





We addressed these issues in written submissions and at three BAR meetings, a Waterfront Commission
meeting, a Planning Commission hearing and, as of February 24, two City Council hearings. We
personally engaged with the planning staff twice, and with all seven Planning Commissioners. We met
twice with the six council members who agreed to meet with us and discuss 301 N. Fairfax.

But the city machinery told us “NO” every step of the way, signaling in so many ways that this proposal
was favored from the start, and that our opposition was unwelcome, inconvenient, and stressful for city
employees and elected officials. Consider these examples:

BAR members who feel that 301 is too large, capitulated to the aggressive Hoffman team,
because they expect to be overruled by the Planning Commission.

Waterfront Commission members who were surprised that we pointed out that 301 is situated
in that Small Area Plan have no authority to push for compliance.

Planning staff seem comfortable offering half-truths and outright prevarications when we have
raised facts that don’t comport with their favored outcome and need to appease this developer.

o Staff originally maintained that this property was not in the Waterfront SAP; when our
research proved that wrong, they said it was an overlay plan that didn’t matter. When
we quoted the plan specifically to the contrary, they changed the subject. When asked
how 301 meets the requirement to promote access to the river, they offered the absurd
answer that cars exiting the garage on Queen Street meets that requirement. When
asked if maps show an existing alleyway on the historic property, they maintained that
their research showed none. When we produced a map written in 1865 by Brig. General
Montgomery Meigs, an Alexandrian with the Union Army, clearly showing an alley —
marked “Alley” — they pivoted with the unsupportable position that only Sanborn fire
insurance maps really count as maps, and since these only started being used in the
1880’s, our 1865 map somehow didn’t count.

o The planning director, himself, preposterously writes - in defense of the 2.5 FAR for 301 -
that, because one can walk the mile from 301 to the King Street Metro station, the
property is therefore in the King Street Metro enhanced transit corridor — a ridiculous
assertion. One can walk for 301 N. Fairfax to Front Royal, VA, but that doesn’t make it
close. Is he willing to say literally anything to achieve the outcome he favors? When we
applied to him with the prescribed $500 fee to request his official zoning interpretation,
he first sat unresponsively on the request for weeks, and then only responded after a
council member encouraged him to do so, but with an incorrect response that included
returning our $500 fee with no action.

Planning Commission members seemed more interested in acting as Hoffman’s financial
guarantor than protecting Old Town. We were told that the downsizing we sought would make
Hoffman’s project “non-viable”, that it wouldn’t “pencil-in” for the developer. Since when is it
their job to make sure that Hoffman Associates makes money at 301 N. Fairfax? One
commissioner told us that garbage collection would not occur outside this building, until we



provided quotes to the contrary directly from the developer’s application. The commissioner
offered that they don’t mind that garbage from a 700-unit building they live near is placed right

in sight of their house — a gratuitous comment that is completely moot to the discussion of 301.
The Planning Commission Chair is on the record agreeing that his Commission should have

planned the block before granting a spot re-zoning to a single developer, but that they just didn’t
have the time or resources to do their job correctly. Instead, they simply voted to proceed with
301 N. Fairfax.

e Our group completed an overwhelmingly successful 11-808 petition, forcing the City Council to
pass the 301 proposal with a supermajority vote on December 16. The Council - having learned
that Ms. Gaskins would be absent, and Mr. Chapman was to vote to oppose — unanimously voted
to push the session to January 20, giving the Hoffman team the unfair advantage of extra time to
lobby council members, propose a minor and cynical change to its plan, and to assure a full
complement of seven members, so Hoffman would be more likely to win. It worked!

e We submitted a written request for our attorney — Gifford Hampshire, of the firm Blankingship &
Keith — for 15 extra minutes of speaking time at the January 20 hearing, as permitted by the
Council’s own speaker policy, so he could explain the proper interpretation of the ordinance.
That request was summarily denied in an illegal action. The policy is that extra time is permitted
with a majority vote of the council members in session. But no vote was ever taken, and, if it
was, it was done illegally by not being taken in public. We received the denial the day before the
hearing even took place. Why the heavy-handed denial of 15 minutes to speak, when the
developer’s attorney had unlimited time? Apparently to tilt the result to deliver the favored
outcome.

e At the January 20 Council meeting, not one council member legitimately challenged the planning
staff or director when they issued non-answers or evasive answers, time after time. it came
across to the public as performative artifice. Speakers presented unanimous opposition to the
301 project, until the YIMBY speaker curiously dialed in immediately after a member of the
Hoffman team left the Chamber, we assume to make a telephone call.

Citizens have clearly received the message that the city’s officials and staff have sent - that, come hell or
high water, you intended all along to pass this vote in favor of everything demanded by the Hoffman
team, and you were cynically prepared to maneuver the result no matter whatever it took.

That left us no choice but to serve the city, its attorney, the seller of the property, and the developer with
a legal complaint we filed in circuit court last week. We hope judicial temperament and intellect will
finally mean a clear reading of the zoning ordinance outside the influence of the city government, whose
obsequious fealty to developers is shameful and continues to diminish its credibility and legitimacy.

