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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
7:05 p.m.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Good evening,
ladies and gentlemen. Can you hear? My name is
Maybelle Taylor Bennett. I'm Chairperson of the
District of Columbia Zoning Commission. Am I not
on? Let's see -- most people don't have trouble
hearing my voice.

Joining me this evening are
Commissioners Kress and Franklin. We are expecting
Commissioner Parsons. I declare this continued
public hearing open.

The case that is the subject of this
continued hearing is Case No. 95-16P, an application
from Florida Rock Properties, Inc., requesting
preliminary, first-stage approval of a planned unit
development and related change of zoning from M to
C-3-C for Lots 800, 801, 802 in Square 707, Lot 809
in Square 708, Lots 807 and 808 in Square 708E, and
Lot 806 in Square 708S.

Is there a problem?

MR. WALDREN: Madam Chairperson, my name
is Peter --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: No, hold on. I'm
still reading the opening statement. I'm

introducing the case. All right?
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This continued hearing will be conducted
in accordance with the provisions of DCMR 30-22.

The order of procedure will be as follows:
preliminary matters, completion of the applicant's
case, the report of the Office of Planning, the
report of other agencies, the report of Advisory
Neighborhood Commissions 6B and 2D, parties in
support, persons in support, parties in opposition
and persons in opposition. The Commission will
adhere to this schedule as quickly as possible.

Those presenting testimony should be
brief and non-repetitive. If you have a prepared
statement, give copies to staff and orally summarize
the highlights. Each individual appearing before
the Commission must complete two identification
slips and give them to the reporter before making
his statement.

If these guidelines are followed, an
adequate record can be developed in a reasonable
length of time.

The decision of the Commission in this
contested case must be based exclusively on the
public record. To avoid any appearance to the
contrary, the Commission requests that parties,
counsel and witnesses not engage the members of the
Commission in conversation during any recess or at

the conclusion of the hearing session. While the
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intended conversation may be entirely unrelated to
the case that is before the Commission, other
persons may not recognize that the discussion is not
about the case. The staff will be available to
discuss procedural questions.

All individuals who wish to testify and
who were not previously sworn, please rise to take
the oath.

Please raise your right hands. Do you
swear that all the testimony you give will be true?
Please say "I do."

WITNESSES: I do.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Okay. Now, Mrs.
Dobbing, do we have preliminary matters?

MS. DOBBINS: Madam Chairman, members of
the Commission, the only preliminary matters I have
are just to indicate to you that there were four
submissions that were not included in your package.
We have one from Brenda Lee Richardson regarding the
Valley Green Newsletter with a copy of that
attached. You have a letter from the Deputy City
Administrator for Business Services and Economic
Development, David Watts. You have a letter from
the Capital Hill Group Ministry, Inc., I think this
is only to clarify a previous submission regarding
support for the Earth Conservation Corps as opposed

to the project itself. And you have a letter in
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support from the Anacostia Watershed Society.

Those are the only matters I have, Madam
Chairman.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, thank
you. Is there preliminary matter in the audience?
Would you please come forward, state your name and
your home address and tell us what it is?

MR. WALDREN: Right here?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Sir, please hold
the microphone so -- hold it until the light stays
on, please.

MR. WALDREN: Can you hear me? Is it
on?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Just hold it, when
it stays on you can take your hand off.

MR. WALDREN: It's off.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Okay.

MR. WALDREN: My name is Peter Waldren
and I'm one of two representatives from ANC 6B who
are parties to this hearing. And I'd like to
request a continuance based on the following
reasons.

On Thursday, July 3rd, at the end of the
business day we received some materials, a letter
and accompanying materials from Cynthia Giordano
which have to do with this hearing in a

presentation. And it's our sense that we haven't
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had any time to digest this materials. It involves
three witnesses who will be here today.

It is also our understanding there is a
courtesy period that's granted for 14 days on any
material that we haven't had the chance to digest.
And so therefore I'm requesting a continuance.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: This is ANC --

MR. WALDREN: Six B.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Six B.

MR. WALDREN: We are a party to this.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: And the ANC as a
whole has not had an opportunity to take a look at
it?

MR. WALDREN: Nor the representatives
who have been appointed by the ANC.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, thank
you, we will take that under consideration.

MR. WALDREN: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Mr. Westbrook?

MR. WESTBROOK: Madam Chair, for the
record I am Richard B. Westbrook, ANC Commissioner
for 2D. We also were just in receipt of this. I
got the copy just yesterday. And, of course, this
Earth Conservation Corps proposal is entirely within
the 2D area at Square 664E and obviously our
Commission doesn't meet until next Monday night and

we haven't had a chance to look at this or decide in
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favor of it or not. The concept is wonderful, but

putting it into practice is going to be a difficult

situation.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right.

MR. WESTBROOK: So we would like a
continuance.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Thank you. Ms.
Giordano?

MS. GIORDANO: Good evening members of
the Commission.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Good evening.

MS. GIORDANO: I did serve the ANCs with
a supplemental submission when we submitted to the
Zoning Commission last Thursday. I called Mr. Simon
early in the day to let him know it was coming, so
we could get it to whomever as quickly as possible.
I didn't hear back so we served both ANCs at their
ANC offices.

The submission consists basically just
of a summary of the history of the PUD application
and indicates which of the three urban design
studies that we presented to the Commission at the
last hearing is our preferred scheme. There is no
new information or any change in the project that's
contained in those documents.

And as far as the ECC proposal goes, it

doesn't include the proposal of the ECC that was
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presented at the Zoning Commission hearing last
time. It presents some information, a fact sheet
about the ECC, and a document about the living
classroom in Baltimore which we are modeling our
program after.

So it's an informational piece, it's not
a change in the project. There is no statutory
requirement that the ANC receive that any time
earlier than we were able to provide it.

So I would ask that a continuance is
probably not needed here. But certainly if the ANC
would like additional time after this hearing to
leave the record open and respond or would like us
to make a presentation, we'd be happy to do that.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Thank you, Ms.
Giordano.

MS. GIORDANO: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: This Commission
will make that determination later. Any other
preliminary matters? Mr. Simon? I didn't see your
hand, come on up. Don't talk from back there, you
know we have to hear you.

MR. SIMON: I just wanted to talk very
briefly. This is a transportation study which is
more than a summary and more than a minor issue. We
feel that, particularly from the ANC point of view,

that where transportation is a critical concern of
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ours that we should have an opportunity to look this
over.

Moreover, there are three witnesses that
are being proposed for tonight. We should have an
opportunity not only to provide some comments after
the fact, but an opportunity to ask informed
questions from the witnesses at the time that they
are making their presentation.

And we thought that we had received a
list from the applicant two weeks before the
beginning of the hearing with all of their
witnesses, and we thought that that's the process.
But if that's not the process, we will be pleased to
understand what the correct process is.

My name is Gotlieb Simon, representing
ANC 2D and 6B.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : So, the
continuance is such that you'd really prefer to hear
these witnesses at a time when you can cross examine
them having had an opportunity to digest what you've
got. I -- let me just share this. I think, since
all of us are down here, we need to hear the
witnesses. We may, and I'd like to hear from my
colleagues on this, permit cross examination at a
further hearing. I suppose that's the way we could
do it. I'm concerned about stretching this out

further than needs to have happen, but I'm clear
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that when both ANCs come before us and say that they
have not had an opportunity to completely go through
the material that they have been presented, that we
have a problem.

I'm sorry, Ms. Kress, did you want to
say something?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I was actually
going to add my own personal opinion. Obviously
without having the hearing, I am jumping the gun a
little bit. But I myself, in my preparation this
weekend, came up with several questions and studies
that I was going to ask of the applicant and as for
a further hearing regarding those items I was going
to be asking further study on.

Again, I'm jumping the gun a little, but
perhaps this could solve the problem since I was
going to ask for a continuation for additional
information and additional presentation. That
opportunity could then be used by the ANCs to cross
examine. We'd ask the applicant to bring the
witnesses back and then the ANC could then cross
examine at that further meeting.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right.

Further thoughts on this, Mr. Parsons?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Yes, the major

element that we need some input on is the issue on

Square 664E. That is the proposal is either
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residential or something else which is delineated

here in a plan on this little brochure we got over

the weekend. Where shift restoration and classrooms

and so forth or it's residential, which is the

application, as I recall.

So, certainly we need some input from

the community on this as to either/or or neither.

It is a major amenity proffered here by the

applicant. So at least another hearing would be

required,

I think, to deal with that issue because I

don't think that the ANC has had an opportunity to

review ei

prepared

ther of these. I don't remember them

to deal with the residential component, am

I mistake but I -- to me that was really disclosed

at the hearing, wasn't it?

CHATIRPERSON BENNETT: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So we have two

proposals before us on 664 E that have not been

dealt with by the community.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Okay, of my

colleagues, I didn't hear from Mr. Franklin. Mr.

Franklin?

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Well, it seems

to be appropriate, since everyone is here, to have a

hearing.

Since, no one I think is going to be

disadvantaged by not being able to cross examine

tonight,

it's often the case that the cross
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examination takes place in a continuing hearing. I
don't see any disadvantage in proceeding now and
maybe that the ANCs will choose not to cross examine
or submit a statement or what have you for the
record. And I don't think they would be
disadvantaged by our proceeding.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, thank
you. Madam Director, could you identify a third
date, at your convenience, and meanwhile we will
proceed with the order of the hearing for tonight.
And if there are no other preliminary matters we
will hold an additional hearing. We will hear
further from Ms. Kress what other kinds of studies
she would like to have done. We will need some
clarification of the proposed fate of Square 664E
and we will give the ANCs an opportunity to cross ex
the applicants and its witnesses. Ms. Kress?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Madam Chair, we
might want to wait until we proceed a little bit to
set that date. Because some of the things I'm
asking for may take a little bit of time to prepare.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I see, all right.
Thank you. Why don't we continue with the
applicant's case?

APPLICANT'S CASE CONTINUED
MS. GIORDANO: Good evening again, Madam

Chair, members of the Commission. We certainly
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would welcome cross examination and welcome the
opportunity of an additional hearing to accomplish
that goal. And welcome the opportunity to work
further with the community on this project.

The letter that I sent to the Commission
asked for the opportunity to present testimony of
three additional witnesses. First we'd like to
start, if we might, with a brief summary by Mr.
Buckley, the architect for the project, of the
preferred design scheme that's included in the
booklet in case those Commission members or the ANC
didn't have a chance to take a look at that booklet.
What we are suggesting is about ten minutes for Mr.
Buckley, another ten minutes for the transportation
consultant, ten minutes for Mr. Haas and ten minutes
for Mr. Fuller as well. And then questions and
answers after that testimony. It may go a little
quicker than that, hopefully.

But at the time, we have three expert
witnesses that we can submit qualifications for
expert status. I think that Mr. Fuller has appeared
before this Commission before and has been accepted
and qualified as an expert.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Is it not Dr.
Fuller?

MS. GIORDANO: Yes, Dr. Steven Fuller

from George Mason University.
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CHATRPERSON BENNETT: We don't need to
qualify him.

MS. GIORDANO: Okay. The second witness
is Mr. Lerner from TransCorp. His colleague was
here last time, but Mr. Lerner has really been the
principal that we've worked with, so we are happy
that he is back in town to appear before this
hearing. But his colleague qualified last time, so
his qualifications are in the back of the
transportation study that you received last
Thursday.

So if you would like to review them or
he could respond to any questions or summarize.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I have had an
opportunity to review them and I have no problems
qualifying him as an expert. Colleagues?

[No response.]

MS. GIORDANO: Okay, and the third
witness is Mr. Richard Haas. He is a principal with
a real estate consulting firm and a former
Commissioner of the Public Services for GSA. And he
will be testifying this evening regarding GSA
requirements for space in the District of Columbia.
And he can provide further details on his
qualifications if you desire.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: So you wish to

enter him as an expert?
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MS. GIORDANO: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : On --

MS. GIORDANO: GSA space requirements.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : GSA space
requirements. You are getting right technical,
aren't you? All right.

MS. GIORDANO: Thank you very much. We
would like to proceed at this time with Mr. Buckley.

MR. BUCKLEY: Madam Chairman, I'm
delighted to be here to continue our hearing and I
didn't happen to notice that the air conditioning is
the same state as it was before. And, you may
recall that when we last met, we presented three
options. And what I'd like to do is just speak very
briefly to those three options and to tell you what
our preferred option is.

As you may recall, there was the
original proposal which had a three story portico
shared through the building, which then led into
what I called this urban cascade forest. The thing
goes down to the esplanade. And what we then did
was we looked to animate the waterfront because
everybody loves to be along the waterfront and
engage it by having retail pavilions along that
waterfront within the urban landscape. And that's
in addition to the retail use there would be in the

ground floor of the hotel component which is located
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here, and also restaurants and other retail use that
would be located on the ground floor.

The purpose of that is to basically
engage people within this space itself, in addition
to being within the building. So that is our base
proposal.

And then what we proposed was actually
to have a larger opening here which would be a
celebratory type of entrance. It would be eight
stories, and 70 feet wide and it would really go
right through the building. And this is actually
our preferred scheme, Scheme No. 2. And I'll come
back to that in a minute.

Scheme No. 3 took a look at having the
building basically in two parts with a entry through
the building through this point here. Now, with
this scheme, which is similar to the others, the
difference is that rather than having hotel
component here, that this would be uniquely
commercial, retail. The hotel residential component
would all be down on Square 664E. So this scheme,
No. 3, relates to this option here, Variation No. 3,
which is the waterfront park with 2FAR residential
hotel.

And then this scheme, which is the
waterfront park with 1FAR residential hotel indoor,

on an interim basis, the EECCE, relates to both of
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these schemes.

Now, the difference in site coverage is
that this has a site coverage of 57 percent. These
two schemes basically have a site coverage of 63
percent. What we are able to do, because of the
height that we are allowed under this, the height is
consistent with the overlay of 130 feet, which
really we think is a great asset because what it
does is it allows us the flexibility to have the
urban open space is that we still can accommodate
the space needs as we understand it on the part of
DOT.

Now, to show you very quickly what our
vision is of that opening is that as a first stage
PUD we are not looking to develop the architecture
of the building. But what we are doing is we are
looking at the height, bulk and mass and how we
would handle the ground floor. I happen to have
this drawing done in a few hours and I thought I'd
bring it along, but I'll put it up here because what
it doesg is that it shows -- okay, all right, --
what it does it shows the trolley that we propose as
well as the entry down through the building.

And we have another study, if you would
like to see, which relates specifically to a wider
frame. If you were to look straight through where

you would see, versus what we propose here. If you
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were to look straight through the axis at Half
Street, this is the axis there on Half Street, the
wider frame that we developed, as you can see,
basically shows that you would be looking out the
abutment of the bridge. So, what happens is with
actually curving the arch of the building alongside
the arch of the bridge we are to really create a
kind of interesting vista. As you look through it
you go down through that space, you engage here what
we call an urban forest and then that brings you
around into the public space. So, we've prepared
those wider frames and we can certainly discuss
those later.

What I will show you is this is the
overlay, the proposed overlay and again, this is
what we proposed here. And this portion would be
the 1FAR residential hotel there. And to give you
an idea of what can happen very quickly in terms of
articulating the building is that through the
cascading of terraces you can very quickly change
the interest along the waterfront through very, very
simple devices like that, which helps you cascade
up, that are very, very moderate and would give the
building a lot of character.

The difficulty often times with these
types of models is that you keep looking for more in

terms of what the architecture is. So you are
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really caught between a rock and a hard place in
terms of doing an abstraction, which is kind of a
massing, and then wanting to see the more finished
details of the building. But this is really part of
the first stage and it gives you an idea of what it
is.

Now, in terms of the set back, the set
back of the building actually is a minimum of 50
feet, but then because it goes back and forth and
it's not a prescriptive type of issue, which is a
prescription of say 75 feet or 50 feet or formerly,
is that it really provides that kind of delight.

