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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
NCPC File No. ZC #08-06-10 

ocr a o 2009 

Chairman Anthony Hood 
Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia 
441 4 Street NW, Suite 210 South 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE: Comments on Proposed Amendments to Zoning Regulations - Downtown 

Dear Mr. Hood: 

NCPC staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the District of Columbia 
Office of Planning's general recommendations for changes to the zoning 
regulations in relation to downtown and adjacent high density commercial and 
mixed use areas. This is a timely and important issue, and we have appreciated the 
detailed studies and work products from the consultants and staff team on this 
issue. 

The enclosed comments are provided by NCPC staff for your consideration. 
These comments are based on the public hearing report for ZC 08-06-10, 
Proposed Amendments to Zoning Regulations - Downtown, dated October 15, 
2009 (received by NCPC via email notification on October 26, 2009). NCPC 
staff's comments reflect both general planning perspectives and specific federal 
interest issues. These comments have not been approved by official Commission 
action, and additional comments may be provided in the future, particularly as 
staff and our Commission has the opportunity to review updates. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 202-482-7254 or Jeff Hinkle at 202-
482-7265. 

Sincerely, 

~~~-~~e~~~~ ~~~~ 
Director, Policy and Research 

cc: District of Columbia Zoning Review Taskforce, 
Travis Parker, District of Columbia Office of Planning(jNING COMMISSION 
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On August 19, 2009 NCPC staff provided comments to the District of Columbia Office of 
Planning (OP) on the June 2009 draft of proposed zoning regulation changes to the zoning 
districts in the Powntown and Central Washington (as defmed by the OP map presented at the 
working group meetings). A copy of these COI_Dtnents is attached for your review. 

As noted in our August 19,2009 comrilents to OP, NCPC staff is very interested in the proposed 
zoning regulations revisions for the Downtown and Central Washington zoning districts, which 
generally cover the monumental core of Washington. These areas contain the highest 
concentration of federal government elllployees and operations, not only in federally-owned 
buildings, but also in leased office space. Furthennore, numerous federal laws govern the 
development of land in the monumental core, including the National Capit31 Planning Act, the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the Height of Buildings Act of 1910, the 
Pennsylvania A venue Development Act, and the Federal Triangle Development Act. These laws 
and others guide NCPC's review of federal projects in the monumental core as well as non­
federal projects with impacts on federal interests. 

Our review of OP's proposed revisions to the D.C. Zoning Regulations is also gujded by the 
Comprehensive Plan for the :National Capital (Comprehensive Plan), both the Federal Elements 
and the Pistiict Elements. Overall, NCPC staff fmds that the proposed zoning revision 
recommendations will facilitate the creation of vibrant, mixed-use compact development, 
serviced by mass transit is consistent with the principles ·of Smart Growth espoused by the 
Comprehensive Plan Federal Elements. The Central Washington (and Downtown) 
neighborhoods are prime areas for transit-oriented development given the high number of transit 
lines to include the Metro train lines, bus lines and the DC Circulator. Such developments 
maximize the utility and public investments in mass transit. NCPC staff also endorses strategies 
to increase the affordable housing stock and useable open spaces in the Central Washington 
neighborhoods. The above strategies, when incorporated into OP's recommendations for the 
Downtown zoning regulations, could enhance the wox:k environment of federal employees and 
improve their commuting and housing choices, thus improving their quality of life. 

Overall, we rmd that it is premature for NCPC staff to determine the impacts to federal interests 
of the downtown regulations revisions at this time due to the conceptual natw"e of the 
recomii1endations. We understand that after the Zoning Task Force and the DC Zoning 
Commission evaluate OP's recommendations and provides input to DC Planning staff, there will 

I 

be another opportunity to review the actual proposed language for the Downtown zoning 
amendments. At this next phase, NCPC staff will provide further review comments to the 
District. 

The following highlights where NCPC staffs August 19, 2009 coi_Dinents to OP have been 
addressed and areas of continued concern; these comments are organized under the seven 
recommendations as identified under the public hearing report for ZC 08-06-10, Proposed 
Amendments to Zoning Regulations- Downtown, dated October 15,2009. 
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Recommendation 1 
Replace complicated overlay structure with six stand-alone downtown zoning districts in 
order to establish a simplified zoning structure for height, bulk, and use permission. 

NCPC staff conceptually supports simplifying the number of zoning districts in the monumental 
core and combining zoning districts with similar goals such as the promotion of mixed-use high­
density development or encouraging high-density residential development near mass transit and 
employment centers. NCPC staff appreciates the map delineating the proposed DD zones and the 
identification of th~ height, bulk, by-right uses, and otl!_er significaiJ.t requirements of each zoning 
district that OP included within the October 15, 2009 public hearing report. 

The October 15, 2009 public hearing report proposes that some sites 1111der the Capital Gateway 
Overlay (CG) be absorbed into the. proposed "DD" zoning districts. NCPC currently reviews 
proj~t_s in the CG overlay. However, in the Mixed/Other (a.k.a. Waterfront zoning districts) 
working group meetings, OP discussed the CG Overlay within the context of the Waterfront 
zoning districts. Unlike the DowntoWIJ. recommendations, OP staff seems to recommend 
preserving the CG Overlay and the Planned Unit Oev~lopment (PUD) option within the 
Waterfront zoning districts. The new regulations should address how the Zoning Commission 
will identify those projects in the new DD districts that it must refer to NCPC for review as 
predicated by the current, defmed boundaries of the CG Overlay. [Note: NCPC staff has not 
analyzed the map delineating the proposed DD zones as we understand that it should not be 
interpreted to represent final boundaries of any new zone.] 

NCPC staff appreciates the report's clarification that the bon.Jis h_eight of buildings is subject to 
compliance with the Height of Buildings Act of 1910 (Heights Act). We encourage the District 
to contmue to refer to our comments to the Zoning CoJJiftlission for measuring height (Appendix 
A within the attachment), previously submitted as part of this Zoning RegUlations review on 
Height standards. 

Recommendation 2 
Replace the current mechanisiDS for incentivizing housing (combined lot developments and 
transferable development right) within a single system of Housing Credits. Ensure that 
vested 'fi)R and CLD rights not yet allocated will retain existing rights and value, 
including converting unallocated rights to Housing Credits. Allow the generation of extra 
Housing Credits through the creation of on-site affordable housing. Retajn. an ability to 
reduce a downtown housing requirement by constructing affordable housing projects 
outside of the DD. 

As we noted in our August 19, 2009 comments to OP, NCPC staff is concerned that replacing 
the PUD provision as a way to access bonus density incentivizes one public benefit of 
development while sacrificing· others, specifically a functional· or aesthetic feature that adds to 
the_attractiveness, livability, and sU:stainability of the emerging and historic neighborhoods in the 
Central area such as (as identified in the PUD regulations of the DC Zoning Regulations): 
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• Urban design. architecture, landscaping, or creation or preservation of open spaces; 
• Historic preservation of private or public structures, places, or parks; 
• EmploymeiJ.t and training opportunities; 
• Housing and affordable housitlg; 
• Social service facilities; 
• Environmental benefits, such as stormwater runoff controls ·and preserv~tion of open 

space or trees 

In restating our August 19, 2009 comments, the recommendations to use TORs as the main 
strategy to incent the production of housing imply that PUDs will be less commonly used in the 
downtown and Central Washington area. Given the large nu,mber of federal buildings in the said 
areas, many private development proposals could have significant impacts on federal interests. 
The PUD process currently allows NCPC to ensure that these federal interests are protected or 
appropriately addressed prior to development approval. One potential approach could be to 
identify streets and squares adjacent to major federal facilities as sites that would require NCPC 
review. 

