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public), but Commissioner Armstead’s procedural questions were not addressed and no revote or 

confirmation vote was taken.  Commissioner Muhammad never recalled the issue for a vote.  No formal 

action was taken to rectify the deficiencies; but rather the ANC submitted an old vote.  

 Notwithstanding the procedural concerns, the below will address the points in opposition raised 

by Commissioner Muhammad’s November 12 filing.  The filing raised objections to parking, loading, the 

setback of the seventh story, the quality of design, and the Applicant’s community outreach.  Each point 

is now addressed in turn. 

Parking 

Both the Office of Planning (“OP”) and the District Department of Transportation (“DDOT”) 

support the parking provided by this PUD Application.  The Applicant has worked closely with DDOT to 

provide a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan.  TDM measures include 

identifying a TDM leader; providing long-term bicycle parking spaces; mounting a transportation 

information screen in the lobby; providing an enhanced bus shelter; and reserving a location for a Capitol 

Bikeshare dock.  DDOT has indicated that “the availability of curbside spaces in the vicinity would 

provide sufficient parking if parking demand should exceed available on-site parking supply.”  See 

DDOT Report at Case Log #25.  Gorove/Slade, the Applicant’s Transportation Consultant, confirmed 

with DDOT that their support for the project has not changed since the DDOT Report was issued and that 

the details regarding the specific location of the Capital Bikeshare station and the final size and location 

of the bus stop will be finalized as part of the Public Space approval process. See Letter from 

Gorove/Slade at Exhibit A.  Citing the financial constraints on providing affordable housing, the 

proximity to the Congress Heights Metro, the future Capital Bikeshare location, the nearby bus shelter 

and bus routes, bicycle parking spaces, and the transit screen, OP, in the May 19th Report, expressed “no 

objection to this requested flexibility” from the parking request.  See Case Log #23.  Furthermore, the 

Applicant has letters of support, submitted with the November 12 filing at Case Log #51, at Exhibit E, 
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from the Vice President of Manor View 1 and a resident of Manor View indicating both their support and 

the support of other Manor View residents for the project.  Support of this neighboring housing 

development is important, as these residents are most impacted by the project including parking. 

The objections raised by Chairman Muhammad to the flexibility requested with respect to 

parking have been addressed thoroughly by the Applicant, OP, and DDOT.  Chairman Muhammad’s 

claim that “the limited parking is discriminatory [to seniors and the disabled], which creates an unfriendly 

non-inclusive environment, which is a violation of the ADA Federal Act” is misguided.  The Applicant, 

from the very beginning, has prioritized accessibility for low- and moderate-income seniors and the 

disabled.  The residential units themselves are specifically designed to accommodate seniors and those 

with mobility issues.   The parking spaces and curb are specifically designed with seniors and the disabled 

in mind including wide sidewalks, cautious slope tolerances, an ADA complaint curb cut at the new bus 

shelter, and ADA compliant parking spaces.  Chairman Muhammad’s discussion of the ZRR is off base 

as the ZRR has not yet been approved by the Zoning Commission. 

For these reasons, Chairman Muhammad’s specific objections and the issue of parking more 

generally, has been fully vetted and addressed throughout the PUD process. 

Loading 

 Both OP and the District Department of Transportation support the loading plan associated with 

this PUD Application.  The Applicant has worked very closely with DDOT to address the loading needs 

for the project through a comprehensive Loading Management Plan.  The Loading Management Plan 

includes designating a loading management coordinator, limiting delivery truck size and delivery hours, 

and other measures to address loading for the project as specifically requested by DDOT.  Again, the 

Applicant’s Transportation Consultant confirmed with DDOT that they continue to support the project 

and that the loading management plan will be finalized as part of the Public Space approval process. See 

Letter from Gorove/Slade at Exhibit A.  OP, citing the lack of a need for large delivery trucks to serve the 
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retail, has no objection to the requested flexibility regarding loading.  Chairman Muhammad has simply 

indicated an objection to curbside loading, quoting the requirement and requested relief but not providing 

any specific concern regarding the loading plan submitted by the Applicant. 

Roof Structure Setback 

 The Applicant modified its plans to reduce the 1:1 setback relief, only requesting 1’-9’’ on what 

was then labeled as a penthouse structure.  The 11’-1’’ setback only exists in one small location which 

houses the stairwell overrun.  This setback was increased to 12’-10’’ in all other locations, complying 

with the setback requirement of a distance equal to the height of the top story.  That being said, the 

application was amended such that what was previously deemed a penthouse is now a floor.  Thus, the 

flexibility with respect to the roof structure provisions is no longer being requested by the Applicant.     

The Office of Planning supported the flexibility from the 1:1 setback and continues to support the layout 

of what is now the seventh floor plan.   

Commissioner Muhammad opposes the setback citing safety concerns but provides no 

explanation.  There is no safety issue presented by the seventh floor setback and the intention of the 1:1 

setback is in no way a safety precaution. The safety issue raised by the Zoning Commission, unrelated to 

the setback, was resolved by increasing the height and setback of the railing. 