So for instance there is some places
where it's 50 feet, some places 74 and 250 and the
like, so you've got this kind of animation along the
waterfront.

And then what we did is we went to the
building height of 130 feet, went up to 110 to the
course in here, and then the two top floors are
actually within this element which really works as a
hat cap to the development.

So that give you kind of a very quick
summary of what our preferred option is and we would
certainly welcome any comments and questions at the
appropriate time.

MR. LERNER: Good evening, members of

the Commission. My name is Abraham Lerner. I work
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for a firm called TransCorp. We conducted a
transportation evaluation study for the proposed
site at 100 South Capital -- 100 Potomac Avenue,
S.E. Our findings are summarized on the
transportation evaluation report that we submitted
to the Commission.

The site, the proposed site is located
approximately one third of a mile form the Navy Yard
Metro Station. The site will be served by Metro and
that's -- it's going to bring a lot of impetus to
the Metro system in the sense that it's going to
bring additional riders to the Metro system and it
will help reduce the number of the pressure on the
already congested regional traffic network and the
roadways in the area.

In order to improve the attractiveness
of Metro for the people who are going to be destined
for the site, there will be a shuttle that is going
to run with high frequency from the Navy Yard to the
proposed site.

Currently traffic volumes on the streets
immediately adjacent to the site are low. Potomac
Avenue, First Street and Half Street currently have
low traffic volumes. Some of the major arteries
that provide access to the site are M Street and
South Capital Street. The intersection of South

capital Street with M Street is one that is
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experiencing traffic volumes and traffic levels
which are typical of the urban areas.

In the process of conducting this study,
this evaluation of traffic conditions, we took into
consideration assumptions and methodologies
utilizing other studies including the Anacostia
Water Fund master plan and the Buzzard Point
transportation study. We assess traffic conditions
utilizing transportation evaluation methods,
including the development tripping ration, trip
distribution, models played in assigning the traffic
that is destined to the site.

The analysis indicates that the proposed
mitigation -- that with proposed mitigation
measures, traffic conditions in the study area,
there will be marginal deterioration of the existing
traffic conditions in the area. The principle
mitigation measures that we are proposing is the
prohibition of left turns on M Street towards South
Capital Street, a provision of a right turn lane on
South Capital Street and the end of the ramp with M
Street, and some, because of the new development,
some re-timing of the signal system in the local
area.

Access to the site -- access to the site
will be provided via Potomac Avenue, South Street

and Half Street, primarily Potomac Avenue will be
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the main line of access to the building. There will
be three entrances to the building, and Potomac
Avenue is wide enough that if there is a need to
provide some median left turns, median turn lanes to
facilitate access, that is something that can
certainly be provided.

We conducted the first stage of the
transportation analysis and we understand, however,
that additional refinements may be needed in Phase
IT of the PUD. 1In particular, we will be making
refinements as we get more information on the
businesses that will be located in the site and we
will also conduct additional analysis and provide
recommendations, especially respect to the local
access and the particular site access for these
facilities.

MS. GIORDANO: Thank you, very much.
Next witness is Mr. Haas.

MR. HAAS: Madam Chairman and members of
the Board, my name is Richard Haas and I am an
appraiser and a consultant and a previous
Commissioner of the Public Building Service.

In light of GSA's significant
downsizing, or downfall on the budget process, I
don't know if it's too much of an advantage to be
known as a space expert on GSA. However, be that as

it may, GSA is the, so to speak, space acquirer for
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the federal government, and in that sense is always
looking for potentially prime sites to house their
different agencies. GSA requires space for anything
from 1,000 square feet up to a couple of hundred
thousand up to over a million square feet of space.

In the past, most of these large space
requirements have been filled by the counties. They
are moving out of the District of Columbia, which is
a sad note. The FDA was looking for a campus type
site in Montgomery County. The Treasury Department
has moved to Prince George's County. And I think
this is an opportunity to really jump start an area
that needs it so badly.

I'll take you back 14 years ago when I
signed, personally, the master plan for the
Southeast Federal Center. Fourteen years ago, and I
daresay if anybody had taken a picture of it 14
years ago, it has not changed significantly in that
time.

You've all read that the government is
out of the category of building buildings now
because of the budget crunch, and there is not going
to be any speculative type of operation in this
area. It's going to take private development hand
in hand with the federal government. There is a
potential user agency that is out right now for

headquarters buildings. The Department of
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Transportation, which is requiring approximately 1.3
million to 1.5 million square feet of space.

As many of you know, the subagency of
this Department of Transportation is the Coast
Guard. The Coast Guard is already located at
Buzzard's Point in the Transpoint Building occupying
approximately 500,000 square feet of space. We
talked to the Commandant of the Coast Guard who is
going to have, or members of the Coast Guard who
inhabit that building, they will all tell you how
pleased they are. Now, you might say well, the
Coast Guard should be pleased with it because they
are sitting on the Anacostia River. But the
Department of Transportation would be having some
type of synergy and efficiency locating so close to
a sister agency, so to speak.

So there is a, I think, a wonderful
opportunity to jump start this particular area.

It's not going to be done by the federal government.
It's going to be done by the private sector and it's
going to be done by the federal government. Thank
you.

MS. GIORDANO: Thank you. Our final
witness is Dr. Fuller.

DR. FULLER: Good evening, I'm pleased
to be back before you. I will try to keep it brief,

although this is a subject that's close to my heart,
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so I may ramble.

But, I look at this, at the District of
Columbia as a question of how to jump start the
economy. I take a macro view of the District's
economy. I was pleased to see at the end of '96
that the private sector had stopped losing jobs,
actually added some jobs, which it appears as if the
private sector has stabilized and overcome the
substantial reduction in the federal work force
that's taken -- and the District work force, the
District government work force that has taken place
over the last three years.

As I think about what will drive this
economy forward, which is -- or really the
culmination of efforts, the Control Board
recommendations before Congress right now, efforts
by Congresswoman Norton, it comes down to me, if we
are going to grow the economy we have to build off
of and support and capture the benefits of the
federal government. That is the core industry of
the District.

Federal procurement is strategically
important. The District gets about $4 billion in
federal procurement contracts to District based
companies for work conducted in the District.
Tourism, obviously, has some importance too. And

international business, which we don't know too much
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about, but I am willing to bet that it is also a
major player in this, certainly a core business
building around the international organizations, the
federal government, the World Bank and other
organizations like that.

When I think of those, the three legs of
the stool of the District economy, the federal
government, tourism and international business, and
I think of how we are going to grow that and where
we are going to grow it, this project takes on
extreme importance to me. I mention that it's an
opportunity, I think it's the District's principle
opportunity to capture the benefits that are sitting
on its plate at this point.

We know the Navy Yard is going to
receive a large number of employees from Crystal
City primarily, bringing a total employment base in
the Navy Yard to about 12,000 employees. Back in
the early '80s, I studied the Navy Yard when it was
proposed to move 18,000 employees there and we
concluded that there would be no economic benefit to
the District because the benefits wouldn't get out
of the Navy Yard. There is no where to serve them
along M Street.

We have the Capital Gateway project
here, which does offer us a possibility of providing

office space for contractors associated with the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

109
Navy. These contractors are now in Crystal City.
None of them are large enough to take the whole
building. But they will take, begin to f£ill up
buildings in modest increments of space buildings
fairly modest size.

None of those buildings are going to be
built speculatively here. What they need is an
anchor, they need a project that is large enough,
bold enough, visionary enough to rationalize the
market in this place. 1It's easy for us as planners
to look at this and say we have metro, we have the
Navy Yard, we have the Southeast Federal Center
which someday will have an employment base of its
own. But we are not quite sure when that's going to
happy. We have the waterfront and who is going to
be the first investor?

Well, if I were talking to GSA I would
say 1t would be a perfect opportunity for the
federal government to do what it's supposed to do,
help develop investor's confidence. The project
that's proposed comes very close to the extent that
it houses an agency like the Department of
Transportation. It has residential -- it has some
retail function and it has a proposed hotel. The
diversity of this project sets the tone for the
development of the remainder of this area at a

smaller scale.
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And, of course, DOT has contractors as
well in the Washington -- in the District of
Columbia and these might provide some opportunities
for location there.

This becomes the catch man area for all
the benefits that will flow out of this area in the
southeast portion of the District. Without the
development of this, in parallel with the Navy
Yard's evolution, these contractors are going to
continue doing their business and growing and
becoming less likely to move from their current
location in Crystal City. I don't think they will
all move, but the idea is that we capture some of
those.

The office market in the District right
now has certainly improved substantially. We have a
very low vacancy rate, in the six to seven percent
range. The buildings that are being built are
primarily renovations or modest structures, none of
which would be of this scale.

I'm also of the opinion that this kind
of development, this scale of development is quite
appropriate on the east side of South Capital Street
where I would argue against this scale of
development as being equally likely or is
appropriate on the Buzzard's Point area.

Personally, as an aside, I believe that that's much
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more appropriate as a residential location building,
at least east from Fort McNair.

It's interesting, I was a consultant to
the Public Building Service back in 1970 when Arthur
Sampson was the Commissioner, and I remember when
these buildings were built down here. I don't know
that anybody would point to them with pride today.
But one of the reasons that those buildings were put
there was to stimulate private sector investment.
There was a social purpose behind this selection.

No one wanted to be down here next to the power
plant.

And the idea that this might regenerate
this area clearly was premature, but it taught us
several important lessons that I think this project
addresses. First, it says that you can't put
isolated buildings down there, single purpose
building and expect any spinoff, any multiplier
effect at all. Buildings that are too small won't
create the investor confidence necessary. And
buildings that are located without thinking of the
coordinated inter-related development of the
surrounding area, since there is no compact between
the landowners that developments that will in f£ill
and build out of this will follow.

Well all of those issues, I believe, are

resolved in the ideas, the thinking that will flow
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out of the proposal that's before you now in as much
as it's tied together by transportation services, it
creates an environment where the private owners in
here have already begun to talk to each other and
they are waiting for somebody to make their first
move. I see this project as that bold investment
with public sector participation that will make this
project move forward.

This area along the waterfront critical.
We have so few private sector access points to the
waterfront. Washington Harbor has shown how
successful that can be done. I think this has some
of that same potential. And it is a major tourism
draw. Not tourism from out of the region, but
tourism within the region and bringing residents
from the suburbs into the District to spend money is
critical.

One last point and then I'll be quiet.
I think the hotel component out here is essential.
To make this project active during the weekends, to
keep it open, keep it peopled when people aren't
working there and to give presence and life here is
going to be important to the success of this project
and the attraction of visitors and retail spending
to support the proposals for the services on the
promenade.

It's also going to be a critical
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component for the Navy Department. The Navy or DOD
in general, attracts a number of long-term sayers,
they want to stay in the area. It has helped create
and support the hotel industry in Crystal City, it
can do the same thing for the District.

So I see this as very important to
getting the District economy moving again. Thank
you very much.

MS. GIORDANO: That concludes our direct
testimony and at this time we will come forward, all
the witnesses will come forward as a panel to be
available for questions from the Commission.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Thank you.

MS. GIORDANO: And the ANC.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: I guess I'm going
to start out with -- oh, Mr. Anderson didn't come.
Then I guess we ought to ask him to come forward to.
I understand that the applicant has had an
opportunity to at least have someone monitor our
Buzzard Point hearings. Is that correct?

MS. GIORDANO: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Mr. Anderson, did
you happen to be among them? I'm sorry, I would not
have recognized you if you were in the audience and
you were kind of guiet in the back, in the corner or
something -- at Buzzard Point. Did you --

MR. ANDERSON: I'm kind of small and out
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of the way --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : You testified --

MR. ANDERSON: This is the overlay, back
in November of last year, that's the only time I've
been here.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Okay. And I guess
-- 1s my question. We have here a proposal for C-3-
C which is high density commercial zoning. And it
has been argued that this is what is needed to jump
start the area, as it were. But as you may recall,
all along the waterfront in our discussions we have
been talking about waterfront protection and how do
we do that? And among the things we've talked
about is making sure the PUDs come to us and in that
respect this is an appropriate proposal.

MR. ANDERSON: You are on the verge of
expertise, but go ahead.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Huh?

MR. ANDERSON: You are on the margin of
my expertise, but go ahead.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right.

MR. ANDERSON: I feel like a target
just before the hand goes --

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Well now, you are
not a target. But the question has been how do we
go about protecting the waterfront? We've been

talking about something considerably less dense.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

115
And so I guess the way I want to couch this is are
you and your team prepared in any respect to shave
some of the density off this project in the event
that this Commission finds that the proposal before
us, while we acknowledge the need to have enough
juice to make the area perk up, if this Commission
decides that this is entirely too dense, is there
any room from your perspective to scale this back
some?

MR. ANDERSON: Could you give me a feel
for the magnitude of the room you are talking about?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : What were we
talking about?

MR. ANDERSON: Plus or minus ten
percent, fifteen percent or greater? You know, we
are driven, as you know and as you heard by the
demands of -- well, in fact let me even back up.
What I heard last November, which is what we have
tried, as I mention, low these seven years or so
that I personally have been involved with this
particular property, following that through its long
journey as an industrial piece that has slumbered
along this waterfront in this area, as the area has
slumbered. And, in terms of what is seen to be one
of the large points all along, and I know I heard
this a number of times in November, was this area is

20 years away, or there will never be anything
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foreseeable in this area for a long time.

Of course, even a year or so ago the
dynamics of the office market, the occupancy here,
were still coming together as downtown central
business district or office space was all over the
country.

The whole reason we came forward with
this, as I said two weeks ago, was that it seemed
and still very much looks to us like several
critical trends are crossing here in the District.
And you've heard those much more eloquently and
articulately from Mr. Fuller, Dr. Fuller, for
example, than I would pretend to regurgitate here.
But at any rate, with what seems to be a very
realistic federal user and with the concentration on
the federal end as a very likely user, a tenant
occupier of the space, and indeed from direct
discussions with DOT, and so forth, all of these
things together have driven our density planning.

We feel, in fact, again, I was talking
to Steve Fuller at dinner tonight before we came
down here, as you planners and zoners say the height
and bulk or the mass of this or the size of the
density, the FAR, is in fact a real plus for us. If
you are talking about watering this project down by
a third or perhaps even a fourth, I think we become

dangerously close to marginalizing the entire
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economic development concept of the whole project,
not to mention taking us out of the realm of running
for a very likely potential federal user.

Not to mention destroying the unigqueness
of the site. This is -- how many other six acre
sites are there in the District with a location like
this that could accommodate a properly planned
design for a user this size.

I'm not sure I've answered you, but --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Well, you did and
because I'm not sitting up here with my schedule of
FARs and all of that, I couldn't give you whether we
are talking about ten or fifteen percent. I think
my colleagues could probably do that a little more
guickly than I can and as could the Office of
Planning.

But when we get around to discussing
this project, especially since this is a preliminary
PUD, we are going to start out probably by talking
about scale, just the sheer scale and density of it.
And, it's going to be fair that we start talking
about by how much we believe this may be within or
outside of the ballpark that we were hoping to see
for the area. But your comments were very useful.
And I want to thank you for that.

MR. ANDERSON: And I appreciate the

chance because in terms of protecting the
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waterfront, certainly we have all gone up one side
and down the other of this. As a distance lay
person I had assumed that a site coverage, for
example, not even two thirds at max, already goes a
respectable way toward in fact creating and
preserving open space. We have all wrestled with
the setback, as Davis said earlier. The setback is
a variable setback.

Here I am again into areas that are
beyond my abilities. But I guess my point is I know
everything we do involves trade offs. Probably the
key word is balance. And we have endeavored long
and hard, and at not inconsiderable expense to my
shareholders, to investigate trade offs and to seek
a balance. And within that balance, certain
recognition and protection of the waterfront has
been just as critical as the other factors.

I mean, I can tell you that straight
forward.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, thank
you. Before you sit down, my colleagues want a shot
at you.