To the exten~ possible, the zoning regulations should also :look at establishing a direct litlk 
between the new residential units developed and the amount of parkland needed as a basis for 
requiring parks and/or open spaces in the new DD zoning districts. Expanding the area where 
high-de~ity residential development can be built outside of the Downtown and within Central 
Washington will entail an evaluation of current inf:rastru~ capacity in this larger area. In 
particular, demand for parks and useable open space by the new population should be taken into 
account by including the provision of new recreational amenities and useable open spaces as part 
of the zoning requirements. We have provided the CapitalSpace GRASP Map for Access to All 
Recreation which includes an inset map "Average GRASP Score pet Planning Area" showing 
the Central Area/DO district having a low score of 19, which indicates low access to public 
recreation 'amenities found in parks, DCPS schoolyards and DPR recreation centers. (Appendix 
B within the attachment). 

Recommendation 3 
Continue existing street-based retail requirements from the DD and CG overlay zones. 
St~d~dize requirements and combine them into a single list or map of retail streets. Adcl 
streets where approved policy guidance calls for support of retail. Do not allow the 
generation of Housing <;;redits for retail uses. 

NCPC staff appreciates the creation of a map showing the location of proposed retail 
requirements in the new DD districts. As noted in our August 19, 2009 comments to OP and 
previously submitted ~mments to the Zoning Commission regarding our review of the Retail 
Strategy for the zoning regulations (Appendix C within the attachment), NCPC staff 
recommends further consideration of the following locations for retail within Central 
Washington: 
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• Across federal facilities with ground floor retail, public pl~as, historic parks and 

memorials. NCPC is currently conducting a study with the General Services 
Administration to develop strategies to activate the ground floor public spaces of federal 
buildings through programming, streetscape desigt1, and appropri~te uses such as retail. 
As double-loaded retail corridors stand a better chance of succeeding, sites opposite 
federal properties with ground floor retail and public gathering spaces could be the most 
viable locations for retail uses. 

• Various streets at the Northwest Rectangle and Southwest Rectangle, especially along 
lOth Street SW, as recommended by the Monumental Core Framework Plan. 

• NCPC staff continues its offer to meet with OP staff to coordinate our related efforts for 
improving and expanding retail opportunities in the new DD zones. 

NCPC staff also suggests th~t the zoning regulations incentivize the development of grocery 
stores in areas where a concentration of high-density residential development is anticipated. 
Instead of eradicating the TOR provision for retail, consider TOR generation for grocery store 
sites (as TOR sending areas) that meet a minimum gross floor area requirement. 

Recommendation 4 
Allow the generation of Housing Credits through renovation of historic laildm.arks in the 
expanded downtown area. 

As we noted in our August 19, 2009 comttu~nts to OP and above in our comments on 
Recommendation 2, NCPC staff is concerned that replacing the PUD provision as a way to 
access bonus density incentivizes one public benefit of development while sacrificing others, 
specifically a functional or aesthetic feature that adds to the attractiveness, livability, and 
sustainability of the emerging and historic neighborhoods in the Central area This includes 
historic preservation of private or public structures, places, or parks (as identified in the PUD 
regulations of the D.C. Zoning Regulations). 

NCPC staff does, however, support OP's effort to promote historic restoration within an 
expanded downtown area. 

Reco~mendation 5 
Maintain designation of existing arts area within the DD. Guidelines will be changed 
according to Arts & Culture recommendations and do not req'Qire HC production for arts 
uses. 

As noted in our August i9, 2009 comments to OP, NCPC staff understands that OP has 
previously developed a set of recommendations for the Arts uses which will effectively preserve 
the existing Arts-related spaces in the DD (currently part of the Downtown Arts overlay) and 
strengthen the requirements for Arts uses by not per:mitting non-arts uses to count towards the 
proposed 0.5 FAR requirements for Arts uses. NCPC staff supports the District's efforts to ZONING COMMISSION
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strengthen the zoning requirements for Arts-related uses in the Central Area as a means to 
provide another layer of diversity in the mix of uses in the DD zoning districts. Arts and Culture 
uses contribute to the success of retail and street-level pedestrian amenities, which in tum 
enhance the work environment of federal employees. As the District evalq.ates the appropriate 
locations where Arts-related uses will be required, NCPC recommends that locations adjacent to 
or across the street from commemorative sites and public parks and squares be considered as 
viable areas for the Arts-related uses. 

Recommendation 6 
Establish parking maximums for residential uses downtown. Maximums should be geared 
toward ensuring unbundling of residential parking and maximum efficiency of residential 
parking lots. 

NCPC staff notes that in the October 15, 2009 public hearing report does not contain a 
recommendation for commercial parking downtown, as was included within OP's June 2009 
draft of proposed zoning regulation changes to the zoning districts in Downtown. Within the 
August 19, 200~), comments from NCPC staff on the June 2009 report, we note that our 
comments on Parking and Lo~ding Requirement have been previously provided to the Zoning 
Commission as part of this zoning review (Appendix D within the attachment). These comments 
are likewise applicable to coiilillercial and residential parking 3,11d loading issues in the 
downtown study area. 

In addition to these previous comments, NCPC staff also requests that OP staff consider the 
following issues" 

• When allowing the conversion of underground parking spaces to other uses, the zoning 
regulations must account for restrictions 011 uses in underground vaults. Currently, 
garage footprints are allowed to extend to the public right-of-way in underground vaults. 
However, if these garage areas are converted to other uses, these new uses may not be 
legally allowed under the rights-of-way. 

• NCPC staff encourages the continued consideration of multi-modal transportation 
strategies to nrinimize single-occupant vehicle commutes in the downtown and Central 
Washington area. One way to encourage alternative transportation modes is to provide 
ample bicycle storage facil_ities in- garages. Secure bicycle storage in underground 
garages should be required for commercial buildings In the new Db zoning districts and 
the zoning regulations should ensure their preserv~tion. 

Recommendation 7 
Require a special exception with time limitations for surface parking lots in the proposed 
downtown area. 

NCPC staff supports imposing a time limit for surface parking lots as a temporary use in the 
downtown and Central Washington area (not just in the downtown area as the recommendation 
states). As we noted in our August 19, 2009 comments on OP's June 2009 dr~ of proposed 
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zoning regulation changes to the zoning districts in Downtown, the following issues should be 
clarified as OP develops the specific regulations for temporary parking: 

• Requests for exte~ion of temporary use and maximum cumulative period for granting 
such temporary surface parking uses. Will the District grant multiple requests for 
extensions or is there a limit to the number of times a -land owner can request a 
temporary use permit for a surface parking lot? 

• Distinguish between "short term'; and "long term" temporary parking lots and impose 
additional requirements for long-term parking lots. Specify a reasonable maximum 
number of days for a short-term temporary use (i.e., 365 days) and a long-term 
temporary use (i.e., 3 years) specific to parking lots in the new PD zoning districts. 

• There should be an acknowledgement that "long term" temporary parking lots have 
significant visual itnp~cts· that need to be mitigated through additional zoning 
requirements such as~ 

o Landscape screening 
o Posting a landscape bond equivalent to the number of years that a temporary use 

is granted for the property to ensure that the landscape screening and all site 
improvements required to mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed use will 
be maintained throughout the d1J,I"3.tion of the temporary parking lot use. 

o Incorporating Low Impact Development solutions to treat on-site stormwater 
runoff consistent with the Sustainability recommendations for parking lots that 
were previously considered in the zoning review. 
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MEMORANDUM 
--------------------------- NAfiOHAl.CAPif.UfLNONINOCOMMUSION 

Date: August 19, 2009 

To: Travis Parker, District of Columbia Office ofPJ.a.iming ~~· 

FI'4)JD: Michael Shennan, National Capital Planning Comm~ 

401 9"' Sbeet, NW 
SUite 500, North Lobby 
Washington, DC 20004 
Tel: (202) 482-nOO 
Fax: (202) 482-nn 
-.ncpc.p 

Subjeet: NCPC Staff Comments on the Office ofPianning's Recommendations Regarding the 
Downtown 

NCPC staff appreciates the opportunity to COiliiJlent on District of Columbia Office of 
Planning's (OP) proposed zoning regulation chang~ to the zoning <listricts in the Downtown 
and Central Washington (as defined by the· OP map presented at the working group 
meetings). 

