BEFORE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ZONING COMMISSION
ZONING COMMISSION CASE NO. 03-116

Testimony of Frederic W. Schwartz, Jr., Esq.

My name is Frederic Schwartz, Jr., and [ appear this evening as a proponent with
reservations in the matter before you. By way of background, I was from 1972-1973 Special
Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of Transportation for Environment and Urban Systems and
later the Staff Assistant to the Secretary of Transportation, United States Department of
Transportation. Thus, I have some planning background. Since 1981, I have been in the private
practice of law specializing. in part, in appellate work and administrative law. I last appeared
before the Commission in 1989 with essentially the same concerns, and if this trend continues I
expect to spend my 75" birthday in your company.

[ have held a held a proprietary lease for Apartment 111 in Watergate West, located
immediately adjacent to the property which is the subject of this hearing, for more than 25 years.
While I have represented Watergate West before the Commission, I should point out that I do not
represent Watergate West this evening—indeed I take a different view from that corporation—but I
believe that my views will be of assistance to the Commission.

Relevant History of the Watergate PUD

The Office of Planning has provided to the Commission in tabular form a listing of’
Zoning Commission and B.Z.A. action relating to the staging approvals and alterations to the
Watergate Complex. I believe, however, that the tabulation misses the flavor of the original
proposal and so I have attached to my testimony a copy of the transcript of the original Zoning

Commission hearing which took place on Friday, April 13, 1962. I note for the record that “[t]he |

EXHIBIT NO.108



intent of the design of this project is to provide a well-planned development primarily residential,
with related office and commercial facilities, which will offer a variety of building types in an
attractive and efficient overall plan related to the general area.” Tr. 7 As a hotel was permitted
under the then current zoning regulation. there was little mention of that facility in the hearing.
See Tr. 10-11 Of particular note in the original plan were 19 one-story patio type villas stepping
towards the Potomac, an offer from the developer which was thankfully abandoned. Tr. 9 The
project, when completed, was to contain three high-rise apartment buildings with 1,400 dwelling
units, a hotel with 350 suites. 202.240 square feet of office space. 95.000 square feet of
commercial space, and 438.000 square feet of underground parking for approximately 1,250 cars.
Tr.9,17

Through the years, there have been a number of modifications to the Watergate Complex.
Most significantly, the number of dwelling units actually constructed decreased by 756 units,
more than 50%, to 644 units. Thus, the hotel conversion will help to restore this primary purpose
of the PUD. The number of parking spaces decreased from 1,250 to what was supposed to be
1240, but as we will see later the number is considerably less. The commercial uses have been
shifting as well with men’s wear, haute couture, five star dining and a carry-out managed by RA
among those entities disappearing from the scene. Similarly, a health club which was not

originally envisioned has been added.



The Zoning Commission’s Jurisdiction

As the Commission knows, its charge in considering a proposed PUD and a new use or
structure in an approved PUD is to determine whether the impact on the surrounding area and
upon the operation of city services and facilities will be favorable or acceptable given the quality
of public benefits in the project. 11 DCMR 2403.3, 11 DCMR 2409.9 In this regard, the project
or its amendment must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and other public policies. 11
DCMR 2403.4 To this end. the Commission should consider the specific public benefits and
project amenities of the proposed development. 11 DCMR 2403.5 A public amenity is one type
of public benefit that adds to the attractiveness, convenience, or comfort of the project for
occupants and immediate neighbors and which would not be available as a matter of right. 11
DCMR 2403.6, 2403.7

Thus, the Commission is to evaluate the new residential structure to ensure it is consistent
with the initial intent of the PUD and the overall zoning scheme. The authority of the
Commission to regulate the discontinuance of a previous use, such as the hotel use, is
problematic. It is within the authority of the Commission to insist that those concessions made
by a developer in exchange for altering zoning requirements and closing streets, such as a theater
or art gallery. be continued. Similarly. assurances made by a developer in relations to matters
regulated by the zoning ordinance. such as parking, can be enforced through covenants or
otherwise. In my view, however, the Commission lacks the authority to require the continuation
of a use which was a matter of right such as the hotel. For this reason, the current owner of the
hotel would not need the authorization of the Commission to discontinue its use as a hotel, to

transfer the hotel’s management to a more pedestrian chain, to close the Jean Louis restaurant, a



sad day in my life, or to shut down the hotel’s health club which would likely lead to my divorce.
Rather, the Commission’s responsibility--as we see this evening—is to ensure that the new use is
consistent with the goals and objectives of the PUD and the District of Columbia. I raise this
point because those who object to the proposed residential project focus most of their attention
on the loss of the hotel. This, in my view, is not a matter before the Commission. While the
McNeil-Greene report submitted to the Commission by opponents is generally consistent with an
enlightened view of the importance of a liveable city, it mischaracterize a mere convenience as
an “amenity.” As I have already discussed. the term amenity has a specific meaning in the
zoning regulations. Having a hotel next door is a convenience to Watergate residents, but it is
not an amenity within the meaning of the zoning regulations. There are within half a mile of
Watergate West, if Expedia.com is to be believed, seventeen hotels including two Ritz
Carletons, a Four Seasons, a Westin Grand, a Park Hyatt, and a Fairmont. (Indeed, the
prevalence of premium properties in the neighborhood explains the Watergate Hotel’s perilous
position.) A block or so from Watergate West are two boutique hotels, the River Inn and the
George Washington University Inn, as well as a Doubletree Guest Suites. Thus, it is clearly a
convenience for some residents to have a hotel for their out-of-town visitors next door, but not a

legal amenity whose continuance can be enforced by the Commission



The Bona Fides of the Proposed Use
A. Form versus Function

The opponents of the project have properly pointed out that the Watergate is of
architectural merit, a fact which cannot be denied. Indeed, the curvilinear form of the Watergate
Complex was new to Washington when it was proposed. At the first Watergate hearing, Mrs.
Harold Hinton. President of what was then called the Progressive Citizens Association of
Georgetown, suggested that the proposed structure “does not look like Washington. It looks
something like a very attractive world’s fair.” Tr. P. 35.

Nonetheless, Watergate's merit lies in its form, not its function. The replacement of hotel
functions with residential functions will have a negligible effect on the meritorious architectural
form for which Watergate is justly renown.

B. Cooperative versus Condominium

Early objections to the proposal related to the fact that the project would utilize a
condominium regime rather than a cooperative structure. This should not be a matter of concern
to the Commission. [t was not a matter of concern to your predecessors, and the method of
ownership is not impacted by the zoning regulations. If Watergate West, for example, decided
to adopt a condominium regime, it need not seek the approval of the Commission. More
important, there are a number of disadvantages associated with the cooperative structure which
lowers the value of cooperative units. For this reason, there is a 30% reduction in the District of
Columbia real property taxes assessed against cooperatives in acknowledgment of this reduced
value. The Commission has no authority that I can find to require that a developer reduce the

value of its project by adopting the cooperative structure. Equally important, the arguments



supporting a cooperative structure are specious. Section 43-1848, D.C. Code, specifically
establishes the right of the unit owner’s association to contract on behalf of the condominium
owners. Thus the specter of 150 new and unruly member of the Watergate Council is unrealistic.