MR. ANDERSON: They have a large target.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: I know that's
right.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I am grateful

you are here because you can speak with authority.
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MR. ANDERSON: Well, I'm not sure about
that.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Let me ask this.
Is there were a possibility that the Department of
Transportation were not in the picture, would you be
proposing a project of this scale from the
standpoint of what you perceive the market to be in
the District? Take DOT out of the picture with this
demand for 1.3 to 1.5 million square feet. If they
were not looking around, if there was no possibility
of a GSA tenant, would you still be proposing this
scale of a project?

MR. ANDERSON: I think, Mr. Franklin,
probably -- and this may be a little bit more vague
than you might like, and if it is it's only because
I can't be more specific, but scale, when you say
scale or order of magnitude, I'm sure we probably
would be for the same reason I mentioned before.

And again, I have learned a great deal though this
experience, among other things in terms of the
realities of the relationship between the location,
scale, floor plate, potential user demand and so
forth, namely the overall dynamics within this
market we call the District of Columbia. And with a
property such as ours, I guess in my own non-
technical opinion, certainly a project -- pick a

number in the magnitude of plus or minus fifteen,
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twenty percent, we would have looked at anyway, yes
sir. I could say that with --

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Okay, thank you.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Ms. Kress.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Well, perhaps I'm
asking Mr. Parson's question, but in fact one of the
things I'm most interested about, interested in --
well, first of all, I think we are all happy that
you have chosen to look seriously at Washington and
at this area. And I don't think you will hear that
any different from anyone.

But I'm particularly interested in the
possibility of the terminus of South Capital and
what's happening with this 664E. Is this property
that's now owned by you? I mean, I'm not gquite sure
what commitments are being made on your part
relating to this square.

MR. ANDERSON: In terms of our ability
to make those commitments or --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: 1Is this property
that you own or that you intend --

MR. ANDERSON: -- our plans for the
option or --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: -- and I read your
phasing plan and there is five years and seven years
and 20 years. But, and I'm a little concerned about

the phrase, I took it as meaning you were going to
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use it as a staging area for a while. I'm a little
interested, shall we say, in from Day 1 what happens
to that South Terminus as you kind of view it over
the immediate future, if that were to be the
preferred alternative scheme that we went with that
had the park eventually and coordination with these
various groups that you have put forth to us?

MR. ANDERSON: Well as you know, both
sides are industrial now and are industrial used and
again, as we have watched the course of evolution of
this particular part of the waterfront, it has
seemed, and I think probably would still seem very
appropriate that those jobs and those sorts of
industrial endeavors continue. As construction
occurs and so forth, those are valuable sites,
industrially not the least of which is the reality
that they are barge served. As you probably know,
they can be served by water borne freight supply,
which is a real bottom line incentive.

And so our general plan, I suppose, if
this gets at your question, we would be to given the
realities of construction lead times and so forth,
what we still assume not only in this area but every
other area that I know we have looked at and studied
the input of the folks on our team whose confidence
certainly I have, or mine, in terms of the length of

time when new areas like this gradually evolved to
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first being lead by commercial. Gradually creating
a seed bed for germination of some eventual portion
of residential.

That to us is nothing but some
reasonable lead time. If that's true and if in the
process all these activities going on are going to
do nothing but generate more demand for ready mix
concrete and so forth, and the jobs and all that
that go with it. Plus to protect the current ad
valorem base, we have seen it as just a natural
transition over some period of years, shorter rather
than longer, to continue to operate those
industrially until and unless the planned use begins
to gradually push that away.

And I'm not sure if I answered you.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: So you, but you own
664E?

MR. ANDERSON: Six sixty four E is under
contract to the best of my knowledge right now,
that's correct.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Is that contract
contingent on the approval of this PUD?

MR. ANDERSON: I'm happy to tell you it
is not. There is a portion relating to the wvalue,
but certainly not the transaction itself. And I
might add too, I appreciate your comments about

being here.
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One of the couple of remarks that stayed
in my memory from our November or from my time here
in November, was the repeated observation of who
will in fact help to lead in this area. We are not
hung up with pioneers. Many of those have arrows
either in their front or their back. We understand
that. We hope not to be in that number. But we do
sincerely believe that this is a wvalid risk, is what
it basically boils down to. It is a wvalid trade off
opportunity and therefore represents an unusual
win/win in terms of our shareholders in this area
and this District too.

So thank you for your comments.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Thank you. Wait a
minute. Mr. Parsons?

MR. ANDERSON: Gee, we thought Davis
would get them off.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I'd like to try
Davis --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: He's next.

MR. ANDERSON: And it's not even dark
outside.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I guess I'd like
to follow up on Ms. Bennett's question. A number of
us have been engaged in this whole Buzzard's Point
circumstances the next area of opportunity in this

city for too long. And I guess the one thing we
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appreciate, or I do, is you stepped forward to deal
with this. The last one was a project called
Capital Gateway which you may be familiar with, over
next to Fort McNair. And the struggle --

MR. ANDERSON: That was the Mariani --
was 1it?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Capital, excuse
me, Point. And the struggles there were the same
that they are here. And what I mean by that is that
what we do here is a precedent.

MR. ANDERSON: We understand.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: It will be used
by others to say, well, so goes the waterfront. And
we have deliberated here for a number of months on
Buzzard's Point and come to the conclusion that this
site should be -- we haven't voted on it yet, but I
think it's obvious to all in the room that this
should be W-2.

But you, on the other hand, you and your
team are looking towards a client such as the
Department of Transportation, who probably can't fit
in W-2 or fit the concept of W-2. This is our
disappointment in the proposal, or my
disappointment. I may not try to speak for
everybody. It's a frustration that this is the most
valuable piece of real estate -- I don't mean it

from a monetary value -- on this waterfront, there
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is no doubt about it.

What we decide here will guide this in
the future. Is it Baltimore's Inner Harbor or is it
a line of federal office buildings from the Navy
Yard all the way to Buzzard's Point with some token
retail on the ground floors that may or may not
work. Is this a place of festival? Is this a place
of National Aquarium? that kind of thing. Or is it
office space? And we tentatively have concluded
it's not office space.

What we are asking you is an impossible
qguestion, I guess. Are you willing to --

MR. ANDERSON: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: -- redirect your
entire proposal to meet a different objective than
office space at a million and a half square feet?
That's basically the guestion before us. We either
go your direction or we go another direction. And
it's economics, it's not architecture. I see you
looking at Davis. We'll get to him next, but --

MR. ANDERSON: It's a wise man that
knows when the water is getting deep.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I mean it makes
no sense spending too much time on this if it's a
million and a half square feet, that's it and the
office, and we will put some retail out on the

ground floor, we will set it back, two thirds of the
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coverage, we are trying to meet your objectives from
an urban design standpoint, but not from a use
standpoint. See what I mean?

For instance, how quickly we lost the
hotel in order to move the residential down river.
We could do that, but it's a pocket in a decision to
go with big block office.

MR. ANDERSON: Of course as I
understand, the option that we are recommending, our
hotel, would stay on the site for the reasons --

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Not if we put a
hole in it.

MR. ANDERSON: You are correct. All
right, I think probably what you said about your
guestion being an impossible one is about as true a
statement as or way to frame your question as there
might be.

It has seemed to us, both from our
distant vantage point in Florida as well as the not
infrequent trips I've been making up here, and as
we've assembled a group of very informed, very well
versed versatile people here in this town, that more
or less the question comes down again not only to
one of balance, as I tried to say earlier. And
again, I acknowledge that I'm out of my depth in
urban planning and design, but still one of both

depth and fundamental economic development here in



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

127
the city, certainly it's apparent to many of us
outside the Beltway of the city that for all the
reasons that you know much better than I, I'm sure,
that economic development in Washington is timely,
critical, on and on and on. And as you've said, our
site i1s an unusual piece. I mean, I have been told
it's probably the largest remaining privately owned
waterfront piece in the District.

If in fact the federal government is the
focus, and if economic development is as important
as it is notwithstanding the priority of balance,
too. And we have taken as much pain and expense as
we know how to do in trying, I think, to perhaps
come to the guestion you are asking and determine
the trade offs and to see how well we can preserve
and provide so-called open space, set back,
amenities. Consider the people who own land, live,
work, have their very roots in this area.

And at the same time, certainly be
mindful of the responsibility I have to my
shareholders. This is an asset on our balance
sheet. I can't, nor should I, dodge that
accountability. But, in trying to balance all these
inputs and concerns, but especially with pre-eminent
economic development, while still looking at some
sense of beauty, some sense of aesthetic, some sense

of longevity, and realizing that this will set a
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precedent. I understand that. And we also have
talked about that as recently as before dinner
tonight, and at dinner, we are well aware of that.
And certainly, I am sure, be open to the sort of
response and input from you on that.

But having said all that, we come back
again to what seems to be realistic from a risk in
terms of the monies we've expended, in terms of what
would seem to be best done for that site, by that
site, at this time, in this area for the most likely
user.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: But here, if you
are targeting DOT who apparently has a requirement
of a million to a million and a half square feet --

MR. ANDERSON: That's correct.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: As opposed to
multiple smaller agencies, you've made a decision
and that's hard to retreat from.

MR. ANDERSON: Well certainly at this
stage, not knowing what options might be on the
table and so forth, that's probably all I could say.
For all the reasons that have been given much more
articulately than I have.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well, I guess the
problem I've had in the presentations so far is
there has been no argument, no discussion, no

presentation as to why W-2 would not work. Now,
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it's not zoned W-2, I appreciate that. But it
should be clear that that's where this Commission is
going and there has been no discussion of that.

It seems to be you are reaching towards
a goal that fits C-3 and kind of take it or leave
it. And we will set it back and we will provide the
retail and the nice generous setback on the plan, I
really liked the amenity along the water and so
forth. But not, we can't do it at W-2, here's why.

MR. ANDERSON: All right, I think we
would be glad -- certainly in my, again, layman's
understanding, the very reason we are here with you,
with a C-3 CPUD is because of W-2. And beyond that
I would need to yield to the folks how know more
about zoning than I do.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well keep in mind
we went through a large -- large -- a long hearing
process where we knew where --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : It was large.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: It was a large --
and knowing full well what was on the table to come,
that's here tonight. And, not that we'd studied it
or analyzed it as we are now, but we certainly knew
a C-3-C proposal was sitting our table --

MR. ANDERSON: Sure.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: -- when we went

into Buzzard's Point. And --
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MR. ANDERSON: And we will be glad to
respond to that. I mean, we have been up one side
and down the other of that. We'd be happy to --

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well, I don't
mean off the cuff as much as I was surprised that
you didn't prepare a pretty full case in that
regard. Certainly you can respond to questions
tonight. That was not my point as much as it is it
seems as though you've targeted something, you are
after it, and it's kind of take it or leave it.
This is what we are going for and there is nothing
less.

MR. ANDERSON: And again, we targeted
and shaped and positioned our PUD after having
investigated the alternative of W-2.

MS. GIORDANO: Can I just interject at
this point? I think the zoning issue is a little
bit of an aside. Zoning is a means to an end. This
project could be developed with a strip of W-2 on
the waterfront, and certainly we wouldn't have a
problem with that. The only difference is the
current proposal is for 110 feet of W-2 from the
waterfront. One hundred and ten feet wide swath on
the waterfront.
foot swath of W-2 that would not be -- would not
preclude this project, and this project could be

built with that configuration of W-2. There is only

In
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a difference of 30 feet that we are talking about
here from what's being proposed.

So I think the zoning issue is sort of
one that could be worked with. The question that
you have asked Mr. Anderson, though, is do we need a
million and a half square feet of development on
that site, and I think that's a little bit different
than the zoning issue. And we have other witnesses
that can respond to that question at this time, if
you like.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I certainly
would like to hear the answer to that.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: We should take
him off the spot here.

MS. GIORDANO: Well I think at least
with the zoning issue, I don't think that he really
is fully, you know, versed in what exactly W-2
heights are and whether than can work in conjunction
with this project or not.

MR. ANDERSON: But I understand
certainly the rationale of your question, and we
would be glad to get into that. Because as I say,
we went through that same exercise in getting to
where we are tonight. Very much. And we'd be glad
to.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: All right, I'll

stop. Why don't you sit down?
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MR. ANDERSON: As you like.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, our
next witness, Mr. Buckley. You, and then I'm going
to turn you loose to those whose expertise is your
own. I was surprised. Since this area is
considered a gateway and certainly from my part of
town which is Ward 8, when I come across that South
Capital Street bridge every day, not only do I see
the pile of trash which I am going to continue to
talk about until it is gone, but I also have an
opportunity to see the dome of the Capital. I can
see the top of the Library of Congress that's now
under construction, it's got scaffolding and stuff
all over it. And I see a number of things that are
very attractive from -- and gives me a sense of
gateway.

I was surprised that there were no
studies done from the gateway point of view. Coming
across the South Capital Street bridge at various
points along the bridge as you move northward, would
have been something that I would like to have seen,
particularly with the proposed building
superimposed. What it looks like now, trash and
all, versus what it would look like with your
building. That's the first thing.

And similarly, as you leave the District

of Columbia, when I come back home, cross the South
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Capital Street bridge again, we have a very nice
view of the Anacostia Bluffs, as they come -- as
they rise up on the, I guess that's the southeast --
to the southeast. And we didn't see what your
building would do to those views. This is a gateway
and therefore it's very sensitive, vista wise, and I
would have thought that those vistas would have been
studied and studied carefully.

Can you share with us why that hasn't
happened? That's number one. Number two, whether
it can happen?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: That's on my list

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I thought somehow
it might be.

PARTICIPANT: The Chair is too modest --

MR. BUCKLEY: To answer your question,
we did do those studies. And what we did was we did
what's called wire frame computer studies from the
approach across the Douglas Bridge and then up South
Capital Street and there are some interesting
things. And we can certainly make those available.
They are wire frames, so they are a little complex
in that they are very simple line drawings, and they
are two dimensional. And you have to kind of
superimpose your own vision of what those are.

But we did do those corridor studies and
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Tom Stregal from my office worked on those
specifically. And we can certainly made those
available. What I'd like to do is ask Tom if he
could just comment on those and talk about the views
and the vistas and talk about basically the
elevations as you go up toward the Capital and
certainly the Library of Congress, which is one of
the great buildings in the city.

PARTICIPANT: Has Mr. Stregal been sworn
in?

PARTICIPANT: Yes.

PARTICIPANT: No, no.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : You might want to
swear him in. Mr. Stregal this is just to make sure
you don't do no lying.

MR. STREGAL: No problem.

PARTICIPANT: Sir, would you raise your
right hand. Do you swear or affirm the testimony
you will give will be true?

MR. STREGAL: I do.

PARTICIPANT: Thank you.

MR. STREGAL: As Davis said specifically
we did look at those studies. And one of the things
that we found was that as you approach the site
crossing the Frederick Douglas Bridge, basically the
bridge rises to a high point in the middle of the

river. At that point, no part of our property
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actually blocks the view to the Capital or to

Library of Congress. And if I can kind of use this

COMMISSIONER KRESS: When you say
property, you mean your proposed building?

MR. STREGAL: I mean our entire property
and I can show you that. TIf you take a look at the
mid-point of the bridge there to the Capital, you
can see it's a straight line. We are actually
looking to the east side of our property in its
entirety.

As you start to approach our site, the
bridge is actually dipping down and what we found
out was that because this is climbing from an
elevation of about ten here to 150 through here, any
development in this area up to a height of 90 feet
would actually block the view of the dome of the
Capital before you ever get to our site.

So if there is any development in this
area at that height, by the time you get to here,
even though our project hasn't blocked it yet, these
building are already blocking. You cannot see the
dome any longer.

