J~.:;: s i o-,t- df per! ~'1.£ ~{)-{ 
Scenario 4 de..c..f"f!-4..$e.. ,n ~()t:{t::.-'ty /e.vef,, "'""allwJJ-Lf.S, 

The analysis indicates that traffic conditions under the scenario that uses service 
roadways east and west of 4th Street as an alternative to a vehicular connection of 4th 
Street between I and M Streets are significantly worse than under the scenario with a 4th 

· Street vehicular connection. The proximity of the service roads to 3rd and 6th Streets 
precludes the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of the service roads with M 
and I Streets. The lack of traffic signals would result in long queues forming on the 
service roads and poor levels of service for study area intersections . .........._ I '#. .L • 

.......... A/,:,f-.sa. f,//,11-s~s.1cr~/. 
RECOMMENDATIONS ?t.of- /1'<1Jd-s/ ~ r:, t,Jou.lJ 

-f/6d d.7 a.. :,a..f,!z 6f e..~ 
t.tJ' I fti_... ~ '</ o 'HQ 9 ,.u: u.e.s * '' 

Because of improved levels of service, reduced dela and ueue len hs and reduced -' 
traffic on local residential streets, the Study Team reco ends that 4t Street be 
connected between I and M Streets and that this connecti n be made available to 
vehicles. Mitigation measures would have to be implem ted to accommodate future 
growth in background traffic, other area developments an development at the Waterside 
Mall site. Figures ES-2 and ES-3 summarize existing tran portation issues and 
recommended improvements. Figure ES-4 summarizes re mmendations to mitigate the 
effects of future development on transportation operations i the study area. The 
preliminary planning cost estimates for these mitigation me ures are presented in 
Appendix K of the report. 