It is my understanding that in an ettort to obtain the support of the Watergate
cooperatives the developer of the new project has now agreed to adopt a cooperative structure. [
urge the Commission to address this issue in its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law,
however, should the parties to the agreement determine that a cooperative structure is no longer
appropriate.
C. Loss of Conveniences

As I have discussed, most of the complaints against the new use concern the loss of
current conveniences. While these losses are clearly genuine--and genuinely felt--the
Commission under its grant of authority cannot offer a remedy. Of particular concern is the
health club and the restaurant. While there is another restaurant in the Watergate Complex and
the Kennedy Center across the street contains two additional restaurants, I understand that the
developer of the new residential structure have agreed in writing to include a restaurant in the
structure. The second prominent concern—at least in my house-is the continuation of the
exercise facilitv. Again. [ understand that the developers have agreed to include in the design an
exercise facility open to the Watergate community. Neither of these agreements guarantees the
continuation of such a facility after transfer to the condominium association, but the Commission
can no more require that these two conveniences be continued than it could bar their closure
under hotel management. The findings of fact and conclusions of law should incorporate the

essence of these two agreements, however, to broaden the remedy in case of breach.



D. Parking

Finally, and most important, we come to the matter of parking. As [ discussed earlier, the
provision of parking is required by the zoning regulations. While the most recent Zoning
Commission Order. 89-6M/62-19, provides that there shall be “no less than 1,240 parking spaces
located in a three (3) level common garage that serves the entire complex,” this requirement has
never been met. Litigation in Lund, et al. v. Watergate Investors. et al.. CA93-4353, has
demonstrated by general agreement of the parties that there are at least 30 less parking spaces
than required, the actual number depending on how one treats the unapproved surface parking
spaces that the hotel has included in its total. Watergate West and a number of individual
parking space renters brought this deficit to the attention of the Zoning Administrator a number
of years ago, but he declined to act. Consequently Watergate West and these individual renters
brought an action against the successors in interest to the original developers to enforce parking
rights and restrictions contained in the zoning regulations. The Court of Appeals in Lund, et al.
v. Watergate Investors, et al., 728 A. 2d 77 (D.C. 1999) validated the right to bring such an
action, and the matter is now at the proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law stage.

This litigation is addressed this evening because the proposed redevelopment of the hotel
will include the addition of 61 new parking spaces. The new parking spaces apparently will
eliminate the current deficit, one of the major issues in the suit. This conversion of hotel space to
parking spaces can take place whether that space, which is owned by Watergate East, is sold to
the developers or leased for the remaining 62 years of the lease. Both scenarios can be justified
legally. The imperative is that the developer’s agreement to provide the new parking spaces be

included in the requirements imposed by the Commission in its Order.



In this regard, the OP was concerned that the parking spaces to be provided by the
developer would be purchased, thus depleting the number of public spaces available for the
restaurant. This should not be a concern. There is a commercial underground parking lot
adjacent to the hotel with approximately 135 public spaces serving the commercial mall. There
would likely be sufticient spaces in this parking lot to service the restaurant as well.

Conclusion

This Commission is faced with a task which it has faced many times. It must exercise its
authority to the extent permitted by statute and regulation, but no more. The Watergate residents
who oppose the conversion genuinely and accurately believe themselves aggrieved because the
hotel and its services are a useful and convenient adjunct to their residence at the Watergate
cooperatives. They ask the Commission to maintain the status quo, but the Commission is
limited in the remedy it can provide these residents. I have outlines those steps the Commission
can and should take within its authority to ameliorate the loss these Watergate residents—and I
include myself and my wife among their number—will experience by changing the use of the
Watergate structure currently occupied by a hotel. In this way, the Commission can act within its

authority and provide half a loaf where a full loaf is not legally permissible.
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NSERT #___/ ___
4pril 10, 1962/DATE. . .__._______

REPORT OF THE ZONING ADVISORY COUNCIL |NAME_ ________
April 13, 1962 HEARING

"Application of Igland Vista, Inc. for consideration under
the provisions of Article 75, of a large-scale planned development
to be known as '"Water Gate", said proposal being within the area
bounded by New Hampshire and Virginia Avenues, F Street and the
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, N. W,, squares 2, 3,7, 8, 9, 18,
and reservation 133, Included also are all public streets within
the area so bounded which are proposed to be closed and conveyed

to the applicant."
The Council has reviewed this proposal and believes its

approval in general is in the public interest. A similar recom-

mendation has already been made by the National Capital Planning
Commission and under applicable zoning rules a detailed report

will be submitted prior to the scheduled hearing before the

Zoning Commission.
‘The Council ts of the opinion that £t should neither preempt

nor duplicate responsibility delegated specifically to the

Planning Commission.
However to insure full compliance with the provisions of
Section 5 of the Zoning Act (52 Stat.797) the Council requests
permigsion to submit, followingvthe Planning Commission recommen-
dation, either concurring, supplementary or a rebuttal report if

it believes any such report desirable for Zoning Commission

consideration.
(S) R. 0. CLOUSER

(S) WILLIAM F, McINTOSH
(S) E, 0. VEBB, JR,
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IR. ASHTON: (Cocntinues) The Citizens' Zoning
Advisory Commlitze discussed ia general what type of
zction should be taken on this particular item on the agenda.
Several uvembers ¢f the Ccrlttee raised cbjections to the '
wall like affect created cn Virginia Avenue. They fel: that
there shoull be mcre openness from the lend side of the oro-
ject.
The €Gommittee by ma jrority vote approved the following
statement:
"The Committee has no objections to the
SP zoﬁing and the 130 foot height, however,
the Ccmmittee objects to the consistent use 7
of the 130 foot wall like structure with no
openings, blocking the city off from the river."
Here are coples then of the Penning Commission's report.
Do you want that read?
CHATIRMAN CLARZE: I thlnk you bvetter.
MR, ASHTON: Tne letter of the National Capital
?lannlng Commission reads es follows:
(¥R, ASHETON THEW READ 'I'ﬁz LETTER CF THE
NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSICN WHICH

IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE TRANSCRIPT BUT ON
FIIE IN TEE ZONING GFFICE.)
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MR. ASETGN: It was signed by W. E. Finley, Director.
CHAIRMAN CLARXE:  Will you proceed
ATTORNEY FOR TEE AFPPLICANT TAZXES THZ STAND.