Is that clear?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Yeah, it is. But
you know, I'm just and I know what the line, the

line things look like. 1I've been on this Commission
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long enough to have seen people take pictures,
photographs of various site lines and then take
their picture of their, either model or drawing and
superimpose it in there. And quite frankly, that
would help me better, just because I'm that kind of
person. I'm not as abstract as all that. You know
what I'm saying?

MR. STREGAL: We've done -- not with the
photographs, certainly we can do that. But we've
done it as a wire frame similar to this diagram down
here, which you've shown in the upper left. And
basically we did it both ways. We showed, let's
assume there is no development in this area and only
our building exists, as it shows here.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Right.

MR. STREGAL: And so as I said, we found
out that we don't block any of the views at all.

And then as you start climbing down here, even the
building of about six stories would start to block,
because you are getting so close. It's like looking
across the street on K Street and a 90 foot building
blocks your view as far as you can see.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I think
intellectually I've got it, it's just --

MR. STREGAL: Sure. So then what we did
is we started popping in buildings at different

heights through here and we found that even at a
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height of 90 feet, by the time you get to here,
there is no view of the Capital. And we haven't,
you know, our site isn't even within view at all.

What does happen, though, as you round
the turn suddenly again, you do have this gateway
experience where you round the turn and suddenly the
dome of the Capital is there along the long axis.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Okay, well if you
can do the other study, I would appreciate it. I'll
tell you another thing that we talked about a lot.
We talked about the fact that development that
occurs, and at this juncture it has been proposed by
the Office of Planning, that we do BPCR in to the
west of your development, on the other side of South
Capital Street.

But the discussions that we have had
included what happens to the views of the Anacostia
side of the river, from buildings that would be
built in the heart of Buzzard Point as well. And
what does your, given that particular envelope for
instance, the BPCR kind of thing, maximally built,
what would your building do to the views from those
buildings? Lets say those buildings that would be
built north of, I guess, that's Potomac Avenue that
comes in at a diagonal. To the extent that there
would be any residential or office building built up

in there, a mixed-use buildings. What happens?
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What kind of impact does your building have?

Because one of the things we talked
about too with the Mariani PUD as well is folks want
to be able to see as much of the river and the
confluence of the Anacostia and the Canal and the
Anacostia and the Potomac as possible. You know,
and so what does it begin to do to the nice vistas
that could be developed from buildings on both lots?
Meaning -- pioneers are quite all right. There is
something to be said for you get in there first and
you get certain squatting rights. But then, if you
are looking -- 1f we are looking at the entire
marketability of that area, the entire development
of that area and try to maximize it, it's beauty and
all of the opportunities that you can get from it,
then we've got to be concerned about what the
pioneers end up doing to the rest of the folk who
come in and their ability to maximize the use of the
properties too.

MR. STREGAL: That's a good question.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : It's a --

MR. STREGAL: We haven't done studies
from the west side of South Capital. We did focus
primarily on the bridge, on the axis from the
Capital down, which is, you know, part of the whole
reason for the open space development in Square 664E

in order to maintain that vista straight down
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through the water.

But at this point we haven't really done
studies from the other side. The one thing I can
say 1s that, you know, formally the topography does
step up towards the Capital, so the same thing as
buildings of even the same height would step up, the
upper floors would have the opportunity to view over
our building. They would have to be of that height,
though.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Okay, well, let me
pass this on. If you could do --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: You are right on
track with --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : -- those things, I
would appreciate it.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: You already took
care of two of the points I was going to ask them to
study and bring back to us. The only thing I would
say 1s just to add on to the view studies, I was a
little concerned, and I know, first let me just make
the comments I have to make. It's not about
architecture. As I understand the two stages of
process, right now we are talking about height and
bulk and footprint, and so don't misconstrue
anything I say because I'm trying to look at it as a
first stage as I understand it.

But one of my concerns, as I just look
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at the footprint and also look at the rendering down
Half Street, is that every way I draw view lines
from such as your rendering was drawn, there is no
sky. You see only building when you look to where
the rendering -- the one you handed us in the book.
If I transcribe that on a floor plan, there is no
blue sky seen, nothing.

If you wouldn't mind putting that one
back up. This is the first time I've seen this and
this is a little bit far away. But even in your
dual building one, the way the footprint of the
building is in your view, your angle, is such that
you see only another building.

And let me tell you right now why that
concerns me. It doubly concerns me, not only is it
a view that doesn't really truly go through to see
something more than another part of a building, but
it concerns me because if your north is indicated
correctly, there are some shades and shadows that
are going to heavily affect that interior space.

And I'm worried it might get very dark.

I'm kind of jumping ahead with my
concern as it relates to the footprint. But I'm
not, I do rendering, too, and I'm just not -- maybe
that is totally accurate. But this is again part of
the computerized line drawings that I was looking

for and I do now how to read those. I'm also
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looking for, as it relates to that, and hopping
ahead to say that in that footprint I don't know
how, as it takes its shape, how that shape maybe
could change a little bit so at least if you didn't
have the water, you see through to more of the sky
and perhaps, you know, something across.

Am I making any sense the way I'm going
here?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : What is it you all
said about when you look through it at a certain
angle you are going to catch the bridge.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: No, that's
something different. If the view, and I'm sorry I
took your little drawing and drew on it, not very --
I'm sorry, sitting on my bed at home. But basically
the -- from, you know, and I didn't even go halfway
up Half Street like the rendering did, I was just
down in the middle of Potomac Street and I couldn't
get any view line that got anything except building.

Now what they said was is that this
building, this corner of the building isn't here,
basically what you get is abutment which is that and
I know they are correct on that. I'm concerned
about, as in their rendering, that there is some
blue sky. And again, this is Stage 1, this is not a
design critique. It is just, I feel, back to the

vista and following up on what you were saying with
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the vista, and I do feel Half Street is important
and I do think it's more important -- I don't want
to see abutments, but I don't want to just see
building. Personally, I'm only speaking for myself.
I want to see more sgsky and trees or if that be
appropriate.

And if there is any way -- I mean,
basically, again, we are not looking at the floor
plan, I'm just looking at footprint overall. I'm
just making comments of things that perhaps could be
studied. And again, these are -- we are not even
supposed to looking at plans now, but as this is
becoming a major issue for, I think a lot of us, and
it is for me, this vista and what really do I see
and what really happens on the other side of that.
Do I see liveliness? Do I see things happening? Or
do I see a building and shade and shadow that's
dark.

So I think that's enough said on that as
far as an issue to look at and do some studies on.

The other thing is I'm a little bit, we
all speak for ourselves and differ. One of the
other things I'd personally like to know a little
more about is the possibility of moving the
residential, and I really respect Dr. Fuller. I
know he says we have to have this hotel here. But I

would really wonder if, given DOT, and I'm not
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saying anybody else agrees with me, and you needed
the 1.3 to 1.5 million, if you couldn't use
basically the same footprint and build that and drop
a story or two, I didn't do any calculations. But
I'd personally like to know if that's possible, if
that's reasonable and how that affects things. By
that I mean, take that residential piece, like you
are doing, and moving it down to the 664E at the
appropriate time.

MR. STREGAL: Given that the hotel shown
on the site is 1FAR 256,000 square feet, that's what
you could do. Each floor of the office building now
is about 125,000 square feet. So that tells you
what flexibility there is.

PARTICIPANT: It's a point five, point
FAR.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: That's not even a
whole floor. 1It's one floor.

MR. STREGAL: 1It's two floors.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Oh, I'm sorry.

MR. STREGAL: TIf you took two floors off
the office building where the hotel is --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I'm sitting right
above you.

MR. STREGAL: TIf you take two floors off
the office building --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Take that off, use
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the same footprint, you are down two floors. So
what would that give you --

MR. STREGAL: Not guite because the
hotel is full height. You know we'd also be slicing
it off the hotel which is 1FAR at full height. So
it's about, it's not quite.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Which
architecturally was how you handled things, if you
were building a full FAR you could still change your
footprint?

MR. STREGAL: Well, considering we are
only at 63 percent lot coverage, I mean, with
marginal adjustment it could be done.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Okay, I guess I'm
getting to, if we took two stories off, what height
would you be basically building to?

MR. STREGAL: Approximately 110.

MR. BUCKLEY: I'd just like to comment a
little bit about your comments here.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: By the way, I do
like the whole gateway concept. I didn't mean to --
that's why I say I wasn't speaking architecturally.

MR. BUCKLEY: I was looking for the --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Oh, well, it's not
going to be there.

MR. BUCKLEY: Let's see, but the one I'm

looking for --
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COMMISSIONER KRESS: The north isn't
quite right on the traffic plans. It differs from
yours on your others. It's just off a little bit.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well you know traffic
engineers. What I'd like to point out is that what
I did was I had the arch of this building flow with
the Douglas Bridge. And the wvista that you would
have through here would be of the abutment where the
rising to a height of about 60 feet.

Now the point that you made is the
concept of lowering this portion -- no?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I in fact, where I
was going was, if I were going to play designer,
where the opening is, that, okay, that part to my
left is where I'd start chopping so that when I got
my view, as I got closer and as I went along Potomac
Street, because now I'm going along Potomac, I still
can't see anything through. I can't see anything
through from Half Street. But if you were to
rearrange, again, the footprint, and take the lip
off the left hand side there, you could get a little
more of a view --

MR. BUCKLEY: I think that's a good
comment. Because what we could do is as you come
down Half Street what you are suggesting is we bend
the view even more of what we've had through here,

so when you get to this point here that you do have
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this clear out.

I think the intent of the design was to
do that, perhaps we haven't done it enough. But the
idea i1s as you come down and you come toward the
approach and into the space, your view starts to
bend around through this cascade, so with the arch
of the building here, your view starts to come
around to the waterfront.

What you are suggesting is to take a
look at this area from here, yes. That's a good -

COMMISSIONER KRESS: -- once you are in,
but to me it doesn't work from the street. I'm not
-- it's not enticing enough.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, I think that's a
good comment. We can certainly look at that. I
think what your point is to bend the view more as
you get closer to it, you have that cone of vision
that starts to really bring you further out into
this side and beyond to the Anacostia.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Some suggestion
that you might actually be able to get to the water.

MR. BUCKLEY: Yes, I think that's a good
comment .

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And again, I'm not
-- I'm just talking footprint and vista. That's my
only point here, it isn't the architecture.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well I think that those
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comments are good and I think that, you know, we are
more than happy to --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Let me -- quickly,
are you familiar, Mr. Buckley with the Mariani
Project at Capital Point?

MR. BUCKLEY: Yes I am.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Do you recall how
we spent -- well, you may not have been at the
proceedings. But, we spent a long time sculpting
that building in terms of setbacks and how far away
from the wall and all of that kind of stuff. Plus
we had to have Secret Service input in all of that
because it was adjacent to the Fort. So that there
were some views that they didn't want folks to have
period. But the idea there was rising up to a
certain height and snatching back every so many
feet, and of course, I can't remember what that was
now.

What I found interesting was that there
was some of that here, but it was relatively minimal
compared to the complexity we got into with that
other project. I'm not saying one was any better
designed than the other, but it certainly helped, it
gave us a feel for less height, no less kind of
rising up like the Phoenix out of the ashes of the
wharf in this case. Less of a blank wall kind of

look, even though there have been some modulations
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in this. And I was wondering if you had given any
though to that? While we were on spending the views
and such.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, I think that one of
the interesting aspects of what this model can
demonstrate is that through very, what you can do is
you can dramatically change the articulation of
facade through modulation like this or stepping like
this. And while it appears to be fairly modest in
terms of what it does, it really gives a lot of
variety and delight to that.

Now, I think the point that you are
making is that there perhaps should be more
articulation and stepping along the waterfront
facade and the like.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: And I would
welcome seeing studies of that.

MR. BUCKLEY: I think what's interesting
is that the Mariani property which is located here,
is that it's immediately adjacent to the -- Fort
McNair which was designed by Joe Wells of that firm.
And I was always of the mind, even in the overlay,
that the modulation of height should be lowest
through here, and as it came over to the Capital
Gateway area where you have the Metro, we thought
that that should be an area which is really not

defined in terms of its context at all. That there
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is a new opportunity to create that context.

And we always have the opinion, I guess
I was of the opinion, that the greatest height, bulk
and mass should be in this area here in close
proximity to the Metro. And it's an area that
really can support that kind of density. It's kind
of has that barrier South Capital Street down, it's
separated from the predominantly residential area of
James Creek over to southwest.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: I think many of us
share that, except that as soon as you start to
approach the water that those heights start going
back up. So that the sculpting is from the water's
edge lower, and towards the center higher and then,
of course, around the Metro perhaps highest. But
certainly, and so you did get the height going from
low to high as you move from west to east, but you
also get from low to high as you move from south to
north.

MR. BUCKLEY: I think that moving south
to north is probably where the greatest amount of
articulation should take place. Because that's
where you can actually start to modulate the
building against the water.

And I think that by introducing the
curvalinear forms, it starts to really have a nice

rapport with the water's edge. It creates a
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softness to that.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: But one of the
highest points is still right over here --

MR. BUCKLEY: That's exactly right.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: -- exactly the most
southern point.

MR. BUCKLEY: But you see, I thought
that -- and I may be wrong, and I freely admit that
if I am. But the concept here was as you approach
across the Douglas Bridge, and as we showed, you
know, previously, we thought that they'd be just
some wonderful gateways, some kind of sentinel
elements that would give you a sense of entry as you
come across the bridge. Hopefully, if we did this
here, locate it here and if you have the bridge
coming across here, there would be another one
there.

And I think what would be wonderful
about that is as you come across the approach there,
these two wonderful sentinels that are standing
there talking to a little bit about --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Well that's great,
you are going --

MR. BUCKLEY: No, but I'd be happy to
get some sculptures to work on it. But I think that
that is a sense of the gateway. And I thought that

it would be appropriate to have that kind of forum
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coming out to the water a little bit.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I think that is
a very good and valid concept.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And I think these
are the kinds of issues that I personally feel, and
I think some of the other Commissioner members,
haven't been talked about. I mean, we've got a
building that's all designed and with -- I don't
mean that, but I meant in the sense that what you --
there is a lot of time here. We are still at the
starting gate with the sentinels and the vistas and
how this building in height and bulk interacts with
the potential height and bulk around it.

Those are the studies that I had
intended to ask for. And some of the shades and
shadows. And I'm talking large shade and shadow,
not just shade and shadow in a little area, but
shade and shadow as it might affect this large area
and very large structures as they get built.

MR. BUCKLEY: I think that the points
you are raising are absolutely wvalid. I think that
where we have looked at through the various options
is that there is always a trade off between lot
coverage, high bulk and mass. And I feel that the
height is really an asset because it allows us to
meet the program needs. But also to create the kind

of openness and landscaped areas in the lower site
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coverage in kind of a good way.

Obviougly, the balance is, if you go up
higher than you know that you have less site
coverage. If you go down lower --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I am not -- not
going to agree with you. But I think we want to see
a little more studies to help us. You've done a lot
of this work already, maybe it's all done. But I
think for us to have advantage of all of this and a
presentation on all of this --

MR. BUCKLEY: We'd be delighted.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: -- would be very
helpful for us to see and us to feel good about what
needs to happen and how it needs to --

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, we have done those
studies. And we started from the assumption if, you
know, 100 percent, 80 percent, we took a look at how
the building could fit on it, steps back, how to
handle the height, bulk and mass and on in that.
What we did was we basically did it through computer
simulation so that we actually had exonometrics. We
could go down the street and up around it and that
kind of thing.

We would be happy to share those with
you. Hopefully, --

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Can it extend,

Mr. Buckley, to the area to the east --
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MR. BUCKLEY: Yes.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: -- looking at
this in isolation. And we want -- I'd like to know
what the Southeast Federal Center, to the extent we
know it, is likely to look like. What the Navy Yard
looks like. Because it seems to me that from an
architectural standpoint, and I know architects so I
can speak quite freely about this, the whole context
to the right or to the east of the bridge, could
arguably be very, very different from the context to
the left of the bridge. Except perhaps maybe right
at the bridge.