The following comments on the June 2009 draft are provided by NCPC staff for your 
considerations. These comments reflect both genetal planning perspectives and · identify 
specific federal interest issues. These coiillilents have not been approved by official 
Commission action, and additional cot:mnents may be provided in the future, particularly as 
staff and our Commission have the opportUility to review draft updates. 

NCPC staff is very interested in the proposed zoning regulations revisions for the Downtown 
and Central Washington zoning districts, which generally cover the monumental core of 
Washington. These areas contain the highest concentration of federal government employees 
an<J operatio~, not only in federally-owned btJildings, but also in leased office space. 
Furthermore, numerous federal laws govern the devel9pment of land in the monumental core, 
including the National Capital Planning Act, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
and the Height of Buildings Act of 1910, the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Act, and 
the Federal Triangle Development Act. These laws and others guide NCPC's review of 
federal projects in the monumental core as well as non-federal projects with impacts on 
federal interests. 

Our review of your proposed revisions to the DC Zoning Regulations is also guided by the 
Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital (Comprehensive Plan), both the Federal 
Elements and the District Elements. Overall, NCPC staff finds that the proposed zoning 
revision recommendations will facilitate the creation of vibrant, mixed-use oompact 
development, serviced by mass transit is consistent with the principles of Smart Growth 
espoused by the Coinprehensive Plan Federal Elements. The Central Washington (and 
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Downtown) neighborhoods are prime ar~ for trallsit-oriented development given the high 
number of transit lines to include the Metro train lines, bus lines and the DC Circulator. Such 
development~ maximize the utility and public investments in mass transit: NCPC staff also 
endorses strategies to increase the affordable housing stock and useable open sp~ in the 
Central Washington neighborhoods. The a.llove strategies, when incorporated into OP's 
recommendations fur the Downtown zoning regulations, could enhance the work 
environment of federal employees and improve their commuting and housing choices, thus 
improving their quality of life. 

Overal~ we find that it is premature fur NCPC staff to determine the impacts to federal 
interests of the downtown regulations revisions at this time due to the conceptual nature of 
the recommendations. We understand that after ~he Zoning Task Force and the DC Zoning 
Commission evaluate OP's recommendations and provides .iitput to PC Planning staff, there 
will be another opportunity to review the actual proposed language for the Downtown zoning 
amendments. At this next phase, NCPC staff will provide further review comments to the 
District. 

We look furward to continued participation in the DC Zoning Review process. If you have 
any questions, please call me at 202-482-7254. 

NCPC staff comments are organized under the n4te recollll;llendations as identified under 
DCOP's proposed Downtown zoning regulations recommendations to the Task Force. 

Recommendation 1: BuDding Bulk and Height Regulations 
Provide a simpHtied zoning structure for height, bulk and use permission. Replaee 
eompHeated overlay st.rueture with six stand-alone downtown zoning distriets. 

NCPC staff conceptually supports simplifying the number of zoning districts in the 
monumental core and combinmg zoning districts with similar goal$ such as the promotion of 
mixed-use high-deilSity development or encouraging high-density residential development 
near mass transit and employment centers. However, Staff cannot determine what type of 
impacts these changes to the zoning district designations will have on federal interests until 
the zoning districts are clearly delineated on a JnM' and the height, b:ulk, by-right uses, and 
other significant requirements of each zoning district are clearly identified. We understand 
that these will be developed by OP staff in the second phase of the zoning regulations update 
which NCPC staff will review further. 

As OP staff develops the specific regulations to accomplish recommendation 1, we ask that 
the fOllowing issues be addressed: 

1. ClarifY whether the Capital Gatew(l.y Overlay (CG), will be absorbed into the new 
'"DO" zoning districts or the Waterfront ?Doing districts. NCPC currently reviews 
projects in the CG overlay. The new regulations should address how the Zoning 
Commission will identify tho$e projects in the new DD districts that it must refer to 
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NCPC for review. [Note: NCPC's• review. authority of the CO is predicated by 
defined boundaries of the overlay that do not correspond to the zoning district iines.] 
Based on the informatiQn provided, the Capital Gateway Overlay is one of the 
designation~ that will be replaced with the new DD districts. However, in the 
Mixed/Other (ak.a. WaterftonJ zoning districts) working group meetings, OP 
discussed the Capital Gateway Overlay within the context of the Waterfront zoning 
districts. Unlike the Downtown. recommendation_s, OP staff seems to recommend 
preserving the Capital Gateway Overlay and the Pla,nned Unit Development (PUD) 
option within the Waterftont zoning distri«?ts. 

2. Clarity whether all R-Ss in the zoning map will be changed or only those contiguous 
to other zoning districts in the Central Washington area. 

3. ClarifY that the bonus height ofbuildings is subject to compliance with the Height of 
Buildings Act of 1910 (Heights Act). Historically, there are many factors in addition 
to the Height Act that the District used to detennine the building height limits for 
various zoning districts. NCPC's concern is to assure that the federal Height Act 
limits are met: NCPC has no . concerns about the muimum height permitted by 
zoning when that height is below the maximum heigbt allowed by the Heigbt of 
Buildings Act. there are zoning districts in the Central area whose height limjts will 
increase through the simplified zoning categories being propo·sed. Care should be 
taken to ensure that the new height limits comply with the Height Act. 

a A map of height limits in the monumental core would assist NCPC staff in 
determining how the proposed DD zoning district standards will or will not be 
consistent with tbe Height Act. 

b. We encourage the District to refer to our comments to the Zoning 
Commission for measuring height (Appendix A), previously submitted as part 
of this Zoning Regulations review on Height standards. 

R~ommendation 2: Housing 
Develop new housb:tg ineentives for the entire Study area, based on existing Transfer of 
Development Rights (TI)R) a._d CombbJed Lot Development (CLD) programs. The new 
ineentives would replaee tl!e existing TOR and CLD programs while ensuring that 
existing TOR and CLD credits are maintained and retain existing rigtlts. The intent of 
this recommendation is to increase options for bonus density~ remove the uncertainty of the 
PUD, and incent housi_ng throughout Central Washington (neW DD zoning districts). 

While this recommendation will facilitate the production of housing in the doWntown 
neighborhoods, NCPC staff is concerned that replacing the PUD provision as a way to access 
bonus denSity incentivizes one public benefit of development while sacrificing othe(S, 
specifically a nmctional or aesthetic feature that adds to the attractiveness, livability, and 
sustainability of the emerging and historic neighborhoods in the Central area such as (as 
identified in the PUD regulations of the DC Zoning Regulations): 

• Urban design, architecture, landscaPing, or creation or preservation of open spaces; 
• Historic preservation of private or public structures, places, or parks; 
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• Employmen• anc1 training opportuniti~; 
• Housing and affordable housing; 
• Social service facilities; 
• Enviro~ental benefits, such as stormwater runoff controls and preservation of open 

space or trees 

The reconnnendations to use TDRs as the main strategy to iocent the prod\lction of housing 
imply that PUDs will be less conunonly used in the down~own and Central Washington area. 
Given the large number of federal buildings in the said areas, lll8llY private development 
proposals could have significant impacts on federal interests. The PUP process cu,rrently 
allows NCPC to ensure that these federal interests are protected or appropriately address~ 
prior to development approval One potential approach could be to identify streets and 
squares adjacent to major federal facilities as sites that would require NCPC review. 

To the extent possible, the zoning regulations should look at establishing a direct link 
between the new residential units developed and the amount of parkland needed as a basis for 
requiring parks and/or open spaces in the new DD zoning districts. Expanding the area where 
high-density residential development can be built outside of the 'Downtown and within 
Central Washington will entf.dl an evaluation of current infrastructure capacity in this larger 
area. In particu~, demand for parks ~d useable open space by the new population should be 
taken into account by including the provision of new recreational aroenities and useable open 
spaces as part of the zoning requirements. We have provided the CapitalSpace GRASP Map 
for Access to All Recreation which includes an inset map "Average GRASP Score per 
Planning Area" showing the Central Area/DD district having a low score of 19, which 
indicates low access to public recreation amenities found in parks, DCPS schoolyards and 
DPR recreation centers. (Appendix #B). 