IR, WILLIAM R. LICHTENBERG: If the Board plezse my
nome is William R. Lichtenbergand with Mr. Joseoh ILuria T
ari counsel for and appearing on behalf of the applicant,
Island Vista, Incorporated. Mr. Nlcolas Salgo is President

of Island Vista and kr. Milton Fisher, Architect for the Waterp-

gate Development.
=
- - e

In accordance with the prcvisions and requirements of

S

Article 75 of the zoning regulations of the District of Columbis
there has been submitted to the zoning commission, an application

for its conslderation of a large scale plan developmenton

o TR

the” property of Island Vista, Incorporated;Wconsisting_Lots

5 il

5
i e
s Ll

$00 and 304 in Square 2, and Squares 3, 7, 8, 9, and 18 and in
the District of Columbia under the provisions of that article.
The applicaticn states compliance with provisions 7501.2
tarough 7501.23 of the‘zoning regulations, and appropriate
Arawlngs were submltted in accordance with the provisions

of 7501.31 and 7501.32 We have set up on the easel a

anumder of exhibits thet this Commission has heretofore

seen 1n connection with the zening application heard some
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and for the surcose so that the Commlzsion can
1cually see the matters to whlch we move.

The intent of the Jesizn of thils project is to pro-
vide a well<lanned Fevelopnent orimarily residential, with
relates office and com:zercial facilities, which will offer
2 variety of building types in an attractive an? efficlent
overall plan related to the general area. The architectural
design we feel is both creative and imaginatlive. A prime
consideration in the design was that it would complement
the unique area of the property here involved and that,’when
completed, would add peauty to the city and the area, as well
as enhance the values of surrounding areas. ;

We are advised that the record before the Commission
indicates that the application is in compliance with the
provisions of 7501.1 through 75C1.32 of the zoning regula-
ti1sns, subject of course, asstatzd in the appllication, to
tve granting cof the pending spplication for change of zoning
from R-5-D to Speclal Furpose; and the matter of closing
¢f the streets, now pending.

In the lntevest of Cime an& in order to avold duplica-

ttemnted to in this uresentation to ellwinate

ticn, we have A

that whicn has been previowsly submitted tc you 2t your
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hearing on Jctober 25, 1561, in support of the application

of Isliand Vista Ffor change of zoning ferm 3-5-D to Special

-

as part of the instsnt procesiings.
CHATRMAN CILARZ: By referencsa.
MR. LICHZNBERG: B3y vreference. Yes.
We 21so subject to your apppoval, avoid the presentation

of evidence relating Lo technical compliance of our applicatlon

and desizn under Article 75, inasmuch as theese matters have been

fully examined by your staff and the staff of the National Capite

Planning Comﬁission, and their reports are in the recorj. We
are advised these reports indicate compliance.

The proposals for the Watergate Development have been
supnitted to various departments of the District of Columbia
Government and the interested agencies of the Federal Govern-

ment, in order to obbain their suggestions, and to conform to

tneir requirements. As a result of these submisslions, agreerencs

in vrinmciple have been reached.

t is contemplete? that an area in excess of 10,000 squac

-4

£ land, for a new traffic clircle at the intersectlon of

-~

feet ¢



liew Hampshire and Virzginia Lvenues, will be dedlcateA by
us to the Distrigt ¢’ Coelunmbia; covenants have ow will be
executed to the District of Columbis relative to sewer and
wiatee lines in the ares; apprepriate arrangeneants nave been
nade with utility companles; approximately $100,000 has been
depostte? with the District of Colwmbia to defray the expense
of street clesings; and an agreewent has been reached with the
National Pari Service whereby, in consideration of certain
concessions, the applicant will convey certain of its land
abutting the Rock Creek and Potomac rarkway, to the Tniteq
States.,

As 1s shown by the model, and as has been previous%y snown
to you at the presentation of our application for zoning, the
basic concept of the constructia of the Watergate Development
involves a building complex consisting of five inter-connected
high-rise elements on ore lot. Also, within the 1ot anAd part
of the building complex are 13 cne-story patio type villas
fitting into the contour of the landscape stepping down teward
the Pbtomac River. The bullding will consist of three tigh~-rise
aparvments, a hotel, and an office structure. The project, as
corpleted, would contain 1400 Adwelling units, 350 hotel sultes,

02,240 sguare feet of office spece, $55,C00 square feet of

1%}

)
Re

acormerclal ereas, and 438,000 square feet of underground pavriing
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areas.
To preovide greater [lexidility than would be otherwise
oes31ble under S.%. soning, ard in acceriance witi: Section

e 75, which allows Aiversification in the nse

b~

T501.7 of artic
e 2nd locaticn of structures so as to imgrove circu-
lation and site facilities, while at the same tirc insuring

adeq&atékstandards relating to public headth, safety, welfare

end .convenience in the ‘use . gn? cccupancy of buildings and other

P e
-

fecilities 1in the planned project groupn as shown oﬁ exnibit
drawings, we are requesting the Zoning Commission approval

of the following deviations from S.P. zoning:s I might add

that from the report of the Wational Capitél Planning qumission
the items which they were to check tc see that we were in com-
pliance with the public health, safety 2ni1 welfare have been
epproved by the Commission. The ddvistions that we are reguesting

exe gs follows:

" Fermitting a neximum height of 130

‘..

feet as allowed under the subsection of S.P.

zening.

"B. The provision of 55,000 square feet
of commercial space abcve ground, to include
luxury type shops open to the public, as well

as adjunct ccrmercisl space, and not to be



corresnonilence.

EAIRMAN CLAR'E: what you've really saying is that

we shouldn®t hzve any rastricted office use anywhere in the

[V}

«Q

”

or
et

MR, LICHTEIDEERC: viell, the purpcce, Ceneral, 1is this.

che resicdentes in the area 2n? for the

If it =zdversely affects

1ife of me I can't see how the residents in the area can be

acversely affected. But iiere is another example. An insurance

trade assoclation or the bullding trade union would be permitted,

but an Inswrance coupany cr an construction corporation would

not. Now in what way would cne way have egainst the other

adversely affect reslidents in the area. When you conslder

and this is another thing tc be considered in the consideration

and intent of the provisions of Article 75, when you consider

the tremendous irnvéstment inherent in such & project it is

inconceivable thattlre developers would lease C0 anyone adverse

to their interests z2nd thelr investment. It would be encunbens

as well as to our interests to the interests of the neignhbors
[ 2

as well and 1l we are yrctecting the interestes of the neijnhberinod

we are protectiog our own interests because we're going to have

1400 families iv11 in the project.