And I'm not at all put off by the bulk
of your building at that particular point, because I
think that it's kind of important to, in a sense,
subordinate the bridge to an architectural statement
about entering what is after all the central part of
the Nation's capital.

MR. BUCKLEY: I think you point is well
taken. I can tell you is that we think the success
of this is very much dependent upon having a vision
of the future for this area. And we agree with you.
And then further up to Capital South.

And what we can do is we can simulate
that on a computer to give you various options in
terms of height, bulk and mass. And I think -- are

you also looking in terms of its relationship to the
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waterfront?

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: What might be
called the --

MR. BUCKLEY: Waterfront elevation.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: The water scape
would look like, and --

MR. BUCKLEY: It would absolutely be
wonderful because it would have this wonderful kind
of a building as a book end to it. But, I think
your point is well taken and we should look at that.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: It seems to cry
out for something that does have kind of a
punctuation mark.

MR. BUCKLEY: We do allow that this, the
Southeast Federal Center master plan is being looked
again. But I think that there is a sufficient
number of existing buildings here so that we could
give you a view along the waterfront to show you the
height, bulk and mass and modulation along the
waterfront. You know, from this area all the way up
through.

I think we have the basis to do that.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I would find it
very helpful.

MR. BUCKLEY: Okay, we can do that.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Mr. Parsons has a

guestion.
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COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Madam Chair, you
might have noticed I've been very quiet.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: I thought that was
because we were asking most of the questions.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: You were a
marvel. Do you, all of you have this exhibit that
was prepared only characterized by its cover by the
applicant?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I thought I had
everything.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Dated January 24
on it. I think this was 1997.

PARTICIPANT: That was the comprehensive
rezoning submission?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I didn't bring it
with me.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: You didn't bring
ite

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : I thought I had
everything. I guess I don't. Oh, wait --

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Mr. Buckley, do
you have this drawing with you tonight? If you
don't you can take that up to the desk to help you.
Because I think these two exhibits -- and I'll pass
one down to you. The first is a photograph of the -
- Bridge, and I just want you to take a look at the

openness of this bridge. Unlike many bridges in
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this city, the abutment that we are talking about is
basically three feet or so above high tide. It is
an open structure.

Maybe I mixed my exhibits, but to help
you with that photograph, just so you see what my
point will be here. Mr. Buckley has also produced
this exhibit which is hypothetical, theoretical, and
I'm glad he did it. And it deals with the issue of
if we are to rebuild the South Capital Street Bridge
some time in the future, not this Commission or Mr.
Buckley but rather others, how it might pick up a
new alignment. And, you will notice the diagram
that he is putting up is split in half. And one is
Alternate 1 and the other is Alternate 2.

In both cases, in my crude way, I've
tried to highlight Half Street as it comes to the
river. You can see it much bolder on the left
diagram, Alterative 1, but you can barely see it
then coming across the river in the other one.

Maybe Tom can point it out. There you see it.

So the diagram on the right has an
advantage because it shows an existing bridge, which
we are talking about today, and then a proposal that
would extend South Capital Street directly across
the river down to Bolling Air Force Base.

My point is this. That if you go to the

site today and try to get the view from Half Street
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to the river, it is blocked not by the bridge, but
by piles of gravel. And I would urge the applicant
to take the gravel away and to bring us photographs
of what this really looks like. That is the view
down Half Street as it could be and the fact that we
could see the river. Not only through this bridge
abutment, but through a potential that's shown on
these diagrams of no bridge. As opposed to saying
that Half Street ends at a bridge abutment, you
can't see the river, therefore we should turn the
building and end it in a tower to signal this
entrance. To me it's very selfish.

It's Watergate like in its design. That
is it's focused inward. Even though you bring a
major portal as the one you described in Boston, you
can't see what it is you are coming to see. You are
coming to see a fountain in the drawing that you've
given us.

And I think the potential is there to
see the river. Admittedly through a bridge
abutment, but the river is there. The sense of
openness that the river gives and the sketches
you've given us is, well, I used it once, I'll use
it again, selfish. It focuses in on itself and says
I'm more important than what lies beyond, as it
would be if it was the head of a federal agency, all

right?
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If it was a federal office building that
you were bringing us to the Planning Commission, I
see why you'd do it, but I'm glad you are not. I'm
glad you are not the Department of Transportation
who has bought this site and is doing what you are
proposing. I'm just so hopeful that we can have
this spectacular sight open and free to the river
and inviting.

Is there any possibility, shifting
subjects, I think I've made my point. I think we
need an open vista shot -- I know it's a lot of time
to move gravel, but it isn't much gravel, to show
us, really, as you stand in the gate now at the end
of Half Street, and look to the river, what we could
see 1f it was open. And maybe you are right, it
hits that bridge abutment and there is no sense of
openness. But I think the potential is here that we
will regret in the future. And that is there is a
view there now and it could be much more special
later.

Why is it, I'm sure the answer is
obvious and I haven't caught it yet, that we
couldn't put the hotel on this end of the project?
That is inviting people, the public through this
portal to a more public space than a federal office
building and celebrating that courtyard 24 hours a

day instead of nine to five, which is predictable
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with an office building. And admittedly it's only
two floors of your floor plate, or five floors of
that floor plate. 1Is it possible to move the hotel
to the other end, I guess is the other question I
have.

MR. BUCKLEY: Let me try to answer that
in two parts, if I may. I don't know what the
answer is to the second part, other than I was
reluctant to place the hotel down at that end of the
site. I thought that having it at the end of First
Street, if you will, just provide a greater
opportunity to have the configuration of hotel works
a lot better there in terms of its actual
configuration. If you look in the plans, we've
actually done a layout for each of the floors for
the hotel.

But having said that, I don't know what
the answer is to that. But what I'd like to do is
take a look at that and come back on that, if I may.

So, in may ways, that's not an answer.
But if you take a look at this, the Commonwealth
Avenue concept for South Capital Street was, I
thought, an appropriate response in terms of really
creating this kind of wonderful alley down South
Capital Street, and to actually create that did not
take a great deal of additional space, both east and

west do to that.
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Now, having said that, if you come down
to this round about, so to speak, if you were to do
it that way, you would then come across the bridge
here. Now that bridge, what I would envision is not
a baskill bridge, it's not a bridge that is low and
then has an opening for barges and ships, but it
would be more like the bridge going across the
Severn River from the adjacent to the Naval Academy
at the back gate. And what that bridge is, it
starts out low and then it goes up very, very, very
high. And it's an extraordinarily beautiful canary
type of structure.

And I would envision that if a bridge
were to be built, it would be similar to that. So
it would be actually very high, you could actually
get some boats underneath it.

And, if you were to do that, then the
qguestion is that if you did have a bridge in this
alignment, for instance, would it be the same type
of view that you would have going down Half Street?
We could certainly look at that.

The alternative, if you were able to
bring South Capital Street straight through, which
is the, what I call Columbia Circle model, which is
that you bring South Capital Street right across the
Anacostia River to this area here, psychologically I

like that because it really engaged Anacostia as
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part of the city. Kind of brought it across.
Rather than saying, well, we are at the river's
edge, stop, that's where we are, turn direction and
go across. So in many ways conceptually, this is
the purest type of form.

Now, if you were to develop that
scenario, then obviously this kind of wvista through
at that point, has more meaning than a vista through
at that point. So those are my comments there.

How realistic this option or that option
ig, I have no idea at this point.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Let me interrupt
and show you another drawing here. I know you've
got this book. I hope this is part of the
application. This simply extends Half Street
through your building. And I guess that's what I'm
suggesting, that we study something that would knock
off that front end of that building and not preclude
a view of this river in the future. I don't think
it's a -- courtyard and get this vista than say
well, it's a bridge abutment.

MR. BUCKLEY: Why don't me look at that.
I think it's a valid point. I understand exactly
what you are talking about. I think that the
flexibility of the site coverage, and the height is
probably a way to look at that. I would like to get

a commitment out of NCPC to build this scheme.
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COMMISSIONER PARSONS: All right, we'll
work on that.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, that might be a
deal. We might be able to give you this, if you
give us that.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: NCPC will do a
lot of planning, but they won't get to the point.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Okay. Continued
qguestions of the applicants architect?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well, yes, I
wanted to ask him about the retail pavilions and
maybe he could take down that crude diagram and get
something up that would help us. Although I don't
want to lose my exhibit.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Get this on the
record, John.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well I just
wanted -- since the applicant saw it, you ought to
see it too. It's not a big deal. Didn't you have a
plan view of this somewhere?

MR. BUCKLEY: A plan view, it's right
here.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Oh, maybe we
ought to use the model. Let's talk about these a
minute. I'm trying to gather the critical mass here
and what kind of retail we are really talking about.

These buildings, can you describe them in terms of
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something we understand? Inner Harbor in Baltimore
or some other urban waterfront that we all know that
these are about the size of? Are they two story?
Are they enough to generate the kind of retail or
are they simply sidewalk vendors that rely on
festivals?

MR. BUCKLEY: I think the vision here is
two parts. One is that about eight months out of
the year, what we envision is this waterfront area
to be fairly animated. And in order to bring people
to that area and have them engaged in activities in
this area, what my vision was was to have these
pavilion type structures, it might be a story and a
half, glass enclosed, and of a scale that's more
appealing to the water's edge. They might be 15,
20, 25 feet high to the peak. That type of thing.

And then within them there would be
vendors. For instance a restaurant here, but the
restaurant would really use its seating area is that
portion of the site immediately outside of the unit
itself. It's more like a pavilion.

And what they would be is they would be
various sizes. For instance, there would be one
over here. There may be a few in this area over
here. Two major ones here along the waterfront.

And then as they go around like that.

The purpose is not to rely solely upon
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interior retail to animate the waterfront, but to
basically have those people who are operating those,
also operate eight months out of the year these in
part, and also to have some what I call Mom and Pop
Operations, that may come down and run a small cafe
restaurant out of these.

So, there -- the scale is such that it
really works within this landscaped elements. So
there are really delightful little pavilions as you
walk along the pathway you come across. They are
glass enclosed so the gquality of light and activity
is really animated along the waterfront.

I did that because recent thinking in
terms of mixed use is that you need to pull people
out of the buildings from the retail activities in
the buildings, into the waterside landscaped area
itself. Because what people really love is they
love to be right on the water. There is something
magical about that.

And my view was that you have these
wonderful pavilions there and you are really,
literally 15 or 20 feet to the water's edge and you
have some activity there. 1It's a wonderful kind of
a wonderful way to create activity along the
waterfront, rather than stepping inside a building
and looking out 50 or 75 feet away to the water's

edge. This really engaged the waterfront activity
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so that you could actually have people out in these
spaces eating, using them. There might some smaller
retail shops as well, but it's sufficiently
flexible, hopefully, that if it's a successful type
of activity you have the flexibility to increase
that type of activity eight months out of the year.

The four months people may be down there
and would just use the restaurant located in this
area here, or the retail in this portion of the
building or along here.

So that was the purpose of the
pavilions. The pavilions are -- pardon?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: One hundred feet
long it starts on the scale, is that what that
means? Right there on the bottom of the drawing?

PARTICIPANT: More like 60 feet.

MR. BUCKLEY: These are about 2500
square feet. So they are the size of a reasonable
sized restaurant, I would say. So they are 2500
square feet. I'm sorry?

PARTICIPANT: [Off mike.]

MR. BUCKLEY: What I think I'd like to
encourage is the outdoor activity of these. If you
go to the model in many ways is the Santa Monica
Third Street, where they have the Third Street and
they have these wonderful little pavilions in the

summer on the street. And there are vendors and the
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vendors take portions of it that go through this
way. And people go up and they get their food and
go and sit on the benches and that kind of thing.

So you have that wonderful kind of animation and use
of the area.

Not only in terms of people coming down
through the pathways here, you see, like this, but
also along the water's edge. They come to an area
like this, they come to these pavilions and they can
use these outdoor spaces.

MS. GIORDANO: Davis, do we have some
photos that we can submit of prototypes.

MR. BUCKLEY: No, this is really unique,
but I think we can probably come up with something.
Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: What I'm getting
to is trying to figure out whether there is in
combination with the retail inside, and I want to
ask you about that next. Whether there is a
critical mass here as there is in Washington Harbor.
I think that's got more to do with Georgetown and
the ambiance of the river and so forth, so that this
doesn't fail.

You know, we tried it, it didn't work,
we are going to use these glass pavilions as
greenhouses for the Secretary of Transportation, or

something. Then we have a DOT modification. We
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just can't let that happen. It's got to be perfect.
It's got to be the best we can do.

So how is it that you believe there is a
critical mass of retail here that will bring people
to your grand staircase until 2:00 in the morning
and enjoy this place as we hope it will be? What is
the destination here for other than lobbyists
working with DOT or contractors working DOT from
nine to five? That's my question.

MR. BUCKLEY: Jim could make some
comments on this.

MR. PROST: The concept of the retail
and the waterfront pavilion and the relationship to
the waterfront is that much of this will be seasonal
as Davis had said. And we basically have a design
of 2500 square foot which basically is 120 seat
restaurant, but really something that would expand
seasonally outside.

And the idea is that the restaurants
particularly, eating and drinking as a destination,
is something that can be self generating, can create
a demand because of the unique location along the
waterfront, as opposed to trying to get a critical
mass of festival regional. We don't think that we
are there and we think we are really talking about
destination restaurants that can base on the

population that would be on site, the 5,500 people
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on site plus the people in the Navy Yard and try to
get in the Southeast Federal Center, try to get a
relationship to that so there is a noon business and
there is a weekday business, and then you have the
waterfront, the outdoors for a weekend in the summer
to try to make these things work.

So the idea is a special destination-
type self generating eating and drinking spaces that
create an ambiance as opposed to trying to get
something with 100,000 square feet of critical mass
that's sitting all by itself as trying to be more
the festival retail market.

PARTICIPANT: Can you give me your name
please?

MR. PROST: Oh, I'm sorry, Jim Prost. I
spoke here. And we'd love to get the retail from a
marketing standpoint, we'd love to get the retail
from a financial standpoint. We are concerned about
being unrealistic in trying to say that there will
be a critical mass destination of, you know, 100,000
square feet or some, whatever that critical mass
number comes to, so it really is small, high
ambiance facilities that can have the ability to
flex with the seasons.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Is the hotel a
central component of that thinking?

MR. PROST: 1It's a contributory
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component. Obviously, the more activity we can
have, the more evening activity. The hotel,
particularly the way we designed it, of an extended
stay probably would not have any extensive eating
and drinking facility. I'm not so sure that the
hotel wants the eating and drinking facilities more
than the eating and drinking facilities want the
hotel.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Do you think if
this project were half residential it would make a
difference? As is Washington Harbor.

MR. PROST: That assumes there is a
market and a financial viability in the residential.
I mean, in the long run the residential would be
beneficial to the retail. Whether that opportunity
exists here in the near term and we can bank on
sufficient numbers of people realistically being
there to support the retail, I think is another
guestion.

DR. FULLER: The Washington Harbor isn't
50 percent residential. There are only 46 units
there and 600,000 square feet of office space. What
drives the retail of Washington Harbor is the
outsiders.

MR. PROST: Proximity to Georgetown.

DR. FULLER: Sure, and the waterfront

related recreational --
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COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Since you jumped
in, Mr. Fuller, what do you feel about the concept
of mixed use on a waterfront with residential,
retail and office in balance with one another as
opposed to in my view, this imbalanced proposal?
That's where I'm going.

DR. FULLER: Well I think there is a

critical dimension here that relates to timing that

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well I guess I'm
not asking it from that standpoint. I'm asking from
the standpoint of the model of Europe that we all
tried to follow that good urban planners talk about
and talk about and talk about, and then when it
comes to the bottom line with this Commission, it
doesn't work from a marketing standpoint. So, some
of us on the Commission, at least me, are willing to
wait for the market.

