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PROCEEDINGS
(4:00 p.-m.)

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen. We are convening broadcasting this part of the
hearing by videoconferencing. My name is Anthony Hood,
joined by Vice Chair Miller, Commissioner Stidham and
Commissioner Imamura. We’re also joined by the Office of
Zoning staff, Ms. Ella Ackerman, as well as Mr. Paul Young,
who will be handling all of our virtual operations. Also,
from our Office of Zoning Legal Division, Mr. Jacob Ritting.

We”ll ask all others to introduce themselves at
the appropriate time. The topics of today’s virtual hearing
notice are available on the Office of Zoning’s website.
Please be advised that this proceeding is being recorded by
a court reporter and is also webcast live, WebEx and YouTube
Live.

The video will be available on the Office of
Zoning’s website after the hearing. Accordingly, all those
listening on WebEx or by phone will be muted during the
hearing and only those who have signed up to participate or
testify will be unmuted at the appropriate time. Please
state your name and home address before providing oral
testimony or on your presentation. When you are finished
speaking, please mute your audio so that your microphone is

no longer picking up sound or background noise. If you
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experience difficulty accessing WebEx from your telephone
call 1n, then please call our 0Z hotline number at 202-727-
0789 to sign up or to receive WebEx log in or call in
instructions.

All persons planning to testify either in favor,
opposition or undeclared, we encourage you to sign up iIn
advance and your name will be called at the appropriate
time. If you wish to file written testimony or additional
supporting documents during this proceeding, then please be
prepared to describe and discuss at the time of your
testimony. The subject of this evening’s case is Zoning
Commission Case No. 23-25, this is the Office of Planning
Text and Map Amendment. The text i1s amendment iIs citywide.
The map amendment is basically germane to ANC3/4-6 and
Squares 1859: Lots 34, 49, 50, 52, 54, 74, 80, 86, 87, 93
through 95, 801, 802, 804, 80 and 808; Square 1860: Lots 1,
12, 13,1 5, 22 through 24, 800, 801, 811, 812, 814, 816,
818, 819, 821, 824 and 825; Square 1865: Lot 90; Square
1866: Lot 823; Square 1867: Lots 92 and 93 and Square 1868:
Lots 68 and 69. Again, today’s date is April 29, 2024.

Okay. The hearing will be conducted in accordance
with revisions of 11VCMR Chapter 5 as follows: preliminary
matters, presentation by the Petition, In this case, It’s
the Office of Planning. The Office of Planning has up to 60

minutes. I1°m not sure if they need that. Reports of other
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government agencies, report of the ANC. In this case for
the text amendment, i1t’s citywide. For the map amendment,
it’s ANC/4G. And we can figure that out as we move along.
Testimony of organizations and individuals, each have --
individuals, each have five and three minutes respectively
and we’ll hear them in order from those who are iIn support,
opposition and undeclared.

While the Commission reserves the right to change
the timings of presentations 1T necessary, It intends to
adhere to the time limits as strictly as possible and notes
that no time shall be ceded. Again, any issues, please call
our 0Z hotline number. 1It’s 202-727-0789.

At this time, the Commission will consider any
preliminary matters. Those in the staff, Ms. Ackerman, do
we have any preliminary matters?

MS. ACKERMAN: No, we do not have any preliminary
matters tonight.

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. Thank you. Ms.
Ackerman, let’s bring up the Office of Planning.

MS. ACKERMAN: Okay.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Yes.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: I want to hear from the Office
of Planning and 1 want to hear this case, but 1 have some

reservations. You know, we’ve heard a lot of -- there’s
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testimony submissions in the record how -- that we should --
that the Zoning Commission should’ve set this down -- set
this case down as a contested case hearing and that we
should not have waived the notice requirement to the ANC
back 1n November, 1 guess, or sometime in the fall of the
notice requirement of the ANC that we were going to be
setting i1t down, even though everybody i1s interested in this
case, particularly, the neighbors in the community and those
who will be testifying tonight are actually much more aware
of this case and have been in both 1ts process and content
for many years than we have prior to getting the set down
report that we got last fall from the Office of Planning.

And although 1 agree that we were totally within
our discretion to set down the case as either a -- under our
regulations to set down the case as either a rulemaking or a
contested case, there’s a lot of testimony iIn the record
criticizing that process, you know, there are going to be a
lot of people here tonight and I would prefer that we could
just do -- which 1s we could do what we’re going do what
we’re going to do tonight, which is just one public hearing,
which may go over many nights, which is fine, to maximize
public participation. Although, 1 prefer to have one public
hearing on the entire case, i1t does include both a map
amendments and text amendments.

And although we have the discretion on map
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amendments to set it down as a contested or a -- a contested
case or as a rulemaking, we’ve also been advised that on
rulemaking cases, which 1s this has a large component, that
that has to be a rulemaking. I would personally prefer that
all of the case, since we have this testimony in the record
about i1t, that 1t should be a contested case. 1 would
prefer that if all of the case, map and text, could be --
could be a -- could be a contested case so we could just
deal with 1t. They’re all -- the issues are all
intertwined, but we’ve been advised that the rulemaking part
of 1t, which the text amendment part of it needs to be a
rulemaking.

But by doing it as a -- by doing it as a
rulemaking, although we would do everything we can to
maximize, as we always do, public participation In the case,
there would not be the opportunity under a rulemaking as
opposed to a map amendment, for persons to request party
status and to have the opportunity cross-examine testimony
of others who testify. And although I’m not particularly
interested i1n another long extended hearing on one part of
the case and then another hearing on another part of the
case, which his happening In another case on U Street that
we’re in the middle of, which I probably shouldn’t even be
mentioning, I -- just given the public record at this point,

I would prefer that we separate out the Civic Center site
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from the rest of the -- the Civic Center Map Amendment, that
site from the rest of the case so that we could proceed
tonight. There are a lot of people who are going to be here
who have known about the April 29 date since we set i1t down
back 1n November, but 1 would prefer that they have the
opportunity to have their party status and request. So |
would suggest to the Commission that we might want to
reconsider at least having part of the case, | would prefer
it to be all of the case, but 1°ve been advised that I can’t
do the entire case as one contested case hearing.

I would prefer that i1t all be that way, but we’ve
been advised that it would have to be separated no matter
what for the rulemaking, the text amendment part of i1t. But
given the amount of the iIntensity of the views expressed
about having contested case procedures for at least the
Civic Center Map Amendment part of the case, | would want to
just suggest that we think about and take a moment, just a
moment, | don’t want to delay things any further than
they’ve already been delayed on this whole project or this
whole amendment, there’s not a project before us. There’s a
separate RFP process for the project, which will also
maximize public participation.

I would like to hear from my colleagues on whether
there’s any interest in doing any part of the case and I°m

suggesting the map amendment part of the Civic Center site
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or the map amendment of the entire three areas that are
being proposed to be amended as a contested case. So | just
would put that out there. | think we were totally within
our discretion under the regulations to do what we’ve done
and that’s who we’ve done i1t iIn the past, although we’ve
done 1t other ways as well. So I just would put that out
there, Mr. Chairman.

I think the process, in any event, will maximize
public participation because that’s what we strive to do
despite criticism to the contrary that we try to maximize
public participation and you certainly are very flexible in
allowing public testimony in all of our cases, so I would
turn to my colleagues if you have any iInterested in doing
any part of the case as related to the Civic Center site as
a map amendment, which we were also In our discretion to set
down the entire map amendment as a contested case. So
that’s what 1 wanted to just say at the outset, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. Thank you, Vice Chair.
First, I want to make sure that we’re failr across the board,
not just for a certain section. There’s a case (inaudible)
who asked us to do the exact same thing and we didn’t do it.
The Zoning Commission under its authority determined Zoning
Commission Case No. 23-25 meets the standards of rulemaking

case because pursuant to the regulations, it is a petition
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initiated by a public agency to amend the text of the
regulations and amend the zoning map for a neighborhood and
it contains issues that potentially affect larger numbers of
persons or property of the public In general.

I think unless the courts -- because 1’ve already
been threatened and the Commission has already been
threatened before 1 even hit the gavel to start this case,
threaten i1s the word I’m going to use, which is fine. We
can go to the court, that’s your legal right, before we even
have a case, before we’ve even heard the first word, before
you even spoke, before 1 even spoke. 1 will tell you that I
think for me, it needs to be fair across the board. There’s
another area of the city that asked us to do something
similar and we did not do 1t. We stuck with what we had and
I think it became a win-win. Now, as | move through the --
I’m prepared to move just like we advertised. Now, if the
courts or if we hear testimony that is going to change our
ruling, I can rule that in advance. But what i1s before me,
I’m not going to be dissuaded by no threats and I’m not
going to be dissuaded when 1 know we didn’t do that for
other communities. Those are my comments.

Anybody else? Commissioner Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: -- Mr. Chairman, thank you
Vice Chair Miller for sharing your perspective. 1I’m in

agreement with the Chairman on this one. 1°m supportive of
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-— | think 1t’s Important that we’re consistent. And | can
appreciate the viewpoints that others may share that are
different, but as you stated, Vice Chair Miller and
underscored by the Chairman, we were within our full
discretion to set the status of rulemaking, per the
regulations.

So and 1 think the Commission has a firm history
of expanding its public participation or iInsuring broad
public participation and | think that’s not just by the
Commission but by each of the Commissioners. And as you
said, Vice Chair Miller, they will -- parties, stakeholders
will have another bite at the apple for comment and public
participation and they’ve been -- they’ve known about this
for a very long time, so I’m reluctant to pivot because of
criticism. And Vice Chair Miller and Chairman Hood, you two
have served much longer and have received far more criticism
than I°ve received or Commissioner Stidham has during our
time on the Commission, so that won’t cease. We”ll continue
to receive criticism.

And even 1t we do pivot, there will still be the
criticism there, so I’m not sure that will actually temper
or satisfy those that are dissatisfied with the way we
decided to proceed, that’s within our legal authority. So
I’m -- 1 haven’t been quite persuaded to change this to a

contested map case. But 1°d be curious to hear Commissioner
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Stidham”s point of view and to, again, just underscore that
I support the chairman on this.

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: Thank you. And I also
support the Chairman on this. 1 haven’t been here very
long, but public engagement is very important and we’ve
stated that in the fact that there’s so many people signed
up tonight, obviously, people are aware. 1 see, | think, 50
attendees i1n and the number keeps rising, so people are
aware and 1 think there are lots of continued opportunities
for engagement, so | do support the chair In this instance
and consistency is extremely important.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Anything else? And, again, as
I stated Vice Chair, 1°m not ruling what you said out. 1
want to proceed with the hearing, as you mentioned, to
another hearing, which we made the change i1in that one and
you see where that got us, so | want to stay where we are.
IT the courts tell us to do something else -- one thing I do
is follow instructions, but 1 believe this has been a
standing precedent and a procedure, but there are some
things, Vice Chair, that we do need to clear up, especially
with the notice and that’s probably another form, but that’s
one of the things 1 think that we will proceed with doing to
clarify how notice of stuff iIs getting, that’s something
that we want to do. Any other questions or comments on

this?
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VICE CHAIR MILLER: I appreciate the comments of
my colleagues and 1 appreciate, Mr. Chairman, that you said
we might take up at a near future point the reconsideration
of the clarification of ANC notice of the set down hearing
so that they have an opportunity under our regulations to
weigh 1n on the type of proceeding it should be and whether
it should be set down or not. We had heard from the ANC
prior to this -- prior to the set down but not on the
contested case issue.

But -- and 1 would prefer as just a practical
matter that we have one hearing, not multiple hearings -- 1
mean one hearing whether it’s over multiple nights or not,
but one map and text amendment hearing that deals with i1t
all. But I would prefer that 1t be a contested case for the
part of it that has been requested in the public record.
But | see that there would not even be a second for that, so
I’m prepared to not talk about that any further tonight and
hope that others will not as well so that we can get to the
substance of the proposals and try to address the issues
that are directly at stake for the neighborhood and do any
changes or mitigations that need to be done or with the
proposal that’s before us from the Office of Planning, so
I’m ready to proceed forward with the 54 attendees that are
currently here and I°m sure 1t will grow. Thank you, Mr.

Chairman.
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CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. And 1 want to make sure 1
correct something, I didn’t say that 1 agree and that would
be a discussion, that we agree to allow ANCs and civic
groups to weigh in on whether It’s a concessive case.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: I said possibly reconsider. |
didn’t say you agreed.

CHAIR HOOD: No, but 1 want to make sure because
when 1 say something, 1t’s always -- it”’l1l show up somewhere
and they’ll say that I1°’ve already said 1t and | did not say
that. What I said was we will -- there are some things that
we need to reconsider and one of them particularly is the
notice, not what goes In the notice, but getting the notice.
That”’s one of the issues, but we need to do some more
discovery before we decide here on the record, so I got it.
I got it. We all got 1t. Here’s the thing, we live here,
too. I’m not always on the Zoning Commission, | testified
in front of the Zoning Commission in these hearings as well,
years ago, so I get it. 1 get it. And I°m sure my
colleagues get i1t as well. So thank you all for the
discussion. Let’s move forward.

Anything else anybody? Okay. Let’s move forward.

Ms. Brown-Roberts?

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: Good evening, Mr. Charrman and
members of the commission. This iIs Maxine Brown-Roberts

from the Office of Planning on Zoning Commission Case 23-25.
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Next slide. The Office of Planning Proposes a zoning text
amendment to create a new Chevy Chase neighborhood mixed use
zone, also known as the NMU-4/CCl1l and the NMU-4/CC2 and a
map amendment to map these zones. All zones would be on
properties generally fronting on Connecticut Avenue
Northwest, between Chevy Chase Circle and Livingston Street
Northwest.

The proposed new zoning text and map amendment are
not inconsistent with the comprehensive plan, including when
viewed through a racial equity lens and 1t incorporates land
use and building maps and design and use guidance from the
council-adopted Chevy Chase Small Area Plan. The Office of
Planning would like to thank ANC34G and the general
community for their i1nput and feedback, starting with the
small area plan and through the proposed zoning and map
amendment.

While there i1s not unanimous agreement with
everyone’s suggestions or desires, the Zoning Commission can
rest assured that all were taken Into consideration.
Ultimately, we had to ensure that the proposal iIs not
inconsistent with the comprehensive plan. Next slide. The
comfort -- the generalized policy map designates the
majority of the corridor as being within a main street mixed
use corridor with a portion of the district-owned property,

also referred to as the civic site, designated as park. The
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corridor is within an area designated as a future planning
analysis area, which has been accomplished through the
approved Chevy Chase Small Area Plan. The future land use
map designates the area for mixed moderate density
residential and low density commercial for the corridor with
local public facilities designation added on the civic site.
The proposed zones are not inconsistent with the
generalized policy map and the future land use map as they
would allow a mix of uses, particularly ground floor
commercial uses and upper floor residential uses as well as
a district library, community center and open space on the
civic site. The current MU3A zone allows a mix of uses but
is listed in both the comp plan and zoning regulations as a
low density zone and does not permit moderate density levels
of housing anticipated by the comp plan designation. The
MU4 zone land i1s typically designated on the FLUM for low
density commercial or a mix of low density commercial and
moderate density mixed-use development. Next slide.
Discussions on the revitalization of the Chevy
Chase Corridor began after the 2021 update of the comp plan,
which placed a strong emphasis on the provision of new
housing and new affordable housing opportunities,
particularly in areas such as the Rock Creek West planning
area, where there’s a lack of dedicated affordable housing.

The Chevy Chase Corridor was identified as a policy-focus
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area In the comp plan and based on this recommendation, the
Chevy Chase Small Area Plan was approved by the council
following extensive community outreach meetings and
conversations.

The small area plan includes 37 recommendations iIn
six categories. Many of these recommendations cannot be
addressed through the zoning regulations but are expected to
be addressed by other district agencies and property owners.
However, design guidelines addressing building frontage,
street wall variation and articulation, massing and
transitions are incorporated into the proposed text. The
small area plan places great emphasis on the provision of
more housing and iIn particularly affordable housing as well
as neighborhood retail uses along Connecticut Avenue. Other
plans which influence the recommendations include the Rock
Creek West Roadmap, which identify the Chevy Chase area
where efforts should be made to increase the production of
housing and affordable housing supported by vibrant public
spaces, retail and other amenities. The housing equity
report encourages housing through dispositions and the D.C.
comeback plan encourages removal of barriers to the
production of affordable housing.

Next slide. Again, the area covered by the
proposed tax and map amendment can be described as the Chevy

Chase Main Street Commercial Corridor and includes
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properties fronting on both east and west sides of
Connecticut Avenue, generally between Chevy Chase Circle to
the north and Livingston Avenue to the south. A small
number of properties face side streets and are typically
part of larger development sites fronting on Connecticut
Avenue currently used for parking. The corridor has a
variety of restaurant, retail and service uses which serve
the local community.

One of the largest lots along the corridor is the
District-owned property, the civic site, which houses the
Chevy Chase Library and the Chevy Chase Community Center.
The proposal i1s to create two new Chevy Chase neighborhood
mixed use zones. The NMU-4/CC1l is for most of the
properties fronting on Connecticut Avenue and the NMU-4/CC2
is for the civic site and RF1 for a few properties on side
streets. The proposed zoning reflects the land use policy
direction of the comp plan with more area specific zone
improvisions for new construction and additions to address
specific guidelines of the small area plan. Next slide.

The NMU-4/CC1 zone is based on the MU4 zone and
would allow mixed use low density commercial and moderate
density residential uses, which is generally ground floor
retail and residential use above. Along with the base MuU4

development standards, the new zone would include an FAR of

up to 3.0 with IZ+ and 0.5 FAR bonus for facgade preservation



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

19

to encourage the preservation of pre-1958 building facades.
A height of 50 feet with a minimum height of 25 feet and a 5
foot bonus for having an 18-foot floor to ceiling height.
Habitable penthouse height of 12 feet and 15 feet for
mechanical penthouse, a lot occupancy of 60 and 75 percent
with 1Z and no limits on nonresidential lot occupancy.

A front setback of three feet would be required
above the third floor or above a preserved facade. Side
yards are not required, but if provided it has to be a
minimum of five feet, additionally, i1If the side yard is not
separated by an alley from properties In the R or RF zone,
then a 15 foot side yard is required. For rear yards, 15
feet 1s required where no alley separates the property from
an R or RF zone. Additionally, there would be a setback of
15 feet at 25 feet and a 1:1 setback above 25 feet. Next
slide. This slide demonstrates the transition requirements
provided to protect adjacent low density residential
properties in the R and RF zone as well as requirements to
activate the Connecticut Avenue frontage.

This example shows a building fronting on
Connecticut Avenue with low density residential to the rear,
separated by a 15-foot wide alley. It shows the 15-foot
setback at the ground floor, 15-foot setback at 25 feet and
a 1:1 setback above 25 feet. Also shown is the maximum

height at the penthouse. Next slide.
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The NMU-4/CC2 zone would apply only to the civic
site that is currently zoned MU3A and R-1B. The proposed
zone reflects the comp plan and Chevy Chase Small Area Plan
recommendations by providing for mixed use and local public
facilities development, including a moderate density level
of housing on this district-owned property. The proposed
NMU-4/CC2 development standards would be similar to those
allowed under the MU4 PUD with some variations to reflect
the guidelines of the small area plan, such as an FAR of up
to 3.6 with 1Z, of which, 1.5 FAR is allowed for
nonresidential use, a height of 65 feet, a habitable
penthouse height of 12 feet and 15 feet for mechanical
penthouse.

It should be noted that this is lower than the 18
foot allowed In the MU4 zone. A lot occupancy of 60 percent
for both residential and nonresidential uses are proposed.
Side yards are not required, but i1f provided, it has to be a
minimum of six feet. Additionally, if the side yard is not
separated by an alley from properties In the R or RF zone,
then a 15-foot side yard is required. For a rear yard, 15
feet 1s required where no alley separates the property from
an R or RF zone. Additionally, there would be a 1:1 setback
above 25 feet. Next slide.

This slide demonstrates that a building with

approximately 60 percent lot occupancy and at 65 feet -- and
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a 65 feet buirlding height In a habitable penthouse as well
as the 15 foot rear yard. Again, this slide iIs a
demonstration of the setbacks and does not reflect the
development program with actual setbacks. Next slide.

The proposed map amendment also includes rezoning
to the RF1 zone for a small number of sites fronting on side
streets that are currently zoned R-2 or R-1B and are mainly
surface parking lots that are 1In common ownership with
commercial properties fronting on Connecticut Avenue.
Although these lots are generally included within the small
area plan study, applying the proposed new mixed use zone to
these properties would not appear to be consistent with the
comp plan and they could introduce commercial use Into the
low density neighborhood. Following consultations with the
ANC subcommittee, 1t was suggested that a transition iIn
height and density be provided between the low density
residential homes and 1n medium density development fronting
on Connecticut Avenue. However, others do not concur and
want to retain these parcels for parking. Next slide.

The proposed RF zone would allow the standards of
the RF1 zone with a height of 35 feet or three stories or 40
feet with a special exception, a 60 percent lot occupancy,
20 feet rear yard and a 5 foot side yard minimum, if
provided. Next slide.

In both the small area plan and the proposed text
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and map amendment process, some committee members are
supportive of the proposed zone changes while others are
skeptical that the zoning actions could result in a negative
physical change to the area and have expressed a position to
the provisions of new housing, particularly on the civic
site. In a first draft presented to the community, we
propose the NMU-4/CC1l zone based on the MU-4 standards for
the majority of the corridor. Most of the feedback received
was regarding transitions from the lower density residential
areas. We responded to these concerns by increasing the
rear and side setback, including design guidelines, which
would encourage existing facade retention, provide higher
retail heights, limit glazing on upper floors, require a
minimum building height of 25 feet and require a 15 foot
side yard, where commercial property abuts residential use.

On the civic site, we originally based on the
zoning on the MU5 zone. This was changed to the Mu4 PUD,
which resulted 1in a low height and density. Other changes
included a reduction in building height from 75 feet to 65
feet and penthouse height from 18.5 feet to 15 feet, a
reduction in FAR from 4.2 to 3.6 with 1Z+, a reduction iIn
lot occupancy with nonresidential reduced from 100 percent
to 60 percent and residential from 80 percent to 60 percent.
We provided rear yard and upper story rear setbacks or

transitions and provided a 15 foot side yard requirement
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where a commercial property abuts residential use. Next
slide.

Since set down, we have also made a few changes to
the text that affected the civic site. We clarified that
the rear yard is measured from the east lot line and we
removed the requirement that access to parking, loading and
trash collection be from the adjacent alley and could affect
the adjacent low density homes in the R-1B. Access would
now be from either North Hampton Street or McKinley Street.
Next slide.

As outlined i1n our report, the comprehensive plan
outlines many policies which are relevant to the corridor,
such as a mix of uses on large sites, public benefit uses on
large sites, development along corridors, mitigation of
commercial development, buffering requirements, mixed use
development, low and moderate income housing production as a
civic priority, housing affordability on publicly owned
sites and density bonuses for affordable housing. Proposed
text and map amendment would provide new opportunities for
the provision of new housing as well as housing for more
moderate and low iIncome residents of all races and ethnic
background. And it i1s not envisioned that there would be any
displacement of residents or businesses to meet these
policies.

Overall, the proposed text and map amendment would
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advance many of the policies related to racial equity in the
provision of housing, access to opportunities, job creation
and neighborhood retail uses. The Rock Creek West area
element specifically references the Chevy Chase Corridor as
a policy focus area and has resulted in the small area plan,
which provides guidance to supplement the comp plan
direction regarding density and use mixes for new zoning
established for the area and guidance for the review of
discretionary development proposal.

The proposed neighborhood commercial zones
incorporate many of the guidelines pertaining to building
use and form and would meet the planning and development
priorities by increasing affordable and moderate income
housing units within new market rate projects, attracting
retail uses to provide a wider range of neighborhood serving
retail uses, encouraging development that would improve the
vibrancy of pedestrian oriented corridors and support
improvements to common open space and public facilities.
Next slide.