Recommendation 3: Retall 
Continue existing street-based retall requirements from the DD and CG zones. 
Standardize requirements and combine them into a single Ust or map of retail streets. 
Add streets where approved poUey gu_idanee call for support for retall. Remove TDR 
generation potential for retail above 0.5 F.A.R. 

NCPC staff supports the creation of a map showing Where retail is required in the new DD 
districts as an effective way of implementing tt_s retail strategies. We have previously 
submitted connnents to the Zoriing Com,m.ission regarding the Retail Strategy review of the 
zoning regulations (Appendix C). We hope OP staff will revisit those C01lliilents for 
consideration in the retail reconnnendations as the District develops the retail requirements 
for the downtown and Central Washington. 

As OP staff embarks on its evaluation of potential areas for additional retail spaces outside of 
the DD and CG overlay zones, NCPC staff recommends consideration of the following 
locations for retail: 
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• Across federal facilities with ground floor .retai~ public plazas, historic parks and 
memorials. NCPC is currently conducting a study with the Gen¢ral Services 
Administration to develop strategies to ~ctivate the ground floor public spaces. of 
federal buildings through programming, streetscape design. and appropriate uses such 
as retail As you know, double-loaded retail corridors stand a better cha,nce of 
succeeding so sites opposite federal properties with ground floor retail and public 
gathering spaces could be the_ most viable locations for retail uses. 

• Various streets at the Northwest Rectangle and Southwest Rectangle, especially along 
1Oth Street SW, as reconunended by the Monumental Core Framework Plan. 

NCPC staff will be more than happy to meet with OP staff to coordinate our related effi>rts 
for improving and expanding retail opportunities in the new DD zones. 

NCPC staff also suggests that the zoning regUlations incentivize the deyelopment of grocery 
stores in areas where a concentration ofhigh~ensity residential development is anticipated. 
Instead of eradicating the TDR provision for retai~ consider TDR generation for grocery 
store sites (as TDR sending areas) that meet a nrinimu:rn gross floor area requirement. 

Recommendation 4: Design Review 
Examine the inclusion of design review for downtown buUdings over 90 feet. Tbis issue 
should be reviewed by the Design Review working group with the goal of effective, 
meaningful review in a short period of time. 

NCPC staff looks forw~d to partjcipating in the working groUp meetings to discuss the 
Design Review issue. Please notify Michael Shennan at NCPC regarding the meeting dates 
and Zoning Commission review dates at michael.sherman@ncpc.gov. 

Recommendation 5: Arts 
Maintain designatioa of e:Dsting arts area within the DD. Guidelines wiD be changed 
according to Arts & Culture recommendations and do not require continued TDR 
production for arts uses~ 

NCPC staff understands that OP has previously developed a set of recommendations for the 
Arts uses which will effectiVely preserve the existing Arts-related spaces in the DD 
(currently part of the Downtown Arts overlay), and strengthen the requirements for Arts uses 
by not permitting no~-arts uses to count towards the proposed 0.5 FAR requirements for Arts 
uses. NCPC staff supports the Dist_rict's efforts to strengthen the zoning requirements for 
Arts-related uses in the Central Area as a means to provide anc:>ther layer of diversity in the 
mix of uses in the DD zoning districts. Arts and Culture uses contribute to the success of 
retail and street-level pedestrian amenities, which~ tum enhance the work environment of 
federal employees. As the District evaluates the appropriate locations where Arts-related uses 
will be required, NCPC reconunends that locations adjacent to or across the street from 
conunemorative sites and public patks and squares be considered as viable areas for the Arts­
related q.ses. 
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Recommeadation 6: Historic Preservation 
Remove the potential to geaerate TDRs for historic preservation within the DD. 

NCPC staff notes that many mid-century modem buildings in the Central Washington area 
may eventually qualify as historic buildings. Instead of eradicating the TOR program for 
hi$toric preservation, perhaps it should be retained to anticipate the new opportunities for 
preserving mi.d-century modem architecture. The District may want to conduct a study of its 
existing stock of midcentury modern architecture in the DD study area and identify those 
buildings that merit preservation. 

Recommeadation 7: Commercial Parking 
Do not provide commercial parking maxim-..m downtown. However, commercial 
parking in excess of existing averages should be built to be co~vertible to other uses as 
travel modes shift. 

NCPC st~ff previously submitted comments on Parking and Loading Requirement to the 
Zoning Commission as pa,rt of thjs zoning review (Appendix D). these comments are 
likewise applicable to parking ~d loading issues in the downtown study area. In addition to 
these previous comments, NCPC staff requests that OP staff consider the fOllowing issues·: 

• When allowing the conversion of underground parking spaces to other uses, the 
zoning regulations must account fur restrictions on uses in underground vaults. 
Currently, garage footprints are allowed to extend to the public right-of-way in 
underground vaults. However, if these garage ~as are converted to other uses, these 
new uses may not be legally allowed under the rights-o:t:way .. 

• NCPC staff encourages the continued consideration of multi-modal transportation 
strategies to minimize single-occupant vehicle commutes in the downtown and 
Central Washington area. One way to encourage alternative transportation modes is to 
provide ample bicycle storage facilities iti gan~ges. Secure bicycle storage in 
underground garages should be required fur commercial buildings in the new DD 
zoning districts and the zoning regulations should ensure their preservation. 

Recommendation 8: Residential Parking 
EstabUsh parking maximums for residential u~es downtown. Maxiinums should be 
geared toward ensuring unbundling of residential parking and maximum efticiency of 
residential parJdng Jots. 

NCPC staff previously submitted ~mments on Parking and Loading Requirement to the 
Zoning Commission as part of this zoging review. Tbese comments are likeWise applicable to 
parking and loading issues in the downtown study area. (Appendix D) 
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Similar to our comments on Commercial PArking, the zoning regulation.s should ensure the 
provision of secure bicycle storage for residential buildings in the new DO zoning districts. 

Recommendation 9: Surface Parking 
Require a special exception with tilile limitations for surface parking lots in· the 
proposed downtown area. 

NCPC staff supports iptposi.ng a tipte lim:it for surface parking lots as a temporary use in the 
downtown and Central Washington area (not just in the downtown area as the 
recommendation states). As OP staff develops the specific regulations for temporary parking, 
the following issues should be clarified: 

• Requests for extension of temporary use and maximum cumulative period for 
granting such temporary surface parking uses. Will the District grant multiple 
requests for extensions or is there a limit ·to the number of times a land owner can 
request a temporary use permit fur a surfa.ce parking lot? 

• Disting'Jish between "short term" and "long term" temporary parking lots and impose 
additional requirements for long-tenn parking lots. Specify a reasonable maximum 
number of days fur a short-term temporary use (i.e., 365 days) and a long-term 
temporary use (ie., 3 years} specific to parlcing lots in the new DO zoning districts. 

• There should be an acknowledgement that "long term" temporary parking lots have 
significant visual impacts that need to be mitigated through additional zoning 
requirements such as: 

o Landscape screening 
o Posting a landscape bond equivalent to the number of years that a temporary 

use is granted for the property to ensure that the landscape screening and all 
site improvement!:; required to mitigate tbe negative impacts of the proposed 
use will be maintained throughout the duration of the temporary parking lot 
use. 