CHAIPMA? CLARIE: I tuink the main Alstinetion iz the

amount of treffic that certain office uses generate as comLavre’



subject to thwe restricticns under Secticn
451CG1.51 of the zoning regulaticns.

"o. Uaderground commercizl facilities
to epuroximate 40,000 square feet not to ve
subject to restrictions of Section #101.5
(a) and (c).

"D. Commercial office space of 202,240
squaré feet with unrestricted occupancy.

"E. Provision for the inclusion of a
gasoline station in the event that negotia-
tions now being carrled fowward Qith the owner
cf the Esso gasoline service station at the
north corner of our oroject are successful and

not subject to restrictidns of Section 4101.45

(2) and (b).

MR. TOBRINER: That part ¥o" 1is at varilance with
the recoumendation cf the Flanning Comnission?
ME. LICHTEISERG: Yes, that is at variance wilth the

Planning Commiscion.

CHAIPIAN CLAREE: Your request on signs is also at
variance isn't. it?
- MR. LICHTENZERG: No, I Aon't think that that was cb-

jected to. I thiax tihe only objection was the guestion of the



-
1Y)

e stricted uss of tie coirercial suace.

¥R. TOBRRINER: Would you spell ont the differences?
R. LICHTEIZZRG: Yes. 1In the restricted uvse of oflice

rg the reguirexent would be for a tendency
anizaticns ani orcfessicnal cffice use waere=2s

~
2

that may dbe in otn

~—

an unrestricted use would be the tyce of use

office buildings such as 2 ccorporate offices, a -- an electronles

orzanizetion, or an insurance ccupany. Any type of business or

commerciel office use. £Any time you would like us to illucidate

as to why we feel that way we would be neppy to --

LNl

CHATRMAN CLARRZ: I'G 1like to know why you feel that

way?
MR. LICHTENBERG: Very well, I can see no valld reason

for Aisallowance of unrestricted office use. I as a lawyer
yer,

or someone else as 2 Adentist, someone else as a doctor or in

the case of o labor union or trade association. All these woulsd

be permitted under the restricted use. Why and in what why would

the public in the area be 2dversely affected 1f an lasurance

coupany or an electronic crpanization or corporate offices were

permitted to occupy the space? They Ao the same thing &= & lawyer

or a -trade associaticn would @. They have a stenograsher. They

ave a secretary and they 4o taelr typéng and teke care of tle ir

—



gpeawing of antnmotive traffic buat

C.'

©o other. I am nnt only

the amcunt of contact which is carried on with the public.
id & estricted uge you

caAn have =n emplujyinent ezency, for instance with ceontinuous
s trean L peapie golug in -- solng nge z2nt “own -- as Ais-
tinzuisked Iros a church instituticnal office with 1iriteAn
centact.
MR. LICHTENBEEG: well, I sgree that you're absclutely
right under those circunstences.
MR. CLARTE: I appreciate ;onr feeling for the con-

sideraticn of the owners I think, perheps, if you were to

develop this point along the lines of the one of traffic ,generastes
in SP type cffices as compared to normel ccmmercial uses this
is the only point think which would have any validity.

rR. LICHTENBERG: I would sgy, General, you are perfectlw

right insofa» a3 the autouoolile --

€ have to say that I'u rig

a3
~d
153}
~
[$)
[l
3
s,

GEAIRMAN CLA

You can arzue it.

MR+ LICHITENBIRG: Tuere are certain tyuves of office use

v.would generate s zreat deal of traffic end a great deal

nere -t ofhers. Bat certainly administrative offices would

SHouLD

noet. And we fars wot be lisdted or rest-icted from heving
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shinistrsties offices of gcerpersbte organizeticns or cther

- 2 B - - . - 4.3 .~ ., 2 L R o 4 2 . - =
cIRIANLGY tioas Secroie the seina nlpgl Tyue oo weniency woll:

2. LICETENZERD: T think I will 2grece with Fou.

Youw having in mind that we are both trying to arrive ac
< csme pasis of reasonable limitetion the @nrestricted u==

I am telxing about we wonld certelinly have no objection
restvicted to eliminate the type of usege that genérally
exists tnat the Gereral has just mentfconed. I Aon't bean specifi-

c2lly an empicyzent agency dbut one that would generate & great

deal more traffic than an ordinary business office would.

FR. LUITA: Tectorts offices.
MR, IICETENSERG: Fr. Luria tellz me we night have to
te dector's offices under these circumstances.

ned to enconraze conbinatic: f resifentisl

8]
8]

<
o

J

]
e

1z “e

{1

fxticle 7

\Nn

otel, and office fevelopmrents, such ss is here proposed, lrve-

the general zoning regulatioa.

Terestpicted office us in the offlce bullding 1is an integral

wart of our plan in the inrterest of obtainingy opproprilate

financing nnt in the facility of leasing office space. UYe fivumly



boiieve that, in view of the Fevelnprent of the sren, nan=ly,
the Colitursl Confes, Geluabis Flaze, the Stzie Teperiuent,
other govorm.e® al agencies and 20 ol Teing ton far [ The
Fesntszon in related olfices secposs lhe rivew, &ad af course

3 il ne 2 fefinite Ascand lor

nplicant is negetisting with the owner of

-

1 with 2 view to partizlly incorgorvate U

station into our project, as far &s possible, and for the

of imorovive the area in general, our DLuilding, and

~

(b

nuD p

[ 4

the gas statlion; anl at the ssre time mading it possible for

the National Pary 2ervice tou improve the north bound traffic

turs ivto Virginia Averue. £And we are now in agreement in

principle with the Esso psople; noWever, we are unable to

further implement zn 2grcement with them untll sucih agreerensc

meaninzful by the accomplishment of our goals

eculd be msade

h

in connectlon with onr appliczticns for street closings, moning

end aprroval udnev irticle T3.

o]
Q
o
|l
o

]
}oe
[

The meximun coveraze perwissible under E.F.

idex-

3
L}

5 Ir. the Watengcebe project tnls coverz2gs has been con

Lard -
e % X n =g

rbly reduced as a vresult of planning with 130 foot heighnt »llowe:s

ander . Article 75 an? sublect to the approval of the Cosuaission



cf the total 2 nd area, leaving sixiy-uine seveent of the
sr=a for oven landscsped Jxrient.

5 paprt of the sixty-nline percent is giaven percant an”?
is wousevvesd fcr the owe-story villas and oven these nove lant -
scepad reoof structures -- roof terraces. in additionsl tiree
percant 1s covered oy the Adlaing and Aancing ravillicn and

cenmecidbns. Tnls leaves 337 of the total avea as oyen parxlie

uncovered svace, representing 2205 of th
- 3 - - ’

e requirement for the
blic an’ enjoyment of the 1400 famiiies 1living in the develop-
t A nigh proporticn of the ground level areas covered by the

high-rise structures ccnsist of open collonades. That i3 on

the ground level of the building.