As outlined i1n our report, there is a history of
discriminatory land use practices that has led to a racially
segregated Rock Creek West Planning Area and the
displacement of black communities, including through the use
of restrictive covenants based on race and prohibition of

residential development, other than single family detached
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homes i1n Chevy Chase. Today, Chevy Chase i1s a high
opportunity area with many public and private amenities that
is out of reach of a range of household iIncomes. Homeowners
in the area are overwhelmingly white and wealthy compared
with the District as a whole. New housing would provide new
opportunities to diversify the neighborhood.

The Rock Creek West Planning Area has the least
amount of dedicated affordable housing and is a target for
meeting the Mayor’s 2025 affordable housing goal for new
affordable units. DMPED’s dashboard this keeping track of
how the affordable goal is being met shows that at the end
of February 2024, the Rock Creek West Planning Area has made
the least amount of progress of the District’s ten planning
areas iIn meeting their goal, achieving only 10.1 percent of
its target. Proposed text and map amendment would Increase
opportunities for new residential development in Rock Creek
West, and through 1Z+, a great amount of dedicated housing
affordability in a neighborhood and planning area where it
presently does not exist. Next slide.

Following the approval of the 2021 Comp Plan, OP
begun the process for the small area plan community
engagement and participation through virtual and in person
activities. A dedicated project website was established to
promote engagement activities and share information. And OP

attended or led community events or meeting related to
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topics covered by the plan. As part of the text and map
amendment process, OP has had engagement with (inaudible)
ANC representatives and discussions with the ANC Racial and
Social Equity Standing Committee and a virtual meeting with
a representative of the Chevy Chase Main Street Businesses.
We have also placed our presentation and reports on the OP
website. Next slide.

There 1s no expectation that local residents will
be displaced, either directly or indirectly, as a result of
the proposed text and map amendments as there are no
residences on the civic side or in this portion of the
corridor. The proposal would continue to allow mixed use
redevelopment along the corridor but with more possibilities
for housing and affordable housing into the neighborhood,
consistent with the comp plan policy direction.
Displacement pressures on existing businesses could be
intensified, but these mitigated through recommendations in
the small area plan that are not within the purview of
zoning but which would support a thriving retail corridor.

Requirement for ground floor retail could
accommodate existing businesses and provide opportunities
for larger or better space. Concerns have also been raised
that the proposal could negatively affect rent controlled
units elsewhere along the corridor. There are no rent

controlled buildings or residences within the area to be
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rezoned and, therefore, the proposal should have little or
no impact on multifamily buildings, but instead could
potentially provide more options for housing in the
neighborhood. Concerns have also been raised that some of
the small area plan guidelines have not been incorporated
into the proposal and in text. Guidelines such as those
addressing streetscape design, specific facade materials are
not within the jurisdiction of zoning to regulate and would
be very difficult to craft and to administer. Next slide.

The proposed map and text amendment to create new
zones are consistent with the conditions outlined iIn
Subtitle X400 and addressed throughout the OP report and
summarized as follows: The area for the new NMU-4/CC1l zone
and the NMU-4/CC2 zones are clearly defined geographically
as the lots which front on Connecticut Avenue Northwest
between Charity Circle and Livingston Avenue. This i1s clear
and lot numbers for the properties within each zone i1s also
provided. The properties in the RF1l zone, which Is not a
new zone, but is within an area of the map amendment are
also i1dentified.

As demonstrated, the proposed new zones would not
be iInconsistent with a recommendation of the Comprehensive
Plan, the Chevy Chase Small Area Plan, the Rock Creek West
Road Map, the Housing Equity Report and the DC Comeback

Plan. The proposed zones should not have any adverse
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impacts on the adjacent residential properties as both zones
have required height, yards and building setbacks to protect
the lighting here to adjacent residences.

The proposed zones will not result iIn the
demolition of property rights. In fact, the proposal would
expand property rights and each property owner could choose
iT they want to take advantage of the new development
rights. Section 7, Part 2 of the OP report also outlines
the extensive community outreach that has taken place as
part of the Chevy Chase Small Area Plan and the proposed
zoning and map amendment. Maps, tables and graphics are
provided to demonstrate the areas of the map and text
amendment and there would not be any reduction in any
development standards for property rights. In fact, the
proposed development standards for each zone would allow for
greater densities and height and increase the development
rights of each property. Next slide.

In summary, the proposed text amendment iIs not
inconsistent with the comp plan and the Chevy Chase Small
Area Plan. The FLUM, read in conjunction with the comp plan
text, provides policy objectives in support of the proposed
zoning and in particular, the provision of housing and
affordable housing and the preservation of open space for
the community. The proposal would also encourage the

expansion of neighborhood retail uses and establish building
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setbacks to lessen potential Impacts on adjacent residential
uses.

The Office of Planning therefore recommends that
the zoning commission approve the proposed text and map
amendment. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I’m available for
questions.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Ms. Brown-Roberts for a
very through presentation on this case and | appreciate all
the work that everyone has done, Office of Planning and
residents and whomever was involved. Let’s see 1T we have
any questions or comments. Let’s start off with Vice Chair
Miller.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
thank you Ms. Brown-Roberts for the Office of Planning’s
community engagement throughout this process and for all of
the work that you and your colleagues have done on this
case, which does strongly support many -- as you’ve said,
many comprehensive plan land use and housing policies and
small area plan -- Chevy Chase Small Area Plan policies,
particularly for increased amount of housing, particularly
affordable housing and other housing equity goals that have
been articulated i1in plans by the District.

Could you just -- you touched on this, I mean
there’s a lot of information about all of this. You touched

on Pages 17 and 18 of your original set down report back in
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October and tonight as well in your presentation, what are
some of the changes, particularly in height but also the
design? Could you just, again, review the design mitigation
and the height -- well, first, the height reduction changes
that the Office of Planning has evolved from based on
community feedback for these areas In upper Connecticut
Avenue? I1°m not sure 1f that question was clear enough, but

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: No, 1 think it’s clear —- I’m
just trying to find --

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Oh, okay. Okay, yeah. We
obviously haven’t talked about this, other than here
publicly or at the set down hearing, so take your time.

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: Okay. So in the -- when we
did the first MU4 or, you know, what we had provided,
especially on the civic site where we had recommended the
MU5 zone and we had quite a bit of pushback on that and,
therefore, we decided to go to the MU4 PUD standards and so
let’s see, one of the things, the FAR was reduced to 3.6
with 1Z, where we had started out, I think, above 4.0 and
then the height of the building was also -- the height of
any proposed building was also reduced. Another area of
contention was on the penthouse height, where within the MU4
zone, a penthouse height of 18.5 feet is permitted and we
reduced that to 15 feet for a mechanical penthouse and 12

feet for a habitable penthouse. So that was a significant
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-- this was a significant change.

In addition to that, the lot occupancy was reduced
to 60 percent across the board for both residential and
nonresidential properties and we also included some setbacks
which would -- In addition to reducing the lot occupancy
would reduce the size of the building on the site because we
provided a 1:1 setback from the rear property line over 25
feet and then another setback of -- another 1:1 setback for
portions of the building above 25 feet. We also reduced --
we also increased the side yard to 15 feet if there is not -
- if there is not an alley there. Similar things were done
for the remainder of the site, remainder of the corridor
where we had -- In order to encourage the pre-58 building --
the retention of pre-58 facades, we gave a .5 FAR to any
additions above existing buildings and we also required a
three-foot setback when you’re adding a -- when you’re
adding to and retaining the facade.

In addition to that, in a building that is not
retaining the facade at the third floor, we also required a
setback there, a three-foot setback from the front of the
building. In addition to that, there were other -- where
the buildings abut the low density residential, there’s also
a 15 foot rail yard and also 1:1 setbacks for the buildings
per floor. So those are sort of some of the major things

that were changed.
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VICE CHAIR MILLER: Well, thank you for that
summary of those responses which you do have in our report
and you did mention In your presentation here this evening.
Can you comment on -- and there will be more opportunity
probably later in this proceeding, can you comment on the
consistency with the comp plan and small area plan and
housing equity policies of the District, can you comment on
the ANC”s most recent submission to the Zoning Commission
dated April 25, which calls for a reduction In the maximum
allowable height to 60 feet, I think for both the civic
center site and for the rest of the frontage along
Connecticut Avenue, so for both the Chevy Chase 1 and Chevy
Chase 2 sites, a reduction to 60 feet for the height and a
lot occupancy maximum of 60 percent.

Can you comment on the -- well, let’s use the
legal term, the non-inconsistency of those height and lot
occupancy with the future land use map comp plan and other
polices -- small area plan other policies of the district?

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: Yes. Mr. Lawson is here with
me this evening and he is going to take that question.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: And just let me follow up so I
don’t have to talk again. Just to include within that what
the 1mpact on the goal of housing units and affordable
housing units might be potentially -- because we don’t have

our project in front of us, this Is a zoning text and map
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amendment, that’s a separate process where there will be
public participation, what the potential impact on those
housing, particularly affording housing goals would be with
the ANCs recommendations to reduce I guess it’s now by five
feet on the civic center site, correct me 1f 1°m wrong, and
yeah, so that’s i1t. Thank you.

MR. LAWSON: Thank you, Commissioner and members
of the Commission. 1°m Joel Lawson, for the record, with
the DC Office of Planning. | would like to correct
something and this did take some clarification. 1 happened
to attend the -- just as a listener, the ANC meeting when
they debated this and one of the other commissioners
clarified that when -- that in this motion, i1t would be 60
feet all inclusive, so including the penthouse, so
essentially, the ANC position would result in a five-foot
increase In height over what’s currently permitted or it
would kind of take away the ability to do a penthouse on top
of the 60 feet that they are proposing, depending on how you
want to look at i1t.

So we did not get a chance to review this iIn
advance, obviously, you know, this Is the ANC motion. So we
haven’t had a lot of time to digest 1t. 1°ve taken a little
look at 1t. But I can’t —- 1 can’t kind of claim that this
iIs kind of a comprehensive review and I think 1t’1l be

interesting to hear from the ANC on their proposal. So
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clearly, any time you reduce the height beyond what the
comprehensive plan kind of anticipates, i1t’s going to impact
development potential and, in this case, that means impact,
you know, the provision of housing, which then impacts how
much a proposal furthers or does not further. You know, the
important policy direction of, you know, the comprehensive
plan and the small area plan and the Rock Creek West Roadmap
and the housing equity report and, you know, kind of -- you
know, Maxine kind of went through all of those documents.

Whether 1t lowers i1t to the extent that we would
consider it iInconsistent with the comprehensive plan,
probably not, but that’s something that we would want to
take a closer look at. There are some provisions that are
kind of nuanced iIn addition to my understanding, anyways,
and we’ll see once the ANC presents their proposal. My
understanding i1s that they’ve also proposed a restriction on
lot occupancy that would apply to all properties on the
corridor, not just to the civic site. So we’d already
proposed a lot occupancy of 60 percent for both residential
and nonresidential uses on the civic site. And that’s
because 1t’s a very large site. It can kind of take that.
It can kind of accommodate that.

My understanding of the ANC proposal i1s that it
would apply to the commercial sites as well, so that would

mean a 60 percent lot occupancy for the ground floor, which



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

35

i1s the retail component, which currently has no restriction
on lot occupancy and then 60 percent on the upper floors
where the current provision Is 60 percent or 75 percent with
inclusionary zoning.

So 1t could kind of lessen the iIncentive to do
inclusionary zoning, but potentially more importantly, it
could make some of the existing commercial buildings
nonconforming to the new zoning, which is fine, you know,
existing -- the zoning could change, the existing building
iIs grandfathered, so i1t’s not like they would have to kind
of remove -- go in and remove part of the building. 1 want
to be clear on that, but it could make it a little bit more
difficult for owners of those properties if they wanted to
do say a small addition to their existing building and i1t
was beyond the 60 percent lot occupancy, that would require
a trip to the Board of Zoning Adjustment to get that
approved.

So we think it would have some iImpact on housing
and we think 1t would have some potential other
ramifications that we would need a little bit more time to
sort through. We have not really kind of gone through the
process of kind of drawing out what that provision would
mean. There simply wasn’t time to do that in terms of kind
of three dimensional buildings, the way that we did through

the small area plan and through the zoning, but yeah, I
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think 1”11 probably leave i1t at that for now, but happy to
answer other questions 1If you have them.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you for that
information, Mr. Lawson. That was helpful. So it might be
useful at some point, we’ll see as we proceed through the
hearing process, to have i1llustrative renderings of what the
-— of the height and lot occupancy dimensions of the maximum
that the ANC is -- that the divided ANC -- I think it Is a
divided ANC like seems all of America i1s these days,
divided, so -- and maybe we’re divided, so that’s just the
nature of things, but 1t might be useful at some point to
have some 1llustrative renderings.

So let me ask you just to emphasize the point
under the zoning, proposed zoning, which includes 1Z+
designation, which 1s approximately up to 20 percent set
aside for affordable -- what’s defined as affordable under
the 1Z regulations, what in these proposed zoning -- could
you just confirm what the proposed zoning requires the
affordable housing and In addition requires other preferred
uses that are -- that would be allowed, but what would be
required In terms of open space or ground for retail or the
public -- the public civic uses, | should have mentioned
that first. This 1s the main driving force behind the
proposed zoning is to have quality up-to-date modern civic

uses on the site for replacing the community center and the
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library, but can you say what the proposed zoning -- 1 know
the -- 1 thought the (inaudible) zoning would require in
terms of that and of course, there is a pending RFP, 1|
think, out there, which I want to know what the status of
that 1s and 1 know that there are additional -- and the
community knows that there are additional requirements in
dispositions of public property, which 1s what the civic
center site i1s, would be for a much higher percentage of set
aside of affordable housing and a lower affordability level
for the affordable housing that’s required, but if you could
just touch on those themes.

MR. LAWSON: Sure. There were a lot of questions
in there, so I hope I remember them all but feel free to
correct me 1f I miss one of them. On the civic site, like 1
said, we had already proposed a 60 percent lot occupancy for
any use and that was to allow for the provision of a
significant amount of open space, green space and recreation
space on that site. Right now, the site contains, of
course, the two buildings. It does contain green space
right now and it contains a fair amount of surface parking.
It’s certainly assumed that any parking as part of the
redevelopment of that site would go underground, so that
would free up that parking space for additional recreation
or greenspace on that site. Now I°m trying to remember the

other questions. 1 did -- 1°m sorry, | did want to add one
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issue potentially with the zoning, which 1 had forgotten to
mention, and that’s that because the height is capped at 60
feet, 1t would make 1t difficult to do an elevator iIn the
building because, of course, an elevator requires an
override, which is typically considered mechanical space,
that 1Tt the height i1s capped at 60 feet, we’re not quite
sure how an elevator could go In the building without the
building being -- kind of losing an additional floor to
allow for that elevator override.

So I’m sorry, Commissioner Miller, I know you had
a number of other questions iIn there and I think they
slipped my mind, Maxine, unless you have them?

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: No, go ahead.

MR. LAWSON: 1 would say on the commercial sites
because they would also be limited to 60 percent lot
occupancy, so If somebody came in and asked -- wanted to
redevelop the property, the retail space on the ground floor
would be smaller. They’d have the option of doing some
retail space on the second floor, of course, but the --
because right now, there i1s essentially no limit to the size
of the commercial space on the ground floor, some of the
buildings on the corridor have taken advantage of that and
certainly many have not, but because they’d be limited to 60
percent, there would be 40 percent of the lot that would be

undeveloped.
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Now, that could be used for parking; that could be
used for outdoor patios, you know, that could be used for
any number of open purposes, but it couldn’t be used for
enclosed buildings.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: So -- and 1 don’t remember all
of the things 1 also did include i1in that multiple part
question, first question to you, but could you just refresh
my memory? What is the requirement, 1f any, for parking or
open space under the proposed zoning and affordable housing
-—- well, (1naudible) -- but how does that compare with what
the RFP would require?

MR. LAWSON: Well, the zoning would require
vehicular and bicycle parking consistent with what the
zoning requires for those uses, so we did not propose any
specific parking requirements for either the commercial
corridor or the civic site. The regular parking
requirements would apply. 1 don’t know what the RFP -- 17ve
not been a part of the RFP so I don”t know 1If 1t has any
particular provisions related to parking. 1°m not aware of
any 1f there are. 1 think, once again, the big difference
i1s, especially on the civic site and some of the larger
commercial properties on the corridor, i1t would be possible
to do underground parking to free up space from what is
currently a fair amount of surface parking In some places.

I think you”’d also asked about the impact on inclusionary
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zoning and just very briefly on that, you know, once again,

any time you reduce -- you potentially reduce the amount of

square footage to be converted to residential, i1t makes the

provision of 1Z that much more difficult or potentially even
unlikely.

As you know, inclusionary zoning starts to apply
when somebody is proposing ten units or more. And so the
smaller the building, the less likely that inclusionary
zoning would apply. And because there i1s no longer a
provision for a penthouse, the penthouse inclusionary zoning
provision that the ANC or sorry, that the Zoning Commission
requested when we amended the penthouse regulations would
also not apply here. So there would be no inclusionary
zoning triggered by a penthouse and the 50 percent MFI
amount for the penthouse would not be part of -- would not
be part of a proposal in this area.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Did you mention what the RFP
would require for the affordability level for a public
disposition -- a disposition of public property, what the
affordability level -- 1 think 1t goes down to 30 percent, I
mean 1t’s a deeper level and greater set aside, can you just
at least confirm that it would be a deeper -- a much deeper
affordability level and a much greater set aside than what
the proposed zoning would permit or encourage?

MR. LAWSON: Yes. Of course, 1Z would require 20
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percent, you know, a 20 percent affordable -- the RFP would
require 30 percent affordability. 1 honestly don”t know the
affordability levels and 1 think that unless one of my other
OP colleagues happens to know that. 1 don’t think so. We
can find that out. We can find i1t out.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: We”ll get that information.

We don’t need that right now. We can get that for the
record. Will DMPED be testifying as part of -- we might
want to have DMPED testify to that directly it they’re not
already scheduled to or you get the information from them, |
think 1t might be helpful just to know the status and what
the requirements are of that separate process, which Is not
our process and |1 don’t want to get into being that process.
This is just another aspect of all of the processes that are
required to facilitate affordable housing, so I think it
would be useful to have that information, though, in the
record of what’s required and what isn’t and what the status
of that disposition is out of curiosity, iIf nothing else,
what’s going on with that.

MR. LAWSON: Right. We can certainly coordinate
with DMPED on that. My understanding on the status is that
the RFP 1s certainly out. They are accepting proposals from
development teams and 1 know that because some of the ANC
members noted that some of those proposals have been seen by

some of them. I have not seen any of the proposals, but 1
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don’t believe that a proposal has -- they’re a ways off from
a proposal being selected, so they’re kind of partway
through the RFP process, but we’ll talk to DMPED and they”’l1l
either come or we can get that information for you.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you, | appreciate that.
And 1 won’t take up any more of public hearing tonight, Mr.
Chairman, at this point, because 1°ve taken up too much
time, but I think that would be useful to have. 1 was going
to make one other point, but I°ve already forgotten it so
thank you, Mr. Chairman for -- and | defer back to you.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you, Vice Chair. Let’s
go to Commissioner Stidham.

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: 1 don’t have any additional
comments at this time.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you. Commissioner
Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1
just want to thank Vice Chair Miller for his thorough set of
questions, as well as OP’s response to the comprehensive

report. So thank you Ms. Brown-Roberts; thank you Mr.

Lawson for you responses. |1 don’t believe that 1 have any
additional questions either. | just have a comment that I
was pleased to see -- 1t’s two-fold, the public engagement

by OP and just the recognition for the compromise to make

the adjustments after the set down report, the changes that
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have been made, I think, demonstrates that OP had listened
to those who expressed different points of view and so
planning, as 1°ve said before, iIs imperfect and often
involves compromise where nobody really wins, but to kind of
flip that narrative, when you do compromise, it can be, 1
suppose, a win-win.

Everybody gets a little bit of something that they
had wanted, so 1 think that 1 just sort of wanted to comment
on that, that 1 appreciate the revisions and changes that
have been made have been pretty detailed and thorough, so
thank you OP, thank you Ms. Brown-Roberts, thank you Mr.
Lawson for you and your team and the work that you’ve done
for this text and map amendment.

MR. LAWSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you and 1 want to thank all of
my colleagues. 1 have a couple of questions of some
statements that 1 saw in the record which I thought were
very -- actually were very compelling comments and 1 was
just curious when Office of Planning, when you did your
work, were some of these things considered. This was
Exhibit 206. This 1s from Greater Washington Smart Growth.
And the last part of it struck me when I was reading through
it, it says, “As that happens,” 1 don”’t want to get into all
of this, 1t’s talking about the case and they were

supportive, “The Zoning Commission should encourage a
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culture of using existing zones, not creating special ones
and rezoning before specific projects are proposed to
establish predictable and clear expectations for those who
produce housing.”

IT you read that, Mr. Lawson or Ms. Brown-Roberts
and | can read i1t again because I have 1t open, I’m just
curious from a -- you all are planning experts, from your
planning perspective, how is that done in your line of
business? 1t’s not my line of business so I’m just curious.
It says, “As that happens, the Zoning Commission should
encourage a culture of using existing zones, not creating
special ones and rezoning before specific projects are
proposed.” If 1 presented that question to you and said
well, why don’t the Planning office do this or recommend
something that’s already existing, what would your response
to me be? It doesn’t have to be perfect, I’m just curious.

MR. LAWSON: We often do that. We often do use
existing zones and certainly the Commission has addressed,
you know, many map amendments, including ones proposed by OP
as well as ones proposed by, you know, ANCs or by members of
the public which use existing zones. 1In a case like this,
we felt that a more custom zone made perfect sense because
we were trying to incorporate the guidelines from the small
area plan. That’s what the small area plan was for, to

inform what the zoning should look like. The comprehensive
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plan, like Ms. Brown-Roberts explained, the comprehensive
plan sets the basic density, the basic height, you know,
kind of the basic use mix, the basic perimeters of the
zoning and we can certainly propose zones just based on
that, but the smaller area plan provided all of this
additional information, all of this guidance that came
through a very public process with the ANC and with the
community, so we wanted the zoning to iIncorporate that and
we understand that that means that there are additional
restrictions in this area compared to other areas without
these kinds of restrictions, but 1t’s certainly also not the
first neighborhood commercial zoning that we have proposed,
neighborhood mixed use zoning.

You know, we have corridors in many parts of the
city that have used this neighborhood mixed use zoning and
each one of them i1s tailored just a little bit and a little
bit differently from the other one based on the planning
work and based on the context that these zones are -- that
these are -- zones are iIn and frankly, we anticipate using
them In other places as well where the planning work has
either been completed or is underway right now. So 1
understand the concern and where i1t’s appropriate, no
question, iIt’s easier just to use an existing zone, but we
think that there are many cases where a special zone like

this makes sense.
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(Crosstalk)

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: No, | agree, no.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Mr. Lawson and Ms. Brown-
Roberts for that response, but I just want to add something
else, too, Mr. Lawson. From what 1°ve seen In the years of
being on the Commission and opening of the -- bringing the
Office of Planning to speak, It also sometimes -- It’s not
there, 1t’s not tailormade there of what we already have
existing and you’re also trying to include what residents of
this city have asked for, like iIn this case, of what they’d
like to see. So sometimes I think 1t does require a special
zone or special creativity. Is that a fair assessment?

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: Uh-huh, yes.

CHAIR HOOD: You can tell me no 1If 1t’s not.

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: Yes, yes.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Yeah, okay. 1°m just trying
to figure this stuff out.

MR. LAWSON: Yeah, 1 definitely agree with you as
well. And as Maxine explained, we’re not here pretending
that everybody in the community iIs supportive of everything
in this zoning. There are clearly people who are very much
opposed to what we’re bringing forward and we knew that. We
were out iIn the community a number of times. We heard from
the community. We made changes where we thought i1t was

possible to do so, but some of the objections to the zoning
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just weren’t possible to be iIncorporated into a zoning that
was still consistent with District policy, you know,
consistent with the comprehensive plan and consistent with
the needs of the city as a whole. So 1 guess that’s all 1
would add to that.