Scott Corzine



SPEAKER’S FORM

DOCKET ITEM NO. 2 ;* LP

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND GIVE IT TO THE CITY CLERK
BEFORE YOU SPEAK ON A DOCKET ITEM

PLEASE ANNOUNCE THE INFORMATION SPECIFIED BELOW PRIOR TO SPEAKING.
1. NAME: "Y\ (WH’\MW\/(PM)Z&M/
2. ADDRESS: 9‘6*00 Aaxendsn ‘BNX <‘)\)-6 \Q)GO wﬁ\r \HQ( Q 9‘9“0 I

TELEPHONE NO. 1“3 !lz:l “S ) ! E-MAIL ADDRESS: ) Mm

3. WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT, IF OTHER T}-IAN YOURSELF?
20V N Wy Faurtay Pm\)m/r Dume LLE

4. WHAT 18 YOUR POSITION ON THE ITEM?
FOR: AGAINST: OTHER:

5. NATURE OF YOUR INTEREST IN ITEM (PROPERTY OWNER, ATTORNEY, LOBBYIST, CIVIC

INTEREST, ETC.):
Q‘H by W
\

6. ARE YQU,RECEIVING COMPENSATION FOR THIS APPEARANCE BEFORE COUNCIL?
YES > NO

This form shall be kept as a part of the permanent record in those instances where financial interest or
compensation is indicated by the speaker.

A maximum of three minutes will be allowed for your presentation, except that one officer or other designated
member speaking on behalf of each bona fide neighborhoeod civic association or unit owners’ association desiring
to be heard on a docket item shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must identify
yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association or unit owners’ association you
represent, at the start of your presentation. If you have a prepared statement, please leave a copy with the Clerk.

Additional time not to exceed 15 minutes may be obtained with the consent of the majority of the council present;
provided notice requesting additional time with reasons stated is filed with the City Clerk in writing before 5:00
p.m. of the day preceding the meeting.

The public normally may speak on docket items only at public hearing meetings, and not at regular legislative
meetings. Public hearing meetings are usually held on the Saturday following the second Tuesday in each month;
regular legislative meetings on the second and fourth Tuesdays in each month. The rule with respect to when a
person may speak to a docket item at a legislative meeting can be waived by a majority vote of council members
present but such a waiver is not normal practice. When a speaker is recognized, the rules of procedures for
speakers at public hearing meetings shall apply. If anitem is docketed for public hearing at a regular legislative
meeting, the public may speak to that item, and the rules of procedures for speakers at public hearing meetings
shall apply.

In addition, the public may speak on matters which are not on the docket during the Public Discussion Period
at public hearing meetings. The mayor may grant permission to a person, who is unable to participate in public
discussion at a public hearing meeting for medical, religious, family emergency or other similarly substantial
reasons, to speak at a regular legislative meeting. When such permission is granted, the rules of procedures for
public discussion at public hearing meetings shall apply.

Guidelines for the Public Discussion Period

(a) All speaker request forms for the public discussion period must be submitted by the time the item is called by
the city clerk.

(b) No speaker will be allowed more than three minutes; except that one officer or other designated member
speaking on behalf of each bona fide neighborhood civic association or unit owners’ association desiring to be
heard during the public discussion period shall be allowed five minutes. In order to obtain five minutes, you must
identify yourself as a designated speaker, and identify the neighborhood civic association or unit owners’
association you represent, at the start of your presentation.

(c) If more speakers are signed up than would be allotted for in 30 minutes, the mayor will organize speaker
requests by subject or position, and allocated appropriate times, trying to ensure that speakers on unrelated
subjects will also be allowed to speak during the 30 minute public discussion period.

(d) If speakers seeking to address council on the same subject cannot agree on a particular order or method that
they would like the speakers to be called on, the speakers shall be called in the chronological order of their request
forms’ submission.

(e) Any speakers not called during the public discussion period will have the optlon to speak at the conclusion of
the meeting, after all docketed items have been heard. .



CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA

Guidelines for Honest Civic Discourse
for those Participating in Meetings
in the Council Chamber

Members of the Alexandria community, its elected officials and
City staff'place a high value on constructive and thoughtful debate
on public issues. To this end, all who participate in meetings in
the Chamber, including public officials, staff and members of the
community, are expected to observe the following guidelines.

. Treat Everyone with Respect and Courtesy

2. Do Your Homework — Be Prepared and Be Familiar with
the Docket

3. Express Your Ideas and Opinions in an Open and Helpful
Manner

4. Be Respectful of Others’ Time by Being Clear and Concise
in Y our Comments and/or Questions

5. Demonstrate Honesty and Integrity in Your Comments and
Actions
6. Focus on the Issues Before the Decision Making Body —

Avoid Personalizing Issues
7. Listen and Let Others Express their Ideas and Opinions
8. If a Decision is Made with which You Do Not Concur,
Agree to Disagree and/orUse Appropriate Means of Civil

and Civic Recourse, and Move On

Adopted by the Alexandria City Council on October 12, 2004.

William D. Euille, Mayor