The total F.A.R. cf the project represents one-sixth Jless

TR .

than that permitted under the regulations e underground
“allnge @ .

parking is providing for espproximately 1250 cars, nearly twice
the requirerient bases c¢n these plans of 633, 7o surface pariing

will be provided or permitted.
& prezyfown of the Tizures by area and percenteze is contalired

in =n exhinlt end inclules also, in condensed forn, 211 infermation
and figures which zre included in our application, dArawlings and

site plans submittéd with the application.
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germanent long-ters Tiasacliag. The FRONL0C ' 2hilits Lo
shtain the permanent Sivancing is angussticnavle.  The -
portant feature in the Jevelopnent of Vaterpste is that it ic

iled enbirely vy srivzte capital, Tz tue best of
is the first major urben renewal preject
encompassiiyg nearly 10 acres ¢
taken ezclusively by private cspital with no financial or inaterial
assistance whatever from any governmental source.

The eztimated constructicn cost of the project 1is $45,000,000
To this amount must Dde added the very substantizl lani valye, and
development expenses which cumulatively will berefit the District
of Columbpia by reason of tne substantial real esztate taxes that
will be provided.

In addition, we submit, there will be &dted District revenue
ferived from local income taxes, sales, and othner miscellaneous
taxes, efditional employwent and new funds that the cperation
shall bein: into the communtiy.

This project, in the view cf the cwners eni the architess,
represents the prototype of the concent that is nost desirable

in the Tdstrict of Columbia. This follows the Frdnving cf

eresent dsy urvan planning.



It is the consifered cpinion of the owneré thet the

..J
'—-h
'I‘
C l"
)
D
»
or
=
I
D
n
Q
=
Q
.__)
'._
']
W
-

the gross zrez, the height,

o inter-related thet sny variatioun

"

=nad the cpen spsceses arve

-

.ese [oeztures would renler this type of

o}
ct
—

nith refesence €o

cuncept economiczlly unfeasivie.

Gentleven, in iy efforts to avold Jduplicatien, and not

to pepeat testimony to or facts which your staff nas alread
P

examrined, and found to be in compliance with the regulations

I have perhaps been too brief. I hope that you will bear with

re, inasmuch a&s there 1s no precedent for vresentation under

Article 75, as I undferstand we are ploneering in this hearing.

ARt

gyyself;are

< i At

0 ’fs{g‘t"ww

a.nd lere and

«-..,‘.“d..‘ T ST

wtth all the facts end figures involved in the Watergate Pro-

ject and will be happy to enlarge and elucidate on any point

which may be of interest te you, or which gerhzps has hot been
rmade clear to you by this presentation.

Trens You.

1’R. STEWART: X'A lixe to ask lMr. Fisher e question.

whet pert of this is reserved for office space? Wnat
ercent?

MR. FISHER: _Approximately ten percent.

FR. STEWART: I was thinking sbout a possibdle project cn

the E1ll with 2 wmilllon sguare feet.
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CEATRFAI CIARIE: T woader if you would speak} a little

on what yu have in variance on the sizns?

¥R. FISEZR: hay I --
FR. LICETENSERG: Surely.
MR. FISHEKR: cur concept of signs end may I say tnat

this will ve sudject to the Fine Arts a2s you know so that 1in
1tself would indicate that the public intevests would be pre-
serve?. It is our intent mainly to have the tType of signs
which will merely direct people to the necessary facilities
without beinz of the advertising nature. I think this is the
only way I can describe it. Very restrained and certainly in
1ine with the development.

MR. TOBRINER: Do you have an elevation showlng the re-
lation of your proposed progect with the Cultural Center?

MR. FISHER: Yes, we ¢o, Mr. Tobriner, we cen have tkat
put up. The one on the flcor 1if youtll set it up, please.
I think that you will see tI= irrespective of the completion
of the Cultural Center we have et that point come lower than

the bullding and it shows both in the model and in the Arawing

vwould you point cut the ectuel section related to the

Cultural Center?

MR. TCBRINER: How reny feet 1s that now?
UNTDENTIFIED WIMRESS Ninety feet.

'R. FISHER: welre anproximetely 200 feet.



MR. LICETENRBIERG: T nignht point cut that we ave

piving to the Wationsl Fare Service a piece of the land on

the southwest corner of cur landi s» thet it will e bacx furthe-~

¢

and provision r a dreegk in the street leading from the Varkwsy

where the rosd will determine” to be.

(&)

if that 1
FR. SALGO: In addition a part of tne buliliings were

removed and furkher away from the Cultural Qenter. It's the

avea marved in heavy red.
CHAIRMAN S CLARZE: I heve one other guestion whicn I
think Mr. Fisher coul?d answer? with regard to the Virginia

tvenue epproach could you discass a little the heignth as compared
to the width of the street and the gap that will exist between

your structure andi the Howard Johnson Hotel which will be on

the other side?
MR. FISHER: Actually it would be a -- the bullding itself

is on a 12C foot rigkt of way which 1is what Virginia Avenue 1is
end we have further pack from ou» progerty line -- I Aon't have
the =zctual fifures on the Howerd Johnsou setback from the property
line but it would appear that they also set back on their oroperty
line what seems to mé a consiﬁerable'distance between our building
proper ‘anl theirs.

CHAIRMAY CLARYE: In the nature, perhsps, of 150 feet?
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¥R, FISEER: Ch, gyes.
IR . LICATEIBERG: may I point out that the report
of the Wational Ceplital -- of the feciza nlanner fov the Tational

Cenital Flanning Commission states before the Tiaticnal Capital

Planning Ccmmisson 28 felliows: "2notner aspect 1s the extra-

ordinery widsth cf Virzginia Avenue. The setback detween the

puildiings. There is a building grogosed 2t this location,

Howeard Johnscn iMotel, five and ten stories. The Alstance

between those is in excess of 160 feet which is the geeatest

distance in between any street in the District of Colwabia.”™

1 think that peetty much covers it.

MR. CEAIRMAN: I have one other guestion. The Citizens
’
Adviscry Boaid commented that with regerd to screening the view

of the river to those pecple on Virginia Avenue, would you spesay

to that, please?
IFR, BISEER: Yes. e Ao have openings that are mis-

construed es to cpenings I think because of the model we have

there and the pnotographs. Ve have there an opening as Yyou

cen see which is in excess of 45 feet between the of fice bullding

and arsrtments end at the oprosite end of the office bullilng

there are sctually balconies all the way down. Ncw we have

Ziven this considerable tbought and are goimg to eliminate that



ruction Deiween the builiiogs 2t that point.
onmecht the buildings. Ve o have to have the

level a2t this point.