CHAIR HOOD: And let me ask this, Mr. Lawson, I°m
just curious for predictability, some of the perimeters or
some of the restrictions that the ANC wanted to see and |
know we were talking about the drawings, | guess the form
base coding, 1 believe i1s what 1 always call i1t, what I
think 1t i1s, 1Is there going to be something like that to
kind of -- is Office of Planning and | guess DMPED amenable
or open to what 1 believe the office -- 1 mean the ANC3/4G,
and | appreciate all the work they’ve done, i1s where they
were trying to do some limits. How iIs that going to be
worked out or are you still going to have discussions
depending upon our actions? Just tell me how that process
IS going to work.

MR. LAWSON: Well, to be honest, to some extent,
we’d be looking for direction from you about how you would
want that -- you as the Zoning Commission, about how you
would want that addressed. There can certainly be
additional meetings with the ANC. We’ve had multiple
meetings with the ANC and gone over multiple issues with the

ANC. 1 think there is, in some cases, a difference of



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

48

opinion about what should be done on these properties at all
and so we’re entirely comfortable with the zoning that we’ve
proposed.

We think 1t’s consistent with the comprehensive
plan. We think 1t furthers the policy direction that’s iIn
all of the reports that Maxine talked about and we think it
includes the guidelines from the small area plan that can be
included In zoning. So we’re entirely comfortable with our
zoning. We have some concerns with what the ANC has
proposed but we have not discussed that proposal with the
ANC. We had no opportunity to discuss that proposal with
the ANC 1n advance.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. I know we did that years ago
(inaudible) to some degree. 1 thought that was very
protective of the community, even though they didn’t all
agree. But I think 1t gives communities more of an outlook
of what’s probably going to be proposed. But let me see how
that goes and 1 appreciate you all saying you’re looking for
direction from us because that may come up again, so we’ll
see 1t from there. So thank you both, we appreciate it.
Let’s see 1T we have any follow-ups, any second rounds? All
right. Thank you both very much.

MS. BROWN-ROBERTS: You’re welcome. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Now I have to always remember,

you know, in this type of case, we don’t have cross.
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Ms. Ackerman, do we have any other government
agencies who are assigned to testify? | do know we have
Office of Attorney General’s report. Are they here to
testify or Is another agency here?

MS. ACKERMAN: 1°m looking now. 1 see Seth
Rosenthal from DC OHA. Would you like him to come up?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes. Let’s see 1T he’s going to
represent Office of Attorney General. Oh, Maximillian
Tondro -- let’s bring them all up. Good afternoon, who’s --

MR. TONDRO: I°m sorry, this is Maximillian
Tondro, one second.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Mr. Tondro and Mr. Rosenthal,
who 1s going to present, Mr. Tondro?

MR. TONDRO: Yes, 1 am.

CHAIR HOOD: Wwell, let me say hi, Mr. Tondro. We
haven’t seen you in a while, a couple of years. It’s good
to see you --

MR. TONDRO: 1t’s good to see you all as well.

CHAIR HOOD: -- (@naudible) and is Mr. Rosenthal
going to do something with you as well or just you?

MR. TONDRO: No, Mr. Rosenthal, I think, is here
to watch.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Okay, great. Well, Mr.
Tondro, you may begin.

MR. TONDRO: Okay, thank you. Mr. Young, if you
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can load the PowerPoint, please. Thank you. Good
afternoon, Chairman Hood, Vice Chair Miller, members Stidham
and Imamura. My name is Maximillian Tondro and I am
testifying on behalf of the Office of the Attorney General
for the District of Columbia in support of the Office of
Planning’s proposed text amendment and map amendment for
Chevy Chase. This presentation is based on our more
detailed letter in support, filed as Exhibit 146 in the case
record. Next slide, please.

OAG strongly supports the proposed rezoning
because 1t accomplishes the equitable development goals of
the comprehensive plan and the other public policies,
specifically, 1t proposes to add density in order to
facilitate housing in high cost areas and that are also rich
in amenities and as part of this also to remedy past
exclusionary land use practices. Next slide, please.

OAG, therefore, recommends that the Zoning
Commission approve the rezoning pursuant to its charge under
the Zoning Act to promote the prosperity and public welfare
as guided by the comprehensive plan and public planning
policies that are approved by the District’s elected
officials, namely, the four that we see on this slide. The
comprehensive plan, 1 want to emphasize not only the maps
but also the policies, the housing equity report that

implements the call from the comprehensive plan for
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equitable distribution of housing across the overall
district, the Rock Creek West Roadmap, which in turn,
identified locations for the affordable housing units that
were called for by the housing equity report to equitably
distribute the housing to the Rock Creek West Planning Area
and finally, the geographically based Chevy Chase Small Area
Plan that took a very detailed look at the specific area of
the rezoning iIn order to determine how best to add the
density of the housing. Next slide, please.

The rezoning advances the comprehensive plan and
these other public policies in three key ways. First of
all, 1t adds density to enable more housing options,
including more affordable housing all along the corridor and
you can see, you’re familiar with this on the left hand side
all the way along the right outline. This additional
density will -- and the housing that 1t facilitates will
enhance the commercial corridor with increased pedestrian
traffic. Number two, you have this additional density is
centered around the civic core with this new public library
and recreational center as well as the mixed income housing,
which includes a substantial affordable housing element.

And finally, at the same time, the rezoning
preserves the abutting low density residential neighborhoods
with transitional setbacks and buffers, including those

three RF1 zones that are indicated on the rezoning map to
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the left. Next slide, please.

The rezoning advances the comprehensive plan’s
call for more affordable housing in all neighborhoods, which
the comprehensive plan identifies as a critical need to
achieve the comprehensive plan’s equitable development
goals, access to housing and to affordable housing i1s the
key to successful residents, to vibrant neighborhoods and to
a prosperous district. Next slide, please.

The comprehensive plan sees the need for more

housing and affordable housing not just as an issue of
justice but also as an issue of economics, in this
particular case, the District’s financial health.
Affordable housing i1s vital for moderate and low iIncome
workers that are essential to a community: the teachers, the
daycare providers, the police and fire officers and others
whose wages are insufficient to afford the District’s high
cost housing. Almost a third of District households paid
one-third or more of their income for housing in 2020 and,
therefore, are classified as housing burdened or housing
cost burdened and 45 percent of new jobs iIn the District are
predicted to pay the lowest one third of wages and so will
have limited means to be able to access housing in the
District. Next slide, please.

The comprehensive plan also states that

neighborhoods need different housing options, different



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

53

sizes and formats at different price points to ensure a
broad community of all ages and incomes. Next slide,
please.

To achieve these goals, the comprehensive plan
identifies affordable housing as a major civic priority for
all neighborhoods because this i1s also fundamentally an
issue of equity and inclusion because, as the comprehensive
plan states iIn that second quotation on the slide, where a
resident lives remains one of the greatest predictors of
individual health and economic outcomes. Next slide,
please.

Therefore, to ensure that the District affords all
residents an equal opportunity to succeed, the comprehensive
plan calls for the District to provide equal access to all
residents to safe and affordable housing In vibrant
neighborhoods. Next slide, please.

As the comprehensive plan makes clear, the current
urban fabric i1s the product of the disparate patterns and
practices, including private practices such as restrictive
covenants and predatory lending and public actions,
including redlining and zoning. These actions together
segregated residents from each other and they created
exclusively enclaves separated from areas of concentrated
poverty.

As part of these are due, iIn part, to these
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historic exclusionary actions, the land development patterns
in Rock Creek West and Chevy Chase are mostly single family
homes. So roughly three-quarters of housing units are
concentrated on just 20 percent of land, with the remaining
one-quarter of housing units occupying roughly 80 percent of
the land. As a result, this has driven up housing costs and
reduced the types of housing available. Next slide, please.

This has resulted in Rock Creek West and Chevy
Chase having extremely high housing costs vis-a-vie the
District as a whole. And as a result, this is iIncreasingly
out of reach to most District residents whose income
excludes them from living here. We can see on the left hand
side, you have the graphs of the median home value and you
can see that both that of Rock Creek West and the rezoning
area are substantially higher than that of the District and
similarly, on the right hand side, you can see a graph of
the i1ncome that’s needed in order to be able to afford those
homes. So where, again, Rock Creek West and the rezoning
area dwarf the median household income of the District as a
whole. Next slide, please.

To address the exclusionary impact of these high
cost areas and provide opportunities for all residents, the
comprehensive plan calls for an equitable distribution of
housing across the district. As part of that, again,

recognizing as the quotation you see from the comprehensive
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plan states that where there is a citywide problem, 1t has
to be shared as a citywide solution, dealing with the
structural issues that have impacted the District’s land
patterns requires then a comprehensive solution. The
comprehensive plan, therefore, analyzes the distribution of
affordable housing across the District’s ten planning areas.
Next slide, please.

And the comprehensive plan’s data, as you can see
here, tells a tale of two cities. This 1s based on 2017.

On the one hand, the far southeast, southwest planning area
provided over 30 percent of the District’s affordable units.
As a result of that concentration, half of the units iIn the
far southeast, southwest planning area are affordable. In
stark contrast, again, two cities, we have Rock Creek West,
which provided only one percent of the District’s affordable
units and as a result of the affordable units in the Rock
Creek West Planning area constituted only one percent of the
total units in Rock Creek West.

To remedy this, the comprehensive plan called for
an equitable distribution across the District with each
planning area to have 15 percent affordable units by 2015.
The housing equity report implemented the comprehensive
plan”’s call for equitable distribution by establishing goals
for each of the planning areas. Next slide, please.

And we see that Rock Creek West started in last
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place and 1t remains in last place. It had the highest goal
in the District, to provide 1,990 affordable units by 2025
and yet, with 90 percent of that period from 2018 to 2025
completed, 1t has only produced 200 units, so 10 percent of
its goal In 90 percent of the period. It is the worst
performing. The other planning areas produced at least
double the number of units and Rock Creek West produced only
two percent of the total affordable units in the District
ever produced during this time period. Therefore, there is
even more need for Rock Creek West to provide more
affordable housing where possible. And this is
particularly, again, an issue because of the limited land
area available for new housing iIn Rock Creek West. Next
slide, please.

To implement the comprehensive plan and the
housing equity report’s affordable housing goals, the Rock
Creek West Roadmap identified locations for the new 1,990
affordable units to be constructed or be provided in Rock
Creek West. The Rock Creek West Roadmap called for
significant new housing through the added density along the
two corridors you see called out on the slide with the big
red arrows, Connecticut Avenue and Wisconsin Avenue. This
was partially due to the limited available land due to past
practice and low density zoning, but this also corresponds

to urban planning principles to concentrate new housing
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along commercial and transit corridors. | will also point
out that the civic core site was specifically identified as
an underutilized district site that should be leveraged for
housing as well as public facilities. You can see it
highlighted 1in the red oval in the upper right hand side.
Next slide, please.

The small area plan to follow the Rock Creek West
Roadmap with a more fine grade analysis of the specific area
that i1s subject to the rezoning tonight. That small area
plan echoed the comprehensive plan, echoed the housing
equity report and the Rock Creek West Roadmap in calling for
density consistent with the comprehensive plan in order to
enable mixed income housing and specifically for more
housing options across the corridor to accommodate and 1
quote, “The greater range of Incomes, ages and racial
diversity.”

They decided housing was necessary also to support
the commercial Main Street and second of all, we have the
civic core. The civic core was i1dentified as the center of
the community, the anchor of the corridor and for that site,
the small area plan called for leveraging the “full
comprehensive plan height and density,” in order to include
both the rebuilt public facilities and, again, | gquote,
“significant amount of mixed income housing.” It was

important to do both maximizing the amount of density as
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possible, consistent with the comprehensive plan in order to
be able to house both the public facilities and mixed i1ncome
housing. And finally, then the small area plan also called
for the preservation of the community’s character, the
surrounding neighborhoods with design guidelines and
buffers. Next slide, please.

Turning to the comprehensive plan’s maps for the
specific area, we see there are the two. On the left hand
side 1s the generalized policy map. 1 apologize, too, for
the slide, but there 1s so much going on, | tried to reduce
it as much as possible, but 1 think we’re all familiar with
these and especially after the Office of Planning’s report,
I wanted to, however, juxtapose the two slides for us to be
really able to see the similarities iIn these two maps. So
the GPM, the generalized policy map on the left hand side,
which analyzes the existing uses and how to enhance them,
calls for the Main Street mixed use corridor In bright
orange all the way along the corridor. And specifically,
that i1dentifies uses which are commercial with a pedestrian
focus on ground floor retail and the upper floors with
housing.

The green stripe that you see reflects the fact
that there i1s a District operated recreation center on the
site and finally, the yellow all around reflects the

neighborhood conservation area to preserve the neighboring
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areas around but not to preclude development, particularly
to address citywide needs, such as housing.

On the right hand side, we have the future land
use map. This, iIn contrast to the GPM’s examination of the
current, the future land use map analyzes the future and
anticipates the density. And you can see, again, It echoes
in many ways what the focus of density on the housing -- I’m
sorry, the focus on the corridor, so all the way along the
Connecticut Avenue Corridor, echoing the Main Street mixed
use. The FLUM calls for mixed use of low density commercial
to moderate density residential. The civic core site 1s
called out for also not just continuing that low density
commercial and moderate density residential but also
incorporating local public facilities. The FLUM makes it
very clear that the low density commercial explicitly states
that the MU4, the mixed use four zoning IS consistent with
the low density commercial zone. And 1 want to emphasize
that again, the MU4 zone was one of the ones that is
explicitly i1dentified as consistent in the definition of a
low density commercial. That includes a height of the 65
feet, but i1t also says -- the comprehensive plan also
identifies for the FLUM that the Zoning Commission may
determine that other zones could apply, which presumably
could be even higher, just based on other -- other analysis

of other provisions of the comprehensive plan. Next slide,
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please.

The rezoning, looking back at all of these plans
that were provided, the planning documents or the
comprehensive plan or the housing equity report, the Rock
Creek West Road Map, the small area plan, the comprehensive
plan”’s plans, the rezoning implements these, In our view.
The appeals to the comprehensive plans call for mixed use
and density to be concentrated in the corridor, again, you
can see the MU4 zoning. In the center is the rezoning, on
the left hand side i1s GPM, it largely tracks. On the right
hand side i1s the FLUM, which calls for the low density
commercial that is specifically i1dentified -- that
specifically identifies the MU4 as consistent and that is
the base zone that i1s proposed to be applied in this by the
rezoning.

The civic core reflects the comprehensive plan and
the small area plan’®s call to leverage District sites with
the additional density in order to enable the rebuilding of
public facilities and add significant amount of mixed iIncome
housing. And yet, at the same time, when 1 emphasize the
higher density, heights within the maximum for the MU4, that
is explicitly identified as consistent with the FLUM
designation of low density commercial.

Finally, the rezoning also preserves the

surrounding neighborhoods by providing setbacks and design
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guidelines In order to maintain the -- to minimize the
impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods. Next slide,
please.

So in i1ts totality, the rezoning implements the
housing directives with the comprehensive plan, the housing
equity report, the Rock Creek West Road Map and the small
area plan for equitable and inclusive growth. It calls for
added density that facilitates an expanded mixed income
housing options for a more socially and economically diverse
future. Again, adding more different types of units to
enable retirees, to enable those who are just starting out,
as well as a broader, as it says here, the small area plan,
the more socially and economically diverse resident base.

At the same time, the rezoning accelerates the
affordable housing production by applying the 1Z+ metric.
We’re going to have about a third of the added density will
be dedicated to affordable housing. In other words, for
every X amount of new density, one-third of 1t will
effectively be dedicated to affordable housing, so the more
density that’s added, the more affordable housing that
comes. And there’s particular -- there’s more and deeper
affordable housing at the civic core (inaudible) increases
the pedestrian traffic to enhance the commercial corridor.

I do want to take a note here to respectfully

address the ANC’s resolution, which OAG believes would
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dramatically reduce the amount of housing and, therefore,
the amount of affordable housing that would be available.
As we have said iIn this presentation so far and in our
letter, we believe that the comprehensive plan, housing
equity report, Rock Creek West Road Map and the small area
plan all make i1t very clear that there is a need for more
housing and affordable housing In Rock Creek West and in
Chevy Chase, i1n particular, and this i1s the appropriate
location for 1t. The protections are provided as called for
by the comprehensive plan, these are the planning documents.

And as a result, OAG respectfully disagrees with
the ANC’s resolution and instead aligns ourselves with the
dissenting statements by ANC Commissioners Ferguson and Nash
that the rezoning should not be changed because the proposed
zoning, In our view, accurately implements the comprehensive
plan and the small area plan and the other housing
documents, particularly by calling to Increase the housing
supply consistent with the comprehensive plan along the
corridor and to leverage the fTull comprehensive plan density
for civic uses and significant mixed iIncome housing at the
civic core. Next slide, please.

Just briefly want to touch on the fact that the
rezoning also ensures that there i1s buffers and transitions
in order to protect and preserve the neighboring communities

that surround this mixed income -- the mixed use commercial
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corridor. There 1s both a height cap in the sense that the
amount of density that’s being added is dramatically more
than the amount of a height iIncrease. It’s not just putting
a bunch of towers. 1t’s really concentrating the density on
the site to reduce the impact of the height. There i1s also
a 1:1 setback.

As you can see, the red diagonal on the slide
there, and 1°d just say that’s approximate. It was added by
us to the small area plan, the diagrams. In addition to a
rear yard, side yard and then the residential use buffer by
providing those three RF-1 zones that act as an intermediary
location for increased density, more than the low density
residential neighborhoods but lower than the mixed use
corridor and then also, at the same time, provide that
transition because they are residential in base. Next
slide, please.

The rezoning in OAG’s view also fulfills the
comprehensive plan, the other documents and the small area
plan In establishing the civic core as an anchor, an anchor
that provides dramatic public benefits, 20 percent more open
space, rebuilt public facilities and enhanced affordable
housing. 1 should point out I think there was a question
earlier, 1n response although the 1Z+ will require that 20
percent of the overall residential square footage would be

for affordable, which converts to, as | said before, almost
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a third of the added density being dedicated to affordable
housing.

Since this i1s a public site that i1s subject to the
disposition process, there are regulations there that
require deeper levels of affordability than were required by
the 1Z+ scenario and so those are in a situation whereas the
1Z+ requires -- the zoning requires 60 percent AMI, area
median income limit for rentals and then 80 percent for
ownership, the disposition process requires even deeper
levels of affordability, so a quarter for rentals, a quarter
of the units have to be available to 30 percent area median
income, with the remainder at 50 percent, both of them below
what i1s required by zoning. Whereas 1f they’re ownership,
half of them have to be at 50 percent AMI, again, lower than
what’s required by zoning and the remainder at 80 percent
AMI .

So this 1s a substantial public benefit that will
be -- that will come through as a result of the disposition
process. At the same time as it provides all of these
public benefits, i1t is also within the maximum height and
density of the MU4 zoning that was explicitly consistent
with the FLUM low density commercial designation. And I
will point out just as a side issue that the greater height
that allows for these various -- these public benefits also

allows for the civic core’s site to become an architectural
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signal of i1ts centrality to the community. It is a place
that serves as the anchor along this gateway to the
district. And i1t calls out where the center of the
community, where those public facilities are located. Next
slide, please.

Therefore, OAG respectfully recommends approval.
We believe that the rezoning advances the comprehensive
plan, the small area plan, the other planning guidance
specifically housing equity report and the Rock Creek West
Road Map. By enabling market rate and affordable housing iIn
a high cost area to address also the past exclusionary
practices and to enhance the access to a different -- to a
more diverse group of residents In the area, whether 1t’s by
age or by income. It also facilitates the rebuilding of
public facilities and collocated with affordable housing, 1t
enhances the commercial uses of the pedestrian realm with
all of this new housing. And at the same time, 1t follows
that balance the comprehensive plan calls for In preserving
the low density residential neighborhoods. With that, 1
would conclude. Next slide, please.

Thit is -- thank you very much for your
consideration. 1 have attached our contact information, but
I’m happy to answer any questions now, as well as provide
additional information in writing if the Commission desires.

Thank you.
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CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Mr. Tondro. Let’s see if
we have any questions or comments. Vice Chair Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
thank you, Max Tondro, for presenting the Office of Attorney
General’s testimony here this evening as well as all of the
work of the equitable land use section and i1nput that you’ve
provided on our zoning case as 1t’s very helpful, even 1t we
don’t always agree in all of the particulars, but we -- iIt’s
very helpful and your graphics and your PowerPoint, 1 think,
was very helpful for us to understand what’s being proposed
here and 1 hope i1t was helpful also to the public. | don’t
have any questions, specific questions at this time, Mr.
Chairman. 1711 come back later 1t 1 do have further
questions for OAG, but thank you, Mr. Tondro.

MR. TONDRO: Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you.

Commissioner Stidham, any questions?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: No questions, but I just
want to echo what Commissioner Miller stated about your
presentation and the wealth of information. 1 think i1t was
very helpful in better understanding what §s being proposed,
so thank you for that.

MR. TONDRO: Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: And Commissioner Imamura, any

questions?
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COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
No questions, just a comment. Also agree with Vice Chair
Miller, Commissioner Stidham that Mr. Tondro, your
presentation with the data was very helpful, as well as the
graphic, specifically, I think it was Slide 16 or 18 with
the GPM map and the FLUM map as well as the proposed map
amendments side-by-side, 1 thought that was pretty
effective. | appreciate your attention to improvements to
the public realm, which certainly taps into my particular
interests as well as good use of illustrative language as an
architectural beacon.

So 1 certainly have a heightened sensitivity, no
pun Intended, to quality urban design. And so I’m very
attuned, 1 guess, to the impacts that this map amendment
might have and certainly some sensitivity to what the
parties in opposition feel and the amount of effort that OP
has made to adjust their map amendment from set down, so 1
appreciate your presentation, level of detail as well as
your bow tie.

MR. TONDRO: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: All right. Thank you, Mr.
Tondro.

CHAIR HOOD: All right, Mr. Tondro, 1, too,
appreciate this report and 1 know this is a long time coming

for us to work through some of the things that we’ve worked
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through over the years. From being our legal counsel to
going there, that was a learning curve for all of us. But I
really appreciate this report and 1 looked at i1t. And it
brought out a lot of stuff, like the racism, the racial
equity, I thought that was very key. But I do have a
question for you because 1 think one of your notes -- just
yesterday and it wasn’t talking about no specific case, I
had somebody southwest (inaudible) in Ward 7 or 8, 1°m not
sure which ward they live iIn, In a whole other forum just
came up to me and says we want some market rate housing,
too.

And that goes -- and 1 mentioned to this young
person yesterday that 1’ve heard that for the first time in
recent years, maybe in the last year and a half from
residents in Ward 7 and 8 and you kind of alluded to that
because Rock Creek West is -- and I’ve said this before and
1’1l say 1t for them to hear, and 1°ve asked this question,
Mr. Tondro, is not doing their fair share and 1’ve asked
this question previously, why Is 1t every time we have
something dealing with affordable housing in one part of the
city, 1t’s always a problem. So my question is when I
mentioned about the form based code and you said whatever
the ANC, 1 was trying to -- you know, we’re always trying to
find a -- strike a balance, but i1t’s your testimony or you

believe that some of the things that we’re trying to achieve
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would be dampened if we do a form base or we reduce
anything, i1t would affect i1t; 1s that a correct assessment?

MR. TONDRO: Yes.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay, okay.

MR. TONDRO: Precisely because the added density -
- again, the more density, particularly In the civic core
site, but also throughout the entire corridor, the more
density that’s added, the more affordable housing that’s
added as well. One also has to be careful of what may seem
to be a relatively small decrease in height can actually end
up having a disproportionate impact because it may reduce
the number of stories that will have a much bigger impact.
And so, therefore, as a result, having carefully considered
the comprehensive plan, all of the planning documents and
the small area plan, we believe that the Office of
Planning’s proposed text amendment is appropriate and does
advance the planning directives of these documents.

Again, as you eluded to, Rock Creek West is far,
far behind and in danger of falling ever farther behind.
This is a once In a generation opportunity, certainly at the
civic core, to be able to use the site and to create a vital
center for the corridor itself and for the neighborhood that
will, again, enhance the existing commercial uses, but it
would be a shame i1n our view to strand the available density

by reducing the height.
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CHAIR HOOD: All right. Thank you. And I, too,
appreciate this report. 1 appreciate the information that
was in 1t. 1 thought i1t was very helpful and 1°m looking
forward to more reports similar to this one. | will say
that we may hold the request -- we may have some information
that we may ask you all too, 1f you don’t mind, I think you
put the offer out there.