DR. FULLER: The market with retail is a
terribly long way off. And so if you are going to
build a viable project in the next five years, that
component doesn't fit here very well.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I understand.

DR. FULLER: But if you are, and if you
wait on it and you sacrifice the whole project and
you get nothing out of it, it's, then you don't get

the residential either by waiting.
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COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Not in the short
term, you are right.

DR. FULLER: And so it's a return of
what will drive the project. And at this point, the
only thing, and this may be an over simplification,
that in my sense the only decision that will
rationalize the market sooner rather than later is
for the Department of Transportation to buy into
this project.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: That raises the
guestion to me and that is suppose DOT doesn't, you
know? We are worrying at this juncture about the
viability of retail, but what's the wviability of a
million point something square feet of office space
on the market for other than DOT?

MR. PROST: We started working on this
project, this may answer your question and Mr.
Parsons' earlier, because we started working on this
project in August now, or back in August of last
year, before DOT was on the scene, and ran a series
of evaluations, both from a market and a financial
feasibility stand point. In terms of financial
feasibility, I would rather have all the retail in
the world. The bottom line, per square foot, it's
going to generate the highest value, the highest
supportable land value. And if I was the District

of Columbia, the most taxes. But I have to
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realistically look at what the market.

And our basic conclusions were that a W-
2 type of mix was something that was not financially
viable, that you really had to go something towards
this six and 2FAR in terms of financial feasibility.
Whether or not the whole site would be developed all
at once raised a market question from an office
stand point. There aren't a heck of a lot of a
million and a half square feet office users around.

But in terms of a mix and a financial
viability and being able to provide the amenities
and cost out the project, we perceived that you
needed a fairly high, relatively speaking, FAR, and
that FAR, at least from an initial market stand
point, would have been dominated by my office. The
office jump starts it, with as much retail as we can
viably put, and I'd like to push the retail
envelope, but I'd like to look at it realistically
and same thing with the hotel. It was an amenity,
was i1t highest and best use in terms of supportable
land value? No. But it was an amenity that tried
to take advantage of the waterfront portion of the
site.

So if we weren't thinking about DOT,
we'd be, I think, looking at a similar type project.
It may be stated, as opposed to all at once, but we

really would be talking about a similar sized
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project, I think, in terms of jump starting
realistic development. And I think the goal is to
ultimately get a mixed use development, but how do
we get there in terms of phasing and how do we get
it started? And unfortunately or fortunately,
office, you know, becomes a lead and whether that's
a big GSA office building, or a headquarters
corporate office building, take advantage of the
unique waterfront location, that's the jump start
that makes the project work.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: All right. I
wanted to talk about the viability of dealing with
the ECC on this site. As I understand it, the ECC
now occupies that structure on the end of the pier
which is an historic structure that I guess pumped
water to the Capital building at some time in the
past. And why then we aren't talking about
rehabilitating this, adding to it, if not, if you
are moving them away to 664, what happens to the
site in your front yard, outside the hotel. Why
that isn't a destination of some kind. It could be
restaurant or is this something to be dealt with in
the Stage 2 or what? Why isn't there enough real
estate here on your property to accommodate their
needs?

MR. NIXON: I can address that, Mr.

Parsons. I'm Bob Nixon, Executive Director of the
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Earth Conservation Corps. And, you are correct,
it's the old U.S. Capital Pump House where we are
now located. 1It's built at the turn of the century
and was stopped pumping river water to make steam
heat for the Capital about 1950. And, we acquired
long term renewable lease from the District two
years ago.

It is, it's a building we sought out
because it is actually in the Anacostia River which
is where we spend out days, sort of literally. We
have young residents of public housing we are
teaching life sgkills to by giving the opportunity to
do really hard work in the river. The pump house
is, we have power and water, there is a plumbing all
set up in there. We are close to sort of finally
finishing it. We are in discussions with the U.S.
Navy CDs about doing the final, sort of bring it up
to speed for us.

And, the reason -- so we would continue
to work there. We have a 20 year renewable lease.
And we plan to be there for a very long time.
Because this is a very big problem we are addressing
with the young people in the District. You may have
heard that we've -- we are currently releasing four
baby Bald Eagles in partnership with the Department
of the Interior and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Each of those Eagles are named after former ECC
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members who were murdered recently. And so it's a
very serious situation we are working with.

We think Lot 664 is ideal for an
expansion of what we are trying to do. Because the
pump house is, it's probably 20 feet up on stilts
from the water. So you have, it's difficult to get
down to. The -- and we are looking for other sites
in the area to expand to.

We have been speaking with many
Cabinet secretaries, the Secretary of HUD, the
Secretary of Agriculture and Interior, to do
training programs where welfare to work people could
learn skills to get them into the work force and
particularly into federal agencies. And to help
meet the President's requirement that federal
agencies hire welfare to work folk.

And so 664 is really sort of a dream
come true for us, as is the pump house. Because
we've always envisioned, we've been working for many
years with the Living Classroom Foundation in
Baltimore, hoping to bring their type of program
down to Washington which is, as you mentioned
earlier, it's a lot of learning by doing, and it
would, the beauty of that lot is it would give us
enough space not only to work with the residents of
public housing, but to expand to really all the

school children in the District.
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Living Classroom Foundation works with
30,000 school children a year. And it's very --
it's an incredibly dynamic program. It has several
hundred people there, young people there on a daily
basis, and taking them out on ships. We would take
young people out for educational programs on the
Anacostia, learn about the habitat as well as very
specific job training programs. So we need more
space. And that's an ideal site.

We are talking to PEPCO about another
using some of their space, also, to expand. And
really, it's not because we want to expand, but
there is a great need that's and people have
approached us. So that's really --

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well, the dilemma
for us is obvious then, the Environmental
Conservation Corps, a worthy project. The original
proposal to us was to build residential on this
property. Now we are asking the applicant to open
up his architectural design and as a result we are
losing a hotel which has a residential component. I
guess for us, it's an either or, this diagram or
housing. And, so I'm trying to figure out if there
is a way that the same goals that you have can be
met other than on this site at the applicant's
expense, as part of an amenity of this project. And

we can still achieve the residential component that
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was originally proposed.

So, are you saying that the existing
structure is so inadequate that, and the land side
where you now park cars and try to get in down that
chain linked environment, which is owned by the
applicant on either side of you, I think, why you
can't accommodate the needs. I'm looking at this
exhibit that was presented to us with this
photograph of the Baltimore facility which is a
lighthouse kind of environment and ships all around
and so forth. And wondering if there isn't some way
to expand, embellish the site you have now to
achieve what you want to do and get a first rate
facility?

MR. NIXON: Well, I don't think it's
what I want -- we want to do. I think it's the need
that's out there. I think, I mean we are talking,
this is -- what we are talking about is a facility
that where, that would really help stabilize the
existing community and be a tremendous asset to the
whole District.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Sure, what I was
talking about earlier, the pavilions that they
proposed on the waterfront?

MR. NIXON: Right.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Could we have

that exhibit back? Mr. Buckley. Now those
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pavilions, you see the two glass pavilions that are
proposed there which are 2500 square feet. I don't
know what your needs are, but it would be pretty
easy for me to build another one of those at the end
of your dock, for instance. And have the kind of
facility that is shown in this diagram here. Have
you seen this?

MR. NIXON: I have seen that, but I
think --

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: What I mean is a
proposal, architects model of the LCF Education
Center, which looks to be about the same size. And
I just am asking, has that been evaluated? As
opposed to taking all of 664 and dedicating it to
this purpose, if there is some way we can
accommodate the needs here on the existing site.

MR. NIXON: Just to, back to a point you
made earlier. The, on both sides of that, we have
leased from the District on our side of the chain
link fence and where our trailers are and such.

That is a long term lease, also. And what, I
believe, in these drawings is they have straightened
out the gangway so it sort of confusing. Is that
correct? Because I immediately said hey, there is a
hotel where our offices are. And it's actually that
there is a bend in the existing land.

I don't believe so. I mean I think,
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yes, we could do something there. I think this site
is an ideal site for what we are, what we would like
to do.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: But it can be both.
I mean one of the proposals was that both
residential and ECC share the 664 site. 1Isn't that
correct?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Yes, I am just
trying to ask for an evaluation accommodating their
needs --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And how much will
they need?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: -- on the site
that's before us.

MR. NIXON: I just was -- the Living
Classroom thing you are referring to, I believe,
doesn't show the whole scope of their operation.
And, they have a three acre site that the City of
Baltimore has donated to them where they have ship
restoration facility that's got to be 5,000 sguare
feet. I'm just guessing. It's quite tall. I mean,
there is a lot of, there is a lot more needs than
just, than I think what's on -- than the lighthouse.
That's what they started with was the lighthouse.
And now they have expanded quite significantly.

And, whether we could sort of co-habitat

there with housing, you know, we've always made do
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with what we can get. I think the best use of this
is for maritime education center. My feeling is
there is a lot of housing in that community. We
work with the people who live there on a daily
basis. I think this would be a real tremendous
asset to getting the people in the community into
the work force.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Help me, help me.
I'm trying to get a specific proposal, either on the
existing site, on this site, for this facility. And
give a true dimension to it. Where abandoning the
facility that they currently occupy on the river and
it will be demolished. Obviously it's in your front
yard, you want to do something with it. And really
get as specific as we can in a first stage PUD.

MS. GIORDANO: I think we can get more
specific. What we've proposed is an interim use
with ECC occupying the entirety, basically of Square
664 until the housing, hopefully, becomes more
feasible. BAnd then more of a co-habitation type
scheme.

What we were trying to work the same
thing out that you are trying to go through is how
do we do both? And what we had come up with was
some kind of a time share situation, since the
housing is not feasible in the near term, ECC is.

That maybe that's the direction we need to go in is
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a time share. And we can certainly be more specific
as to what exactly ECC's programmatic requirements
are. That needs to be done.
COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I may have missed
the whole point here. Are the gray buildings

indicated along Water Street existing buildings that

MS. GIORDANO: No, no.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So you will build
something for them.

MS. GIORDANO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Of a temporary
nature.

MS. GIORDANO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Metal butler
buildings. Is that it?

MS. GIORDANO: We have not gotten that -

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: But that level --

MS. GIORDANO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So that everybody
knows this will be demolished and they will have to
go elsewhere, when the market says it's time for
housing.

MS. GIORDANO: What we had proposed was
some mechanism to revisit the situation 15, 20

years, where the Zoning Commission -- and there
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could be status reports up until that point. This
is not a totally new idea. This has been done with
other housing linkage cases. Where status reports
are made to the Zoning Commission, a progress report
at some point in the future which consists of both
progress of ECC, achievement on the site, and a
marketability study of whether housing is now
feasible at that time.

So, that's kind of where we were going
because we don't know exactly when the housing is
going to be feasible, and we don't know how
successful ECC is going to be. That's certainly a
question I'm sure in the Commission's mind, so a way
to track that, those two things in the future, and
to make a decision later in the future as to when
the time frame of the phasing of the housing comes
into play.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: John, can I just
ask, I'm still not clearing up the question, I'm not
sure I've gotten an answer -- you've gotten an
answer. The existing location where they are right
now, in the old pump house, is that, are they always
going to stay there? Is that going to be

demolished? I'm not quite sure of what the ultimate

MR. NIXON: We are not moving.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: You are not moving?
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MR. NIXON: Yes.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: So that's always
going to be there and that historic building is
always going to be there, as best as everyone knows
today?

MR. NIXON: Yes, we've had the pilings
checked out and they look quite good.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And no matter what
happens, you are staying there and operating on it.

MR. NIXON: That's where we are
branching out from. We would continue our
operations there --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I'm sorry, I didn't
hear that clearly. I want to understand that.

MR. NIXON: And we venture forth from
there primarily up the Anacostia to the Turkey
Terriers where we are working.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Thank you.

PARTICIPANT: [Off mike.]

MR. NIXON: Right now we have one boat
and there is surprisingly little boat activity at
all on the Anacostia. It's amazing. And it's just
a wasted resource. And the maritime center would
really help jump start that.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Let me just weigh
in a little bit. 1In 1983 my daughter and I canoed

up the Anacostia into the Kennelworth Aquatic
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Gardens. And for a portion of the trip, the water
was so low we ended up having to kind of walk the
canoe for some distance. We came -- we went up and
then came back around Camen Island and down. But
along, and I'm not sure what time of day, but there
is a good drop in the water level, at least in a
portion of the day, so there is not a whole bunch of
boating that I know of that can go on all the way up
all day long, kind of a thing. Is that correct?
That's what happened to us.

MR. NIXON: Well, you got caught at low
tide, which is not a good thing to have happen. It
makes your life very -- And, that happens twice a
day. And we, there is the channel is kept open to
Bladensburg. Bladensburg has -- Capital Parks &
Planning has restored the old Bladensburg Marina as
a nature center, and we are working with them to
link up to the pump house and do a lot more runs.

We are starting, this week we are
starting to take summer groups up in our boat, right
up to -- you made a great trip you just got caught
at the wrong time. I believe it's the reason is
that the Anacostia isn't in use isn't because of the
tide, it's because of just the perception that it's
a trash river.

When really, I think it's one of the

great resources in our city.
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CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Thank you.

MR. NIXON: But I'd love to take you up
at high tide.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Another time.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: In my view, Mr.
Nixon is the pioneer here. He really is. And he
will succeed. Not because of who he is, because he
igs in the right time at the right place to do the
right thing. And, for this Commission to say well,
you can use this for a period of time, but we will
throw you out later because our goal is residential
is not even half way in either direction. So I'm
trying to make sure that we preserve his goals and I
think a good goal for the city, in this composition
of things we are considering, at this same time
preserving this.

Either build this out to fit his needs,
not his needs, the needs of the city, to have a
glorious destination of environmental education and
shipbuilding and something on the waterfront that's
a public attraction. And get on with it. Maybe
this developer doesn't build it but makes the land
available as part of this process, and we make a
public commitment to that. And you get on with the
fund raising and building what you want to build.

Or try to do something that will be

adequate or for the foreseeable future, 10, 15 years
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on the existing site so this can be residential.
That's all I'm asking. And I guess that's not your
decision, it's the developers. But -- that's my
frustration.

MS. GIORDANO: I think we can -- it's
really the Commission's decision. I mean we had put
that forth as a proposal.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: But as an interim
kind of thing.

MS. GIORDANO: That was our preferred
scheme last time around because we are, I think it
goes back to really Mr. Anderson's talk. We are
just, we are trying to balance the needs here and
there are many. And there are a number of different
ways to do it. And ultimately it's the Commission's
decision.

We would love to have the ECC build
permanent buildings on this site. We are just
concerned about the residential requirements of the
comprehensive plan and how to balance all of those
interests.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So you are
willing to donate this site to the city or whoever
to accomplish his goals and step aside?

MS. GIORDANO: That was our original
proposal, vyes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: You are also
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willing to build some temporary buildings for his
organization to occupy for a period of time until
you would build residential? Or you are also
willing to put a hotel here if we make you put a
hole in the building? Or you are also willing to
build residential and let Mr. Nixon float on his
own? So we have four choices, is that right?

MS. GIORDANO: They have become a pretty
integral part of our team at this point. I mean,
when they first came to our attention and their use
of the pump house, and we knew that they had a
campaign to renovate the pump house and we had
considered making that part of an amenity of this
project to help them with the renovation of the pump
house and to make that pump house a better
headquarters for them, and it was their proposal to
us to use Square 664. And as they explained their
needs and we went and took a look at the inner
classroom project in Baltimore, that we got a better
sense of their vision and had a better sense of what
could be done on Square 664.

So, we've been kind of moving along with
this group in expanding the scope of what they could
do on this site. And there is a continuum there of
things that could be done as an amenity of this
project, and we are certainly open to all the --

ultimately, obviously it's a matter of balancing how
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much residential and how we can meet all of these
needs and policies of the city at the same time.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Well, I'm sorry
to take this 15 minutes, but it's been frustrating
me since this first came to the Board, I couldn't
figure this out. Is anything that we've discussed
in the last 15 minutes prompt you to make a
different proposal, or are we sitting here faced
with the four alternatives that I've just outlined?