o Incorporating Low Impact Development solutions to treat on-site stormwater 
runoff consistent with the Sustainability recommendations fur pm:king lots 
t.hat were preViously comidered in the zoning review. 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 
NCPC file No. 08-06-01 

JAN' 12009 
Anthony Hood. Chair 
Zo~ Commission of the District of Columbia 
441 4 Street NW, Suite 220 
Washington. DC 20001 

APPENDIX A 
NCPC letter to Zoning Commission 
DC Zoning Revisions: Height 

~ 
NCPC """"""'---c..-
•o t 9'" Street. NW 
Wa$11tngton, DC 20004 
Su•te SOD, North lobby 
Tel. 202 482·7200 
Fp: 202 482·1272 
..,. ... ncoc.IJOv 

RB: Case No. 08-06-1: Updates~ Zonina Codes Related to Heigbt 

Dear ChairmaD Hood and Memben ofth_e Conunission: 

We have received the Distric:t of Columbia Office of PJamUna (DCOP) December 1, 2008 
memormlum providins revisions to their conceptual apptoacbes to IDiilaSUrina beipt. mr use in 
updatina the lmtrict's zol:liq co4es. Our undetstaadiils is that tbe Zonifts Commission will be 
reviewina and providina directioa on this topic at their JIIIWirY 5 meetiq. The December I 
memoruidum proposas several sipificaot cbanps &om the previous rnemonndum. about which 
we have a llUIDbcr of concems which will be discussed in more detail below. Several of the 
conc:eptUal recommendations could res1,llt ia contimJina conflicts in interpretation. as several of 
the proposals clo not appear consistelll with our agmcy•s interpretation of the 1910 Heipt of 
BUiklinp Act (Height Act). This could lead to an approach w'-" buildinp at or above the 
limits established by the Height Act would bave to meet zonina requirements to ~ 
consistcney with the Height AA, while buildinp fillJy below tbe Heigbl Act limits could meet 
different standns set by District codes. While a solution, this provides neitiH!r tbe desired 
co~U.ency in ~~ation. nor does it promote unifOrmity in the built environment. Our 
conc::ems reprding the December S memorandum are not just with individual sections. but with 
the result of the proposal in total Many of the current recommendationa could resuJt in buildiDp 
that are significantly higher and out of ~e with S\ltl'Oundq streets and adjacent develop~ 
particularlY in ~of~ city witb slopins topography; and where rooftop ~occupy the 
majority of the roof area, providing de faao additio~ tloc;trs. aud are clearly visible fi'om 
adjoinins streets. 

As noted in our earlier testimony to the ~ning Contmis&ion. the Heisht Aet has shaped the 
hOrizontal cllaracter of the city and the skyline. and the urban fi>nn _. airy, lisht-fillecl streets 
that comprise the unique look of our nation's capital Planning policies in both the District and 
Federal Elements of the Cumpr,hensive Plan for tits Nation's Caplllll support the Height Act 
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Mr. Anthony Hood 
PaaeTwo 

and tbe qualities it advanCes. W-ithin tbe hmework ot this shared support ilr tbe Heigbt Act. 
we acknowledge that NCPC and the District have bad some differences of inte:rpretaaion. For 
your urmation. we have attached a letter pmvidins badcground on NCPC's autbority to 
interpret the Heigbt Act (Attachmeat A). Our CommiasiQn and tbe Board.ofZonin& Adjustment 
requested that staff fiom our apncy work coopendvely with DCOP to resolve dift'ereilcel in 
interpretina heiabt requirements witJQn tbe context of~ Hei&bt Act. The September IS, 2008 
memorandum presented by DCOP provided a llUil1ber of recommendations which reflected 
coasensus between the staff' of our two aamcies. as weD as the input of the ·mnina task ince. 
We remain committed to workin& cooperatively with the District and other interested 
... kkn t() develop mutually consisteat interpretations, which would beaefit aaencies, 
developers and the public. and ensure tllat the charact• ..S urbaa desip oftbe city continqc to 
be protected and enhanced. 

Our prior comments on the Septeinber 1 S memotandUm are included as Attacbmeal B. The 
fbllowina items remain as previously proposed, and we concur with DCOP's proposals: Item 2: 
Streets Ftontina on Open Space, ltcp 3: Business v. Residential Streets, Item 6: Elevation of 
Bottom Measurins Point and Item 8: Top Measurina Point. Item 1: Streets With Multiple 
Frolltaps would benefit &om a definition of a baiklina fiont. a term used in the Heiaht Act. aod 
distmct fiom tho .. hm._e." 

Our comments on tbe remainina items fbllow. Items S and 1 are related. aod our key coac:em is 
tbat lona term. ll'e88 of the city with sipiftc:ant pade cJwnaes may develop in a IIIIIDIIW 

sipiftcanUy out of~ with surroundina development and steps should be taken to identify and 
address this possibility. Items 9 throup 12 are also related. To en&UJe couistency with the 
tanauaae and urban desip intent of the Heisht Act. all l'Oottop struc::tun:S at or aboWI the limits 
ofi,the Hei&bt AfA. must be set back tom exta'ior walla, which we define more broadly than the 
District, and relief caDDOt be gnDted &om this requirement. 

Item 4: SinaJO v. Multiple BuikJinp 
We believe that DCOP shou .. continue to work on a clear, usable definition. The definition 
offered in the December I JDeiD)randum is beaded in this direction, but ma)r stiU create 
Ulleel'tainty in application. We do not believe that a roofed-only connectioQ wiib no enclosed 
walls. as ...,.ed at the ead oftbe discussion, should be used to establish building connectio-. 

Item S: L<K:ation of Bottom Measuring Point · 
A lona-standin& concern of our agency bas bcal the possibility that a combination of site 
toposrapl:ly on t~Jrougb lots adjacent to streets of different widths could ~ in buildings with 
heights that are signlfi~ly higher tbaa adjacent developnlellt. and pote~~~tially higb emugb to 
negatively impact the horizontal chatader of tbe city. The approach that the city is proposin&, 
which allows the use of any street to establish height and the selection of any street to measure 
hei&ht, is allowable as an interpretation of the Height Act tanauase. although based on our 
agency's experien<:e. is less likely to. provide unifbnnly consistent interpretariou as the otber 
option presented in the September lS memorandum. However, t.he most extreme cases. where 
the widest street is also at the hishest elevation, are permjssible under either proposed 
interpretation. Note that we did not find the ~ reprdins non-confbrmity to be 
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compellina, as non-conmrmiay can and does occur under maio& cade chanps. Furtlw, to our 
knowledge neither the Distril::t nor otba' poups raising this arpment appear to have collducted a 
tmtouah analysis thai could quantify issues of noa-con&,rtnity in regards to this specific topic, 
and SUch an aualysis would be usefUL 

.A broader concern may not be successfUlly addressocl through the proposed District main& 
changes. Attachment C is a GIS map developed 1w NCPC statf thai ider¢ifies toposraphy 
changes actOsa parcels with business code classifications. Grade chanaes acrosa parcels iD tbe 
downtown area could result in oae to tine stories of additional allowable f1eiabt tbr 
development, as compand to a flat site. The downtown is pnerally flat and has pan:els of 
generally consistent size. This is not tnte tbrouabout thereat of the District, as illustrated on tbis 
map. Larp parcels with grade changes ~n present alona the bipway aod railroad eotridots. 
near NoMa, liDd the New York Avenue corridor. Steep topoaraphy is ~ aJona the entire 
esc:arpmcat. aad maay of the city's coiDIDCI'dal corridors have adjacent sites with steep 
topography as they _,ve across the escarpment. Altboup not sbown oa the map, some 
resident~ areas on steeply sloped areas oear the escupmeut or stream valleys may, over time, 
move towards more urban, mixed-• or commercial developmept that app10acbes the limits 
established tbrouah the Heigba Ad. These 1n the anl8l where we anticipate tbat tUture 
development - outside of the traditional downtown - may use site arade cbanps to piOp)8e 
sipificantly taller structures that are dramatically out of_.. wil:b adjaceat developmem. We 
stJon8ly encourap the District tQ fbl)y analyze this issue tbroUJbout tbe city. and to Contemplate 
aa ilmovative approach. such as establisbing overlay zones or parc:el-specific ~ limita on 
parcels of large size or with sipificant grade changes. This is also a compelljq I88SOD to ensure 
that Item 7: Natural aDd Artificial Orade. is apprOpriately addressed. 