MR. TONDRO: Absolutely.

CHAIR HOOD: So we may take you up on that.

MR. TONDRO: We stand ready.

CHAIR HOOD: So thank you, Mr. Tondro and your
staff as well.

MR. TONDRO: Thank you so much.

CHAIR HOOD: All right. Thank you. Let’s go to -
- any other government reports, Ms. Ackerman?

MS. ACKERMAN: ANC3/4G, two commissioners from

them.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Yeah, we’re going to go to
them next, but we don’t have any -- no more government,
okay .

MS. ACKERMAN: No.

CHAIR HOOD: All right. Let’s go to our
commissioners, ANC --

MS. ACKERMAN: So it’s Bruce Sherman and Peter

Gosselin.
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CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Let’s go to our Commissioners
374G 1 think 1s how they pronounce that, how they work that.
Okay .

Commissioner Sherman and Commissioner Gosselin?

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Good afternoon.

CHAIR HOOD: Good afternoon. You may begin.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Am I on camera?

CHAIR HOOD: We don’t see you. There we go. We
see you now.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: How are you? Thank you
for hearing me out. My name is Peter Gosselin, | am vice
chair of ANC3/74G. |1 originally registered to testify as an
individual, but since I did that, the Commission approved a
resolution that’s been mentioned here and authorized my
colleague Bruce Sherman and 1 to present 1t. So I’m
testifying on behalf of the Commission. As your vice chair
has noted, we are a very divided commission. The vote was
close on the resolution and there are three dissenting
opinions attached to the resolution.

That reflects pretty fairly our community. The
District’s zoning proposal is deeply controversial and has
sparked stark divisions among residents and among
commissioners. On the one side, advocates argue that the
community needs new denser development to contribute to

solving the District’s affordable housing, to pursuing
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environmental goals and playing a role as part of a single
city.

On the other, equally passionate advocates argue
that new development at our commercial core IS unnecessary,
could get out of hand and would do severe damage to a very
walkable and imminently livable neighborhood.

The ANC has struggled for five years since the
District’s establishment of the Rock Creek West Planning
District to find some common ground that would open the way
for some change, including new affordable housing while
protecting the qualities that make Chevy Chase DC an
appealing place to live and raise families. The resolution
is our latest attempt. The two iIssues that have come up
repeatedly at ANC meetings and a Commission fielded survey
during the fall of 2023 and In day to day conversations with
residents have to do with scale and open space. During the
debate over the District’s proposed zoning changes, that has
met a sharp focus on maximum permitted building height and
lot occupancy.

The Office of Planning authors of the zoning
changes that you have before you have made adjustments to
their proposal, including by reducing the building height
maximum and just so you understand, when the ANC talks about
building heights, we try to use what 1 think ordinary human

beings use, which i1s the all-in height, including penthouses
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and bonuses for, for example, more generous retail space.

The Office of Planning has reduced the maximum at the
community center library site, the civic site, from 94 feet
to 80 feet and has reduced the lot occupancy that they
originally proposed from 80 feet to 60. | suspect that your
Commission looks at -- measures the changes from what the
comprehensive plan proposes and from what the Office of
Planning has originally proposed and said look, they’ve made
these adjustments. But residents here compare them to
what’s on the corridor right now. And there are essentially
no buildings over 40 feet. 1t’s been very difficult for us
to get actual detailed exact figures of the current set of
buildings.

Many of the buildings on the west side of
Connecticut, which I represent, are considerably lower than
that. No more than sort of 25 or 30 feet. So the changes,
even the ones envisioned by this resolution are substantial.
The Commission majority has concluded that a further
downward adjustment is needed. We’d ask that you consider a
height maximum with penthouses and bonuses for the entire
Connecticut Avenue, including the community center library
site, be set at 60 feet and lot occupancy for the corridor
also be set at 60 percent. 1 am happy to discuss this
further if and when there’s a question and answer for this.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Commissioner Gosselin.
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Commissioner -- 1 think Secretary Sherman, were you going to
say something, Commissioner Sherman?

MR. YOUNG: You’re muted.

CHAIR HOOD: You’re muted. Can’t hear you.

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Yes, thank you. 1It’s great
to be with you this afternoon -- this evening now. [I’ve got
a short prepared statement, Chairman Hood, that 1°d like to
read and then 1°m happy to join with my colleague,
Commissioner Gosselin iIn taking your questions and having
discussion. Yeah, I’m Bruce Sherman. [1°’m the advisor
neighborhood commissioner in District 2 iIn Chevy Chase
ANC3/74G. 1 want to note that whatever new zoning takes
effect, Connecticut Avenue from Livingston Street to Chevy
Chase Circle will forever change with the ensuing
development.

ANC3/4G recognizes new housing Is iIn the offering
in the District’s plans, including significant dedicated
affordable housing, 30 percent is the minimum at the civic
core site and 20 percent everywhere else on the avenue. IFT
we look out a decade from now, we will most likely see
several hundred dedicated affordable units on the avenue.
The issue, therefore, is not development per se, but rather
the scope and scale of development as Commissioner Gosselin
noted.

We on ANC3/4G are asking and doing so with respect



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N +— O

75

for the Office of Planning’s proposals and the Zoning
Commission’s prerogatives to set zoning perimeters, for some
moderation. We want to move forward with OP and you in a
manner that most people in our community will support. |In
the long run, that will be good not just for our
neighborhood but for the District of Columbia as a whole.
You’ve heard from or are going to be hearing from today, iIn
terms of oral testimony, from a wide range of voices, many
of them from Chevy Chase, which i1s a good thing.

There are many different points of view In our
community and we on ANC3/74G welcome them all. Indeed, there
are differences, as we’ve already noted, on the ANC itself
as manifested In the split vote on the resolution.

Yet to be truly the neighborhood voice on all of
this complexity, our ANC must reach out and listen to all of
our 15,000 residents to the maximum extent possible. That’s
why we conducted our community center library survey for
five weeks 1In October and November last fall. We mailed
notices of the survey to all residents in our commission
area.

Everyone was afforded an opportunity to complete
the survey online or to have a printed questionnaire
delivered to them. In the end, more than 2,800 people took
the survey, including almost 2,300 in our ANC. It was by

far the largest survey in our ANC’s history and perhaps the
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largest by any ANC ever. It was even larger than the
District’s district wide housing survey iIn 2018, which had
2,547 respondents. While we acknowledge all forms of input,
nothing compares to the breadth and feedback we received via
the survey.

So what did we learn? We learned that we, as we
have noted in our resolution, that 70 percent of our survey
respondents opposed buildings taller than 60 feet. Only 21
percent and 13 percent of respondents respectively supported
buildings taller than 70 and 80 feet. Most respondents, 48
percent, said they favored the density of the civic core
site as 1t currently i1s, which is 40 percent lot coverage.
Overall, 59 percent said scale and style of development,
consistency with neighborhood architecture and feel was
their number one concern.

Now 1t’s important to put these datapoints iIn
context. They’re against the backdrop of views our
neighbors expressed on the survey about the District’s
proposed redevelopment of the civic core site overall. By
60 percent to 37 percent, our neighbors opposed the
redevelopment, including a majority in all seven ANC single
member districts. More women then man participated in the
survey but majorities of both were opposed. More whites
than blacks participated in the survey, but majorities of

both opposed. More families without children over 18 and
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families with children under 18 participated In the survey,
but majorities of both were opposed. And more homeowners
than renters participated in the survey. And while
homeowners were significantly opposed, renters were evenly
split, even though they might have been expected to favor
additional rental housing.

In my particular single member district to obtain
additional community views, just last week, 1 polled my
constituents on whether they supported the proposed MNU-
4/CC1 zone to allow buildings as tall as 70 feet everywhere
on the avenue, save the civic core site, where they would
be, as we know, permitted to be up to 80 feet out of the
proposed zoning proposals. Within a few days, | received
260 responses: 61 percent said no, they did not support the
new proposed zoning; 32 percent saild yes.

So I just want to note this is the context that
we’re operating in in 374G, ANC 3/4G. We owe it to you on
the Zoning Commission to tell you the truth about where
community at large i1s on the issues. It’s why we’re
appealing to you as our officials and our officials in the
Office of Planning to work with us. We do not ask that
building heights be limited to 60 feet on a whim. We ask iIn
deference to the views and concerns of the residents whom we
represent.

To be sure, for those In our community who support
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the proposed upzoning with greater overall density and
building heights to maximize affordable housing, our
resolution stopped short of what they would prefer. For
those who value the look and feel of Connecticut Avenue as
it currently i1s and feel the proposed upzoning would serve
to render the neighborhood unrecognizable, our resolution
goes too far.

What a majority of my fellow commissioners
believes i1s that 1T we can keep the scope and scale of
development moderate, we can achieve a measurable expansion
of housing, including dedicated affordable housing while not
unduly sacrificing the small town look and feel of Chevy
Chase that so many of our neighbors cherish. It bears
noting that the Chevy Chase Small Area Plan projected a
vision in which, “The built environment along the avenue
corridor embraces well designed and sustainable development
that compliments the traditional features of Chevy Chase and
those valued by the community today.”

Nowhere in the plan were 70 and 80 foot buildings
mentioned. We believe keeping building heights to 60 feet
gives us the best chance of realizing this vision. And on
behalf of ANC 374G and with Commissioner Gosselin and our
community, 1 ask that the Zoning Commission and Office of
Planning, iIn deference to the expressed majority sentiment

of our neighbors, work with us to bring about development on
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the avenue we can all live with for many years to come.
Thank you and 1°m happy to take questions.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you both, Commissioner Sherman
and Commissioner Gosselin. Let’s see 1If we have any
questions or comments. Vice Chair Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: (Inaudible) ask any questions.
I think Commissioner Gosselin might have raised his hand to
add something.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: I was just going to say I
understand that you might react to this testimony by saying
that we’re going to drastically reduce the opportunity to do
new housing and to do affordable housing, but we’ve had

conversations with some of the potential bidders for the

community center library site and 1t’s quite -- and I’m a
little —- you should hear from them yourselves as you think
about this decision. 1 mean these were informal

conversations so that we as nonexperts could try to
understand kind of how much the proposal we’re making could
limit things.

And what’s quite striking about at least the two
development teams 1°ve talked to i1s they’re not wedded to 80
feet. They’re not even wedded to 70 feet. They think that
-- they’re not wedded to penthouses. They think they can
produce substantial housing and affordable housing with --

now, I can’t say they can do it in 60, but they certainly --
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the two proposals 1 heard sketched out by two of the
potential bidders produce a substantial number of units
within 60 to 65 foot range. And, again, we have a sort of
layman’s definition of height, which includes all penthouses
and all bonuses, so just for what it’s worth.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you. And thank -- so
thank you, Bruce Sherman and Peter Gosselin and all of the
commissioners of 3G/4G for all of your work for a long time,
for several years and community engagement, particularly in
the last couple years and trying to reach a consensus
amongst your divided constituency and amongst your divided
commissioners. It’s not easy, we know that. And we’re
volunteers, too. And we take all of what we -- as you do
very seriously to try to represent the best interest,
quote/unquote, the best iInterest of the District of
Columbia, which 1 think 1s 1In both your oath when you take
the office and iIn our oath and also the oath of the council
and the mayor when you participate, as you continue to
participate in the RFP process and there will be -- I know
from my former life as a council staffer, there will be a
public hearing at the council and there will be
participation there and opportunity for iInput.

So 1 appreciate all of that work and commitment
and dedication and I think we can’t lose site of the goal

that -- not the goal, the primary obligation of this kind of
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a case, which is to consider the consistency with the
comprehensive plan policies of the city, not necessarily --
and the small area plan policies adopted by the counsel with
public input and the housing equity report and the various
other publicly articulated goals for the District and for
this area in particular.

So it’s Interesting to see that 68 percent
approved this or 49 percent don’t approve that or -- you
know, but the primary consideration here iIs the consistency
with the comprehensive plan policies. And 1 think there’s
acknowledgement maybe on most -- amongst most people that
there has been an effort to try to redevelop the civic core
site and the other sites in a manner that maximizes -- well,
a manner that renovates the civic uses on the site and
particularly the library, recreation center, civic center,
open space uses, but maximizes to the extent possible, the
extent not In conflict with the housing and affordable
housing goals of the city and for this area in particular.

And as you’d noted -- I think you noted,
Commissioner Sherman or somebody noted in their written
testimony, and someone can correct me if I’m wrong and 1
didn’t even really realize this, that that five block area
between Livingston and Chevy Chase Circle currently has no
residents living there; i1s that correct?

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: None
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COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: None.

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Correct.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Well, that’s interesting
considering that 1t’s the civic core. It is a commercial
and public purpose core of the corridor, but the corridor is
replete with much higher density housing and none of which
IS -—- much of which -- some of which is affordable due to
rent control or housing vouchers, other city programs being
provided, but there is no dedicated affordable housing that
this proposal would provide for this five block area of the
gateway area into the city on Connecticut Avenue.

So I guess these are just comments off the top of
my head. 1°m not sure 1f | had any specific questions.

1’11 think about that as my colleagues are talking and as we
go through the hearing because we may -- I’m sure we might
come back to you with reaction to various suggestions that
are made by the public, but I do thank you for all of your
work and dedication on behalf of your constituents and we’ll
hopefully get to a result that will further the policies of
the city and of the neighborhood and that people can live
together i1n diversity -- with a diverse and kind of
inclusive community that we all do aspire to so thank you
very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Mr. Chairman, can I have a

brief response to Vice Chair Miller’s comments?
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CHAIR HOOD: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: To be very clear, the
resolution that was approved by ANC3/4G endorses the city’s
proposals to move forward with dedicated affordable housing
on the four-block stretch of Livingston Street to Chevy
Chase Circle. We’re trying to balance -- as Commissioner
Gosselin noted and as 1 eluded to in my remarks, we’re
trying to balance the concerns of our community about
preserving the small town feel of Chevy Chase, not to
exclude new housing and not to exclude dedicated affordable
housing but to try to balance that goal along with what we
understood i1n the development of the Chevy Chase Small Area
Plan was the intention to preserve the elements of the
community that people have come to appreciate.

So it’s that balancing act that we’re looking at
in talking about keeping the heights reasonable and keeping
the lot coverage percentages reasonable. And 1 was frankly
interested to hear Joel Lawson’s comments. We’ve worked
very closely with Joel and the team in the Office of
Planning about whether or not the proposals that we’ve
advanced would be consistent with the comprehensive plan.
In fact, I would venture to say that if the Zoning
Commission were to permit this, endorse this, ANC3/4G and
the Office of Planning could go back into conversations to

see how we could work this out in a way that would maximize
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benefit for all parties. So I just want to offer that and
express our flexibility and our willingness to work with the
Zoning Commission and work with the Office of Planning to
bring about satisfactory outcome for everybody.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: I don’t know 1f 1 still have
the floor, but Commissioner Gosselin, do you want to say one
final word here? At least one final word to me.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Just this i1s a personal
comment of mine. 1 am not representing the Commission here,
but 1 mean 1 just note at some point, 1 think Joel talked
about 1t and certainly Chair Hood talked about noting that
we are asking for a 60 percent lot occupancy for the entire
zone, but of course, part of that is a commercial area and I
guess | wonder whether 1f we could extend the conversation
with OP, whether we would reconsider that for
nonresidential, we go -- we look again at the issue of
whether i1t should just be 60 percent or as the OP proposal
now has 1t, 1t’s 100 percent or 1t’s not limited, right?

And then Joel mentioned elevator overrides.

Again, we’re not experts. Now, If there’s an issue that you
can’t get an elevator in because, you know, again, if we
could have the kind of conversation Commissioner Sherman --
continue the conversation that Commissioner Sherman 1is
talking about, there again, we’re not trying to insist that

there be walkups all up and down Connecticut Avenue, | mean
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this -- that’s not the i1dea here, so we’re not experts in
this area. |1 would just say as a personal matter that this
has been a very difficult issue over a very long time and
it"s difficult among our neighbors. 1t”’s difficult among
the commissioners, so we struggle with this a great deal.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Well, we appreciate your
continuing offer to struggle to find the right balance,
which 1s what we’re trying to do as well. Thank you very
much, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIR HOOD: Well, thank you. Commissioner
Stidham, any questions, comments?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: I guess | want to make sure
I have my facts straight. As you were testifying and
talking about the building heights and the maximum lot
occupancy that you would like to see, | was going back over
the Office of Planning’s presentation from today and looking
at where they have made some changes since set down and from
my read, 1t looks like they did drop down the lot occupancy
to 60 percent for all of the proposed zones and that they’ve
dropped down the building height to 65 feet from a much
higher area. And I don’t know if we need to bring OP back
on to confirm that I’m reading this right, but it sounds
like maybe they have already looked at what you proposed
during public meeting. Go ahead, Mr. Gosselin.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Commissioner, we in our
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debates on the ANC have talked about building height in a
way that OP does not talk about i1t. So we talk about i1t In
terms of their height plus penthouse allowances, plus any
bonuses. And when you do a -- for the community center
library, when you do an all in measure like that, you end up
with 80 feet. But to your point, they have indeed dropped
it from their original proposal of 94 feet, again an all iIn
measure. So this is just -- we’re trying to talk about
height In a way that ordinary human beings talk about
height, not in a way that planner do because we’re talking
to our community about this and so --

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: Right, understood.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Okay. And when we go to
the lot occupancy, we are -- the proposal, the resolution we
passed last week doesn’t ask for any change in lot occupancy
at the community -- at the -- In the zone -- the CC2 zone,
SO --

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: Okay. So maybe when we get
back to OP, 1 can get some clarity because it seems as
though maybe they have addressed many of your concerns that
you have raised, so | guess that was more of a clarification
I need In terms of what you presented in your testimony
today, so no further questions, Chair Hood.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you. Let’s go to

Commissioner Imamura.



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R B
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

87

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Commissioner

Stidham. 1 had the same question because i1t does seem as if
OP addressed many of the issues. First, I do want to
comment. Commissioner Gosselin, | appreciate your honesty
and forthrightness. That’s very helpful. 1 understand the

point of view that you and your fellow community members
look at zoning at the lens that you look through when you’re
talking about height and zoning, I get that. However, I°m
curious 1T -- a couple things, I1If part of your conversation
ever iInvolved a discussion about what you see from the
street, from the point of view at the pedestrian scale
because the overall height you may not see the penthouse
from the street level, so 1°m certain or at least hopeful
that that was part of your conversation.

So the overall height that you actually see at the
average person’s height wouldn’t be the total height that
you’re talking about.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Commissioner, 1 understand
that. And this has gotten to be like how many angels on the
head of a pin kind of conversation where we just -- we end
up In debates about how to measure and i1t really becomes
kind of theological, so at least the way 1 think our
commission has adopted it is what do normal people think of
when they think of height and that’s the way this resolution

was written and you’ll see language in the resolution that
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talks about allowable penthouses and any bonuses. |1
understand that there are setbacks. 1t seemed for certain
substantial segment of the community that’s cold comfort,
SO --

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: 1 get that and I did read
your resolution. | guess one of the questions that 1 have
then based off what Commissioner Stidham had pointed out
that OP did compromise on much of it and sort of tried to
meet you in the middle, 1f you will, what are some of the
compromises that you thought seemed reasonable that they’ve
made so far or perhaps that you think -- you’ve already
mentioned where you’d like to see them go further, but what
are some of the specific compromises? And Commissioner
Sherman, this is an open question to you as well. What were
you pleased to see?

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Well, just in terms of the
-- as Commissioner Gosselin’s already indicated, the
reduction in the percentage lot coverage at the civic core
site was something that we were pleased to note. We were
pleased to note the height reduction at the civic core site.
We have welcomed and benefited from, appreciated the
cooperation with the Office of Planning. 1t’s a dynamic
process, as you know, and so those are several specific
things that we welcomed.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: And Commissioner, 1 think
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-- and this 1s where these two conversations end up getting
cross-wired, but the city DMPED has also made some changes
in the RFP, among other things, they’ve extended the date
until June 18t for submissions. There was a -- because the
civic core site slots iInto a residential community, there’s
a complicated issue of how we’re going to get parking in and
where -- I mean 1t’s very much -- and | sympathize with this
aim of the Office of Planning, they don’t want entry, they
don’t want vehicle entry from Connecticut Avenue. They
don’t want to break up, you know, the street facing
buildings.

So there was a very -- they’ve made some changes
in the way -- they’ve asked for proposals that have
underground parking. They’ve changed where entry could be.
So it’s not -- we do not come to you saying that the city
has not budged on these issues, but, you know, we do
represent people who these are their homes, this iIs -- you
know, this is their community and they’re concerned about
height and density. And what they’re searching for is
enough of a compromise that housing can go forward, not just
on the community center library site but up and down the
avenue and elsewhere i1In Chevy Chase and there is additional
housing going up, affordable housing going up, for example,
at the Lisner home on Western Avenue and at Friendship

Heights, that can go forward and we don’t end up In a
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stalemate.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Commissioner
Gosselin. Commissioner Sherman, you had mentioned -- and
Commissioner, you had mentioned this, too, that you’re open
to further discussions. And Commissioner Gosselin, you just
mentioned additional compromise. 1 guess what I°m curious
iIs that OP seemed to list a number of engagements and
community outreach. Did we just run out of time or is it
that we need further conversations to get to an end that’s a
little closer to what your desires are?

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: 1°’d say the latter. But
just i1n terms of the engagements and the many conversations
over many years, there have been many discussions going back
to the beginning of planning processes In the Chevy Chase
Small Area Plan and onward from there. We’ve had repeated
engagements with our community. We’ve just finished four
special meetings on the proposed zoning changes. It wasn’t,
however, until the ANC conducted its survey last fall that
we posed a series of critical questions to the community
that had not been posed to them.

And it’s on that basis that we obtained a vast
amount of new information from our constituents. And, of
course, as you know, i1t’s our job to represent their views
as best we can in all their complexity, in all their

diversity. It i1s absolutely the case that there is a
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significant amount of support for dedicated affordable
housing 1n Chevy Chase. Let”’s make no ifs ands or buts
about that. That’s very true. And as | said, we are
balancing against that. The look and feel of the
neighborhood, the concerns our neighbors have about that in
trying to retain what people have come to know in terms of
Chevy Chase and the way it feels.

And 1 think that’s exactly where we are right now
with respect to OP and any further conversations we could
have.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Commissioner
Sherman and you had mentioned that the neighborhood does
know that change is inevitable, but 1 do appreciate the fact
that you’d like to preserve as best as you can the small
town feel, as you described. And that the new zoning won’t
be the same as i1t i1s now and that density will iIncrease, but
I understand you’re trying to, you know, for your
constituents as best you can try to control that
(crosstalk).

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Commissioner Imamura, one
of the issues, of course, Is once the zoning iIs approved,
the new zoning, as you know, 1t will be by-right development
and, therefore, it’s really important to get this right now
because we as an ANC and our community as a whole won’t

really have much of a say going forward unless there iIs a
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request for a special exception to the existing zoning. And
so we are doing our very best to represent our
constituents”” interests and at the same time as we’re
saying heeding the call.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Commissioner
Sherman. We know that, you know, by-right and so but you’re
doing a great job representing your constituents.

Commissioner Gosselin, I know you’d like to say
something. | see the exasperation on your face. 1 know
this i1s (crosstalk). Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: I just want to say two
things. One 1s | want to recognize that Commissioner Nash
IS here. You’re going to -- just as the community 1is
divided, this commission is divided, too, and so you’re
going to hear from another commissioner tonight who has very
different views and there are two dissents, one of which
runs iIn a different direction than the Ferguson and Nash
dissents on this vote. You asked how come, you know -- did
we just run out of time or was It something else. 1’11 just
point you to Max Tondro, I think that one of the problems
with the conversations we’ve had with OP is OP in many cases
iIs strapped because of what came out of the small area plan.

I think the people at OP have tried very hard --
the zoning people at OP, Joe Lawson and Maxine Brown-Roberts

have been -- tried very hard to work with us. The small
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area planning process was a very difficult one, at least iIn
part because i1t was right in the middle of COVID it started.