FR. LICHTENZERG: The collonades --
IMR. TISEER: Yes, we 2re &180 supposed te lave the c¢pen

collonades and at that point of Virginia Avenue and particularly

in the last building. mhis is a1l open here.

CHEATIRMAN CLARZE: Eow high are your columns at that

point?

MR., FISHER: Acproximately twelve Teet.

CHAIRMAN CLARXE: Apout twelve feet.
MR, FISHER: Now at that point at the end we actuelly

have two stories. The twelve foot 1s at the other end and

twenty seven at that end. That's the parx slde.

MR. TOBRINER: Could you give me the relatlve helght

of the four bulldfings involved?
“R FISHER: At this roint here we have 130 fcot height

(indicating on the drawings) and at this point we get an additional

27 feet. That would be approximately 157 at this point. &4 this

point we have frulled back from the original property line. This

was after complete discussion with the planning commission and
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1ol Bervice. it tHYs opoint we have approxiwvately
- - J

Is it your intention to Jimit °

the office center, that is the offices to one space for each --

¥R . FISEER: may I sey that the Zoning Commlssion, that

Py

the zoning rezulations and requirerents are that we have one

for every 1800 sqguare feet of occupancy of the office space

under the SP zonlng w 1ch -means thau this allocation at the

T

s

very minimum would be mAade. However,‘I think you can see that
with the advantenge of having residential in the same area the

pessibilityithat -additional car Spaces will be avallable because

of ﬁearness;and,tle“e,is aAtremenqouswpossibilitv«there.w

S PRS-k o

The.;en?ntsgho

o .

tate this that $ince a’high,portion of the progect will

%y RN

May I

be t“cooperatively: cwned uhere will be assigned spaceq for owner—'

e L

Ships

Does that answer your cuestion, ¥r. Stewart?
e OTEWERT : To a point. Yes. what about the perscns

‘»

cciilng to the dcctor opr dentist or so forth that might be in

the neighborhocd, have they areas?

PP FISEER: Yes, we have taien care cf thet as well.
MR. SEIGO:  When we started out we said that there wsoulAd

be no serface parkinz elther for visitors or commercial and as



a ccnseguence on the nart of a the Planning Ceommlssien re-
quest we broke down our figzures into assizned and stree

parking and we will have assigned parking lor the tenants

4]

and the courercizl tenants. We expect to have abnut 303

U
(Y

By

move and will provably heve 23C herve or 420 available -- all
undgerground.
MR. STEWART: I just rezised the point. I hope you
have sufficient.
MR. SALGO: We believe really that the garage space
at lesst in the initial year period will be an economic burden.
We believe that we oversized it. Ani that is the opinion of
the professional parking people.
CHEAIRNMAN CLARK=: Are there any other proponents?
MR, JAMES C. WILXES, JR: Mr. Cheirman may I submit
for the record 2 lettev from Mrs. Merijory Hendricks, the owner
of the Water Gate Ion, who favors the vropnosed project.
CEAIRKAN CLARXS: Very well. Than% you. Mrs. Hinton.
WITNESSES IN OPFOSITICN:
MRS. HAROLD B, HINTON: Godd Morninz. I'm Krs. Harold
B. Hinton, Chzirman of the Planning.and Zoning Connrittee of the
Progressive Citizeus Association of Gec*"et:on. e Aon't oppose

the Watergate but we 4o oppose the 130 fool height. About fifteen
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Jeers ago wien the gs=3 tanks starited 4o rmove feoia there 1%
was zoned foe 60 foot height. I iregive the idea wis to keep
it lew avound the viver. <Yhen the zas tenis began to nove
they asled Tor a change to S0 Toot. ve opvosesd that. Wouw

1T is coming to 120 feet height. T want to asx ynu To ccn-

(

sider that all these plans, and all these models, ant Arawings
-- freom a top view -~ and it looks as if 1%
is a2 low thing. It it not going to 2 be & low thing. It is

is geling to be a Trojen Wall right betweentre Gu®tural Center

o

)
nd ellthis part of town and that part of town and cut of f from

Just too tall and I think it would be very

[&]

the river. It i
nerd to visualize it until you see it and then you realize that

it is too tallm pesthetics 13 not a unamerican it was planned
into this capital. The L'Enfant plan and General Washington,

the most of their planning was on aesthetsics and having everything
subordinated to the cepital to treVhite Honuse and, of cowrse,

they didn't have the Lincoln Memorial in mind. That 1s one of

che melin menumental zreas end should be incrcased as a monumental
the 1dea of sutting the cultural center there

-

D
<t
(o]
(@)
o

i1s 1s zoing to be an obstructlion there ang is scoin

¢

2 Trojean Wall belween it and tke northwest part of town. dothing

an Wall would something live tuds be. and I'd just like



to ssir you to please considecr that snd I am very deeply 2is-
£
DO I" e

the Zoning Comrdssion zsve serusisson

Cof~rite Lo pnild that 130 foot Driiding beside the Trensury

Buillding sad Shebt poildlang thal k2 1s zcing Lo Lesr Jown --
CHATZRIAN CLARYE: ¥rs. HEinten, T don't think we have

siven any such periission. I tidni youle in error.
¥RS. FINTQ': Didn't you?

N=R: The Commissioners have to give that under

the Act of 1910.
MRS . HINTO : ¥Well, haven't they done 1t?
MA. TCBRINER: No.
MRS . HINTON: Oh, good.
(LAUGHTER FROM THE AUDIENGCE.)
MRS ., HINTON: Secause that theater bullding that they

are golng to tear down is a very beautiful building. It's very

ornate, but the troudble is that meny of cur buildings are
beautiful buildings such as that one across the street and they

heve steres inthe bottom and you'ld tuink that it 1s not worth

saving bat if you go up there and look at it. Look at that

he feith Theater. It's a very ornately

Alpee Bullding by ¢

decopated bulldling with marble all the way across it and entirely

sulbtable Lo be hear the White EKouse and the Tressury. The only

RR
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that ought to be dcocme to it it bto have those shops antd

stores improved In Che Lottons 8o that they wonld live up to

the rest of the Luiiiing. Zut anyway I won't keep yon any

Toreer aud Jusb oam glad to have you to wleagse consicder the
Lelght 2nd re2lly wish you would tihduik about it as how it would
ioole when 1t is bulilt un and not as you look at it there Iron
the top likxe tlris.

CHEAIRMAN CLARTE: Thanc yoil, Mrs. Hinton.

Mr. Wilkes?

MR, WILIES: No, I didntt have anything.

CHATRMAN CLARZZ: Rext.

FURTEER OFFGSITION:
MR. C. L. MARTIN: My name is C. L. Martin, counsel for

thie Commissicn of Fine Arts. I would like to read a statement

which Mr. Finley would have presented himself, but unfortunately

.e was unable to attend.