Item 7: Artificial and N~ Grade 
While aareeina willa tbe ofiainally propoaed co~ the proposed additioQal tanauase is 
confbsins and oot,Lid t.t to difticultiea ill c:oDSistem ialcrpretation aDd requite sipificaDt recorcJ.. 
keepiJJa. The Di.iltric:t should have clearly deftned standards mr when projects Vest under cumm 
codes; if any proposed developments have not vested, they should be subjec:l to (be new code 
language. This sec:lion shoUld be clear in bow the idea of "precedent" would apply to new 
addKions and redevelopment of existq sites. Please refer also to the d~ion in (tem 5, 
above. 

lteiJl 9: Structures Permitted Atop the Roof. 
The District c:ould allow rooftop amenity struetures ~their o'Wn zonina codes wb«e they are 
a»mplctely under the limits of the Jiei&ht Act; however. specifically allowin1 amenity features 
when at or above the height limit established by the Height Ar:t does not appear to be consistent 
witb the Height Act. Amenity features are not specifically provided tbr in the Height Act as 
allowable rooftop structures. Practically, many of the recent developme$ proposals our agency 
has reviewed relative to this issue have proposed exercise areas and lounges with feature& that 
appear to be occupiable space not oonsisteat with the inteJd or language of the Height Act. 
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Item 10: Heiabt. Width and Massina ofRoofSmaures: 
Maximizing rooftop development in t'- interior area oftbe rooftop is acceptable, but only if: I) 
aD of the setbKb are maintained (see discussion in item 11) and rooftop uses are consisteat with 
the Height A~ (see discussion ·in itena 9). A special exception review mr enclosed features 
witlaln tits 1etback area would not be consistent with the inteat or Janauap of the Hei..- Act. 
We have no specific issues with the deletion of the special exception i)r the height of ornamental 
features, as the District can choose to be amre restrictive than _.,wed by the Height Act. 

Items 11: Roof Structure Setbacks and 12: Exterior Walls 
We agree with District staft' that setbacks &,r rooftop stniC:tllnll should be provided fiom all of 
the tDUowifta: walls &cilia streets. walls facin& all~ (U)y wall filcina a court open to the street, 
any wall setback and facina a Jot line and any Jot tine waU built higher thaa the greater- of the 
nei&bborina building's ~ual or matter of ~ height. However, the Height Ad requires 
setbacks tiom exterior walls. and the long-standiJii intetpretation of our agency is that aD of 
these walls ooted above are exterior walls. The related pmvisioos of the Height A~ are intended 
to acbieve urban desip objectives - namely, that roo fop sti'Ud.1lnB should be set back to reduce 
vi,sibility fiom adjacent streeU and public spaces. This distinc:tion repntiq the definition of 
exterior walls becomes important when colllridcnd together with the proposals below to provide 
setback relief fbr rooftop struc:ture:s. 

We do not believe it is appropriate ilr the Boanl of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) to provide 
setback relief where a rooftop strud1lre is proposed at or above tbe limits ofbeigbt established by 
the Heigbt Ad. The BZA caimot grant retief fiom a fedeQl ~. Apia. this lads to an 
approach with one set of codes fi»r rooftop structures fb(ly below the limitS of the Height Act apd 
a different set fbr those at or above the limits of the Heiabt Act. This approach could work. b1it 
does not provide a single, consistent interpretation, nor does it advance a consistent urban design 
approach. 

We appreciale the op.,ortUJ)ity to provide the Zonina Commission with these comments. ShoUld 
you have any questions. please caD me at 202-482-7211. 

S_inccrely, 

.·, ., -'::(-,-------
/ ·-,d;i#- tN ({.t; 

Julia Koster. AICP 
Director. P1amiifls Researcb IIJd·Policy Division 

Attacllments 

Cc: 
Jennifer Steingasser. DCOP 
Travis P~er. DCOP 
Steve Cochran. DCOP 
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APPENDIXC 
NCPC letter to ZOning Commission 
DC Zoning Revisions: Retail Strat89y 

J 

rN R,EPL Y REFER TO: 
NCPC File No. ZC #08..06-S 

November 13, 2008 

Chainnan Anthony Hood 
Zoninl Commission for the District of Columbia 
441 4 Street, NW, Sui. 210 South 
Wasbington,DC20001 

NCPC 
401 ·•th jt.-~t. N'N 

l'lo"th l o)bby, itoOte ~QI) 
'Na)hnlgt(ln, OC Z01)•)4 

r .. , '2 02 ~82 7 ~·JO 

Fax J•J2 ~8:·7~7:! 
'N'WW ur. C)C "10" 

Ref: Comments on the Proposed Amendments to Zonins Regul~ons I 1 OCMR- Retail Strategy 

Dear Mr. Hood: 

NCPC staf:f appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Di~ct of Columbia Office of Pl~ing's 
proposed retail strategy for the zoning regulation updates. 

The following ~~Iiti are provided by NCPC staff for your consitJe)'ation. These comments are based 
on the public notice for the OCtober 23, 2008 hearing on Case No. 08-06-5 (Comprehensive Zoning 
Regulations Rewrite: Cotmmtrcial Zones: Mapping and Use Principles), which was received by NCPC on 
October 21, 2008. NCPC staff's comments reflect both general planning penpecdves and specific federal 
interest issues. These commen~ b~ve not been approved by official Commjs_sion action, and additional 
comments may be provided in the future, particularly as staff and our Corilnds5ion have the opportunity 
to review updates. 

[f you have any questions. please feel fiee to call me at 202-412-7211. 

Sincerely, _ / . ,/ < . .. 
~tu?_'6«;v~ 

Julia Koster, AICP 
Director, Planning Research and Policy Division 

cc: District of Columbia Zoning Review Taskforce 
Travis Parker. District of Columbia O('fice of Planning 
Mike McGill. General Services Administration 
Ralph Newton, Department of Defense 
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Retail Strat'l)' 

NCPC staff notes that DCOP's ~mmended text and policy changes for a proposed retail 
strategy for the zoning regulations do not represent a change in zoning and land-use for 
federally-owned property and that federally-owned property within tbe ~ct of C()lumbia is 
liot subject to local zoning ~ons. However, policies within the Federal Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan encourage federal agencies to develop sites and buildings consistent with 
local age~ies' zoning and land use policies and development, redevelopm~nt, or conservatiQil 
objectives, to the maximum extent possible. 

In ~ition, the Federal Workplace Element within the Federal Ele~nts of the Comprehensive 
Plan ~upports the provision of habitable bqilding space along the street frontage to accommodate 
public space or activated ground floor uses, such as retail or other commercial enterprises, as 
appropriate. The Element also states that federal agencies should design proj~ts in a manner that 
does not impede commerce and economic vitality but balances the need for security with the 
need to enhance and maintain the viability of urban areas. As such. NCPC staff encourages 
activated ground floorS, when appropriate, in federal buildings within the District and generally 
suppOrts OCOP's proposed retail strategy for updating the zoning regulations. However, NCPC 
staff notes that to address federal safety and secQ.rity conce1115, innovative site development and 
building construction methods to accommodate ground floor retail activities may be required 
where federal tenantS are involved. 

NCPC staff comments on DCOP' s proposed retail strategies are below: 

Establishment of CQmmen:ial @le DistriCW and the Uses Permitted Within 
Recommendation # 1 text: 
.. Replace existing commercial zone districts and overlays with standalone districts in wb.icb the 
uses and area restrictions are tailored to the needs of spec:ific and contiguous geographic areas." 

NCPC staffresponse to Recommendation #1: 
NCPC s1aff generally supports tepl~ing existing commercial zone districts 8Jld overlays with 
standalone districts in which the uses and area restrictions are tailored to the needs of specific 
and contiguous geographic are.,. 11Us approach would allow new zones to reflect specific 
building fOI'll)S and retail use needs within specific areas. · 

Application of this approach within the Monumental Core is of particular interest to NCPC staff. 
