
ORDER

Before the Mayor’s Agent for D. C. Law 2-144, the Historic Landmark and
Historic District Protection Act of 1978.

HPA No. 84-255 application for demolition, alteration, and new construction
located at 1400 New York Avenue, N. W., Lot 18 in Square 223.

Hearing Date: June 19, 1984

FINDINGS OF FACT:

1. The Applicant, Segal/Zuckerman Partnership, contract purchaser, has
applied for permits pursuant to Section 5, 6 and 8 of the Historic
Landmark and Historic District Protection Act of 1978, D. C. Law 2-144
(hereinafter. the “Act”), to allow for demolition of an existing
structure, alteration and new construction on a site in the District
of Columbia, Lot 18 in Square 223 known as the Bond Building.

2. The “Bond Building”, 1400 New York Avenue, is a Category III landmark on
the District of Columbia inventory of historic places, lying in the
C-4 zoning district. The Bond Building, erected in 1901, was designed
in an electic Beaux Arts style by architect George S. Cooper. Approxi-
mately trapezoidal in plan, it stands at the southwest corner of the
intersection of New York Avenue and Fourteenth Street, N. W. The
building is seven stories high with eight bays on Fourteenth Street
and eleven bays on New York Avenue. It is a flat roof commercial
office building. Its highly ornamented facades are of beige brick
laid up in a stretcher bond with detail of stone, concrete, metal
and other material. The most striking elements of its facade include
a rusticated base, colossal planar arcading, and an exuberant crowning
cornice surmounted by a balustrade. All are carried continuously
around the street facades of the building and punctuated and elaborated
through imaginative interpretation of Beaux Arts vocabulary.
(Exhibit No. 5)

3. In accordance with 5(b) of D.C. Law 2-144, the Application was referred
to the State Historic Preservation Review Board (hereinafter “Review
Board”) on March 8, April 4 and April 9, 1984.

4. On March 21 and April 18, 1984 in accordance-with Section 5(b) of the
Act, the Review Board reviewed the Application for conceptual and pre-
liminary approval. In its March 21, 1984 consideration of the appli-
cation the Review Board disapproved the conceptual design for new
construction, alteration and demolition citing its unreadiness in
light of concerns raised regarding facade preservation. In its
April 18; 1984 consideration the Review Board recommended conceptual
and preliminary approval of the Application subject to certain
suggested modifications. In approving the design the Review Board
noted that this particular project was compatible with the statute.
(Exhibit No. 2)

In accordance with Section 5(b) of the Act, the permit application
was referred to the Mayor’s Agent for review to determine if the
requested demolition should be permitted.
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Pursuant to Section 2.5(a)(7) of the Rules of Procedure (hereinafter
“the Rules”) promulgated pursuant to the Act, a Notice of Public Hearing
to consider HPA No. 84-255 dated May 18, 1984, was issued. (Exhibit No. 4)

Materials required by Section 3.3 of the Rules were filed by the Applicant
on May 30, 1984. In its Prehearing Statement Applicant claimed that
the proposed project was
grounds :

“necessary in the public interest” on two
(1) its permit request was necessary to construct a project

of special merit; and (2) the demolition of the building or structure
is consistent with the purposes of D.C. Law 2-144 as set forth in
Section 2 (b) . Subsequent to the request for a Public Hearing, Applicant
met with representatives of Don’t Tear It Down to enlist their support.
At the request of Don’t Tear It Down, Applicant agreed to proceed.
forward on the basis that the demolition is in accordance with the
purposes of the Act and to forego the argument that the demolition
was necessary to construct a project of special merit.
was so amended at the Public Hearing. (Exhibit No. 3)

The application

On June 19, 1984, the Mayor’s Agent conducted a public hearing on said
application. During the course of the hearing four witnesses were heard.
The record was left open until July 5, 1984 to allow any additional
submissions.

As the Applicant in this proceeding, Segal/Zuckerman Partnership
requests approval for a proposal to erect a retail and office building,
twelve stories above grade with underground parking, incorporating the
facade of the existing Bond Building while demolishing the rest of the
building and adjacent non-landmark building. (Exhibit No. 1)

The ground upon which the Applicant claims that the demolition permit
should be issued is- that partial demolition of the building, as proposed,
is consistent with the purposes of the Act.

10. In support of that claim, Applicant by Counsel, stated that pursuant
to Section 2(b) 2(a) of the Act its proposed demolition would in fact
“Retain and enhance historic landmarks in the District of Columbia and
encourage their adaptation for current use,” on the basis that, although
the proposal requires the demolition of the floors, interior structure
and rear wall of the building, this will permit adaptation of the building
for use as a modern efficient office building. Further by designing a
compatible addition, it alloys for adaptation of the building while
reestablishing it as a major part of the commercial center contributing
to the city’s concentrated redevelopment efforts in the “historic
downtown.”