(TEE FOUR PAGE STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION OF

FINE ARTS IS N FILE WITHE TEEZ ZCHINC COFFICE

AND I8 THEREFCRE NOT INCLUDET JIK THE CrFFICIAL
Lra

TRANSCRIFT. WITNESS READ THE STATZMENT
VERBATIM.)
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Statement of tbe Commission of Fine Arts Before
The Zoning Commission, 13 April 19

The members of the Comdssion of Fine Arts at its meeting on March

20th wngnimously sxpressed their disappointment with the pre
end designs.for the proposad Watergate, Town aparhment and . offn.ce complex _
which would be located o -a trisngular area in Northwest Washingten,...
bounded by Hew:Haspshire-aad Yizginia Avenues, 25th Street and the Book
Creek sndRotomac RatomYa: scisnes, it wiil be <o LBt the prepozed
2o The.elte is. .of.partienlan elgnificanse da, .,,Ple&u%::,h" Ty
2 ; ; wthe Jaads guth R ﬂﬂ!j’“‘%ﬁs’
for tﬂmmam W?FL ‘2«“&&2 tré&?‘?&%«&‘%’ Q&QS&@.@%‘;‘”
to' the: msa,fﬁsxm L&E@Qhéﬁ!?réé%mmg iz hes been erkenisd inte
Lo m,szssimﬁ%mggp'g its misglvings about the design
since Bkmlhiﬂéﬂsnim‘“ﬂﬂﬁﬁv‘EMJ”&&&M?&f”'@P@%rﬁvm
mmmmmmumumoze,@gme&%%@mmm the
August -95:196 Ak eAh; bBobs bimorthe penhers plabhe Grmmiealon em% %
scops i ofzbhe entdre Frojeat Wik bbe: reproseststivea gfy the «Seyloppent
corporaticn-and-bhe:arehitoctSrpinia Avwrss, wnd weul on ‘v‘i:g’,’l.cia_ A?#\:ﬁ
.+ dmits dnitial: study: of:the, arciitecturel ¥lans, bhe, Lon 4 gsign, was
prizarily.concerned; With. t.be_deasitr of- J-and gverage oL the, Pwmﬂ
structurss-in, relation to.the Wsiﬁ's of; the: site. Ahe%bﬁ'}i”“
that the maximm park charagter. pnmubg_msm. in.aoy; ned Pméecf-
in this. location;. ead they bave reported. on October. R 2961 to.bhe .
Distriet 6f Columbia Caunissioners:and on.Oekober; Zhe. 1961 o Ahe Zm

Commission the:u' opposition to the szall proportion of. .open. area, uhioh



would rema.in as publio space. The architects in twrn replied that the

pla.n wauld proride nearly one and one ha.lf times t.he amotmt of open area

as presantly a.llomd ander e:dsting scning or a proposed LS% coverage of
buildi.ngs as opposed to 75% coverage possibla under current regulatiens. Such

a com,parison, however, ignores tbe great a.mount of open publ:.c space that

AT ".» ~.' . ,x.«.‘ Coirat e

H Ty 3 I AT S SO -
: is represanted by the existing street system. If this amount of open
RPN APEY el L. RIS I O
peblis space 13 taken Lnto ccusideration, as 1t. certain]y should for

cochary goaesi g W Aty Sea owslirgols T sd Luoa

fair campa.riscn of the two sc.hamu, it will be seen that the pro?osed

smetdng oz and 5 Aering develsiprons.,

A

RSl A Yy, & st euts F

plan for the new ccnstructim would leave only a.ppmximateh 55 nors
11

o Cumrlorior, o2 DLt Ay swnapless vhe Cresirurilits of providieng

thenthemimmwedmdercdrungmning The

opea public space
living Tsailitles in suok a vaiqgue 1oeasionr close te imporiant erployment

Commisaicn does not a.groe therefore with the architects? ceatention that
cemb e dn thie olite Gat Alpigrecst entircly in Lhe eoneazpt of previdlng

LT TC

the open park-like characterof adjoining lands has béen extended int.om(

caeh A dramaiic Gentrast wiih the character of the zurroanding ares.

the site plan of the bullding project.
L»ig,rvt and the curm)inzer forms of the comecsition bear ittls or ne

4n sddition the Commission has carefully studisd the architeettral
selntivn to the reat of the eity, =1 can cleerly be sse in en empdnsatian

deaigac for the project and 1is greatly concerned over ths height and the
. the photegraym whlsh alicow ths wodal superiuposed on the bovndaries
character of the proposed structures. A nsarly contimusus wall of building

) the actuld sliva
would extend from the southern boundary of the triangular site, north

Tie Counlinzlia alieras bo the 1 “rol Lo Lhat large scule damc et s
3

mﬁewHampshireAmuemVirgimAmu,anduestmv a Avehine
houls be gud cxditade Lo the ciir oo whele. azp welally in dagtangen vaoow

toBockackandPotomo Parioway. 'Ihshuildingsmldrisetathsir
Che mils fe of nath oeregnien st dn ales preritity to lmpertant moma
minimm height of 130 feet at the intersection of Virginia Avenus and

mER) FrcEd.  FA tne npteicn 02 fogilanion Mhls preject geaks o v

New Hampshire Amus, and to nearly 163 fest along the Rock Creek and

3 seideccmtained anllity ¢ M all;

ra oppodte el hed L Doantvel B A
Potomac Parkua.y The designs of the build:!.ng masses would be strengly
~,.r"~‘r FRTAR elh e oo BAur 00Xt ST pTARAS effest 41 o Invite

tural in their d.erivatian, with swesging curvelinear forms focused

Couhs W e eeUdng CT

LJ:.L-.‘:\, nen Lo 2 LA R 11 SR S PR S

toward the Potomac Ethrer and Theodore Roosevelt Island and a.way fram the
dnadens it o2 [ EER LRS- P | A Lo d \-C"\A-Jlﬁi cf Firz Are
rest of tha city. A continuw.s a.rrengeme.nt of buildi.ng mss}es a.long
I SelTnTI oL thoo el

Virg:Luia Avenue and New liampstn_re Avenue, rising ‘%o such an exbended



encroach on or mar the Pederal arez. The Congress dscreed in this public

1aw that the development of the City of Washington should proceed along
the lines of good order, good taste, and with due regard to the public
interests involved, and directed the Comrission of Fine Arts t§ recormend
such changes as in its judgement are necessary to prevent reascnably
avoidable impairment of the public values belonging to public buildings

and parks.
The members of the Cosmisaion believe that it is entirely possible

to design a distinguished group of buildings that would provide for
similar facilities in this location, and yet conform to the existing
height limitaticns and other established zoning measures, These zoning
measures were passed for good reason to provide for cartinuity in scale
and other architestural effects that eomprise the fabric of .the c.{ty of
Washington.