In July, 2008, NCPC, along with the U.S. Co~ion of FiJle Arts, released a Draft National 
Capital Framework Plan that r~-imagines the Monumental Core as a livelier area with an 
improved physical structure~ It does this through the identification of numerous goals and 
objectives. and strategies to achieve these, Within the District's general downtown area. These 
strategies include: creating new places for shOps to increase the mix of uses within the Northwest 
Rectangle; enlivening d!Uly street life and evening use along Pennsylvania A venue and the 
Federal Triangle; and creating new places for shop$ to increase the mix of uses within the 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 08-06-10
11



Southwest Rectangle and especially along toth Street SW. NCPC staff looks forward to 
exploring with the District of Columbia opportunities where standalone djs~~ts may help further 
the strategie$ o\l•lined within the Framework Plan. 

NCPC staff requests the opportuQity to review any proposals for standalone commercial districts 
within Ule Monumental Cote, or where major fede,.. facilities are located within Qr ~acent to 
proposed districts. 

Recomf!le,.tion #2 text: 
"Consolidate the current reta,il, service and iniscellaneous use lists CQntained in Chapter 7 into 
approximately 7 categories, with conditiQns for each 1.ise (such as hours of operation, radius 
requiren:;tents, and the amount of gross floor area occupied) established for each distri~." 

NCPC staff response to Recommendation #2; 
NCPC' staff generally supports consolidating and 1,1p(kUing th~ current retail, service and 
~llaneous use lists contained in Chapter 7 into broad c~gori~ to simplify tegulation of 
commerci.a uses. -

Recommendations #3 an4 #4- text: 
"Uses will either be permitted or prohibited witbjn each zone. A property owner wishing to 
establish a use ~ exceeds the maximum gross floor area would · need to obtain· special 
exception approval. A waiver of any other condition woUld require an area variance.,., 

"Where appropriate, limit the percentage FAR within a portion of a district that may be devo'ed 
to retail or other preferred uses." 

NCPC staff response to Recommen4atlons #3 and #4: 
NCPC staff generally supports floor space caps to be applied to achieve local ret,aiJ goals, either 
within portions of tou.I commercial zones or portions of some proj~ especially where these 
caps may be used to support small scale retail and other commercial ~· The Smal_l S~iftess 
Act. as amended (15 U.S.C. § 631 et seq.) promotes the creation, exp~io1_1, or improvement of 
small bU$i~ess by providing the maximum practic~le opportunity for the deV-~lopm~Iit of small 
business concerns owned by lll~bers of socially and economicaUy dl.•v~taged groups .. It 
prom,otes dle advancement of such firms througb the procurement of goods and services by the 
federal government Such procuremen~. also benefit the federal government by expanding the 
n.,unber of suppliers. The availability of commercial an4 tetail space for ·small businesses, and 
their proximity to poten~al fedetal government clients, sho\lld help, foster the creation, 
expansion, or improvement of small busin~ within the District. 

Ground Floor Uses-Requirements and Restrictions 
Recommendations #5 and #6 text: 
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~Wbere appropriate, require buildings within a particular area of a district to devote a percentage 
of their ground floor to retail or other preferred uses." 

"Where appropriate, limit the types of uses that may occupy a ground floor of buildings within a 
particul~ area of a district." 

NCPC staff response to Recommendlllions #5 and #6 text: 
NCPC ~generally supports the requirement of a minimum percentage of the ground floor of 
any new building in commercial zones to be built for retail use but notes that safety and security 
concerns may limit the extent to which federal agencies may develop or 1~ si• and buildings 
that are consistent with this zoning policy. The Fede~ Workplace Element under the Federal 
Elements of the Comprehensive Pl811 promotes the provision and maintenance of space for 
activities that encourage public access to and stimulates public pedestrian traffic around, into, 
and through federal facilities-including shops, rest3W'BJ1~ and other -public activities. 
However, the provision of these activities must be weighed against the sensitive nature of federal 
workplaces and their security needs. 

From a general design and use perspective, NCPC staff encourages DCOP to examine the private 
development practice of creating large lobbies within .office buildings (primarily in the 
downtown area) and to look into opportunitie$ to require additional retail/commercial activities 
within these spaces or provide other measures to activate the ground flooJ" apd enhance street 
vi~ity. 

Ground Floor Usea=Qesip Standards 
RecommeiJotlon #7 text: 
"EStablish design standards addressing: 

a. Minimum cl* ceiling height; 
b. Active retail/window space; 
c. Minimum distance between building access points; and 
d. The limitation of office or residential lobby enuances relative to overall retail 

frontages." 
Asterick 
NCPC staff response to Recommendation # 7 text: 
NCPC staff generally supports the reqUirement of rninilnWil ceiling heights to enhance 
opportwlities for first floor retail. NCPC staff notes that the allowance of additional height to a 
building within tile zoning regulations to achieve a higher first floor for retail use should not 
allow the building to exceed the height allowed under the Height of Buildings Act (D.C. Code § 
6-601.01 et seg.). 

NCPC statf generally supports design standards that are tailored to the needs of specific and 
contiguous geographic areas. NCPC staff notes that there are additional elements of the ground­
level interface between the building f~ade and the sidewalk that were not highlighted, but that 
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may signific~tly impact the quality of the streetscape and the abil_ity of retail to thrive. NCPC 
staff reconunends that DCOP: 

• Discourage covered-over windows and blank walls. These elements usually interrupt 
sidewalks and are .. dead" zones for pedestrian traffic. 

• Prescribe an area as a percentage of the whole gtound floor f~ for windows instead 
of regulating the length; otherwise, for example, ribbon Windows that are only 3 feet tall 
may still meet any length requirement. 

• Encourage retail storefront design tbat is exciting and unique through flexibility in the 
regulations; perhaps through perfonnance-based or qualitative-based design standards. 
The prescriptive standards can be a baseline. 

• Adcl design standards reguding materials used for the retail sto~fronts, and the types of 
architectural detail.ing that contributes to the texture and color at the street level. 

• Designate double-loaded retail streets to enhance the pedestrian experience. 
• Consider live-work units to accommodate local retail (e.g., artist sJudios or small 

professional offices). These types of spaces can be constructed with 14-foot hip ceilings 
and can be converted to residential or retail as the market allows. If allowed in 
residential zones, they can be designated in the comers of blocks. Their presence in the 
residential neighborhoods recalls the traditional neighborhoods with the comer store. 

Recommendation #8 text: 
"Require new large ground floor retail sites to be built so that they ~an be structurally adaptable 
to smaller tenants ... 

NCPC staff response Recommendation #8 text: 
Note NCPC staff response to Recommendati~ns #-3 and #4 above. 
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APPENDIX D 
NCPC letter to Zoning Commission 
DC Zoning Revisions: Parking and Loading J 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
NCPC File Nos. ZC 6817 & 6818 

JULI8 2008 

Chainnan Anthony Hood 
Zonin.f Commission (or t.he Qistrict of Columbia 
44 t 4 St,reet, NW. StJite 210-Soutb 
Wasbinawn. DC iooo 1 

NCPC 
NATIONAL CAPITAL fUNNING COMMISSION 

401 9th Street, NW 
North Lobby, Suite 500 
Wuhlntton, DC 20004 
Tel 202 482·.7200 
Fax 202_482·7272 
..ww.ncpc .. gOv 

Ref: CODUilents on the Proposed AmenchJlen.-s to the Parking and Loading Regulations, 11 DCMR. 

Dear Mr. Hood: 

NCPC staff appreciates the opportunity to ~mment on the Dis1rict of Columbia Office of Planning's 
proposed parking and loading chapters for the ~ning regulations. 

In general, NCPC staff supports DCOP"s proposed changes in parking and loading regulations. As stated 
within the Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. it is in the best interest of the federal government 
to encQurage its employees to use transit and other alternative ~rtatjon options apart from the 
single-occupant comiil'lltet vehicle in order. to reduce demand on the region•s limited vehicular 
infrastructure. DCOP's proposals to ~ploy alternatives to minimum parking requirements. add bicycle 
facility requirements. and Update odler important parking and loading regulations for the District of 
Columbia align with the Comprehensive. Plan in principle. We look forward to our continued work with 
DCOP on these proposals. 