And so people don’t feel that they were heard and
there was a deep bitterness about how that worked. 1 mean I
personally -- 1 was one of the sharp critics of the planning
process and 1 tried to strike a compromise at the end of
that that said that, you know, we propose 60 feet max but
anything over it would be considered through a PUD process.
It didn”t sell with the then commission and I think you’ll
hear from the former chairman of the commission of Andy
Speck, who Is upset about our most recent resolution.

So 1’d just say part of -- I mean what we’re
trying to do with OP is -- from certainly 1 think my point
of view Is to try to fix a problem that came out of the
small area planning process (inaudible).

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you for the
additional insight there, Commissioner Gosselin. 1 think
the only two additional comments that I have i1s that I think
your divergent points of view are healthy and a collision of
ideas leads to a better outcome. So 1 appreciate, you know,
both of you representing your constituents. And as you
stated earlier Commissioner Gosselin, whether 1t’s 80, 70
feet or 60, 65 feet that the experts really are the Office
of Planning to figure out what pencils out for the best

outcome for affordable housing for the District of Columbia.
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So certainly, there’s some -- perhaps some finer details,
maybe some additional fine-tuning perhaps that could be
done, but at the end of the day, there i1s sort of planning
iIs both an art and a science iIn order to figure out what
does pencil out, so thank you both, Commissioner Sherman and
Commissioner Gosselin, appreciate your perspective and your
time and your work on behalf of your community.

Chairman Hood, those are all the comments and
questions that 1 have.

CHAIR HOOD: 1, too, have recognized Commissioner
Nash. 1°m going to give Commissioner Nash -- 1 know he’s a
different position, so I want you to know Commissioner Nash,
just hold tight because I’m going to get to you as well.

COMMISSIONER NASH: Good.

CHAIR HOOD: But let me say this, Commissioner
Gosselin and Commissioner Sherman, we appreciate your
testimony. 1°m going to ask some questions and I hope 1 do
not upset you, but 1°m going to be very frank and that’s
what 1 like -- that’s how we get to a better outcome. So I
don’t want you to think my questions are to try to put you
down or get you for your hard work. So 1 can tell you all
work hard and 1 appreciate everything that ANC3/4G does and
has done over the years. 1°m very familiar with that and
Rick Shaw and others were with that ANC, so I’m very

familiar with this ANC.
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But let me ask you a question and | asked this
before and when the listservs talk, 1 don’t watch the
listservs so | don’t know what they say, so I mean I learned
years ago not to watch the listservs. One of you mentioned

-— 1t might’ve been you Commissioner Sherman or it might’ve

been you, I can’t remember who i1t was, what I”’ve come to
know. Let me just say this, I live in DC, too. | sit on
this commission, been here for a while. 1 do not like

everything that we do, everything that comes up and I live
in the neighborhood, too. 1 have -- we have developed In my
neighborhood, quite a bit of 1t. And I don’t like
everything, but 1 also have to do exactly what 1 think you
all are trying to do, | have to compromise.

But why iIs it every time there’s an affordable
housing project or mention of affordable housing In Ward 3,
and 1°m not putting It just on you two, maybe you all can
help me to see it because 1’m going to ask others this as
well, I°ve asked it at the set down, there’s always
something to deflect a problem with the case that goes to
affordable housing and that’s why Rock Creek -- so you’ve
heard OAG and also us In the mayor’s report, Rock Creek West
affordable housing, I think they’re one percent. It’s
terrible. So why is it always that case and like we’re
having a hearing here, we need to discuss what we’ve come to

know. Yeah, what 1’ve come to know, I don’t live in the
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neighborhood (inaudible) and then when 1 lecture the young
folks at the University of Maryland and Catholic University,
they got on me the way we’re doing things because I can tell
you, we’re not going to always be here and, you know, 1f we
were able to come back and see what”’s going on, some of
those changes will have happened and probably have been a
lot more than what we thought.

So why is i1t that every time something comes up,
the word of affordable housing comes up in Ward 3, It’s a
major issue? Am I missing something here? Why is i1t that
the rest of the city accepts i1t and does i1t, but when it
comes to this area, i1t’s always something?

COMMISSIONER GOSSELIN: Well, Mr. Chairman, 1
think you’re seeing -- it may not look this way to you, but
in this -- even iIn the resolution that we just passed, we do
understand there’s going to be change; we do know there
needs to be housing. There is housing, including In this
small commercial corridor, but there is new affordable
housing at Lisner. There is going to be new affordable
housing at Friendship Heights, which 1 understand is part of
Rock Creek West. 1 suspect given your long tenure here
something that’s generally true about all proposals that the
District makes is that there’s somebody who’s going to
object and rattle swords and sabers and so on and so forth.

So, you know, I don’t think that your -- It’s easy
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to write off what we’ve just said to you as we’re no
changers. No, no, we’re against it. we’re against it, you
know? And there are certainly people In this community who
are very, very vocal about the fact they want particularly
the community center library, they want that as a public
only facility, just those two public institutions and they
feel very strongly about that. 1 think the majority of this
commission accepts that there’s going to be change on
Connecticut Avenue. | think that what we’re trying to do is
hit a sweet spot where there’s enough protection against
overdevelopment that people feel safe In allowing that
change and not fighting 1t. But | think 1t’s wrong to say
that we’re no changers.

CHAIR HOOD: So Commissioner, indulge me, so
please, and 1 appreciate the conversation, I’m just trying
to get around it. And 1711 tell you why I always ask this
and my late sister told me one time, we did some stuff over
here In my area, she says, “Anthony, you all are really
messing up Ward 5.” Now that”’s my own family telling me
this. So I get it from everybody. We get it from
everybody. So the thing about i1t was is after a while, she
rode by 1t a few times and she says, “You know, that really
doesn’t look too bad.” So | get what you’re saying, 1°m
always just trying to wrap my hands around things because 1

like to be fair. |1 always like a win-win, but in order for
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us to achieve some of the things -- so 1’1l be frank and
honest, so people like me can move up In that area and be
able to live there and be able to afford i1t as the attorney
general has mentioned, Mr. Tondro and others have mentioned
over the years, we have to increase. We have to do that so
we can offset the cost. And every time that’s mentioned, we
find something to deflect 1t. And that’s all I’m saying.
I’m not saying you all do it. 1°m not saying it’s -- but it
seems like 1t’s always the case.

Now, In other parts of the city, yeah, they’re
against i1t, but we work i1t out like what you’re doing. We
work i1t out and then they appreciate the affordable housing
to the point now that the reverse is happening as |
mentioned earlier, they want market rate. So | appreciate
that and 1 do have another question.

Well, let me say this, Commissioner Gosselin, 1 do
agree with you about the all In, but 1°ve been here long
enough to learn that 1 like to know what the bottom line is.
I don’t need to know all the rest of it, you know? 1°d like
to know what the bottom line i1s and 1 think you’re right,
not just necessarily the planning folks. You know, they
have the expertise iIn it because I’m a layman as well. 1’°ve
been a layman (inaudible), but 1°d like to know what’s the
highest you can go and that’s i1it? So I like that term all

in. So as my colleague, Commissioner Imamura mentioned if
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more time will help us to do what 1°’m hearing, then I will
put that in the parking lot for us as we go through this
process.

Commissioner Sherman, did you have anything you
wanted to opine on or are you good?

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Well, just to again say
that from our perspective, it isn’t about the housing and
the development, 1t’s about the size and the scale and we’re
just trying to balance those things. We are in our
resolution supporting the city’s initiative, Chairman Hood,
and we’re asking for some additional consideration related
to size. And 1 know i1t gets into the fine points and the
details, which 1s why a further conversation with OP could
get us to a resolution, a definitive resolution.

CHAIR HOOD: Commissioner Sherman, I”’m going to
ask you a question that I already know the answer to. |IFf
that happens and you and OP come in holding hands, will all
of our opposition go away?

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: No, no. But what’s
interesting though and i1t’s a good -- iIt’s a good point,
it’s a good question, we are living attention here, Chairman
Hood. All of these public policy questions are always
attention. On the one hand, we want to support a public
goal of iIncreasing dedicated affordable housing. At the

same time, we want to be on guard about size and scale



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN R B R B R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

100

because folks have concerns about -- as Commissioner
Gosselin has said and as 1 have said, about the look and
feel of the neighborhood from that perspective but not
against development, not against the housing. It’s just
balancing those two and that’s a tension that we’ll live

with forever and we’re prepared to live with that.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. || agree. Let me just say
this, 1 appreciate you both, also for indulging all of our
questions, especially mine, but continue to -- 1 know you’re

all going to stay engaged and stay involved, so we’ll see
how that additional conversation will happen. | believe it
will. I think it’s important for the Commission, so thank
you all. Thank you both very much. Any other follow-up
questions? Thank you both, Commissioner Sherman and
Commissioner Gosselin. Thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER SHERMAN: Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Now Commissioner Nash, you have been
-- and let’s keep the other commissioners up. Commissioner
Nash, we’re going to give you the floor. Do we have any
other commissioners from 3/4G, 1 believe? Do we have any
other commissioners that are going to testify, Ms. Ackerman?

MS. ACKERMAN: No.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. All right, Commissioner Nash,
I think this conversation may be a little different, but you

can go right ahead. You want to unmute. Yeah, there you
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go. No, you muted yourself again. There you go. You put
it back on again.

COMMISSIONER NASH: 1 see, | have to keep it
pressed. Okay, I got it. All right. So thank you,
Chairman Hood and 1 want to begin by emphasizing that 1 am
speaking here only on behalf of myself, although
Commissioner Ferguson and I are close to one and other in
that we did not support the majority view because of the
loss of affordable housing. | spent a lot of time In my
minority report debunking some of the claims Commissioner
Sherman made about his survey. 1°m not going to go through
that now because I don’t think the survey matters very much
to you folks, but I just want to say the vast majority of
ANC residents did not take the survey.

Secondly, the survey is unscientific. There 1s no
attempt to control for sampling error. There Is not even a
margin of error listed in 1t. But In my view, a margin of
error of about double what a scientific survey would be
would basically eliminate whatever differences there are
between people for housing and people against it. Third,
even 1f you go by the survey, a plurality of people in my
single member district want housing, okay? They said they
want housing. But another thing that I got out of the
survey that is missing in the majority report with their

concern, 1 won’t say obsession, with height, the people I
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talked to and the narrative responses to that survey
overwhelmingly said we want housing, but we do not want to
lose any of the green space recreational space on that site;
that i1s really important to us. And so that’s why 1 could
not go along with that view of the majority.

Now, the problem i1s, you know, just as
Commissioner Gosselin was saying, we don”’t -- we just do
total height and the Zoning Commission has more technical
ways of defining that and adding penthouses on. |1 don’t
know how a 60 percent floor area ratio works out because the
parking lot is currently paved and that can count as unbuilt
upon green space. But so what I want to say to you that
matters to everyone -- well, to most people 1 know in my
district and to me, myself, what matters to us is that
whatever you do on that site, we don’t lose any greenspace,
okay? In fact, 1 talked to one developer who said that she
could add to greenspace because you put parking underground.

And from an urban planning point of view, | think
the greenspace i1s critical. Number one, you’re going to
have families there with children and they need to play. We
don’t want to lose any greenspace, no matter what you do.
And secondly, that greenspace, 1If you maintain it or make it
bigger, that is going to make i1t more possible for the
community to welcome these new people Into our midst and

there are tensions, as you’re seeing, about welcoming them
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in. |If people here feel like well, we had to lose
greenspace In order to accommodate affordable housing, that
is not going to help. Also, though, it will help if we have
more greenspace and recreational opportunities, we can all
come together and play together. And a community that plays
together stays together. Okay.

And then finally, | want to challenge what
Commissioner Gosselin said -- well, kind of challenge. The
developer 1 spoke to said that she could put over 100 units
-- 1 think 150 affordable units iIn but she needed 65 feet to
do that, not 60, okay? So if there had -- 1f I had had a
chance to support a 70 foot resolution, 1 would’ve done
that. 1 think at 70 feet, you could get a substantial
amount of affordable housing. You could preserve greenspace
and allay some more neighborhood concerns about massing. So
that would be -- I mean I would be happy to live with that,
also.

And I think that will do -- well, no, finally, 1
want to say, yeah, even in the survey, a plurality of people
in my single member district supported housing. So there
are a lot of people here who do want affordable housing.

The majority view, 1 would say, i1s Impossible to determine.
All we can know 1s we’re divided. But I will say this, the
loudest voices are the majority against housing, that is for

sure.
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CHAIR HOOD: Great. Thank you, Commissioner Nash.
Let’s see 1T we have any questions. Vice Chair Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: No questions. Thank you,
Commissioner Nash for your viewpoint and all of your
dedication and work on this case and other issues In your
community, we appreciate it and you’re right about the
tradeoffs and Ben and others referred to the balancing. |1
mean, yeah, the additional height will get your more
opportunity to have more greenspace, so there are tradeoffs
whatever you do. So we understand that, so thank you very
much.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Commissioner Stidham, any
questions, comments?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: No questions or comments,
just thank you for the support of your community and being
here this evening. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: And Commissioner Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Commissioner Nash for providing an alternate
point of view; also for raising the point about the
scientific survey. 1 had thought the same thing but wanted
to at least -- thought 1t was a good effort, right, to at
least encourage public participation. But 1°m glad that you
raised that point. And I’m an advocate, as most people

know, for more greenspace. As I know that Commissioner
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Stidham 1s and Vice Chair Miller, as well as Chairman Hood.
So I’m convinced that design can solve some of the most
challenging problems that we have and I think 1t’s an
iterative process and I’m convinced that as long as the
community continues to advocate for open greenspace, active
civic use and affordable housing that there i1s a -- there
will be a design outcome eventually, 1 think, that most
people, not all -- we know that not everybody will agree but
most will come to appreciate and value, so on behalf of the
District of Columbia. So again, Commissioner Nash, thank
you for your point of view and for your points that you’ve
made and Mr. Chairman, that’s all that I have.

CHAIR HOOD: 1, too, want to thank you,
Commissioner Nash. I will tell you, 1 believe that you and
your two fellow colleagues, Commissioner Sherman and
Commissioner Gosselin, | believe you all will be able to --
I believe that you all may be able to have another
discussion on that, but we’ll see where we go. And for me
listening, there are a few points 1 can imagine -- | would
love to listen in on one of you all”’s ANC meeting, but not
about zoning. No, I wouldn’t come for that, but just to
hear the exchange because 1 don’t really think that you all
are just too far off from your discussion. It’s just that
everybody’s pulling and holding out for what they want and I

appreciate all the work that all of you all do and your
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chair as well. So I’ll just leave i1t at that. 1 don’t have
any questions but stay tuned. And what amazes me, I’m
hearing that you all are talking already, so you all have
already went further to talk to developers and doing all
that, so I’m just iInterested. That’s very interesting, so -
- but keep up the good work in helping the city to come out
with the best outcome.

But 1 will say this, you all have a councilmember
who I’m sure even -- whatever happens in this process, one
thing I -- you know, I know we always don’t like it and not
just this administration but previous administration,
previous councils, everybody wants what’s best for the city
and I don’t think we have nothing no different here.

Nothing no different here. We just have to come to some
type of agreement or to the best -- get as close as we can
because at the end of the day, the developers will be gone
and guess who’s going to have do whatever projects there, we
are who live there. So I’ll just leave 1t. That’s enough
of my soapbox, so thank you all. Thank you all three of
you. We appreciate all the work you do.

COMMISSIONER NASH: Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: All right, Ms. Ackerman. | think
we’re ready for those who are In support or can we just call
whoever? Let’s just call them all up. We don’t have to go

through that, whatever’s on the list.
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MS. ACKERMAN: Okay. 1 have a list of the iIn
support first, is that --

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Let’s do that. Let’s do that.
Okay .

MS. ACKERMAN: Okay. We have -- 1’m going to name
the first five, Cheryl Cort, organization is the Coalition
for Smarter Growth.

CHAIR HOOD: Ms. Ackerman, let me interrupt you.
My colleagues and 1 have been going for almost, what, two
hours -- oh, no, wait a minute. You can call them --

MS. ACKERMAN: Three hours.

CHAIR HOOD: Let’s take a ten minute break. We’ll
come back at 7:10.

MS. ACKERMAN: Okay.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay, thank you.

(Whereupon, at 6:52 p.m., a brief recess was
taken.)

CHAIR HOOD: I hope that ten minutes was
refreshing. All right. Ms. Ackerman, i1f you could call
everyone. | think, you know, I°m going to say this, after I
did that and I saw Ms. Cort, 1 think the last time we took a
break, Ms. Cort was just getting ready to start again, so
Ms. Cort, thank you very much. All right, Ms. Ackerman,
let’s call —-

(Background conversation)
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MS. ACKERMAN: Okay. So the next few people are
Bob Ward, Ronald Eichner and Alex Baca.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Is that five?

MS. ACKERMAN: Yes.

CHAIR HOOD: Is everybody here?

MS. ACKERMAN: That’s four. 1°m sorry, Ellen
McCarthy.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. All right. Let’s get started.
We have five. If not, we will add some later, but we’ll
start off with Ms. Cort.

MS. CORT: Thank you, Chairman Hood. Thank you
for the opportunity to testify. I’m testifying on behalf of
the Coalition for Smarter Growth. We’re the leading
nonprofit in the DC region advocating for walkable, bikeable
inclusive transit-oriented communities as the most
sustainable and equitable way for the DC region to grow and
provide opportunities for all. We wish to express our
strong support for the proposed zoning changes for Chevy
Chase’s Main Street. We’ve participated in and tracked
closely the entire process: the comprehensive plan, future
land use map, housing equity report, small area plan and the
our RFP public process for the library site and also tracked
this rezoning proposal.

These proposed changes, though modest, are still

meaningful i1n advancing the District’s goals to create more
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affordable housing in high opportunity neighborhoods and, at
the same time, build a better Chevy Chase with a state of
the art library, community center, public outdoor space.

The form based zoning approach supports a more pedestrian-
oriented streetscape. More housing allows more people to
live in the corridor and support local businesses. The
proposed changes bring the zoning in alignment with the
comprehensive plan and address the priority of racial and
housing equity by opening up new opportunities for
affordable housing in this exclusive, affluent, high-priced,
well-resourced neighborhood.

Given that only one percent or so of DC’s
dedicated affordable housing exists and Rock Creek West and
none exists in the Chevy Chase Small Area Plan, these
changes are meaningful. The civic site can comfortably
accommodate more than 100 units of affordable housing. We
want the zoning to not exclude that. We are concerned that
the zoning changes are too modest or are threatened with
further shrinking of affordable housing potential. The
civic site zone deviates from the zones that it’s patterned
after with constricting lot occupancy to 60 percent. Lot
occupancy at 60 percent restriction IS a major compromise
and might mean that we”’d be looking at additional height as
the way to make sure that we achieve affordable housing,

along with these other public uses onsite. But the latest
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ANC resolution has proposed the opposite. These proposed
constrictions threaten the viability of a feasible building
and a substantial number of affordable homes on this rare
publicly owned site.

Failing to make room for affordable housing after
so much process over several years would perpetuate the
status quo and a history of exclusion that has resulted iIn
the mostly affluent mostly white neighborhood of today. We
ask the Commission to support OP’s modest rezoning
proposals. This Is a rare opportunity to bring substantial
amount of affordable housing to this exclusive neighborhood
and help meet the city’s housing equity goals. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. And I’m going to ask each
person who testifies if you could stick around a moment, we
might have some additional questions. And I°m just going to
go by who 1 see on my screen. Mr. Ward, I think you can go
next, 1f you don’t mind.

MR. WARD: Chairman Hood, members of the Zoning
Commission, my name is Bob Ward. 1°m testifying on behalf
of Cleveland Park Smart Growth, a DC nonprofit organized to
promote walkable, sustainable and equitable communities iIn
Ward 3, especially along the Connecticut Avenue corridor.

We ask that the Commission support the proposed text and map
amendments offered by the Office of Planning for several

reasons. First as the OP set down report and their
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presentation this afternoon spells out, this part of the
district was created as an exclusive enclave to the use of
policies such as restrictive covenants, bans on multifamily
housing, redlining and the use of eminent domain to evict
black communities to build the all-white Lafayette
Elementary School.

As the recently tabled historic district
nomination for Chevy Chase noted, the founders of Chevy
Chase took steps to, “create an ideal suburban community on
the outskirts of a major city, a new community that was
designed to be insulated from the cultural and economic
diversity of the city.” To that end, they were incredibly
successftul. Chevy Chase remains overwhelmingly white and
high itncome and only a small exclusive group of people have
access to the neighborhood’s excellent public amenities,
access to employment, transit and daily shopping needs.

Part of the reason why it remains exclusive is
because of i1ts carefully planned and guarded physical
characteristics. Adding the capacity for more multifamily
housing on the commercial strip is a very small step forward
towards making Chevy Chase more welcoming.

Second, the need for permanently affordable
housing i1n this part of DC is acute. It’s found at rates
well below the rest of the District and i1s far short of

contributing to the Mayor’s housing goals. We need places
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to live for more of the people who work here: teachers,
restaurant workers, caregivers, public safety, transit
operators and more. This i1s an especially difficult goal to
achieve given the high cost of land. Fortunately, a
significant block of publicly owned land exists where the
library and community center are located.

Upzoning the civic space to accommodate both a new
library and community center, as well as adding permanently
affordable housing is an opportunity that can’t be missed.
Modestly increasing the housing capacity of the remaining
parts of the commercial areas provides the opportunity to
create additional attainable housing and multifamily homes.
For many Chevy Chase residents, their younger selves would
likely be unable to buy in Chevy Chase today. It keeps
getting more expensive. Few can expect their children to be
able to start a home In the neighborhood in which they grew
up. Housing for a range of incomes IS needed.

And third, the design forward approach of the
proposed zoning will help ensure lively and successful
street experience for this important neighborhood Main
Street. The form based code elements that incentivize
interesting narrow retail cadence and high retail ceilings
has the potential to transform, especially on the east side
of Connecticut Avenue from a parking dominant uninspired

strip of retail into a vibrant stretch, you know, with
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interest for pedestrians to look, linger and purchase. And
I would comment that this obsession on height of the
buildings of the proposed zones really, 1 think 1t was
Commissioner Imamura who mentioned, I mean your perspective
of the height should really be taken from the street and not
from some location in the sky. Penthouses won’t be seen and
with the setbacks proposed, largely, you won”’t see much more
than what your eye can see right above the higher story
retail.

So with that, 1 think 1t’s past time to rethink
the legal protections, like exclusionary zoning that
perpetuate patterns of segregation. The government
segregated Chevy Chase. The government evicted thriving
black families to make way for public space for white
families. There iIs no question that more should be done
than what i1s being proposed here, but this first step 1is
important. We urge you to do the right thing and approve
these amendments as proposed and thank you for your
consideration.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. And next, 1 see Mr.
Eichner, hopefully 1 didn’t mess your name up too bad.

MR. EICHNER: Not too bad, it’s Eichner.

CHAIR HOOD: Eichner, sorry.

MR. EICHNER: Yeah. Good evening, Chair Hood and

members of the Zoning Commission. My name Is Ron Eichner.



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

114

I’m an almost 15-year resident of Chevy Chase, DC and
ANC3/4G. 1’ve been an active participant in just about
every task force, committee and discussion related to the
future of this neighborhood. So I understand you enforce
the time limit, so I’m going to jump right In. First, 1 am
totally fully supportive of the proposal for new zoning for
Chevy Chase, DC and 1 look forward to the neighborhood
becoming more vibrant, more urban and more welcoming than
its exclusive history has been.

It’s been a journey, like four years of public
engagement and not everyone i1s happy about all of the
results, as you saw earlier, including some In my
organization, Ward 3 Vision, who would be perfectly
comfortable with the heights and densities of the existing
apartment buirldings that are just two blocks south of the
civic core. |1 don’t disagree, but that’s how planning and
public engagement works. Not everyone gets what they want.
This resulting zoning before the Commission now represents a
very good compromise. Modest changes in height and density
to iIncrease opportunities for affordable housing and a very
innovative design-based provision to encourage walkable and
attractive streetscapes and compatible infill development.