11. Applicant by Counsel stated that the proposal, pursuant to Section 2(b)
(2)(b) of the Act, would “encourage the restoration of historic landmarks."
Applicants would retain and enhance the aesthetic appearance of the
significant facade while removing the insignificant portions of the
building. The proposal provides for restoration work to restore the
exterior of the building to approximate its original condition,
including repair and replacement of the damaged cornice and balustrade.
The partial demolition will encourage its restoration and continued
use.
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12. Applicant by Counsel stated that its proposal for demolition will
“Effect and accomplish the protection, enhancement and perpetuation
of improvements and landscape features of landmarks and districts
which represent distinctive elements of the city’s cultural, economic,
political and architectual history" as set forth in Section 2(a)(l)
of the Act. Applicant’s proposal will ensure that the significant
design features of the Bond Building are preserved for the future as
part of an economically viable new development. The Bond Building
was an important part of the downtown commerical area at its period
of greatest expansion and as such contributes to the cultural heritage
of the District of Columbia.

13. Applicant by Counsel stated that its proposal would ‘Safeguard the
city’s historic aesthetic and cultural heritage, as embodied in such
landmarks and districts” pursuant to Section 2a(2) of the Act. The
proposal’s preservation of the facades and restoration of the
architectural integrity of the building will clearly safeguard the
city’s heritage. The proposed design focuses on the integrity of the
building’s facade, composition which was a key factor in its designation
as a Category III. The Joint Committee’s designation decision noted the
way the building turns the corner, the flamboyance of its decoration and
the rhythmic quality of the facade all of which is enhanced by the
proposal, resulting in the maintenance of the historic aesthetic and
cultural heritage of the building.

14. Applicant’s expert architectural historian, Emily Hotaling Eig, testified
that the proposed alteration and new construction is not incompatible
with the character of the building. Applicant’s proposal is consistent
with the purposes of the Act because it preserves those design features
that are significant, notably the facade composition, its siting,
detailing and the rhythmic quality of the facade. The proposed
restoration of the building’s exterior also contributes significantly
to the building’s integrity. She further stated that while the
building’s design is meritorious for a number of reasons, the design
is not of the highest quality, the building interior does not exhibit
the command of detailing evident on the exterior, nor of a skilled
handling of spatial requirements. She also noted that the building’s
significance lies in its contribution and relationship to the urban
setting, not in its plan or interior articulation. She concluded that
the proposed alteration and demolition of the interior and rear wall
will not diminish the building’s exterior design, its vibrant ornamental
detailing, its command of the site which relates the important New York
Avenue axis between Mount Vernon Square and the White House to the down-
town commercial grid, its enhancement of Fourteenth Street, nor the
contribution its design makes to the architectural identity of the city.
Additionally, she noted that the design of the new buildings adjacent to
the Bond Building complement rather than mimic the original building.
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15. Applicant’s architect, Shalom Baranes, testified that the proposed
design retains everything that is significant about the building.
Formally, the Bond Building is not a great building compared to other
beaux art buildings. But it does have a wonderful, exuberant quality
about it, which is not apparent in the more classical, quieter buildings
of the time. In spite of’ that it is a wonderful, strong, robust building.
Mr. Baranes noted that three aspects of the siting of the building
generated the proposed design: the unfinished end of the building;
the height of adjacent structures;
buildings.

and the cornices on the adjacent
In response to these aspects the proposed design seeks to

complete the unfinished block; adds height to the Bond Building which
hides the unfinished ends of the taller two surrounding buildings;
and preserves the presence of the landmark of the Bond Building on
the corner. Mr. Baranes testified that without the requested
demolition it would be impractical to provide an adaptive reuse
given the structural configuration of the interior space and the
functional design problems it creates. The location of the existing
core of the building, the floor-to-floor heights, the inability to
excavate beneath the existing structure to provide parking, and the
deteriorated condition of the interior space all contribute to the
substandard condition of the existing structure.

Mr. Baranes further testified, that the proposal will preserve the
significant street facades of the Bond Building that delineate its
style and will enhance and focus attention on the restored landmark
facade through the design of the two adjacent in-fill structures and
a rooftop addition. The cornice and balustrade will be repaired where
possible and replaced where necessary.
and new construction,

Without the requested demolition
it is impossible to proceed forward with the

project. The cost associated with restoring and maintaining the facade
must be, offset through economically adaptive reuse of the building. The
only way to do so is to allow those parts of the structure which do not
contribute to its landmark character to be demolished.

16. Ellen Segal, joint venture partnership contract purchaser, testified
that their initial consideration of the project began in the summer of
1983. At that time consideration was given to a possible rehabilitation.
The project was reluctantly abandoned because of the design problems
created by the interior structure, the inability to provide parking
and the cost factor occasioned by the lack of efficiency. The building
was re-introduced in the winter of 1984 as a facade preservation where-
upon it was determined that it was the only viable option. The proposed
design incorporates design excellence of a landmark building, and
efficiencies of the new first-class office building, it provides parking
while ‘maintaining cost, rendering it marketable. Noting their extensive
background in historic preservation including the Alice Roosevelt
Longworth project, the Riggs Bank Building, Gallery Row, Ms. Segal
further testified that the proposal preserves what is truly noteworthy
about the Bond Building - the facades. The design contributes to the
remodelization of the Fourteenth Street corridor, a corridor earmarked
by the city for development.
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17. Fred L. Green, Director, Office of Planning provided recommendations
on the proposed development of the Bond Building site because of the
importance of the Bond Building in the context of the downtown element
of the Comprehensive Plan and because this case raises important
issues about the city’s approach to managing preservation and reuse
of landmark buildings in the downtown location. He noted that the
building has been vacant and deteriorating for several years while
major new development and renovation has proceeded in adjacent areas.
Since being designated in 1980 there have been several proposals for
saving and reusing the building in some way.