The attached comments on the April 6th and July 1 s. 2008 dnt,fts are provided by NCPC staff for your 
consideration. These comments reflect both general planning perspectives and identifY specific federal 
interest issu"5. These ~nunents have not been approved by official Commission action. and additional 
comments may be p~vided in the future, particularly as staff and out Commission have the opportunity 
to review dr~ updates. 

If you have any questions. please feel ftee to call me at 202-482-7211. 

Sincerely. 

· X<- ti.ct cfk!Jir.,( ___ _ -
Julia Koster. AICP 
Director, Planning Research and Policy Division 

Enclosure 

cc: District of Columbia Zoning Review Taskforce 

Travis Parker, Pistrict of Columbia Office of Planning 
NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
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Parkillg Minimums and Maximums 
NCPC staff conceptually supports the proposal to employ maximum parking requirements and 
reduce the use of minimum parking requirements. NCPC staff }lllderstands that · pTQ~ed 
quantities have not yet been established for zoning <iistricts, and as such has limited its comm­
on this proposal to the following: 

Miaimum parking requiremeats--.-Parldng minimums are proposed to be maintained for 
institutional uses, or non-residential uses, in predoroinately single-family areas. NCPC parking 
ratio policies in the Transportation Element under the Federal Elements' of the Comprehensive 
Plan set maximum ratios for the number of parking Spaces allotted per federal etnployee at 
federal installations and buildings. In areas within the District of Columbia but outside the 
Central Employii;le~t Area, parking ratios are set at 1 space per 4 federal employees. Because 
these are often federal institutional, reSearch, or light industrial uses, NCPC staff finds that it 
may be useful to use this ratio as 11. benchma,dc when developing the proposed minimum parking 
requirement for institutional uses in predominately. single-family areas. For planning pUrposes, 
GSA policy allocates 230 rentable square feet (rsf) of office sp~e per federal ep1ployee. Using 
that figure to convert the 1 :4 par.ldng ratio maximum to parking spaces per square foot of space 
would result in 1 space for each 920 rsf (a slightly more restrictive r~uirement than the 1 space 
for each 1000 square feet identified in table P .2.1 ). 

NCPC staff also note citizen interest and concern regarding parking impacts on residential 
neighborltoods from new developments, and encourages the District to ensure that residential 
parking enforcement programs are coordinated in concert with these propOsed ~g stanru.rds. 

Ma:dmum parldng requirements-NCPC staff note that within the Cen~ EmploYJDent Area 
(where C-3 and above is Ukely to be located), parking ratios within the Transportation Element 
under the Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan are set at 1 space per 5 federal 
employees. Where applicable as a model, or bene~ for DC to use in its regulation of land· 
use on private property, NCPC staff recommends employing ·a similar ratio. We see mixed use 
and commercial districts as having so~e characteristics similar to the CEA. That is, both districts 
have a high intensity of office space and are a destination for employees who commute to wodc. 
Therefore, it may be useful to compare the proposed minimum parking requirement to the 
maximum parking ratio for the CEA of 1 space per S federal employees. Using GSA's 230 rsf of 
office space per federal employee to convert the 1 :5 parking ratio maximum to parking spaces 
per square foot of space would result in 1 space for each 1,1 SO rsf. 

In addition, DCOP has not yet defined transit oriented zones in this draft of its proposed parking 
regulations. NCPC notes that this definition is central to the process of identifying parking 
maximums and recominends that it be defined both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Other Parking Issues 
NCPC staff en(!omages the continued consideration of innovative approaches to incentivize the 
use of alternative forms of transportation over the single-occupant vehicle and offers the 
following comments on the proposed regulations: 
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Contributions to a DDOT transportation fund-NCPC staff generally supports contn'butions 
to a transportation fund in lieu of providing fewer parking spaces than the minimum required or 
providing more spaces than. the maximum allowed. NCPc staff wou14 encourage a ne?'us 
between why these funds- have been coUected and how they ate to be used (i.e., will these fundS 
be used for specific capital or operational proposals such as a building of a shared garage ollllle 
managel'nent of a carpool permit parking program). 

Shared pai'kiD~NCPC staff agrees with the concept of shared parking as a strat~y to 
influence the supply of off-street parking and support parking maximums ana recommends that it 
not just be allowed, but encouraged through use of developer inCentives. Shared parking, 
however, should not be requiied as it may not be feasible in buildings with federal tenants that 
have requirements for secured space. 

Car sharing-NCPC staff supports the inclusion of car sharing within the proposed regulations, 
as car s1wing may be a viable transportation option for federal employees both on and off duty. 
However, how this proposed regulatio~ can be implemente4 in buildings with federal te~ts 
~g secured Space should be further considered. 

Parking for carpoola-The Transportation Element within the Federal Elements of the 
Compreb~ve Plan. promotes providing priority parking to carpools and vanpools as an extra 
incentive for employees to leave their cars at home. NCPC staff recommends that a similar 
incentive is oonsidered within the proposed regulations {while accommQdating the physically 
disabled in accordance with fe<ferallaw). 

Unbuadlina of parking cos._NCPC staff supports the concept of charges for padting access 
from the lease or sale of development space to make the cost of vehicle ownership and use 
transparent to tenants as identified in DCOP's consultant report, and un~ds that this 
concept is undet consideration for implementation by DCOP via other programs. This single 
measure may be the most effective means for egcouraging developers to "right-size" their 
accessor)' parking plans once minimum requirements have been el~ted or reduced. 

Tntasportadoa Demand Management (TDM)--the concept of TDM does not appear to be in 
the proposed language. HoweVer, under P.3.7 (f), the proposed language does require that if the 
applicant telies on a tDM program, the applicant shall demonstrate that the program continue as 
long as the use coJ;ttinues. It is unclear if, in fact, TPM strategies are to be included in the 
proposed regulations, which NCPC staff supports. NCPC ~s all federal applicants to 
propose TDM strategies as part of a transportation management plan for all federal projects that 
will increase the employment level on a worksite to 500 or more and supports this requirem~t as 
a model for consideration. 

Facility Desigg 
Street frontage-NCPC staff strongly supports liner buildings fronting off-street parking 
facilities to activate streets with ground-floor retail uses and pedestrian sidewalk traffic_. In 
particular, NCPC staff supports this type of design where vistaS and views and functional 
qualities of tbe rights-of-way that are an integral part of the national capital's image are protected ZONING COMMISSION
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and enhanced as promoted within the Preservation and Historic Features Element und'er the 
Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Porous surfaces--NCPC staff cammends the introdtJctions of porous or pervious surfaces and 
mechanically-reinforced grass as allowable, and recommends adding a proactive incentiv~.~¥ 
developers who Qse these more sustainable ancl low-impact materials. NCPC recommel\ds 
studying ways to promote these surfaces in public alleys, where appropriate. 

AHey access--NCPC sta1f supports requirements to access parking areas through improved 
alleys. However, a comprehensive review of haw this proposal may conflict witb. current District 
practices and policies related to alley closwes DUlY be warranted. 

Structured parkin~ The Transportation Element under the Federal Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan promotes the placement of parking in struct,ures, preferably below ground, 
in the interest of efficient land use and good urban design. NCPC staff recommends that a 
proactive in~entive for developers to do so be considered. 

Bicycle Parkinj 
NCPC staff strongly supports the bicycle parking requirements within the proposed language and 
notes that they are generally consistent with bicycle facility policies within the Transportation 
Ele:g:~ent l1Dder the Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Loading 
NCPC staff supports the ptop()sed language tbat limits locations for loading berths, platforms 
and service delivery spaces to within the building or stnlcture the berths of spaces are designed 
to serve; or to the rear of the principal building or otherwise screened so as to not be visible from 
public right-of-way. In particular, NCPC staff supports this type of design where vistas and 
views and functional qualities of the rights-of-way that ~ an integral part of the national 
capital's image are protected and enhanced as promoted within the Preservation and Historic 
Features Element under the Federal Elements of the Comprehensive Plan. NCPC staff 
recommends ~ DCOP co~iders opportunities for developments to share these facilities. 
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