Second, 1 urge the ANC to reject the outrageous
ANC resolution for its obvious conflict with the comp plan

goals for making DC a more inclusive city. By voting to
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limit any increase in Connecticut Avenue buildings to 60
inches above what 1t is now, they would limit the
possibility of any iIncrease iIn opportunities for affordable
housing in the CC1l commercial stress and reduce the
potential for affordable housing at the civic core by as
much as 40 percent by loping off two floors of any apartment
building that might be built there.

Lastly, 1 want to note that the ANC’s do it
yourself survey offers some valuable insight into the
respondent’s goals, but to consider i1t to be definitive
about solutions is highly problematic. As you probably
understand, no experienced urban planner would ever poll
residents about height preferences without describing
context, have i1llustrations, photographs, examples,
renderings, computer modeling, et cetera, but none of that
was done in the do i1t yourself survey. What the survey says
is that people are concerned about height, but a specific
height, there’s no way you could rely on this survey for
that.

Planning is about finding solutions to sometimes
conflicting problems and goals. To that end, several of us
recommended that the survey not merely ask people whether
they like this or that feature but also why, which would
give planners actionable data to find a solution. For

example, a respondent might’ve said they don’t support



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

116

affordable housing, but why? If they’re worried about the
impact on public space, then that’s something that can be
solved by zoning or design. But if they just don’t like
living near poor people, that’s another thing. Why really
matters.

We were told by the survey people 1t would be too
much work to ask why people objected. It’s just -- as the
computer people say, it’s GIGO, garbage in, garbage out.
All these questions are elaborated In my written testimony
and 1°d be happy to discuss this for another couple hours if
you want because 1°ve got a few feelings about it.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Mr. Eichman. Let’s go to
Ms. Baca.

MS. BACA: Hello. My name is Alex Baca. 1I°m
testifying on behalf of Greater Greater Washington, where 1
serve as the DC policy director. Before I get started, |
just want to clarify that 1 work for Greater Greater
Washington. It doesn’t have smart growth In the name.
Coalition for Smarter Growth and CPSG are two separate
organizations. From time to time, we all work on the same
things, but we are separate entities. Thank you, Chairman
Hood for raising my point about special zones earlier in
this meeting.

My testimony is pretty short and sweet, so given,

you know, four minutes and fifty seconds, I’m going to go
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off script a little bit, just to respond to some of the
things that have come up tonight. We’re supportive of this
case, 1t should go forward. 1It’s certainly not sufficient
to produce enough housing, make housing more affordable,
desegregate Chevy Chase, do all of the things, the big
laudable goals that the District has 1t has. But iIt’s
important to keep 1t moving and 1 also think this is a
really useful example of how changes to the comp plan have
been implemented over time, which certainly 1°m taking notes
on as we prepare for a rewrite of the comprehensive plan iIn
the next few years.

My resistance to the concept of special zones is
just sort of when you look at how much time and attention
Chevy Chase has received in this process, like Chevy Chase
in particular, with the intent of changing i1t, 1 just --
it’s hard for me not to think about how all of OP’s
attention has been pulled to this part of the District. And
maybe that’s valid and important because we are talking
about desegregating and allowing for people of different
races and different incomes to live in a place that has
created and build environment that’s really hostile to them.
But 1 think at some point, you know, it’s time to move on.
And 1 think we have reached that inflection point.

I think OP has done a lot of good work. 1 think

Mr. Lawson made special zones sound like really fantastic
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and like they’re a really great solution for complicated
cases. | would also say that sort of where the ANC is at
demonstrates that all of these cases sort of end up in the
same place anyway. Like people might sue them, people are
unhappy about them, the witness list for Zoning Commission
hearings are really long. So that, to me, is sort of
counterbalancing are the special zones valuable and worth
the time and the Input. 1It’s what we’ve got. Again, we’re
super supportive of them and we’re looking forward to this
happening. But it should be said that they are really,
really resource intensive for the politics of the case to be
somewhat similar as just a zone that is on the books
already.

I don”t want to spend too, too much time on that,
you know? It feels like i1t’s splitting hairs. |1 do want to
make sure that we aren’t looking to special zones to solve
conflicts that are going to be inherent in development
policies going forward, again, as I’m taking notes for the
comp plan rewrite.

Again, 1’1l say just to end this that this is not
sufficiently dense enough. You know, i1t might be easy to
say | don’t live In Chevy Chase. 1 live In a much denser
neighborhood and 1 think my life is richer for 1t. So, you
know, my personal opinion but i1t is also representative of

GG Wash”s stance that the city needs to meet its housing
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goals. We support the housing goals. The goals are
honestly not as aggressive as they could be and, you know,
we do want to see neighborhoods that have not contributed
their fair share to the city’s production of affordable
housing and market rate housing play their part. So I’m
looking forward to Chevy Chase continuing to the District’s
housing stock in a meaningful way. | hope this is just the
start of further changes. Thanks.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you. And 1 apologize,
Greater Greater Washington, I think 1 might’ve mixed 1t all
up, but 1t won’t be the first time that 1 apologize. Okay.
Ms. McCarthy?

MS. MCCARTHY: Good evening, Chairman Hood and
members of the Zoning Commission. My name is Ellen McCarthy
and I’m a member of the steering committee of Ward 3, The
Vision. | am preparing their testimony and representing the
position of Ward 3 Vision tonight. Our statement was
endorsed unanimously by the steering committee.

Just a quick question, do you have my testimony iIn
front of you? Because that would let me skip quickly
through my five minutes.

CHAIR HOOD: We will get it in front of us. 1 had
two others. 1 just have Ms. Baca’s. Let me go to yours.
I’m sure we’ll get it up, so you can go right ahead.

MS. MCARTHY: Okay. Well, I can skim very quickly
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through the first part of 1t. Ward 3 Vision is a set of
volunteers that are residents of the ward who can imagine
our neighborhood to be an even better urban place, more
walkable, sustainable and vibrant. We work to ensure that
DC grows in a way that is environmentally and socially
responsible, positive, progressive, while respecting the
character of our residential neighborhoods and bringing the
vitality of urban life to our commercial corridors. We are
architects, planners, lawyers, writers, preservationists,
retirees, people who care about our community and are
willing to put in the time and do the homework to make our
neighborhood more equitable and sustainable.

So i1n short, we were very active and proposed
several comp plan amendments to the future land use map to
call for increased density so we could have more affordable
housing. Most of those were accepted by the Office of
Planning. We then were actively engaged in the small area
plan. We even sponsored some sessions of our own to explain
to people better about financing affordable housing and
various design issues. We were very pleased to participate
with the Washington Interfaith Network Ward 3 Affordable
Housing Task Force and Historic Chevy Chase DC in developing
of a proposal for implementation of the plan. And now you
have before you that proposed text amendment. We were

highly engaged with the Office of Planning and the ANC in
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its development and we sincerely appreciate the hard work of
the OP staff to translate some pretty detailed provisions of
the small area plan into zoning language. We’re
particularly grateful to Mr. Lawson and Ms. Brown Roberts
for incorporating several of our suggestions in the text.
The proposed design amendments 1 don’t think we
need to go into In detail because nobody seems to have
focused on them very much, but we tried very hard to
translate the need to keep the character of this area with
small retailers and improving street vitality and pedestrian
activity so all of those are i1n the detail design
recommendations that you see in the zoning text, which 1°d
be happy to go into in more detail. But I really wanted to
get to the elephant in the room, which Is the height issue.
You no doubt will hear people telling you that,
you know, this proposed zoning -- that Chevy Chase is In
danger of being turned into Friendship Heights or, oh my God
forbid, Bethesda, with high rise buildings and arguing that
zoning should be revised to be no more than 60 feet. The
misguided resolution that ANC 374G passed echoes this
concern. But the reality is in the next block south from
the area we are talking about, there are 90-foot and 70-foot
apartment buirldings and that’s 90 feet and 70 feet with 18-
foot penthouses on top of them. So when people tell you

that having the heights that are 1in the OP text amendment
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will destroy the character of the neighborhood, they’re
forgetting that the neighborhood includes a substantial
number of residents that live iIn apartment buildings.

As the Commission is aware, It Is extremely
difficult to finance new affordable housing, especially in
high land cost areas like upper northwest DC. The civic
core site, which 1s currently home to the community center
and library i1s a large parcel, i1t’s the only developable
parcel that’s owned by the District of Columbia in all of
upper northwest. Therefore, 1t’s the only place where the
District has the ability to reduce i1ts land price as a means
of maximizing the potential for affordable housing.

Therefore, Ward 3 Vision strongly opposes any reduction
in the proposed permitted height for the site, which would
reduce the amount of housing that could be provided. But
we’re also very conscious of the fact that the open space on
this site iIs Important open space, which iIs why reducing the
height would then make -- require you to take more of the
site and reduce the amount of open space 1If you want to get
the full program through. We think the OP proposed site
with the 60 percent lot occupancy gets us local needs
satisfied and citywide needs.

And Ward 3 Vision had originally argued for
greater maximum height and lot coverage, but after

considerable community discussion, we felt that a compromise
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on height and lot occupancy provided a good balance between
the local and the citywide needs. 1It’s been clear from the
comments at ANC meetings and the local listserv that many
community members are not familiar with what a particular
height limit in a zoning text actually looks like when
burlt.

There’s definitely not an understanding that
penthouses being set back from all sides of the building are
generally not visible from the street and thus do not have a
negative impact on the feel of the community. The
Commission should thus view the opposition from the ANC and
many of the letters expressing opposition to height in this
light that, you know, as you’ve heard from the ANC
commissioners, there is not a fundamental understanding of
the fact that when you talk about height In a zoning
context, the penthouse, which is i1nvisible from the street
should not be counted in the overall classification of
height.

When this section of the upper northwest was laid
out, as Bob Ward pointed out, it was intentional that most
of the land was set aside for single family houses on large
lots. It was a deliberate strategy to make it a community
for well to do people. In practical terms, now that city
residents and elected officials have come to terms with the

seriousness of the housing affordability problem in the
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District, there are very limited opportunities for
increasing housing of different types of prices. When
residents upper northwest oppose new multifamily structures
and increase density, it increases pressure to gentrify and
displace fellow residents living closer to the center and
across the Anacostia.

There’s a longstanding consensus In our ANC and
among most neighbors that we should not iInsist on keeping
the existing low scale, low density character of the single
family housing and keep i1t exactly the same as what i1t is
now when with modifications such as the carefully tailored
and thoughtfully designed proposed zoning that is before us
will allow us to achieve a lively more diverse neighborhood
with minimal negative iImpact and a great upside in terms of
retail health, street vitality and equity. We urge the
Commission to adopt the zoning text as proposed in Case 23-
25.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you, Ms. McCarthy.
Let’s see 1T we have any questions or comments to this
panel. Vice Chair Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you, Chairman and thank
each of the witnesses for your testimony here this evening
and your written comments that you’ve submitted into the
record. 1 think I°ve seen all the written comments in the

record, but 1f you haven’t provided it, please do so. And I
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appreciate you bringing up, as has been brought up before by
my fellow commissioners that there already -- and as brought
up by the ANC, there already have been compromises that have
been made throughout this long process and in terms of the
overall height and design, there have been further design
mitigations that have been proposed in the text amendment.

And as you pointed out, Ms. McCarthy, 1 mean both
the Connecticut Avenue Corridor and Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor currently have 90 and 70 foot buildings all up and
down the corridor, although many of them were built before
there was any inclusionary zoning requirement. Fortunately,
many of them are subject to rent control for those
longstanding tenants who can continue to stay in the -- to
stay alive, being they’re rent controlled apartments. And
there’s somehow the low scale single family homes that are
adjacent to these -- both of these corridors iIn Rock Creek
West have managed to thrive and live together.

And it just seems to me, just on the surface that
with these additional design setback, set down mitigations,
the lower -- and with the lower height that we can somehow
find a way to maximize the overriding civic priority goals
and comprehensive plan of affordable housing, while
obviously renovating or building new civic core uses of the
library, community recreation center and maintaining and

enhancing the green open space, that there is a way that
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this can be accomplished, as Commissioner Imamura said,
through design solutions and we don’t have a project before
us, so we’re not considering the design solution.

There are perimeters that are proposed here and
when the RFP process, as i1t goes forward, there will be
further opportunity to require design mitigations in the
actual project that will be built. So I don’t know, that’s
just a reflection of my reaction to your comments. With the
compromises that already have been made, do any of you want
to comment on how much -- so, you know, the Office of
Planning has proposed 65 feet for the civic core site. The
ANC has proposed 60 and they have the lot occupancy
restriction on top of that; 50 feet for the rest of the
corridor along the avenue. [I°m just ignoring right now the
RF-1.

How much housing do you -- 1 mean obviously, this
isn’t the only site or opportunity for increasing housing
and affordable housing in Rock Creek West, which needs to
increase housing and affordable housing, but how much
housing with the compromises that have already been made and
with the proposal that is currently before it from the
Office of Planning do you think might be potentially -- and
with the design mitigations that are being -- perimeters
that are being proposed, how much housing do you think we

might get out of this proposed rezoning, including the 1Z+
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set aside of 20 percent, of course, the RFP, public
disposition -- disposition of public property process will
require a lot more set aside and a lot deeper affordability.

But for our zoning, how much housing do you think
potentially might be able to be gotten out of what 1is
proposed by the Office of Zoning -- by the Office of
Planning versus maybe the ANCs” further compromise on this
issue in their latest resolution. Do any of you have a
brief comment? 1 don’t want to go in -- we could spend
hours on this, as others have said, but Mr. Eichner, | see
you raising your hand first.

MR. EICHNER: Yeah. 1 mean briefly, 1f you can
get 130. 140 units of housing on this site under the current
proposal with a building that, as Mr. Gosselin points out,
all in 1s 80 feet high, 1f 1t has to be 60, you’re going to
lop two floors off the building. So if 1t’s five floors
over a civic use and you lop two of them off, you reduce the
amount of housing by 40 percent. You know, obviously, it’s
more complicated once you get FAR and lot occupancy and
everything involved, but if you want to have robust open
space and maximize housing, if you cut it down 60 feet,
you’ll reduce it by 40 percent.

In the rest of the zone, if you hold to 60 feet,
that’s an iIncrease in five feet over what’s available. Now,

that five foot iIncrease does not provide additional space
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for housing and the comp plan and all of the other documents
that were referenced tonight i1s based on iIncreasing
opportunities for affordable housing, not just allowing
affordable housing i1n the current zone, which is what the
ANC resolution is saying they will do. They are just saying
they’re for affordable housing but not building affordable
housing.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you. Any others have
any brief comment that you want to add to that?

MR. WARD: I will add just quickly because 1°m not
an expert on how much housing will be lost, 1 feel like the
compromises have been made thus far have gone too far and so
I’m here supporting what OP has put on the table, but
further compromises really dilutes what it is we’re after
here. And 1 feel like, you know, someone’s got to hold the
line and say no more. That’s my opinion.

MS. MCCARTHY: And I wanted to also add because
part of the compromise has been about open space and lot
occupancy, to Commissioner Imamura’s concern, we calculated
that the amount of open space currently on the civic core
site 1T you did not count the surface parking, which i1s kind
of hard to count as good green open space, is approximately
40 percent of the site. So the amount of civic space, open
space that we have now would basically be preserved by a 60

percent lot occupancy requirement, but the quality of the
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open space would be so much better than what is there now.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you.

MS. CORT: The lot occupancy to 60 percent is
significant and really, you know, we should be looking at a
response to that would be a taller building iIn order to fit
more on the site, so 1It’s not a -- 1t”’s beyond compromise to
say we should now squash down the height of the building for
the civic site.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Right. Obviously, there are -

- if you do that, you can”t do it all. 1 mean you can’t do
half of all. So thank you -- 1 don’t know If everybody --
Ms. Baca, did you want to weigh In on that? |1 think 1 let

everybody else talk so 1If you wanted to say another few
seconds.

MS. BACA: I’11 take i1t. Thank you, Commissioner
Miller. 1 do, you know, want to reiterate Cheryl’s point
that, you know, you can go out or you can go up. Again, 1
don’t have a big issue with a taller building in Chevy
Chase, but 1t sounds like many people might. Your past
compromises, those are just tradeoffs inherent iIn what’s
trying to happen here. You know, 1 would also personally
love to see us talking about in the future what it looks
like to increase density off of corridors. 1 don’t think
corridors should be solely responsible for like housing

people and like that’s where my mind also goes with this.
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That’s all outside of the scope of this case. 1 won’t spend
too much time on i1t, but 1 do hope that we can be more
expansive iIn our thinking about the places that are
appropriate for density because | think they are many.
Thanks.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Well, thank each of you,
again, for your testimony and for your advocacy on many
issues throughout the city. That’s i1t, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you very much.

CHAIR HOOD: Commissioner Stidham?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: No questions, but thank you
all for your participation this evening.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. And Commissioner Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

No questions, just a couple comments. Want to thank Ms.
Baca for challenging everyone to think more expansively or
yeah, to think more expansively in how we densify our city.
I do want to comment also on Mr. Eichner’s comment about the
survey and perhaps they should have included why. So 1
think that’s a great question. You know, why does matter,
right? And there i1s sort of a push and pull as everybody
has talked about here. And I’m curious If that survey
included that i1f we don’t -- i1if we don”’t go higher than we
don’t accommodate our program, whatever said program might

be, so either build out or build up. And I don’t think
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that”s a concept that everybody either understands or
perhaps i1t wasn’t explained to them. So I encourage each of
you in your role to continue to educate the public and iIn
those matters as well as height. And so thank you, Mr. Ward
and Ms. McCarthy about your comments about heights and
setbacks. | appreciate that and encourage you to continue
to educate those around you about that.

Mr. Ward, also 1 want to thank you for just
reminding us about the history told, as well as your comment
about generations coming back and being priced out, right?
That’s something that very rarely is brought up In our
conversations and that’s something that I1°m certainly
attuned to with my own daughter who’s reaching adulthood and
finding her way. But I do think that that should be part of
the conversation, so Mr. Ward, thank you for bringing that
into the conversation, appreciate that as much. And 1 think
Mr. Chairman, that probably concludes the comments that I
wanted to make for now. Thank you all for your
participation in the public process and sharing your points
of view and for your time this evening. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you. 1 want to ask
Greater Greater Washington, and forgive me if 1 get all of
it mixed up, 1’m looking to make sure I get it right,

Greater Greater Washington, Smart Growth and the Cleveland
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Park Smart Growth, but let me ask this question, Is Greater

Greater Washington and this Cleveland Park Smart Growth, you

all are not under an umbrella or the same or are you? Okay.
(Nonverbal responses, shaking heads)

CHAIR HOOD: All right. But let me ask this, do

you all ever disagree? Because it seems like -- I’m just
curious, I’m sure you -- I’m just curious, do you all ever
disagree?

MS. BACA: I mean 1 -- since | like to challenge

everyone, yeah, from time to time, we do. You know, I
actually worked for Coalition for Smarter Growth previously.
I’m at GG Wash now, of course, you know, we all think the
same from time to time, but we do work in different places.
I would say that sometimes like GG Wash will take a more
aggressive stance on things to reflect our supporter base,
we have, I’m going to say -- | want to say, you know, a
donor base and a supporter base. We also -- and this 1is
outside of the scope of this conversation, we’re a 501(C)4
so we do political work 1n a way that CSG, especially, does
not. So that stuff doesn’t show up iIn these hearings, but
there are distinctions between our organizations.

I mean 1 think we differ from time to time on some
of the more -- on the finer points on some of these cases
when we’re all testifying, but, you know, sometimes some of

us are testifying on some things and some of us are not
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taking those up. This one is Important to GG Wash because
we’ve been really supportive of the Mayor’s housing targets
and because so much of that has lagged in Rock Creek West,
so that’s of particular interest to us, especially when we
try to figure out what implementing the comprehensive plan
looks like and that’s relevant to our advocacy and also
relevant to our supporters. So I can talk about our
organizations forever (inaudible) will speak for themselves.

CHAIR HOOD: And that isn’t necessarily an

important question, I ask that because 1 also get
information when -- but when 1 heard -- the unanimous theme
I heard from the three groups tonight was -- and each of you

can correct me if 1°m wrong, even though we’re doing this,
but we’re not really going far enough. 1Is that a unanimous
what I’m hearing?

MS. CORT: Yes.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. 1 don’t want to ask what far
enough is, but 1 probably would agree with far enough. But
you see where we are just with this.

Now Ms. McCarthy, let me ask you a question. 1
want you to put your old hat on or your old thinking because
I’m trying to remember the -- and 1°m saying this stuff for
a reason, to educate a lot of folks who may be on here so we
can figure out how we got here. The small area plan when 1

was involved iIn that and I was on the comprehensive plan
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task force some years back, the process was that was
developed with 1nput from the community; is that how it was
-— 1s i1t still done that way and did 1 recall that
correctly?

MS. MCCARTHY: The small area plan? Was the Chevy
Chase Small Area Plan developed with input from the
community?

CHAIR HOOD: Yeah, yeah. Let’s be specific --

MS. MCCARTHY: Yes. Oh, definitely. 1 mean as
Commissioner Gosselin pointed out, 1t was a big challenge
for the Office of Planning because it was at the very
beginning of COVID and so the Office of Planning scrambled
very creatively, first of all, to do virtual meetings, but
also to do things like they would organize walks up
Connecticut Avenue for anybody that wanted to come and
participate so they could talk to people about, you know, so
what do you feel about, you know, this corner and this
height and what about, you know, this development here.

You know, because we could be out in the open air.
It was freezing cold for some of i1t, but it was -- It was --
they went to farmer’s markets. They went to Chevy Chase
day, all kinds of open air events to get input from people
in addition to the virtual sessions that we sponsored, along
with various other groups to educate people about the issues

that were involved in the small area plan. So I would say
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yes, it was developed with a great deal of input, yes.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay, all right. Thank you, 1
appreciate your testimony as well. 1 did read your comment
and 1 do take heed of some of the things you told us we
should be ignoring, but 1 appreciate your comments. So |
thank this panel, unless my colleague have additional
questions. Thank you all very much and thank you for
everything that you all do, not just | this case, but in all
cases, especially across the city, so thank you all.

All right. Ms. Ackerman, can we call the next
five up, please?

MS. ACKERMAN: The next people are Jamie Butler,
Christopher Vaden, Tim Abrams, Olivia Osborne and Randy
Speck.

MR. YOUNG: Sorry, I might need you to say that
one more time.

MS. ACKERMAN: Okay. Sorry about that. Randy
Speck, Olivia Osborne, Tim Abrams, Christopher Vaden and
Jamie Butler. 1 can send 1it.

MR. YOUNG: Yeah. |If you can send it to me, that
would be great.

MS. ACKERMAN: 1 will right now.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Do we have everyone up? Not
yet. So I don’t see everyone. Let me go ahead and get

started. Let me go with Ms. Osborne. She’s in the car, so
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let’s start with Ms. Osborne.

MS. OSBORNE: Thank you so much, just coming from
work so 1 apologize any noise. Can you guys hear me okay?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes, we can hear you.

MS. OSBORNE: Okay, great. Okay. Good evening.
My name i1s Olivia Obsorne. 1I°m a Ward 3 resident testifying
today on behalf of DC YIMBs. |I°m speaking today in support
of the mixed use zoning proposal for upper Connecticut
Avenue and Chevy Chase, DC. Rock Creek West has constructed
only 10.1 percent of i1ts target for affordable housing. The
lowest percentage of any neighborhood in DC. Chevy Chase
specifically a high cost and amenity rich neighborhood where
the median home price is more than $1.2 million, it has a
responsibility In ensuring that new housing goals are met.
This mixed use zoning proposal will allow for critical units
to be constructed at the Chevy Chase Civic Core site, all
while increasing new opportunities for transit connected
affordable housing.

While this i1s a small step, every new unit
constructed In this area works to close the housing gap In
Ward 3. Washington D.C. and the region at large i1s in the
midst of a housing shortage. Modestly dense affordable and
market rate housing development near transit and local
businesses i1s essential to alleviating that shortage. It is

possible to construct these units In a way that maintains
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the character of upper Connecticut Avenue.