MS. GIORDANO: I think that we've got a
good sense of where you are coming from, yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Just me?

MS. GIORDANO: Thus far. To be honest
yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: All right, thank
you. I wish I could be more articulate about this,
but I'm frustrated. If we stand back and look at a
map of this area, this site at the terminus of South
Capital Street, is superbly special and needs to be
dedicated to a public purpose, in my judgement.

Even if Davis's bridge goes through the middle of
it, I shouldn't pin it on you Davis, the Planning
Commission's bridge goes right through the middle of
your fountain, still on either side ought to be
something of very special character.

MR. NIXON: Can I -- is that appropriate

at this time? I'd just like to say, you know, we
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went to Florida Rock and said, just what you --
there is a better -- please don't build housing
there. Let me show you what could be there, which
is this great use, public use, educational use for
the city. And I think I could be forward and say I
think a lot of it's -- I think on you folks to -- I
mean.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: My response is
that there is an architectural statement at the end
of South Capital Street as it's proposed. And maybe
there is some way of achieving that and at the same
time giving you, you know, a very special place.

Madam Chair, if you don't mind, I'd like
to ask a couple of questions of the traffic
consultant and Mr. Haas.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: I would too, go
ahead.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Perhaps if we
could get your exhibit back up, Mr. Lerner, it would
be helpful in answering this question. Would you
please show the Commission how somebody can get to
this site when crossing the Frederick Douglas Bridge
from the other side and exit this site to get to the
Douglas Bridge going the other direction? Because I
haven't been able to figure that out.

MR. LERNER: The guestion is access to
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the site from South Capital or the Douglas Bridge.
Is that correct?

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Right, to and
from.

MR. LERNER: To and from the Douglas
Bridge. Yes, as you go across the Douglas Bridge,
you have basically two options. One is to make a
right on Maine Street. That's a very difficult
right. If you are in the left lane, it's basically
impossible to get onto the right lane and make that
right turn.

So in our distribution, we assume only a
small percentage would be making the right turn on N
Street. What you do is you go up the ramp on South
Capital Street to M Street and make a right, and
then you have basically two options. You make a
right on Half Street, S.E. or you make a right on
First Street, S.E.

That's access into the site. Basically
out of the site you take Half Street, S.E. or First
Street S.E., make a left and then make -- you could
today make a left on the ramp onto South Capital
Street. One of the mitigation measures that we are
proposing is the prohibition of left turns there.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: That's what
threw me.

MR. LERNER: Yes. There would be left
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turns there so what you have to do is you go
straight through the next intersection and go up on
Half Street, S.W. to K Street, make a right on K
Street onto South Capital Street. So then you can
go underneath the bridge and you don't have to go
through that intersection again. You bypass the
intersection of South Capital and M.

There are currently signing a brief
intersection of M Street and Half Street, S.W. that
guides you towards South Capital Street to make a
right. However, the current signing is not up to
standards in the sense that once you make a right,
there is not another sign that tells you what to do
next. So, what we are proposing is to have adequate
signing throughout the area.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I understand,
and when I read your report what really perplexed me
was, you know, I was able to figure out how to get
to the site coming over the Douglas Bridge, but then
in getting back to the bridge, it is very
circuitous. You are showing a very circuitous route
to get back through that major artery. And how many
automobiles, not only from your site but from future
development, are going to have to do that tortured
route?

MR. LERNER: Yes, well the advantage of

that route is it's really an improvement on existing
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conditions because you don't have to go through
several cycles trying to make a left turn at that
intersection, so even though it appears to be
circuitous, it is really faster than waiting there
to make the left turn. And it is not a long trip to
make this, as if you were doing it on a ramp.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Today it isn't,
but if you add hundreds of automobiles in the
future, that becomes, it seems to me a very
problematic.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Let me ask,
because this is going back to something we've talked
about before that this whole area, when we are
starting to talk about how it will f£ill up in the
way that we would like it to f£ill up, the
transportation infrastructure really isn't there
yet. And part of being a pioneer, you know, is to
say how one would contribute to the creation of an
infrastructure, transportation infrastructure that
will work.

And that's something that I found
missing, at least from your oral presentation, I
must admit I have not had a chance to read through
the entirety of your report. But I know from other
instances, we at least heard talk of various
applicants proposing to work together to create a

pool out of which certain kinds of improvements
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would take place. And we didn't see that here, and
that's something that I would certainly like to see.

In some cities that have the money, they
will take some CDBG money or something and they will
do the infrastructure. Much of that kind of thing
was done in the City of Baltimore and I'm sure
elsewhere. Here we are not hearing that kind of
talk. So it means to me that the private developers
will end up having to do some of that, for their own
sake, you know. But I didn't see that and it gets
to Mr. Franklin's point.

A couple of cars can make that route.
But, you know, hundreds of folk aren't going to do
that one.

MR. LERNER: Right, and I guess there
are two parts to my answer to your question, or to
your remarks. One of them is the site relies
heavily on its proximity to a Metro station and the
use of Metro is very, very important to minimize the
additional traffic on the regional broadway
infrastructure.

So, we are, the developer is planning to
provide a frequent shuttle from the Metro station to
the site to minimize the number of vehicular traffic
that is destined to the site. So that's one thing.

One other thing is it is very, very

important that the site is located near a Metro
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station to be able to use that regional facility for
which this area has put so many millions of dollars
into it. And, being able to, for a site being --
one more site to be able to use that regional
facility, which is a window from Metro system, is
very important, I believe for the District and for
the region in general.

The second thing is there are -- traffic
is being dispersed in all directions. And yes, you
have some concerns about the traffic from the
Frederick Douglas Bridge, from the bridge. But
traffic is also coming from different directions
from 395 and from the District itself.

So there is a little bit of dispersal
and what we found out is, when we are talking about
during the peak hours, is approximately 200 vehicles
going to the site that are crossing the Douglas
bridge. Those vehicles, yes, we will be asking the
vehicles to make a right here at the corner of South
Capital and M and it's not as ideal as making the
right turn on M Street, but I know and we will try
to be conservative in our analyses. We know this is
a very difficult turn and not all vehicles are going
to be able to make it.

Now, as far as commitment on the part of
the development, we indicated in our report that

there are some mitigation measures that the
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developer is prepared to pay for and the main one is
a right turn lane at the end of this ramp on South
Capital and M to accommodate all those vehicles that
are going to be turning right at that intersection.

As we go farther down, we will look
closer on the axis to the site, the specific traffic
situation right off Potomac Avenue. And in
addition, improvements will be -- the developer will
be prepared to make those additional improvements.

With respect to Half Street and First
Street, S.E., with the additional traffic that is
coming from all directions because at that point
then you start loading from all directions, not just
from the Douglas Bridge, as you are coming from all
directions fortunately, under current conditions and
the type of development that you have in this area,
those roadways are not congested and there is very
little traffic during the peak hours.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Is First Street
two way?

MR. LERNER: Yes, it is.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: So, you know, if I
were at the site and I had to go home, I wouldn't be
thinking about trying to get back on the Douglas
Bridge, I'd hang a right on M Street and go down to
the Eleventh Street Bridge, at which point you are

going to overload the Eleventh Street Bridge because
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it's already overloaded. I mean, you know what I'm
saying?

MR. LERNER: Yes, I know what you are
saying, but traffic has a way of sort of
distributing itself as you start getting one
facility congested, then people start realizing
well, this is no longer the fastest route, let me go
back to this other trip.

So in general, yes, there is going to be
some redistribution of traffic, but traffic has a
way of regulating itself once you start getting onto
congested locations in the regional network.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: It's like Yogi
Berra said, "Nobody goes there anymore because this
is so crowded." Repeat this traffic mitigation
about right turns on, you say N?

MR. LERNER: M, South Capital and M, at
the end of this ramp here --

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: What about N?
You said that that's a tough right turn now.

MR. LERNER: Right, N and basically it
is a tough right turn if you are on the left lane of
South Capital, it's hard to make the right.

CHATIRPERSON BENNETT: -- service road.

MR. LERNER: It's hard to make the weave
across South Capital. So the decision on the part

of the drivers will be to continue and get off at
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the ramp on South Capital Street to N Street --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : -- get in the
right hand lane --

MR. LERNER: And some people will and we
assume that some people -- but some people will do
that, but from the realistic point of view, as soon
as you start getting queued at that intersection,
people trying to make that right turn, people will
start -- as I said traffic regulates itself. People
start making the decision, well it's faster for me
to just go around the ramp and down on Half Street.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Are there
infrastructure changes that facilitate use of N
Street instead of M?

MR. LERNER: ©Not, not -- I don't think
so. I think that the infrastructural change that we
require is the right turn lane at the end of the
ramp on M Street. It's a better, cleaner
improvement than trying to do things in this
constrained area here.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Okay. Thank
you. Are there any more questions? Mr. Haas?

MR. HAAS: Is it all right to answer
from here?

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Any where you
are comfortable. As you probably know, GSA is

having a devil of a time convincing ATF to go to the
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Southeast Federal Center. Could you just give me
some sense of what GSA's interest would be? There

are other competing sites. We have a couple of PUDs

pending.
MR. HAAS: Yes, I understand that.
COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: That are
competing. What is your view of -- I know just to

read the tea leaves in terms of GSA's attitude
toward this area? I mean, what, i1f they can't get
ATF to go to the Southeast Federal Center, how are
they going to get DOT to come down here?

MR. HAAS: They carry guns.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: That's right.

MR. HAAS: There is always that problem,
to be unfacetious. There is always that problem on
different agencies that are proposed a site and they
don't like it for one reason or another. There are
not enough restaurants, there are not enough
whatever down there.

In this particular case, there has been
some talk, I understand by Mr. Anderson and by the
team with the Department of Transportation who have
recognized the site and have been shown the
situation and have not objected to it strenuously.
Both you and I know of the difficult time in getting
somebody to Buzzard's Point when it was built. It

stayed vacant for a long time.
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It was difficult getting the FCC to the
Portals, which is certainly an acceptable site. I
can't tell you what Secretary Regan told me one time
when I wanted to move him into another building.

So, it's always -- yes, it is -- but it's always
this consternation. And I think that to the benefit
of the team, they have presented this picture to DOT
ahead of time to say if in fact we are the winners
of this, are we going to get some kind of objection
to this particular site? And I think I'm free to
say -- or am I free to say that DOT has accepted
this site.

I must tell you, as I said in my brief
remarks there, that Coast Guard is down there and
has been down there for over ten years. And they
are very, very happy with the site.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: What's the
status now of the Southeast Federal Center, do you
know?

MR. HAAS: You read in the paper they
are moving Navy groups in there from Crystal City,
but they are not doing any extensive renovation as
it was designated in the master plan originally.

The master plan was originally designed to be the
cornerstone of that particular area. The money just
isn't there and GSA almost has abandoned this. I

mean other than to move personnel over there into
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buildings that are being renovated and things like
that.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: If DOT were to
go to this site, would this be on a long term lease?
MR. HAAS: Yes, it would be.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Or a short term?

MR. HAAS: It would have to be, I don't
think the economics would dictate. I mean, OMB, I
know, has, they are talking in terms of a 20 year
lease probably with options in there. But they are
not going to move an agency head into something of

this significance with any kind of short term. And

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Will there be a
scoring problem if they do that?

MR. HAAS: Yes, yes. They do run into a
scoring problem. And by that, what he means, is
that it's attributed against the budget in the first
year, so they would have to really look in the out
years --

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: It's a capital -

MR. HAAS: Yes, yes. The -- it would
provide such a jump start for the particular area,
as everybody must recognize.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Is DOT the only

GSA candidate that could use this site, or are there
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other --
MR. HAAS: When what comes to mind,
there are some significant buildings. Obviously,
they are moving a million and a half almost into the

Ronald Reagan Building on Pennsylvania Avenue. They

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: What happens to
the old DOT building?

MR. HAAS: The old DOT building is
suffering from significant environmental problems
that will take probably a -- and probably will
compete in the solicitation. But it will take a
total renovation of that particular project. And I
don't think -- I think it's a little undersized now
because DOT's requirements are for over a million
two plus, let's say up to a million five, whereas
the Nassif Building that DOT is in now is about a
million square feet.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: I see. And what
is your sense of the timing of this?

MR. HAAS: The timing of the
solicitation? 1It's up in the Congress right now,
it's passing through the -- I believe Davis could
give a better answer to that than -- is it in Public
Works? Yes, there is a prospectus up on the Hill
and it's been approved I understand by the --

MR. BUCKLEY: It's in the Public Works
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Committee.
MR. HAAS: 1It's in the full committee?
MR. BUCKLEY: They are trying to refer
it -- they are trying to take action on it before

the recess.

MR. HAAS: Okay, he just tells me that
the House is trying -- the Public Works Committee of
the House is trying to take action before the recess
which, it must be pretty soon now.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Now if that
action is favorable and forthcoming, give me some
sense of the scenario and the timing --

MR. HAAS: Probably three to six months.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Before?

MR. HAAS: Before the solicitation comes
out.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: And after a
solicitation comes out, how long would it take?

MR. HAAS: It would probably go to a
best and final where they will qualify X number of
the bidders for a best and final situation like they
have done in the Patent and Trade over in Virginia.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Is that a year?

MR. HAAS: Pardon?

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Is that a year?

MR. HAAS: About a year. But it's going

to -- then you are talking about a year to a year
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and a half and then you are talking about a
construction period in there and then things like
that.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: So if this
Commission were to take action in the next -- I mean
I don't know how long it would take to go from a
Stage 1 to a Stage 2 from our standpoint, but it
does seem compatible with the GSA schedule. Off
hand.

MS. GIORDANO: Our reading of it is
that, what we really need initially is just a First
Stage approval to demonstrate that we have the
approved envelope and then GSA would be involved in
the second stage to make sure that the design
details are compatible specifically for GSA.

MR. HAAS: Yes, GSA will not accept a
solicitation from something that does not at least
have a Stage 1.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Right, but then
in terms of Stage 2, I guess what kind of design
criteria, you don't know that, I supposed for that
stage, but you are going to have a lot of design
oversight from GSA presumably.

MS. GIORDANO: Exactly.

MR. HAAS: More from DOT, I think.

MS. GIORDANO: Yes, we wouldn't proceed

with Stage 2 until we were further along with DOT.
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MR. HAAS: If I'm not mistaken also, I
think DOT is one of the few agencies that has their
own leasing authority. We gave it to four of them,
I think, and I think DOT was one of them, when I was
there.

So I mean, although they go to GSA
because there is a real benefit to go through GSA, I
think they do by an Act have their own leasing
authority.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: When you are
looking for a million and some square feet, there is
a certain amount of leverage with GSA.

MR. HAAS: You are right.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Thanks.

MR. HAAS: Okay, fine.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right.
Questions of other members of the applicant's panel?

Mr. Parsons? Have you done your damage for the

evening?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Yes.

CHATIRPERSON BENNETT: Ms. Kress?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I'm fine, thank
you.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Mr. Franklin? All
right.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Oh, one more.

Actually, this is part of Capital Gateway, but a lot
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of people just think it's part of Buzzard Point, I
think. Is that correct? People sometimes refer to
this area as Buzzard Point? Or am I wrong?
Somebody on the applicant's team might think of a
better name than Buzzard Point, because I think that
Buzzard Point is one of the lousiest marketing names
I can think of.

MR. BUCKLEY: Yeah, Mr. Franklin, this
is referred to as Capital Gateway and the other --

MS. GIORDANO: Actually, the Mariani
project tried to coin the Capital Point. It didn't
take.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: But Buzzard
Point is not actually in any official sense a word,
or is it?

MS. GIORDANO: I think it is.