To depart radically frem this framework is to invite a chaotio dis—-
harmony to the architectural growth of the eliy plan, not only for this

Jocatiocn but for other parts of Washington as well. In short it will begin
to erode and destroy the qualities that glve Washington its particular

beauty.
The Commission bas asked me to say that they will be glad to discuss

these matters with cne or more mezbers of the Zoning Cormission at the

next meeting of the Commission of Fine Arts on April 18th.



height, would, for all intents and purposes, shut off the important view-s
of the Potamac River and Roosevelt Island from the surrounding area. In
turn the 6verpowering pass of the total composition, as seen along the
vistas from major approaches to the city, would be the dominent feature
of the landscape, overshadowing the great public menuments nearby.

In the developers'! own words, as contained in the illustrated
brochure deseribing the proposals, the Watergate Town is to be a noity
within a elty, a showplasce for Washington and a daring development.™

The Commiesion ef Fine Arts recognises the desirabdlity of providing
living facilities in such a wnique location close to important employment
centers in the elty, but disagrees entirely in the concept of providing
such a dramatic contrast with the character of the surrounding area. The
height and the curwlinear forms of the composition b;aar little or no
relation to the rest of the city, as can clearly be seen in an examinaticn

of the photographs which show the model superimposed cn the boundaries
of the actual site.

The Commission adheres to the principle that large scals developmsnts
should be subordinate to the city as a whaole, especlally in instances where
the site is of such prominence and in close proximity to important monu-

In the opinion of the Commission this projest seeks to do

mental areas.
the opposite and has been concsived as a self-contained entity or ™a city

within a elty". "As a show plece", its primary effect is to invite
attentlon, not to complement and fit into the surrounding area.
Under the Shipstead-Luce Act of 1931 the Commission of Fine Arts

has been charged by the Congress to review all construction that right
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CHATRIMALN CLARTE: Thnaniz you, Mr. sartin.
Are there others 1n opnneosition?
M0 RESPUN3E.
CHAIRMAY CLAR'E: Tc you nzve gny finsdl cemsria
that you would 1ive to nalke?
RE3TTTAL TESTIHNCIY 2Y THE APPELLANTS:
MR, LICETENZERG: I ight say that the same cojiection

wationel Capital Flanning Cormisslion and

fire Wirth who is a menver of thls Commission has executed =

contract as of two days ego with the appiicant iIn which objections

were made on cur part to taxe care of exactly what the Fine Arts

Commission is Lalildng 2bcut. We definitely on our overgll coverag

have only 313 cf actuzl coverage. All of the streets, the arees
which will remein as open space in a much iarger land area thah
vne

spaces that are reqguired by the zoning regulations exiusive of
thie streets is 57,000 feet and the area in open pudblic sp2ces
in excess cf that required by zordng regulations -- axclusive

s

of closed streets is: 15,340 square feet. The area in the

ooe and that does not inclnfte T
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ne tctsl area of the streets that are closed. The area in pudlic
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of square foolage that will be conveyed to the Papw Secevice.

(MR LURIA 47D IR, LICHETEIRERE CONFER CFF THE RECCRD
MR. LICHTEWSERSG: I thiny --
MR, TORRITER: Uould you speslt of the heigh’ chiection?
FR. LICHTEN3ZRG: Tes, I think tigt what I have have

said 1n 1y statement previously tint it is impos3lible to nzve

the open 3paces trat we ape rrojecting under our plan with a

lessor heignt than the amount that we have asked for. It is
econcrlcally undsound. At the present tine and under the
zoning the open space required is or the coverage that we have
right to cover 1s T75% leaving cnly 25% that remains opén. That
is withcut any change from the regulations as they now exist. It

would te utterliy impossible tos rave this concept which was con-

templated by the intent of Article 75 in order to have a unique,

ot
vype

unusual and &n overall project of the combination of this

-

of usage.

Er.SAlgo would ilke to meke a statement furiier in connection

wilth that if the Board please.
IR, NICHCLAS S21GC: If the Commissioners piease, I
wonid 1ize to meke the ollowing remarks. These are more

huuvbe on the remarvs cf the Fine 2ris Cormlssion and the

. ] . Y .
nse ihe remark of creating "a city within the city
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MR JACAB L. CRANE: I hoge thzt &1idnft take too

long in reading this now o0l4 letter. I might add, if youtll
pernit me to, that Annapolis where I sit cn the Planning Commission
we have problems on a smaller scale but not so A4ifferent from those
you deal with here. %We have a matter of the extension of the
Naval Academy that %¥4 like to brinz before ycu. Thelr problems
aren't so different;

MR . TOBRINER: Wnat willl be the exterior of the walls,
what will be the material on the exterior of the walls?

MR. FISEER: As we have dlscussed with the Fine Arts
Commissién we intend to keep the project in off-white color.
That is posslibly ceramic bricik of an off-white célor. We Ao

not intend to go into any bazaar treatment.

MR. TOBRINER: It will be brick and not stone then?

MR. FISHER: It would be a combination of brick and

stone and marble in part also.

MR. TOBRINER: And what?

MR FISHER: And marble in part elso.

FR. SALGO: No metal.

MR. FISEER: But no metal s such.

¥R. LICHTENBERG: Mr. Salgo would like to make just one

closing remark.
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MR, SALGO: If the Board permits I would like to
address myself to one single point. It is true that Washington
does not heve a project of this kind with curvilinear lines
and 1t is used to straight lines, it's always difficult. At
the same time 1t is Aiffibcult to understand how remarks can
be made about Trojan Walls which generally are, evidently
speaxing, straizht lines as against these curvilinear lines.
These curvilinear lines lets you pass by and gets the impression
of movement ani through movement -- freedom. ?ou see c¢n the
left therre a feeble account of how our bullding would look
and this isn't a2 view of the top but the ground levei view.
I Think, gentlemen, there is only .6ne thing basically~wr9ng
abcut Island Vista and that is that it is not yet built so
you can't see 1it.
* CEAIRMAN CLARXE: Anything further on this case?
NO RESPORSE.

CHAIRMAN CLARXE: In that casc we®ll proceed to the

next case.

MRS, HINTON: I want to say just one thing.
CHAIRMAN CLARZE: Mrs. Hinton.
MRS. HINTON: All thls business about motion is very

well. But that deoes not look 1like Washington. It looks something

like a very attractive world?ls fair.
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CHAIRMAN CLARKE: Thank you, Mrs. Hinton.

Proceed tanthe next case.
“R. ASETON: Case Number One which reads as follows:

(MR. ASHTCN READ INSERT # 3 WHICH APPEARS
ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE CF TEE TRANSCRIFT.)
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