As a Ward 3 resident who lives In a multifamily
dwelling, I can attest that new denser housing units can be
constructed in a way that still respects neighborhood
character. Not all new developments have to be glass
towers. Just recently, a new brick building went up on my
block, adding several new homes for people, but based on the
aesthetics, you would never guess the building’s age. 1
love that 1 can live, work and play in Ward 3. This
proposal will help make that same opportunity available to
others who would like to live iIn this neighborhood. More
density In housing and commercial corridors leads to a
diverse and resilient community.

This proposal will have a direct positive impact
on the small businesses that make up the Connecticut Avenue
Corridor. 1 have no doubt that everybody wishes to see
these businesses survive. They’re what makes Chevy Chase
area a unique, vibrant and desirable place to live. But
these businesses are dependent on foot traffic. As nearby
corridors continue to develop, the Chevy Chase business
community’s competitive edge i1s i1ts local population, who
are best positioned to dine and shop in their own
neighborhood.

This 1s why one of the best ways to ensure that

these businesses thrive i1s to iIncrease the housing supply in
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the corridor. Thank you for your consideration. 1 urge the
Commission to support this mixed use zoning proposal near
upper Connecticut Avenue and help keep Chevy Chase, DC a
thriving community for years to come. Thanks so much.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Ms. Osborne and make sure
you drive safely as you’re listening to us. Ms. Butler?

MS. OSBORNE: Thank you.

MS. BUTLER: Hello, 1°m trying to get my video on
and 1t seems that 1 --

CHAIR HOOD: 1 can see you. | can see you.

MS. BUTLER: Oh, you can see me?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes, we can.

MS. BUTLER: Oh, good. Okay. Give me one moment
because 1t’s in my way now. [It’s iIn the way of my
testimony. Okay. Thank you Commissioners for the
opportunity to testify today In support of OP’s proposed
changes to zoning in Chevy Chase. [I’m Jamie Butler, cochair
of the Washington Interfaith Network, Ward 3 Congregations
Affordable Housing Workgroup or WIN Ward 3. And I’m a
member of (inaudible) Israel Congregation. 1°ve been a
resident of ANC 3/4G with my husband for almost 40 years and
we raised two daughters here who attended DC public schools.
WIN Ward 3 members are from houses of worship that belong to
WIN, a district-wide multifaith, multiracial organization

focused on building a more just and equitable future for
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district residents. Together, our Ward 3 institutions
include more than 4,800 households.

WIN Ward 3 1s focused on the need to build more
dedicated affordable housing here in Ward 3, but we are far
from reaching that goal, as others have mentioned, and it
warrants repetition. The most recent data from 2024
indicate that only 125 new affordable units are being
produced in Rock Creek West and that’s only 10.1 percent of
the Mayor’s target and the smallest amount of the ten
planning areas. WIN Ward 3, along with our partners, Ward 3
Vision and Coalition for Smarter Growth, has proposed the
development of 100 units of dedicated affordable housing at
the civic core, available to those making between 30 and 80
percent AMI.

This project i1s important to fostering racial
equity and economic diversity In upper northwest. We
support the proposed changes In zoning for two reasons and
we think the time for compromise iIs over. One, the
connection to development of affordable housing and two, the
consistency with the comprehensive plan and the Chevy Chase
Small Area Plan. So while we have i1dentified multiple
opportunities to build new affordable housing in our
neighborhoods, the potential for such housing at the Chevy
Chase Civic Core i1s the one most likely to produce a

significant number of units within the next few years.
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Moreover, the District’s request for proposals for the site
calls for maximizing housing and requires that at least 30
percent of units be affordable.

However, we know that achieving this goal will
require changes to zoning as laid out In the OP set down
report. The current zoning for this civic core site, as
you’ve already been told, allows for just 55 feet in height,
including penthouse and adding housing to this site while
also retaining the green space that community members value
can only be realized 1t the height restrictions are lifted.
OP has already taken not of community feedback by reducing
its total maximum height from 93.5 to 80 feet. This change
accommodates concerns that future buildings remain in
character with surrounding buildings. The OP report also
substantially increases the minimum floor area ratio,
allowing for the density necessary to build multifamily
housing.

All other key elements of the current zoning
remain in place. |In fact, greenspace i1s further protected
by setting a maximum lot occupancy for nonresidential uses
where none now exist. Second, the proposed changes clearly
carry out the intent and needed policy changes described in
the comp plan and the small area plan, both of which were
informed by substantial community input and approved by the

council. 1In fact, I was a member of the community advisory
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committee to the small area plan representing WIN Ward 3 and
I am familiar with OP’s efforts to solicit community input
as is Ellen McCarthy. We strongly endorse these goals.

Our own door to door outreach and conversations
with our WIN Ward 3 congregations confirm that we represent
the views of many of our Chevy Chase residents, including
those with young families. We also note that not only were
ANC commissioners closely divided in their April 24
resolution but also that past ANCs have strongly supported
greater density and affordable housing at the civic core.

The small area plan placed a heavy emphasis on
affordable housing, In part to address Chevy Chase’s history
of deliberate exclusion and displacement of black
Washingtonians. It also talks about the need for an urban
design that builds on the existing strengths of the area.

In short, by following through on the framework of greater
density along Connecticut Avenue and at the civic core,
these zoning changes will permit a more vibrant and
inclusive community.

We believe that such changes will enhance an area
that many of us cherish and are happy to call home.

Finally, we appreciate the Zoning Commission’s commitment to
development of new affordable housing district wide and we
encourage you to continue this approach in your

consideration iIn sites of upper northwest. Thank you.
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CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Next, let’s go to Mr.
Vaden. Hopefully 1 pronounced your name correctly.

MR. VADEN: Chairman Hood, that is correct. And
thank you, 1 am Christopher Vaden. In the 29 years that
I1’ve lived in Chevy Chase, the built environment in the
neighborhood has changed practically not at all. As Bob
Ward has already mentioned, the developers who founded Chevy
Chase wanted to create a segregated white suburb designed,
“to be insulated from the cultural and economic diversity of
the city.”

They imposed minimum construction costs that built
exclusion into the very bones of our community. The minimum
cost requirement was a tactic that developers used to limit
the types of buyers iIn a community, in particular, persons
of color. They were also complicit in the expulsion of
African-American families from the area iIn order to build
schools and parks for white residents. Over the ensuing
decades, green-lining ensured that upper northwest,
including Chevy Chase, got ample investment, favorable home
loans and attractive public amenities. Today, single family
zoning and plentiful amenities keep Chevy Chase expensive
and, therefore, exclusive.

So far, i1t has contributed nothing to what should
be a citywide effort to build more affordable housing. It’s

a privilege to live in Chevy Chase and 1t’s long past time
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that we stop hoarding that privilege and make room for
affordable housing that will help Chevy Chase become more
economically and racially diverse. OP and OAG have done a
thorough job explaining why OP’s zoning proposal implements
the policies set forth In the comp plan and the small area
plan to encourage more affordable housing. In my view,
opponents of rezoning have offered nothing to rebut that
demonstration. They simply oppose any change at all. And
by the way, I don’t think further negotiations with OP would
resolve the concerns of the hardcore people who don’t want
the ”small town feel” of Chevy Chase ever to change.

As to the ANC resolution, Subtitle Z says that an
ANC report is entitled to great weight if It sets out the
issues and concerns of the ANC about the application as
related to the standards against which the application shall
be judged. The ANC has made no attempt to relate i1ts
recommendations to the standards of the zoning regulations,
the comp plan or the SAP and thus, i1ts resolution Is not
entitled to great weight.

Compared to the existing MU3A zone, the effect of
the ANC recommendation would be to increase allowable
building height throughout the commercial area by a mere
five feet while reducing the nonresidential lot occupancy to
60 percent. As compared to 0Z’s proposal, the ANC position

would eliminate the distinct zone that OP had carefully
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tailored to the community’s needs and desires for the civic
core site and reduce the allowable height at that site by 20
feet, eliminating to potential floors of affordable housing.

In addition, i1t would reduce the FAR for the civic
core and eliminate any height and lot occupancy bonuses for
1Z+. The result would be no incentive for developing
affordable housing. No part of our city should have to bear
a disproportionate share of the change needed to build
adequate amounts of housing, but no neighborhood should be
exempt from change either. For too long, Chevy Chase has
been exempt from change. Please help reintegrate Chevy
Chase into the like of the city by approving OP’s modest
upzoning proposal. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Mr. Vaden. We”ll hear

from Mr. Abrams and then we’ll go to Former Commissioner

Speck.

MR. ABRAMS: Hi, good evening. Can you all hear
me okay?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes. Yes, we can.

MR. ABRAMS: Thank you. My name is Tim Abrams.
I’m testifying as a resident of DC Chevy Chase. 1°d like to

express my support for rezoning Chevy Chase along the lines
of what ANC Commissioners Gosselin and Sherman presented
tonight, that is the 60 foot building height, including

penthouses. [1’ve lived in DC Chevy Chase with my family for
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the last 17 years. My family and 1 enjoy walking to
Connecticut Avenue. 1It’s a really important place for us.
It"s where we shop, dine out and visit the library and
community center.

After participating In several public meetings
over the last few years, 1 think the small area plan makes a
lot of sense and will improve our local Main Street. In
particular, the i1llustrations of the civic core on Page 18
and 19 of the small area plan are compelling and to my eye,
depict a 60-foot building, approximately, which includes a
tall ground floor retail level with three stories above, all
capped by a setback penthouse. So these were the drawings
that were presented to the community during the small -- at
the outcome of the small area plan process.

As a resident of the neighborhood without a deep
understanding of zoning rules, these illustrations really
matter and they are why 1 personally felt comfortable
supporting the small area plan. My understanding was that
these 1llustrations represented a redeveloped civic core
that can include a new library, a community center, as well
as affordable housing, all without looming over the existing
two to three story buildings along these blocks. So 1°m ask
this Zoning Commission to approve the proposed zoning
changes for Chevy Chase, especially for the civic core based

on the small area plan and the ANC 3/4G’s latest proposal.
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Thank you for your consideration.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Give me one second. 1
saw my friend Archie. 1 always speak to Archie. Archie,
did you need a camera? |Is Archie gone?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: No, 1 needed him the other
night when my camera wasn’t working, but he’s here tonight
to make sure my camera is working until his bedtime, which
i1s momentarily.

CHAIR HOOD: Our young people always help us with
our computers.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: He just waved hello.

CHAIR HOOD: How you doing Archie?

ARCHIE: How are you?

CHAIR HOOD: Would you like to take my place?
It’s good to see you Archie.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: A new generation of leadership
IS walting.

CHAIR HOOD: Yes. Good seeing you. Have a good
evening. Okay. Thank you all for indulging us and thank
you, Mr. Abrams. All right. Commissioner -- Former
Commissioner Speck.

FORMER COMMISSIONER SPECK: Thank you,
Commissioner Hood and Commissioners. 1 am Randy Speck. 1
am a Chevy Chase resident since 1986. | was the ANC

commissioner for ANC 374G for ten years and chair of the
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commission for eight years. | retired from the ANC at the
end of 2022. Whille on the ANC, I chaired several task
forces and committees that were relevant to this proceeding,
including the comprehensive plan task force in 2019 and ’20,
the housing workgroup of the commission’s task force on
racism.

I have testified representing ANC 3/4G more than a
dozen times before the council, advocating various aspects
of the commission’s recommendations for development on upper
Connecticut Avenue and the civic site. During my time on
the ANC, two principles guided our approach, the plans for
the area covered by the proposed new zones. First, we
examined the exclusionary history of our neighborhood, our
community and determined we could do better. We sought to
become more inclusive, more diverse and more welcoming iIn
our neighborhood and share the attributes iIn the
neighborhood that we value.

Second, we recognized the District’s acute
shortage of affordable housing and sought to do our small
share to increase the availability in Chevy Chase. In
effectuating these principles, the ANC unanimously asked the
District to build significant dedicated affordable housing
and workforce housing where the community center and library
and reaffirmed this request in our resolution supporting the

Chevy Chase Small Area Plan. In the testimony to the
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council at the hearing on the small area plan, the ANC
emphasized that while the District policies and laws set
floors for the amount of and type of affordable housing in
future developments, the ANC will continue to advocate for
more ambitious goals, both 1n the quality of affordable
housing and emphasizing the housing at the very low and
extremely low income households.

The Office of Planning’s proposed new zones would
permit development of significant affordable housing and
will provide opportunities for greater diversity in Chevy
Chase. The proposed civic core -- civic site zone would
permit the District to make the best possible use of public
lands and to locate the new community center and library
with additional housing while maintaining the scale that is
consistent with the buildings along Connecticut Avenue. The
proposed zone for the remainder of the area along the upper
Connecticut Avenue would permit modest density iIncreases to
provide further housing opportunities. These proposed zones
will help to effectuate the ANC’s oft repeated principles
and goals.

Regrettably, the ANC’s resolution this last week
represents a crucial repudiation of i1ts prior positions and
this Commission should reject 1t. First, the Office of
Planning appropriately recognizes the unique status --

nature of the civic site and the need for a separate zone to
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allow optimal use of the public asset to benefit the entire
District.

Second, the ANC resolution also proposes a maximum
of 60 foot height for the entire upper Connecticut Avenue
area, a mere five feet more than the current zoning
requirement. |If adopted, the restriction would effectively
make new housing development infeasible and would defeat the
explicit purpose of the comprehensive plan amendments and
the small area plan to rezone the civic site, to leverage
full comprehensive plan height and density to maximize
flexibility and to collocate with a significant amount of
mixed iIncome housing. 1 urge the Commission to approve the
proposed zoning changes that are consistent with the
comprehensive plan, the small area plan, the District
policies to increase affordable housing In Rock Creek West
and the ANC’s longstanding advocacy for significant
affordable housing. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay, thank you. Let’s see 1T we
have any questions or comments for this panel. Vice Chair
Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
thank each of you for your testimony and written comments
that you provided (inaudible) to others i1n case 1°ve missed
the written submission. |If you haven’t already submitted a

written submission, please do so, but I think most of you
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have. It’s very succinct and helpful testimony,
particularly Jamie Butler, thank you. That was helpful to
see -- hear the changes that have already been made and the
opportunities that exist elsewhere, but this iIs important.
You all recognize i1t’s an important incremental step.

Has WIN as a whole, Ms. Butler, taken any
position? You’re part of WIN Ward 3 and you’re testifying
on their behalf, I think, tonight, in favor of the OP
proposal, which you recognize was a compromised proposal
already, but has the overall umbrella WIN taken any
position? And it’s probably in the record and 1 haven’t
seen 1t.

MS. BUTLER: No, I don’t think we explained that
in the record and I can now. WIN Ward 3 is a part of WIN
and any policy decisions or things like this goes to its
strategy group. WIN iIs structured iIn a way that it has a
strategy group and a steering team representing various
congregations across DC. So before we could do the proposal
with Ward 3 Vision and with Coalition for Smarter Growth,
the proposal had to be vetted by them. So not only -- so
yes, our stance has been vetted by the overall organization.
They support what we’re doing here. And one of the things
we know 1s, Tirst of all, we really repudiate the idea that
there’s not strong support for housing. We know there is.

You know, people opposed to things often get the loudest
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voice. Somebody else has already said that.

Second, we know that people across the District
have a stake In what happens here. So we know from
conversations with people i1In other congregations across the
District that they want to see housing here. They want
opportunities here, too. So It isn’t just about Chevy Chase
residents, right? It’s about the broader people in the
District and our role in joining forces with the rest of the
community across the District.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you for that response
and just for the public’s edification and my own, since |
used the abbreviation and you did, too, WIN, 1t’s Washington
-- although you did mention it in the beginning of your
testimony, i1t’s the Washington Interfaith Network that we
were talking about.

Former Commissioner -- Former Chairman Speck,
thank you for your service, long service In your community
and thank you for your testimony tonight. And thank you --
I think you led the ANC 374G when they launched, 1 think,
this really educational project about the racial exclusion
in Chevy Chase, which I didn’t grow up in Chevy Chase, DC,
but I grew up nearby, 1 frankly wasn’t even -- | mean 1
always had a hint of, but I really wasn”t aware of, I read a
lot of the materials that had been produced by various

organizations that have been an outgrowth of that, both In -
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- not just in your community but adjacent communities and
frankly, communities throughout the District of Columbia,
throughout the United States of America but adjacent
communities particularly. And i1t was disturbing and 1 think
the educational aspect is Important and 1 applaud you for
that effort.

It’s a painful process for -- somewhat painful for
the public to recognize past wrongs, but to acknowledge past
wrongs and to try to rectify them is part of what all of us
as civic servants are all about and acting in the best
interest of the District of Columbia. So I thank you each
for your testimony tonight and 1 don’t really have any
specific questions so I’m —-

FORMER COMMISSIONER SPECK: If I could just say
one thing about the task force that we had on racism.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Yeah, 1 might have said
something wrong about it.

FORMER COMMISSIONER SPECK: No, you were
absolutely right and the written testimony that I’ve
provided has a footnote with a link to the report that we
prepared and that report really goes Into great detail about
the exclusionary history of our neighborhood. And we then
decided that we really needed to do something about that and
the Commission has taken a position all along, through the

small area plan, through the comprehensive plan that we need
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to do our part. And I think the zoning changes that have
been proposed by the Office of Planning go specifically to
that i1ssue of how can we do our part to help rectify that
situation.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Thank you. Thank you, Mr.
Chairrman.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Commissioner Stidham, any
comments, questions?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: No questions, but again,
thank you all for participating this evening and bringing us
the iInsights to your work in the community. It’s greatly
appreciated.

CHAIR HOOD: And Commissioner Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1
echo Commissioner Stidham’s comments. Thank you all for

being here tonight.

CHAIR HOOD: I, too, don’t necessarily have any
questions. | appreciate your testimony and as well as your
submissions. Former Commissioner Speck, | appreciate all

the work 1 know that you’ve done and 1 appreciate your
comments and your submission as well as others. But there’s
nothing else for me to ask because 1 can read and 1
understand. And sometimes -- you’re right, in the
discussion you all were having, sometimes we have to make

those wrongs right and I would agree with that. So I’°m
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looking forward to continuing this hearing and having
discussions with those who are i1n opposition and others.
Any other follow-up comments or questions? Okay. So thank

you all. We appreciate you taking the time and sticking

with us.

MS. BUTLER: Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: All right. Ms. Ackerman, can you
bring up -- do we have any more support?

MS. ACKERMAN: More in support? So I’m going to
bring up four and then when they’re done, 1711 bring up the
last four.

CHAIR HOOD: Sounds good.

MS. ACKERMAN: So the next four are Joanna
Mikulski, Karrenthya Simmons, Brian Ellsworth and Steven
Seelig.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. While the others are coming
up, 1°m going to go with Ms. Mikulski, hopefully we
pronounced your name right. Well, 1°m going to say we
because I’m going after Ms. Ackerman, so you may begin.

MS. MIKULSKI: Yes, hi there. Yeah, Joanna
Mikulski. And 1 am testifying as a resident of ANC 3/4G and
Chevy Chase. 1 live about -- my family lives about a ten
minute walk from upper Connecticut Avenue. 1°m also a
volunteer with DC YIMBs, that’s Yes In My Backyard. And I°m

here to speak enthusiastically iIn support of the Office of
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Planning’s proposed rezoning. My family and I have
frequently visited the Chevy Chase neighborhood library to
check out books, to work and to read. We have shopped and
dined at local restaurants and businesses. This is really a
wonderful place to live and I believe that the proposed
zoning changes, as outlined In the Office of Planning’s set
down report and subsequent documents will help our
neighborhood continue to be a vibrant place in the years to
come.

Furthermore, the proposed changes could also help
our neighborhood be a more inclusive and equitable place.
We know that many more people would like to live here but
can’t afford to and a key way to address this challenge is
by building more housing, particularly more affordable
housing. As many have noted this evening, the Rock Creek
West area has made the least progress towards i1ts affordable
housing goals compared to other areas in the District and
the proposed zoning changes would allow for more affordable
housing 1n what i1s really a great location, right along the
bus route, that goes right into downtown DC and near retail
and other wonderful amenities.

I understand that many of my neighbors are
concerned about changes to our neighborhood and 1 get that,
but 1t’s important to note, as many have here today, the

proposed rezoning already represents significant compromise.
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The Office of Planning has scaled down its initial
proposal iIn response to concerns from residents and has
since made changes, further changes iIn response to feedback
and 1 appreciate the proposal iIncorporates provisions that
would encourage the preservation of older facades, maintain
an attractive streetscape, and these include elements also
to provide appropriate spaces for smaller retailers and
ensure street vitality and pedestrian safety on Connecticut
Avenue.

I’m strongly opposed to the ANC 3/4G resolution on
this matter. 1 think i1t’s very misguided. And I believe in
his dissenting opinion to the ANC 374G resolution,
Commissioner Ferguson provided a really compelling case in
support of the Office of Planning’s rezoning proposal.

As the parent of a small child myself, he really
echoed, you know, this issue of, you know, generational
affordability, that 1 want this to be a place where my child
will, you know, 1f they decide can move back into the
neighborhood and afford it, whether, you know, whatever
their profession might be, particularly nurses, teaches,
others who are really critical to our community, we really
want to be able to live and afford to be here. And so with
that, 1’1l say I’m, you know, really testifying here because
I strongly believe more people should have the chance to

live 1In our neighborhood. | believe that my child should
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have more friends, that more people should be able to go to
the excellent public school that she goes to and 1 believe
that the zoning changes will really have a positive impact -
- could really have a positive Impact on our community.
Thank you very much.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Sometimes i1t takes me a
minute for my mouse to come from the other screen down to
this screen. Maybe I need Archie to stop by and give me
some assistance. Okay. And thank you. Hold tight, we may
have some questions for you. 1 believe -- I’m getting ready
to mess this up, Mr. Seelig, I know I messed it up, but --

MR. SEELIG: You did great, Chairman Hood. And 1
appreciate having to deal with two screens. 1’ve got two of
them on right now, so I know how hard that can be the older
you get. And so it’s a great benefit for me to be able to
testify after so many folks who are really expert iIn this
area have testified. 1°d like to associate myself with most
of the comments that 1’ve heard tonight, more inclusion, 1°d
like there to be a bigger, larger footprint. So 1Tt Alex
Baca were here, | would endorse what she had said. 1 think
there’s been plenty of compromises thus far. | wanted to
talk just a little bit about what i1it’s like to live in this
neighborhood and to watch this process over the past several
years from the process for dealing with the comprehensive

plan to the ANC resolution today because it’s almost as if 1
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live in a fantasy world, a place where the people who live
in my neighborhood are people who some of them I don’t want
to associate with anymore because they are expressing views
that are really (inaudible) to me. The entire comprehensive
plan process and Ellen talked about this earlier, was
incredibly inclusive, much, much more so than the survey and
1’1l get to that in a second.

It spoke to people in the apartments who live
along the avenue here, right? We have people who actually
rent and live in this neighborhood and their voices were
absolutely heard In that comprehensive plan. And so to say
that voices weren’t heard and hear Mr. Gosselin say there’s
a lot of frustration about the comprehensive plan process,
that doesn’t resonate for me, so I wanted to comment about
that. You mentioned before, Chairman Hood, that you wanted
to go to an ANC meeting, you really don’t, okay? | went to
some of these ANC meetings and the number of people who are
sitting In the back of the halls with signs no massive
development, don’t build here, 1t was insulting to my
intelligence that | was in that same room as these people.

So those people, though, have the loudest voices.
I’m not talking about the survey that the ANC did because
it’s about the most cynical thing that 1 could possibly
imagine was done. In fact, 1 live closer, 1°m not in ANC

3G, but I live closer to the civic core than Bruce Sherman



© 00 N o o A~ W N P

N RN NN NN P B R B R R R R R
a A W N P O © 00 N O OO0 M W N L O

159

or anybody iIn his district does, okay.

Yet, my voice and voices of people who are outside
of that district were not listened to at all, nor was there
a focus on getting anybody’s responses from those same
apartment houses that the Office of Planning made sure that
they listened to. | would pretty much dismiss this as the
voice of the neighborhood. And, you know, Mr. Sherman’s a
professional surveyor. That’s what he did for a living,
okay? And maybe I°m cynical, but 1 think i1t really did what
his goal was, get the people who objected to respond and
that’s what we got In our survey. So that’s just kind of my
view here from up here in upper Ward 3 and those are my
comments. 1 see my time is up. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you very much. If you can hold
tight, we may have some questions. Brian Ellsworth?