MR. BUCKLEY: Historically it is.
Historically, Buzzard Point is exactly that area.
That's what it was called.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: But is it on any
map as an official designation?

MR. BUCKLEY: I can look into that. We
did a fair amount of research into that. I can't
recall. But we can certainly look into that. But
historically has always been viewed as Buzzard Point
and then the Capital Gateway. Two distinct and

separate areas.
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COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Yes, I
understand.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Mr. Parsons?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: I wanted to ask
about property lines. and there is an Appendix F in
your diagram called a survey plat and it's typical
of many survey plats where there is really no
culture on it. So I'm trying to determine on some
exhibit that you may prepare, where the shoreline
ig, where is the existing hard land, where the water
is and where you're measuring from, from the
standpoint of setbacks and so forth.

We see all this green around the front.
Is that dependent on filling in the river, or what?
How much do we own. And maybe there is an exhibit
that I haven't found vyet.

MR. BUCKLEY: We'd be happy to provide
that to you, but what I might say is that we have an
existing permit for a bulkhead for 550 lineal feet
moving from the bridge area up the river. And
that's been permitted by the Army Corps of Engineers
as well as the District of Columbia. And we have
another permit for the remaining 350 feet before the
Corps of Engineers.

On May 7th, if I'm correct, the Florida
Rock Board authorized us to go ahead with a $2

million improvement to get that bulkhead built. So
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the measuring point is from the new bulkhead. Now
how the Army Corps of Engineers establishes that is
that they allow you to build 18 inches out in the
front of the existing bulkhead. So you can put that
bulkhead down and then take the old bulkhead and do
the tie back systems. So that's what they allow.
And that's what we actually have permitted.

We would be happy to supply you that
drawing.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: Maybe you can
help me with page 15 of the submission. Do you all
have this?

MR. BUCKLEY: I think that what you are
referring to is there are some -- what we have is we
have a plan there that has several different
overlays and it's confusing as to which is the
property line and which is the permit. I think it
would be best, what we can do is just give you the
correct drawing.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So this wouldn't
be helpful?

MR. BUCKLEY: It wouldn't, no.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: The dash line on
here is not your property line?

MR. BUCKLEY: Yes, I think that's a fair
assessment. Because I saw -- I recognized that when

I submitted it. I think it would be worthwhile for
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us to get you an accurate one.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: So you show the
site plan, very much like this one here, page 15,
this site plan with a new property line and
permitted bulkhead line? Thank you.

MR. BUCKLEY: What we will do is we will
show you that site plan with the permitted bulkhead
line.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: What I'm trying
to determine is that the bed of the river is under
the jurisdiction of the federal government, and
therefore this Commission doesn't have any authority
over it.

MR. BUCKLEY: 1It's under the
jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers. Yes.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: We have no
authority over federal property, so I'm not sure
where that leaves us.

MR. BUCKLEY: All right.

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: This is a new
venture for us.

MR. BUCKLEY: Well, let me find out, but
what we can do is supply you that information and
for your review.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Okay, vyes.

COMMISSIONER FRANKLIN: Do we have a

date?
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CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Well, that's what
I'm going to try to determine next. Let me review
with the applicant -- I know. The ten studies I
have listed and try to find out from you within what
kind of time frame we can have these? The first two
are ones that I have requested having to do with
studies of vistas other than the wire studies, that
have photographs of the view of the site coming
across the Douglas Street Bridge from Anacostia and
view of the site coming across the South Capital
Street going toward Anacostia.

MR. BUCKLEY: Would you repeat that?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Yes. These are
studies, other than wire studies, that show
photographs of the views coming across the South
Capital Street Bridge going north, and a
superimposed, I guess, photo of your model to show
how that facility is going to impact the views.

And the second is views coming in the
opposite direction, from the Capital, let's say,
going across the South Capital Street Bridge towards
Anacostia. I count those as two separate things.
I'm doing item one, item two, I'm going like that.

The third would be again a vista study
from buildings that could be built in the interior
of the Buzzard Point land mass under the proposed

BP/CR, views of the river, towards the river.
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Again, looking at it across your building to see

what kind of impact that has on their views. And in

other directions from those buildings. I mean, it
wouldn't just be on your -- because your building
would make up one of several. You've got some

buildings there already that are probably blocking
some views. The Tower Buildings, for instance.
Okay, that I've got as number three.

Number four would be the studies Mrs.
Kress requested looking through the building from
both Half Street and Potomac Avenue so that we --
and that has to do with snatching back a part of
that edifice on the -- it was on the left through
here. So that we've got a clearer view of either
the river or some trees and sky or whatever opening
up that part of the building gives us.

The fifth is one generated by Mr.
Franklin. He asked --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Can I add something
to the fourth unless there are shades and shadows
somewhere else.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Oh, yes, I'm
sorry. Shades and shadows comes in there. She was
concerned about --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Because I'm
concerned about how much light and the darkness in

that area.
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CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: That's right.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And also the shade
and shadow the building projects around it.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Around it. I'm
sorry. Thank you. Mr. Franklin wanted to know how
your project fits in relationship to what the
Federal Center -- I mean, Federal Center Southeast
and the Navy Yard would look like. 1In other words,
give us a context from the east of the proposed
project.

The sixth has to do with a request
generated by Mr. Parsons where he asked that you
move the gravel and take a look at the vista as you
would see it from Half Street across to the river.
He contends that there is a view there and we want
to take a look at what that view is.

Item number seven is a request, I think
also generated by Mr. Parsons. Is it possible to
move the hotel to the other end? What happens when
you do that. And I believe you said you'd take a
look at that.

Again, a study asked for by Mr. Parsons.
If you were to extend Half Street and knock off the
front of the building, what happens? And you saw
the drawing that he did. He took on his own sketch,
he just extended Half Street straight down with a

pen. Okay, that's number eight.
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I don't know if Mr. Parsons asked about
the nature of the retail, how the retail would be
housed, the scale of the pavilions, the glass
enclosed pavilions and so on. I didn't know whether
or not, because I was writing about something else,
I didn't know if you wanted to take a look at that
up close, some studies of that, or not?

COMMISSIONER PARSONS: No, I think the
answer they gave is that they are not conceiving
this as a destination. That it will accommodate
office needs and other needs, but it would not be
festival retail, it would not be destination retail.
That's their answer. It's not maybe the one I want,

I don't see any further study that helps that other

than --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Okay. That's
number eight. I'm sorry, yes that is eight. I'm
sorry?

PARTICIPANT: Madeliene said that's
nine.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : That's nine?

PARTICIPANT: If you were wondering
where the other voice came from.

PARTICIPANT: Oh, the other voice came
from --

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Okay, my number

nine, whatever is number ten --
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PARTICIPANT: That was nine according to
what you had, and I just crossed it off. So you are
at nine now. I meant nine now.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right, the
study of retail would have been nine? Okay.

This other one comes from Mr. Parsons
and this was a request, I guess that goes to how do
you accommodate ECC? That was what he was
struggling with. Do you -- is there a way to
accommodate ECC on the primary parcel and free up
664 for residential, or anyone of the -- there are
about four selected there. And the question was, of
course, how do you accommodate their needs in as
full a way as possible and generate the kind of
residential that we'd like to see to make the area
genuinely a mixed use area. You know, how do you do
that? Do you -- and can they co-exist at the --
one of the questions that I heard raised is can they
co-exist on 664, and if so how? Or co-exist on the
existing site and if so, how? Okay. That was nine.

So, ten, am I on ten? Mr. Franklin
noted that the terminus of South Capital Street was
not architecturally embellished enough. And that
there should probably be some --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Or significantly
enough.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Or significant --
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COMMISSIONER KRESS: I'm not sure it's
an architectural embellishment --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: And been treated
right. 1Is there a way to do that that marks the
terminus of this very important special street? And
then the eleventh is the, what Mr. Parsons just
asked for. He wanted to know where the appropriate
property line was? What is hard land? Where is the
water? Where do you start measuring from? Who owns
what? Where does our zoning stop, I think is the
other question because we don't have jurisdiction
over the land that comes under the Army Corps of
Engineers.

Okay. Having said all that -- can you
all get back to us next week? Okay, I take it back.
We are trying to identify a date.

MS. DOBBINS: Madam Chair, I had also in
my notes that the Commission wanted some additional
information about how this would fit within the W-2.
Was there --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Okay, okay.

That's all right. Or does it? The way I remember
the discussion between Mr. Anderson and Mr. Parsons
was Parsons said, what I'm getting ready to ask you
is probably impossible. And Mr. Anderson tried very
hard to finesse it, but I listened to things, and

his response was, yeah, it's totally impossible.
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So, I mean the idea is, you know, can it? How much
of it can? And what of it can and does that mean it
kills the project?

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Madam Chair didn't
say, but we are looking to close for the evening
shortly. Which is why we are spending a lot of time
doing this and that's also in respect to the ANC
members so that at the next normal testimony is
cross exam from the ANCs and so that's what we are
thinking would be where we resume after they present
some more information next time.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Well yes, and let
me just say this. Mr. Buckley, at the last hearing
session, was very correct when he said we are
working on this together. We really are working on
this together. And so, as I see the proceeding
developing, we will look at what studies you
generate. We will have you go on again, as you did
this time, you are getting a lot of time, you know,
because we are tweaking this a lot of different
ways.

The ANCs will have had an opportunity to
hear, you know, to listen. They will come back
fully prepared to cross X.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: And make sure you
get the information to them in enough time --

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: Please.
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COMMISSIONER KRESS: -- for them to be
able to really evaluate -- build it into the
schedule.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : The Office of
Planning will also have an opportunity to modify
whatever it gets back to us, should they deem it
appropriate, and I hope they do.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: I was going to say
I hope --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : They are
listening. And then we can go on about the business
of entertaining the rest of the agenda. But at
least it will give us as full a record as possible,
and we will see what happens. What I find hopeful
is, of course, that we have not -- at least this
Commission has not yet said you probably should fold
your briefcases and go home. Which does happen at
the end of certain preliminary proposals. That's
why it's called preliminary.

Okay, so what kind of time do you think
we are looking at?

MS. GIORDANO: The architects are saying
that they need approximately 30 days to prepare all
of this.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Well that will
work.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Well plus then --
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MS. GIORDANO: That's not including ANC

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Exactly.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : That's right, so
30 days from today is August the 8th, the ANCs have
to look at it. But ANCs typically go on vacation
don't they? At least in the month of August or
sometimes in July and August. So, when is your
first meetings, Mr. Simon and Mr. Westbrook? You
need to come up and speak on the record.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: You might want to
go to the mike over there.

MR. SIMON: I can't imagine why my foot
fell asleep. ANC 2D will be meeting again on
Monday, September the 8th, and ANC 6B will meet
again on Tuesday, September the 9th.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : It's -- we have
the regularly scheduled meeting on the 8th, we have
a hearing on the 11lth, we have a hearing on the
15th, we have a hearing on the 25th. The 15th is
taken -- 97-9C.

PARTICIPANT: Is there a hearing on the
25th?

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Yes, we do, 97-4.

[Informal discussion of dates between
participants, some off mike.]

MS. GIORDANO: Madam Chair? We were
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just talking about whether we can get things done
sooner because October is really going to be
difficult to stay within the DOT time frame.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: That's why it's
good we are all talking.

MS. GIORDANO: If that helps. Do you
all need --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Well, October for
what? I mean even if we hear or get the hearing --

MS. GIORDANO: I just heard October for
your hearing --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT :

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Our first open
hearing date is the 22nd of September.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : No, unless this
moves over.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Well that's a
holiday.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : If 97-9C spills
over, then --

[Informal discussion between
participants, some off mike.]

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: And I'm not here.
That's not to say you can't carry on.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: So the first
possible date, if things don't carry over, we could

say the 18th --
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[Discussion between participants, off
mike.]

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: We are looking at
September the 18th. Unless the whole thing gets --
but see the ANCs can't move. No, no I meant for us
to do it anytime before then. They don't meet until
the 8th and we've got everything booked up until the
18th.

MS. GIORDANO: I guess, Madam Chair,
what we are concerned about is that this is a work
in progress on all of us. And, there might be
another 30 days to leave the record open, and then a
decision in November or December easily and that's
really getting out there for us unless we can try
and really move towards --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: We may not need to
leave the record -- I mean, I understand. And we
need to be very, very sensitive to that. But
hopefully with this being a work in progress and
having especially allocating the time for review for
the ANCs, just judging by the people who are here,
hopefully we would be getting the input at the
hearings. And we do have the possibility to have a
second hearing if there is more --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Within the month.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Within the month,

and we can do our best to put it on an expedited
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schedule to move it up quickly.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Any other thing
would put it into August or something.

MS. GIORDANO: Right, I understand.

CHATRPERSON BENNETT: And then August
would not allow the ANCs to get back, and everything
else up until then is us. I mean, we've got --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: But maybe if we cut
off the end, if we try to push our decision --

MS. GIORDANO: I just don't want to be
in a position of having to ask for a bench decision
or something like that.

MS. DOBBINS: Madam Chair, I just wish
to remind the applicant that this is a contested
case, and as often as possible the Commission needs
to close the record at the close of the hearing on a
contested case. It's different from a rulemaking
case. Otherwise you have to provide opportunities
for anyone else who may be a party and I know the
Commission has been on occasion directed, or
instructed, by Corporation Counsel to keep the
record -- to close the record as soon as possible in
contested cases.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: That is good.
Anyway, the most -- the soonest we can do it is the
18th because we've already advertised for other

dates for other cases. And so it's not going to be
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possible to do it any sooner than that.

MS. GIORDANO: I understand, Madam
Chair. All I'm saying is that to the extent that
there are other studies that may come up or other
things that you can think about now, better to let
us know now. Because --

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: Well, we are
trying. We gave you 12 of them. And you know, when
given the choice between other studies and just
finding that the record is incomplete and saying
sorry. You'd rather have the other studies, right?
So, we'll try to work this out.

All right, September 18th at 6:30, you
all? Do you want to do 6:30 or do you want to do
7:007

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Everything else is
7:00, leave it 7:00. I get mixed up when we keep
changing.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT : Okay, it's 7:00.

MS. GIORDANO: Do we want to agree on
when the materials would be submitted to the
Commission and the ANC in advance of that, so there
is no problem with additional review time?

MS. DOBBINS: Thirty days for the
submission, so we should -- at least mid-August.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: The architect seems

to be saying they could use as long as they can get.
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MS. GIORDANO: Insuring that that's
enough time for the ANC at the same time.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: For the ANC and our
needs.

MS. DOBBINS: Well, the ANCs, you would
be able to submit to the ANCs, but their submission
to the Commission would be immediately following
their meeting, which would be --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Right, but they
have to have it at least two weeks, so that puts it
middle of August.

MS. DOBBINS: That's what I was saying.
The submission should be at least by the -- no later
than the 18th of August, I would think. That's a
Monday. It gives you that full weekend.

COMMISSIONER KRESS: That's right.

Being an architect, I want every day I can get.

MS. DOBBINS: So the 18th of August
would be the submission date and you should serve
the ANC at the same time, and any other party. And
if the ANCs are listening, their submission should
be due to the Commission, if they are going to
respond in writing --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: They don't need to
respond in writing. You can respond --

MS. DOBBINS: I was going to say, they

don't need to respond. But if they want to respond
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in writing so that the materials go in your package,
that's the only option they have. I mean if they
want to get it out to you ahead of time, a good date
would be the 15th of September.

Well, actually no -- no --

COMMISSIONER KRESS: Otherwise you can
just give it in your testimony and hand it out at
that time.

MS. DOBBINS: The 12th is going to be
bad because the Commission's package will probably
go out Monday morning which means it will have been
prepared by Friday. So the latest would be Noon on
the 15th. Otherwise, you will make your
presentation at the hearing on the 18th.

CHAIRPERSON BENNETT: All right. Thank
you. This hearing session is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the above matter was

concluded at 10:30 p.m.)