Quality of Design 

 The Applicant has worked very hard to provide a high quality design.  The Applicant has 

provided several sets of materials boards and made substantial revisions based on feedback from the 

Zoning Commission.  The Applicant’s choice of materials was discussed at length before the Zoning 

Commission.  The Applicant has selected porcelain tile, brick, minor fiber cement siding, and Low-E 

vinyl windows for the exterior of the building specifically for their high quality and durability.  

Commissioner Muhammad’s claim that the Applicant is “using the least expensive building materials for 

this project; it will not withstand the test of time” is unsupported and simply inaccurate. 
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Community Outreach 

As described in great detail in the November 12th filing, the Applicant has done extensive 

community outreach both before the October 20th Public Meeting and in the short time since that meeting.  

Outreach has included attending and presenting at multiple ANC meetings, meeting with Commissioners 

and the ACCORD, holding well-advertised public meetings to present the project, and coordinating with 

local support services to host career fairs and discuss the project further.  The SMD for the project 

remains supportive of the project and has commended the Applicant for its outreach.  Commissioner 

Armstead has provided a letter of support to the Zoning Commission, in which she also includes her 

opinions (not those of the Applicant) on the challenges of obtaining the formal support of the ANC.  See 

Letter from Commissioner Armstead at Exhibit B.  The Applicant supplements the prior letters of 

support with a petition in support of the project with 15 signatures, many of which are residents of 

Washington Highlands.  See Petition in Support at Exhibit C. 

It is unfortunate that the Applicant could not negotiate a mutually acceptable Community 

Benefits Agreement with the ANC.  However, the Applicant simply could not accept the financial 

obligations imposed by the CBA provided by Commissioner Muhammad and The ACCORD.  The 

requested benefits, in total, exceed $3,500,000.  See Summary of The ACCORD CBA’s Financial 

Demands at Exhibit D.  Not only are the requested benefits exorbitant, but they would also jeopardize the 

Applicant’s ability to maintain the desired affordability levels for the project. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above, the Applicant asserts that the PUD Application meets the standard, as 

described in the Zoning Regulations, and that the public benefits associated with the Project provide the 

type of public benefits anticipated by the PUD process. We respectfully request that the Zoning 

Commission take final action and approve the PUD Application based on the extensive record. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Christina Halvorsen Washington Business Group 

From: Jim Watson, PTP 
Erwin Andres, P.E.  

Date: November 18, 2014 

Subject: Wheeler Renaissance PUD Advisory Neighborhood Commission 8E Statement 

 

This memorandum presents a supplemental statement in response to the Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 8E 
statement submitted November 12, 2014 regarding the Wheeler Renaissance PUD project.   In terms of the project’s 
transportation elements, the ANC provided comments on the parking, loading, and transit and Bikeshare accessibility of the 
site.   Many of the items requested for more information (such as the specific location of a Bikeshare station, specific details 
regarding the shifted bus stop, and the detailed loading management plan) will be further developed as Public Space and 
other approvals are sought, as with many other similar projects.   However, these items were preliminarily reviewed by the 
District Department of Transportation (DDOT) and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) during 
the Zoning review process in May 2014, during which time the Applicant coordinated with both DDOT and WMATA on each 
item’s best application in the context of the project. 

DDOT issued a report in support on the project on May 19, 2014.  DDOT and the Applicant noted during the Zoning review 
process that many of the items noted as recommendations in DDOT’s report (and recently commented upon by the ANC) 
would be further refined during the Public Space and other approvals processes.  Based on recent discussions with DDOT, 
they confirmed that their support of the project has not changed since the May 2014 report was issued.   

 

http://www.gsatrans.com/
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Exhibit D 
 



ACCORD II CBA FINANCIAL DEMANDS 
 

 
Item # Description Amount Notes 
1.9 2 Paid Interns (3yrs) $224,016.00 Based on $17.95/hr full time. 
6.10 Job Training 

Employment 
672,048.00 Based on 6 people x 3 yrs each 

17.95/hr  
6.11 Funding of Job training $50,000.00* *Plus employment of 2 graduates 
1.12 Additional Training 

Programs 
$50,000.00  

7.13 Revolving Working 
Capital Fund 

$500,000.00 To allow for service payments to 
CBE’s weekly instead of industry 
standard construction practice of 
monthly pay application; thus, 
holding the developer not the GC 
responsible 

8.12 William Lockridge 
Foundation Office  
(40 year lease) 

$864,000.00* Based on rate of 1,800.00/month 
including utilities *(based on 2014 
market)  

8.3 Lead the Way 
Foundation 

$1,140,150.00 
(228,030.00 x 5 yrs) 

With 1st payment of $228,030 due 
at signing, not upon approval of 
PUD 

TOTAL  $3,500,214.00  
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