MR. ELLSWORTH: I°m on mute. Can you hear me?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes, we can hear you.

MR. ELLSWORTH: Hi, thank you for -- thank you for

this hearing. [I’m Brian Ellsworth. | was born and raised
in DC. 1 grew up In Adams Morgan. [I’m now a resident of
Woodley Park and 1°m also a member of DC YIMBs. 1I°m here to

express my support for the Office of Planning’s upzoning of
upper Connecticut Avenue, including the Chevy Chase civic
site. That’s because 1 think Ward 3 is a fantastic place to

live and I believe more people should have the opportunity
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to do so, more people should have the opportunity to live
here.

Now, we’ve talked about the amenities and we’ve
talked about the great public transportation, the schools.
We also know Ward 3 i1s the least diverse of the wards iIn the
district. 1t has a higher median income than the rest of
the city and this i1s a place people want to live but they
can’t because they can’t afford to. And this discussion, 1
think, should not be about 60, 70 or 80, 90 foot roofs
because this is ultimately a question of values. And
diversity and inclusion are things that come up a lot in our
discourse In Ward 3, whether 1t’s in our conversations, 1iIn
our voting patterns or the signs that we have on our lawns,
but we can’t have more diversity or inclusion if we don’t
make an active effort to include people who don’t already
live here.

And 1 understand the desire to maintain the look
and feel of Chevy Chase, but at the same time, I know for a
fact that the residents of Adams Morgan or Mount Pleasant in
1994 would have preferred to maintain the look and feel of
their communities. The African-American families who in the
1980s lived in Euclid Street or Ontario Road, they didn’t
have a choice in the look and feel of their neighborhoods.
The Salvadoran immigrants who escaped civil war in their

country and moved into buildings on Columbia Road or
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basement apartments on Mintwood, they didn’t get to choose
what their community looked and felt like. So iIn the face
of the sacrifices that I’ve seen over the years these
families make, | struggle with the i1dea that in Ward 3, we
want to limit affordable housing because it might displace a
parking lot or it might make a building a little taller than
what we’re comfortable with.

That, to me, doesn’t represent the values that
Ward 3 stands for. And the decisions we make here i1n Ward
3, they ripple through the District and through the BMD.
And this i1s a city that has a critical and inhuman shortage
of housing. So restricting housing construction in the name
of maintaining these oases of suburbia in the middle of the
nation’s capital, again, Is not consistent to me with the
values that we represent. And if someone thinks that I°m
being unfair or that I’m wrong, I mean well, reach out,
let’s talk about 1t. But I feel like we can’t, as Ward 3
residents, continue to wall ourselves off from the rest of
the city. We need to be a full part of the District will
all the rights and all of the responsibilities. That’s all.
Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Mr. Ellsworth. 1 may mess
this up, Ms. Karrenthya Simmons.

MS. SIMMONS: Ms. Simmons. |1 did a little typo on

my last name and I couldn”t change 1i1t.
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CHAIR HOOD: Oh, okay. All right. No problem.

MS. SIMMONS: So I’m not going to go on video.
It’s bedtime here, but my name is Karrenthya Simmons and I°m
here to request for the Zoning Commission to follow through
with what the Office of Planning has provided -- and follow
through the Zoning update. Just a little bit of background
about myself, 1°m originally from Detroit. | grew up in
public housing, not affordable housing, and 1 moved here
about 14 years ago. | have been a renter and an owner in
the District and currently, 1 am a renter in one of the tall
buildings that’s between Livingston and Legation. 1°m off
Connecticut Avenue.

I’m here to represent those people who feel that
they don’t have a voice, who feel that, you know, with the
louder voices or those with more income usually get their
way. |1 would like to see for the Zoning Commission to
approve this change iIn zoning so that people can have
affordable housing. |1 live In a rent controlled building.
Rent control does not mean my rent is cheap. My rent is
still market rate. My rate has increased 6 percent in the
last three years that I’ve lived here. So 1f we have more
options of housing along the avenue, 1 feel that 1 can
breathe a little bit better, you know, when i1t comes to my
rental increase. 1 think us building housing on land that’s

owned by the city Is more advantageous for us and iIs being
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good stewards of our tax dollars, versus trying to go build
at the Wells Fargo site, which the DC does not own and which
isn’t even a viable option. So 1 think this iIs a great
opportunity and a good way to be stewards of money.

And then also, 1°ve lived in four of the eight
wards in DC. I1’ve lived in one, four, three and five. And
I just think 1t’s really unfair for all of DC to change and
Chevy Chase to continue to remain static, to continue to
remain the, air quotes, small town village. When I hear
that, 1t’s very offensive to me at times because this small
town village was developed with a racist past. So when 1
hear neighbors say we want to keep our small town feel, to
me, 1t feels that they want to keep this neighborhood as it
was intended, instead of embracing those of us who need
affordable housing.

I don’t need affordable housing, but 1 want to
speak on behalf of those who need it, the ones who are
working and can’t attend these meetings. And I also think
the position of the ANC, it was appalling and I also think
that, you know, this continued surveys and everything is
just another way to delay the project. 1 moved here in 2020
and | participated in all of those small area plan meetings
and 1 think I’m just kind of annoyed of all of the
continuous engagement to further delay the development that

is needed for all of Washingtonians. That’s all. Thanks.
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CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Thank you very much. Ms.
Ackerman, 1 think I’ve got everybody on this panel, 1 think.
If I didn’t --

MS. ACKERMAN: Yes, you did.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay, good. Good. All right. Let’s
see 1T we have any comments or questions. Vice Chair
Miller?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: I don’t think I have any
questions. | do appreciate the individual perspectives that
each of the witnesses in this panel -- 1t’s not a self-
selected panel, 1t’s a panel that just happens to be in the
order they signed up iIn support, but 1 appreciate all of
their testimony. We do glean new information from each of
you as you speak. And we’ll do so also when we hear all of
the opposition testimony. But | do appreciate the
perspective that you provided, Ms. Simmons and others with
this panel and thank you for continuing to support your
community In being an inclusive community. Thank you, Mr.
Chairrman.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Commissioner Stidham?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: No questions, but thank you
to this panel for being here tonight and providing us with -
- sorry, it’s getting late, just thank you for being here, 1
appreciate your time.

CHAIR HOOD: And Commissioner Imamura?
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COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Commissioner Stidham’s
right, 1t is getting late so thank you all for being here
this evening. Ms. Simmons, it sounds like you’re vying for
an award for living in the most number of wards in DC, so
that’s quite an achievement there. Mr. Ellsworth, thank you
for sharing your perspective about values and some In our
city don’t have the luxury of choosing what their community
looks like.

Ms. Mikulski, thank you for bringing up
generational affordability and adding on to what Mr. Ward
mentioned earlier. It’s an important part of the
conversation, so appreciate you bringing that back up. And
Mr. Seelig, | enjoyed your testimony and your delivery. It
was very effective and i1t reminded me of a CBS Sunday
Morning program with Jim Gaffigan. So i1t was very effective
and anyway, 1 really appreciate it.

MR. SEELIG: 1711 take that.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: All right. Thank you all
for being here so late.

CHAIR HOOD: 1, too, want to thank this panel. As
mentioned by my colleagues, we appreciate you taking the
time and your testimony is very inciteful. It’s always good
to hear other opinions and other views and it also goes
along with the record and I’m sure we’ll hear more from

those who are in opposition. So thank you all very much for
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taking the time and sticking with us this evening. Thank
you.

Ms. Ackerman, how many more do we have in support?

MS. ACKERMAN: Four individuals i1n support and
then we have 32 individuals In opposition.

CHAIR HOOD: So let me talk to my colleagues
because one thing about me, 1 do pick up on stuff when 1
hear late, late. And 1 know the folks iIn opposition
probably mad with me, but 1°m getting used to being mad.
But what 1°m going to do is be fair, not just to the public
but also to my colleagues. So let me ask -- let me ask to
my colleagues, we’re going to hear from those last four for
sure. How long do you all want to go this evening? We have
32 people. 1 don’t believe we’re going to finish.

The 12:00 and 1:00 days when I used to have to try

to catch a cab home after the hearings over at Commerce,

those days have gone, I°m sure. So what -- and we’re home
now, so what -- and our span, we’ve now been going, what,
about five hours or soon to be five hours, so what do -- let

me hear, let’s have a discussion. Vice Chair?

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Mr. Chairman, 1 was iIn the
live hearing room for those 10:00 and 11:00 hearings when
our Former Commissioner May was getting grumpier and
grumpier. And we want to be fresh when we hear everybody,

you know? 1 don’t know when our next date is scheduled.
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Obviously, this is going to need another date. |1 think it’s
a little bit unfortunate that our procedures have all the
support at one time and then all the opposition at another
time, just because 1t kind of makes it skewed one way or the
other. That’s just the nature of the order.

I could do whatever the majority of my colleagues
want to do. We’re at home. We’re here. There are still
how many people here? There’s still --

CHAIR HOOD: Thirty-two that have to -- there’s
fifty-two still here, but thirty-two --

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Yeah. I mean 1 could do one
panel of opposition or if you want to just -- | certainly
want to get through the support tonight, the four that are
left on the support list and I wouldn”t mind doing one more
just to have a semblance of balance, although, we know that
there will be balance when we get to all of the testimony
because balance is what we’re all about. So 1’11 leave it
to the majority of my colleagues. Some of you -- not maybe
some of you, maybe all of you, unlike me who i1s retired from
my full time district government job that used to pay,
unlike this one, you all have a full working day, so
whatever you guys want to do, you know? 1 want you to be
fresh and listening.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Commissioner Imamura, let me

hear from you.
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COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I’m in agreement to hear, as you stated, one more panel, but
I think a clean break is important and a fresh start. So
1°’d prefer to hear opposition at our next available hearing
date. And that way, we’re focused, too. So I certainly
don’t want to bring up just one panel in opposition and then
sort of have that message lost in between the time period
where we’re able to schedule another hearing, so I would
really prefer to keep this organized and separated.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Ms. Ackerman, 1 want to go as
soon as possible and 1 apologize. |I1°m sure 1’11 hear it
later about this being done this way and 1 didn’t know we
had 32. 1 want to make sure we’re fresh as well. 1 would
like to have finished tonight, I’m just saying this for the
public, 1 would have loved to have finished this case
tonight because 1 thought we could, but it went a little
longer because we had a lot of details that we had to cover.
And we’re going to need to do the same thing with the
opposition.

MS. ACKERMAN: 1 think that’s okay because we’ve
gotten some or I have gotten some calls from people iIn
opposition saying that they would prefer 1t’s continued to a
second night.

CHAIR HOOD: Oh, okay.

MS. ACKERMAN: So would you guys like to finish
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the last four in support or do you want to move i1t to the
next hearing?

CHAIR HOOD: Well, I°m getting ready to bring the
last four up, but what I want to do right now so those who
would like to leave can leave, but can we get those -- can
we get a date?

MS. ACKERMAN: Yes. So we could do May 20th or
24th or 1 mean, sorry -- we could do May 20th or 23rd.

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: May 23vd, 1 am out on the
20th

MS. ACKERMAN: Does the 23rd work for everyone
else? Yeah, okay.

CHAIR HOOD: 23vd is good, okay. So let’s do the
23rd and 1If -- yeah, let’s do the 23" so we can make sure we
have a compliment of all commissioners here on the 23vd.

MS. ACKERMAN: Got i1t, okay. So then the last
four individuals in support, we’re going to call up Libby
Martin, Conor Ward, Kristin Purdy and Andrea McCabe.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. So let’s go to -- 1 just see
the name Kristin.

MS. MARTIN: can you hear me, hello?

CHAIR HOOD: Is that Kristin?

MS. MARTIN: No, that’s Libby.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Well, Libby, since you’re

already talking, go right ahead, Ms. Martin.
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MS. MARTIN: Oh, thank you so much. 1°m In my car
and 1 hope you can hear me. Trying to take care of driving
my daughter, but I°m parked, just need to read In the dark.
Good evening, Chairman Hood and members of the Zoning
Commission, I am testifying In support of the proposed text
and map amendments and my name is Libby Martin. 1°ve lived
in Chevy Chase for 16 years, raising a family with my
husband and enjoying community life in the neighborhood and
across the District for many years. Out of curiosity and
interest In community engagement, I began attending ANC 374G
meetings at our local community center a while back.

I learned about plans for the redevelopment of the
Chevy Chase public library and community center and how
these plans fit into a larger vision of planning and growth
for the District of Columbia. It’s essential, we know, to
listen to all sides when 1t comes to community issues and
that 1s why 1’ve tried very hard to be engaged in the plans
for developing the civic core and commercial corridor of
Connecticut Avenue. To get right to 1t, | was very upset by
the most recent ANC resolution. 1 feel we are really
struggling in this community with listening to a group of
the community who wants things to stay the same versus the
importance of bringing about changes based on real needs.
Part of the community claims to be the majority based on a

survey, which unfortunately was really not well done. This
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group was unhappy and bringing a lawsuit, but it should not
-— we should not retreat from objectives that were laid out
in the form of the comprehensive plan and the small area
plan and were approved for our city and very carefully
crafted.

Likewise, 1t’s not because there’s a very vocal
group that i1s refusing change, such as in the form of
meaningful building height, that we should do less than is
necessary. The recent ANC resolution cites data that shows
that Chevy Chase has an abominable record in affordable
housing. Yet, the same resolution highlights the dire need
for affordable housing, so what’s it going to be?

In 2020, I was fortunate to become part of the
Chevy Chase Task Force on Racism, which was launched by the
ANC to study issues of racial justice and equity In our
community and you just heard from Randy Speck, who
spearheaded that effort beautifully. Our group met
intensively for a year, performing research and ultimately
producing reports on housing, community engagement and
education and mental health. The report’s findings and
recommendations and then my personal values and experience
inform my request to the Zoning Commission today.
Incidentally, the task force 1s now called the Racial and
Social Equity Standing Committee of the ANC and our primary

focus has been education and engagement for the community
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and around the history of Chevy Chase history and advocating
for equity and racial justice In the community.

Indisputably, housing is the throughline in all of
this. Bringing more housing options to the neighborhood,
especially affordable housing, is paramount. First, It must
be acknowledged that this neighborhood’s history of racial
segregation i1s key to how 1t has maintained -- i1t has
remained very insulated from physical change over the years.
This privileged neighborhood should now do i1ts part to help
solve the housing shortage which so far has been
disproportionately shouldered by all other parts of our
city. Significantly more housing for low income families
and seniors and workforce housing is crucial and it should
be made available in this neighborhood.

So the Zoning Commission | urge to support the
zoning cases 23-25 because they’re critical to the
development of affordable housing and iIncreased height and
density. These changes are consistent with the
comprehensive plan and the Chevy Chase Small Area Plan.

Both of which relied on community Input and were approved by
the DC Council. A more diverse, equitable and inclusive
Chevy Chase will tap into new possibilities In community
engagement, retail business, education, social activities,
community, sports, the arts and more. So today more than

ever, 1t’s Important for Chevy Chase to do its part to
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evolve with the rest of our city and society. 1 think i1t
would be a hugely negative blow to Chevy Chase’s i1dentify
and future prospects going forward If we were to thwart a
more equitable and inclusive plan for the future. 1 thank
the Zoning Commission for i1ts work and for its commitment to
affordable housing in upper northwest DC. Thank you.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you, Ms. Martin, and you and
your daughter get where you’re going safely.

MR. MARTIN: Thank you, sir.

CHAIR HOOD: Let’s go to Ms. Purdy.

MS. PURDY: Hello and first let me just say thank
you all for hanging in for these five hours. 1 know it’s
late and folks are tired, but we really appreciate your
commitment to hearing from the community and making sure all
voices get an opportunity to speak. That said, 1’11 do my
best to go fast. My name, again, is Kristin Purdy and I’ve
been 1In DC for over 15 years. 1 attend Foundry United
Methodist Church, which is another WIN congregation and have
worked and lived in a variety of neighborhoods, including
Ward 3.

While 1 currently rent in Dupont Circle, I°m a
regular visitor to the business district within the Chevy
Chase Small Area Plan, just want to give a shout out to the
Avalon Theater, what a great space. And 1’m happy to hear

about the proposed zoning changes to the area that would
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increase density. 1°m proud to call DC home because of our
city’s commitment, including in the latest comp plan, to all
things sustainability and affordable housing.

As a young nonprofit worker, I was first enticed
to DC by the livable, walkable and diverse communities, but
we know not all neighborhoods are equally accessible to
residents, especially folks on a limited budget. Affordable
housing i1s deeply needed iIn our city and that’s even more
felt 1n Ward 3, where as we’ve said tonight, there’s only
one percent of DC’s dedicated affordable housing due to a
long history of racist planning and exclusion.

To achieve the affordable housing commitments that
we’ve made both as a city council and at the community
level, we’ll need to add density and | cannot imagine a more
apt location than the Chevy Chase civic core where residents
have access to great neighborhood amenities, again, just a
shout out to, you know, both the accessibility of the
Safeway grocery store to, again, the Avalon Theater and
active bus lines.

I look forward to the application of these zoning
updates 1n Chevy Chase so we can continue working towards
our racial equity goals as a city and a more inclusive space
overall. Thank you so much.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you very much. Let’s see i1if we

have -- oh, yeah, we do have two more people. Ms. McCabe?
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MS. MCCABE: Okay. Thank you so much. Andrea
McCabe, I live in Chevy Chase. [I’m not affiliated with any
group. And I can only speak from my personal experience. |
tried to submit written testimony and I got confused and
missed the deadline and the only way to get it into you
tonight 1s to volunteer to speak, so here 1 am. And 1711
just make one point from what | was writing, there are three
churches on Chevy Chase Circle and they have lots of evening
activities.

And one of the Office of Planning meetings was at
the Presbyterian church. So 1f you want to walk and if
you’re still capable of walking, which is a gift, walking
down Connecticut Avenue at nighttime after those meetings
presents a very different viewpoint than some people have
mentioned. Commissioner Sherman said, you know, the
constituents value the look and feel of Connecticut Avenue.
Well, at that time of night, that part of Connecticut Avenue
iIs desolate, 1t 1s deserted because you have the bank
buildings and their parking lots and they’re empty. And you
have the Long and Foster Real Estate and i1t’s empty and 1
guess 1t was Vice Chair Miller said do no residents live
there. No, no residents live there. So to maintain a
walkable community, 1t would be very nice to have residents
there. So support the Zoning Commission’s proposals. 1

would like to see housing there. 1 would like to see
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families out on the street so I feel more comfortable
walking up and down and I°’m not the only person who said
that.

In all of the meetings where they took us up and
down, you know, freezing, yes, during COVID, other young
women said this and I’m an old woman, but, you know, the
young people didn’t want to be out there on the empty
streets. So | would like to see more housing, more families
and really make this a walkable sociable community. So
thank you so much.

CHAIR HOOD: Thank you. Let’s go to Conor Ward.

MR. WARD: Everyone hear me all right?

CHAIR HOOD: Yes.

MR. WARD: All right. Chairman Hood and members
of the Zoning Commission, my name is Conor Ward. 1I°m a
student at Maret School 1n Woodley Park and a Zone 3
resident. | am testifying in support of the text and map
amendments. The housing that these amendments are first
step towards achieving iIs a necessary addition to the Chevy
Chase neighborhood. For far too long, Chevy Chase has
suffered from a lack of diversity as a result of low density
and vast unaffordability. The Commission has a chance to
begin reversing the more than a century of wrongdoing that
has led Chevy Chase to where i1t i1s now. Chevy Chase was

founded in the late 19th Century by Nevada Senator Francis
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Newlands.

Newlands was an outspoken racist, deeming that the
United States was a homeland for whites. He created Chevy
Chase as a white suburb with streetcar access to downtown to
reinforce segregation within the city. His reach pervaded
deep Into the roots of northwest DC. He even lived and died
in the house that eventually became my high school.
Restrictive racial covenants placed on the deeds to houses
during this era made i1t i1llegal for people of color to
reside within Chevy Chase and many neighborhoods like it
until the mid-20th Century.

The project to implement affordable housing in
Chevy Chase aims to bring a shred of diversity to the
neighborhood plagued by a century of racial homogeneity. |
urge the Commission to consider the larger effects of saying
no to an opportunity to provide inclusion and realize that
approving the amendment places us a step In the right
direction. Thank you for your consideration.

CHAIR HOOD: Let me say, first of all, thank this
panel. 1 thank each and every one of you. But I know I saw
some younger people, but Conor, you mentioned what school
you were and you’re a younger person and | want you to stay
engaged. 1 appreciate you taking the time and actually at
9:00 at night and being able to participate. That’s not

lost on any of us or anybody’s testimony, so thank you all
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for staying and we appreciate your comments. Let me go to
Vice Chair Miller.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: Yeah, and 1 echo your
comments. We’re talking a lot about diversity. It’s good
to hear from someone who’s a different demographic age group
than a lot of the people who are my age group or between
your age group and mine, so thank you for your commitment
and advocacy and each of you for your testimony here
tonight. 1It’s late. 1 won’t go any further, but we
appreciate i1t and for those iIn the opposition, despite the
order, we look forward to hearing from all of the residents
and stakeholders and neighborhood people who want to testify
and we will do that again. | think I heard the date was May
23rd, so the Chairman will announce that again at the end,
but thank each of you for your perspectives and testimony
tonight.

CHAIR HOOD: Commissioner Stidham?

COMMISSIONER STIDHAM: Yes. Thank you everyone
for your participation tonight and sticking it out with us
to this hour. Much appreciated.

CHAIR HOOD: And Commissioner Imamura?

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: 1 echo Vice Chair Miller’s
comments that we look forward to hear those i1n opposition at
the next hearing date and thank those that have come before

this panel as well as this panel for your time this evening.
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I just do want to take note here real quick,
Conor, i1t’s really great to have a student that’s engaged in
civic issues and | think it’s really neat to see somebody,
as Vice Chair Miller said, your demographic and maybe
somebody even younger like Ms. McCabe, right? Especially as
the last panel here and so for me, 1t’s neat and 1°m very
appreciative of both of your perspectives. Ms. McCabe,
yours for providing a different perspective late at night,
talking about safety and walkability, thank you. And Ms.
Purdy for your comments and Ms. Martin for yours as well.
But just to showcase the range of people that we’ve had
tonight and so 1t’s really nice to see this on the final
panel, so thank you both -- thank all four of you for
staying so late. And thank you, Mr. Chairman. That’s all
that 1 have.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. Again, thank this panel. We
appreciate you all taking the time to come down and give us
your thoughts. Thank you. All right. Ms. Ackerman, 1
think we have a date for May the 23rd at 4:00 p.m.?

MS. ACKERMAN: That’s correct. 1°d like to remind
everyone who’s still on here that if you signhed up to
testify for tonight’s hearing, you do not have to sign up
again for the next hearing. You will automatically be moved
to that hearing.

VICE CHAIR MILLER: -- who did testify who said
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they didn’t have time to submit written testimony, they can
continue to do so.

MS. ACKERMAN: Yeah. Send it into me and we can
add it to the record.

CHAIR HOOD: The record’s still open. The record
is still open.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Yes.

CHAIR HOOD: All right. Anything else, Ms.
Ackerman?

MS. ACKERMAN: No, that is all.

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. So with that, we will continue
this hearing on May the 23rd at 4:00 p.m. on these same
platforms, but before then, not that anybody cares at 9:00
at night, the Zoning Commission will meet again --

MS. ACKERMAN: May 9th is the public meeting.

CHAIR HOOD: Oh, we’re going to meet again on May
oth_

MS. ACKERMAN: May 9th —- the next thing that’s
happening for the Zoning Commission is May 9th. There’s a --

CHAIR HOOD: Okay. So we’ll meet again on May 9tn
in the Zoning Commission Case 23-02 and 1t’s a text
amendment or map amendment from the Office of Planning. [I°m
not sure which one, but join in, see us at 4:00 on these
same platforms.

I want to thank everyone so far for their
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participation tonight and with that, we will continue this
May the 23rd on these same platforms. Good night, everyone.

COMMISSIONER IMAMURA: Ms. Ackerman, great job
stepping in tonight.

(Whereupon, the hearing was recessed at 9:00 p.m.)

* kS kS * kS
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