He noted that the special feature of the building is the facade while
the interiors of the building had no architectural significance. There-
fore, the key questions in the consideration of this proposal were, how
well the facade is retained and restored and how well the new building
elements relate to the landmark. Mr. Green stated that the Office
supports this project on the basis that the proposed demolition is in
accordance with the purpose of the Act. The basis for the support is
the project’s architectural, urban design and urban development features.

He further testified that although limited by the physical setting of
the project , the proposal has some good land planning features.
The ground floor of the total new building element has large retail
spaces along New York Avenue and Fourteenth Street. Parking and loading
is handled in a reasonable manner through the new building element on
Fourteenth Street. In concluding Mr. Green stated that the D. C.
Department of Public Works is undertaking a coordinated program of
streetscape improvements along New York Avenue between Mount Vernon
Square and Fifteenth Street, providing a significantly enhanced approach
to the White House. The streetscape improvements as part of the Bond
Building can, and should, contribute to and be part of that effort.

18. Based upon the evidence presented, the Mayor’s Agent finds that
Applicant’s proposal is consistent with the purposes of the Act
because it preserves the architecturally significant portion of the
building, the exterior. The present interior of the building is
insignificant. Additionally, it is questionable whether the original
interior was noteworthy since the Joint Committee’s designation decision
only notes the attributes of the exterior. The structural cofiguration
of the interior space also creates numerous design problems including
floor-to-floor heights, location of the core of the building and
inability to excavate to provide parking. The demolition of the
interior will provide for an economically feasible adaptive reuse of
the building. The Bond Building has been vacant for a number of years
while numerous efforts have failed to return it to the market. As a
result, the building has deteriorated and become an eyesore in the
midst of revitalization throughout the area. The proposal will retain
and enhance the exterior of the building while adding modern office and
retail space which is compatible with the original building. The new
building elements have been handled with skill to reflect the original
Bond Building facade and the two new in-fill building elements, on
each side of the Bond Building facade also relate to the Bond and
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and adjacent buildings but clearly read as separate elements. The
new building elements are suitably background subdued so as not to
detract from or overwhelm the original Bond Building facade. The
restored facade, occupying major frontages on Fourteenth Street and
New York Avenue,
of place.

retains its architectural integrity and its sense

The proposal affirms the “Bond Building” as an important part of the New
York Avenue axis between Mount Vernon Square and the White House to
the downtown commercial grid and will enhance the Fourteenth Street
entrance to the city. Additionally, the restoration and reentry to
the market of the Bond Building will enhance the relationship and again
complement other nearby individually designated landmarks of the
National Capital erected downtown during the early twentieth century,
a period of expansive prosperity for the City. These landmarks
include the Willard Hotel, the Colorado Building and the Central
Public Library.

19. There was no position stated by the affected Advisory Neighborhood
Commission on the merits of the application.

20. There was no opposition to the proposed application for demolition.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

Pursuant to Section 5(e) of D.C. Law 2-144, no demolition or
alteration permit may be issued unless the Mayor or his designated Agent
finds that issuance of the permit is
Section 3(j) of the Act defines

“necessary in the public interest.”
“necessary in the public interest” as

“consistent with the purposes of this Act as set forth in Section 2(b) or
necessary to allow the construction of a project of special merit.” The
Mayor’s Agent is of the opinion that the Findings of Fact show that
Applicant’s proposal to preserve the original portions of the facades of
the Bond Building is consistent with the purposes of the Act.

Based on the evidence of record, the Mayor’s Agent finds that the
applicant’s proposal will retain and enhance the aesthetic appearance of
significant portions of the exterior of the structure and will restore the
building to approximate its. original condition including repair and replacement
of the damaged cornice and balustrade. The evidence of record demonstrates
that demolition is a viable way in which to effectuate adaptive reuse of the
structure and allow the continued use of the building on this site.
Accordingly, the demolition of the portions of the building as requested in
the application is consistent with the purposes of D.C. Law 2-144, as defined
in Sections 2(a)(l), 2(a)(2), 2(a)(4), 2(a)(5), 2(b)(2)(a), and 2(b)(2)(b) of
the Act and is in the public interest.

The Mayor’s Agent therefore finds that the Applicant’s application
for demolition is consistent with the purposes of the Act and the permit
should issue as requested.
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ORDERED:

Issue demolition permit. Application HPA No. 84-255 is necessary in
the public interest.

Artis  G. Hampshire, Esquire
Mayor's Agent for D.C. Law 2-144

Date:
 20 JUL 1984


