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Despite the stagnant pace of the economy, this past year has been a full one on Seminary Hill.  Plans for improvements and more dense developments have been delayed or scrapped.  Expected “benefits” to the City for increased zoning have evaporated, such as funding for a fire station in the Beauregard corridor and improvements to Seminary Road at Kenmore Avenue.  Nevertheless, City staff continues to keep us busy planning and hiring consultants for new developments such as the West End Transit Way—to widen Beauregard to 8 lanes—and the Eisenhower West Small Area Plan.
The SHA Board continued to follow developments that might have negative impacts on the West End.  Four worthy of note:
· The Wheeler metal recycling center—or junk yard—was withdrawn.
· The expansion of the Woodbine Nursing Home has had several iterations but has yet to find one that fits.
· Landmark Mall may be redeveloped but on a smaller scale than planned.  Instead of three 25-story office buildings, it is now unfortunately mostly residential.  We can hope with redevelopment, the retail may return.
· Finally, a bright spot, the Bradlee Safeway store is slated to reopen on December 5!
Two ongoing concerns of Seminary Hill—traffic and Fort Ward Park—were ignored this past year by the City.
1. Traffic issues on Quaker Lane and Seminary Road—both volume and speed—need to be studied so options can be weighed.  Yet our requests for data have gone unanswered.

2. Calls for enforcement of speed limits were also unanswered.  The repeated excuse is that the police enforcement unit is under-staffed.

3. Our question as to whether or not through trucks were allowed on Quaker Lane—there is a sign prohibiting them near Shirlington—became moot—no one was sure—but we were told the police enforcement unit is under-staffed anyway and couldn’t enforce it. 

4. The restoration of Fort Ward Park appears to be a bit bogged down.  City Council has yet to approve the Management Plan for the Park, yet staff is moving forward with projects that may or may not do what is needed.

The parking lot closest to West Braddock Road is now being used as a staging area to repair damage to the historic fort, some of which was caused by the City’s contractors when they mowed the grass on the berms.

Thankfully, the grass in the Park is being mowed again and the garden dedicated to the City’s first arborist was cleaned up.  Thanks to Sharon Annear who has followed this issue for us this past year.

The one issue that surprised me and occupied a lot of our efforts this year was the City’s proposal to put lights on the football stadium at T. C. Williams High School.  
1. You may recall that the City’s plan last year to build six tennis courts at the high school suddenly included lights in September.  In December, the Planning Commission recommended the project without the lights—thus we had no appeal to the BZA about enforcement of the DSUP for the school—and then two weeks later City Council approved the tennis courts with lights after modifying the DSUP for the lights and also reaffirming the prohibition of lights on the stadium.  A copy of the new wording on the DSUP is in one of the handouts this evening.


2. Residents adjacent to the school assessed the impact of the tennis court lights on the quality of their lives as minimal and just wanted to keep the prohibition of lights on the other fields in force.

3. So despite agreeing to the new wording in Article 85, the City fast forwarded a proposal to put lights on the football stadium of T. C. Williams High School.


4. The School Board next began a discussion of lighting the stadium—mind you, the tennis courts were NEVER funded for lights and still today the project is languishing as the ACPS tries to find money to meet the lowest bid—anyway, we all hustled to community and School Board meetings and expressed dismay that anyone thought this proposal was viable.


5. Over our objections, the School Board decided to pay for a feasibility study and hired consultants.  When the first two draft studies indicated that the lights could not meet zoning regulations, a third draft was ordered that said it was feasible.  Surprise!  This study is incomplete—no lighting is included for the bleachers or the concession stand—and it still violates current zoning, both in height—it’s 30’ taller than the 60’ allowed—and it spills light onto other properties.  In order to mitigate that light spillage, a 35’ screen would have to be established.  Nevertheless, the School Board voted to continue the feasibility study by 8-1, with Pat Hennig objecting.  The cost of lighting the stadium is now estimated to be about $4.5 million.

6. Meanwhile, Seminary Hill residents adjacent to the school—some of whom lost their family farms by eminent domain when the City chose to build T.C. in the middle of their properties—they’ve lawyered up.  

So the City set aside $100,000 for a lawyer to fight for the lights on the field.  Duncan Blair—who is a member of SHA—has taken their case.  So staff and City Council now have us paying one of our own to fight us.

7. If the School Board really wants a lighted football stadium, they could build one somewhere else; for example, where the tennis courts may be built on the T. C. campus or just down the street at Minnie Howard that already has 90’ lights on a field, or at GW that used house the City’s football stadium and currently has two football fields.

8. For the record, let me restate Seminary Hill’s position.  SHA members are not opposed to lights on fields but only to lights that would violate zoning regulations and threaten our quality of life.  Current zoning restrictions protect properties adjacent to all public and private schools in the City.  It’s not just T. C. Williams that does not have lights on its fields, Bishop Ireton, St. Stephen’s & St. Agnes, and Episcopal High School do not have lighted fields or lighted tennis courts, yet.

9. City Council may be positioning to remove Article 85 of the DSUP completely.  One argument is that this is a long-standing agreement and times have changed.  Please remember that this Article was just written in 2013.  If this Mayor and City Council decide to do remove it, they will be breaking a promise they made with us less than a year ago.

10. [Sigh]  I’m baffled that we are wasting so much money and time on this proposal when the schools have other more pressing problems.
Let me close tonight with my annual reminders:
· Information on all of these issues is posted on the Seminary Hill website
· You are invited to subscribe to the Seminary Hill e-news
· You are always welcome at the monthly Board of Directors’ meetings, and to become involved in a civic issue that interests you.
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