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ZONING COMMISSION FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _:, ONIHG 

. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 2089 DEC -I AM 10: J] 

TIME AND PLACE: Thunday, January 7, 2010,@ 6:30 PM 
Office of Zoning Hearing Room 
44l4th Street, N~W., Suite 220 
Wasb.ington, D.C. 20001 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING THE FOLLOWING: 

CASE NO. 08-06-11 (Comprehensive Zoning RegiJ].ations Rewrite: Waterfront) 

TIDS CASE IS. OF INTEREST TO.ALL ANCs 

This Notice of Pub tic Hearing announces the tenth of several proposed subject areas the Zoning 
Commission for the District of Columbia (the "Commission") wiil consider under this docket. 
All recommendations offered by the Office of Planning ("OP'') under this. docket have been 
reViewed by a working group and a subject matter ta$k force as part of a process designed to 
ensure full" public participation. Nevertheless, this proe:ess cannot replace or limit the public 
hearing process required in the Zoning Act or the Commission's responsibility to consider the 
merits of each proposal submitted. -

This hearing will consider general recommendations for conceptual changes to the zoning 
regulations to update waterfronj zoning. The reconnnendations seek to address the exiSting 
waterfront ~ones and related overlays. The recommendations focus on achieving Comprehensive 
Plan policies tbrough zoning, including improved public access, connectivity, visual access, 
mixed use, open space, and sustainabillty. Specific recommendations include updated PUD 
standards for waterfront zones; a litnitation on surface parking, and new standards fot industrial 
uses, setbacks and visual access. 

This hearing, lllce all otters under this case ntnnber, is being scheduled Without adherence to the 
set-down requirements stated at 11 DCMR § 3011 becatJ.Se the _Commission waived the 
requirement at its public meeting held April , 14, 2008. The Commission also waived the 
requirement that~ pre-hearing: statement be subriritted before"hearing notices can be published. 

It is not expected that the Commission will take proposed action with respect to these 
recommendations, but that it will make detenninations at a public meetipg that will serve as 
guidance for drafting revisions to the zoning regulations pertaining to downtown zoning and 
other relevant ~bject matters. More detailed :information on the recommendations can also be 
found in the OP report document at www.dczoningupdate.org/downtown.asp. 

Title 11 DC:MR (Zoning) is proposed to be amended as follows: 
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Recommendations 

Tb.e·rationales·tbatfollow each recomm~dationref)ect the views of the Office of Planning. The 
Zoning Commission has not reviewed either these recommendations or their rationale and 
therefore has not reached a conclusion as to the merits of ei1:her. 

1. Allow additional height [not density] in W-1, W-2, and W-3 through a PUD process. 

The waterfronj zones and overlays contajp waterfront-specific regulations and review 
processes whlch .forward 1:he goals qf the 'eompreherisive· Plan.-1 However, >the lack of 
additional PUD incentives presents an obstacle to good waterfront development. In the 
past, to achieve appropriate development levels, applicants have requested PDP-related 
m.ap amendtn~nts to other non,-W zones which do ·not contain important waterfront­
specific design review criteria. A PUD option in W zones could more effectively ensure 
the fulfillment of w~terfront-specific Comprehensive Plan polici~s without diminishing 
la,nd development rights by providing· an alternative to rezoning property ·to non­
Waterfront zoning. 

Increasing the height of a buildipg while.: keeping .-tb~' .fl<;>ar. are~ r~tio _ _{'4F AR") fixed 
would_ typi2ally resril6iri·lowerJot occupancy ap_d _more open ·sp!We ori the site. The 
natllre:'an&loca:tibn of.·this open.spac~~.w.ol:llq.J?~ -~Yailiftt¢Jhrough the'PUD process to 
ensure maximu:m ... benefit. This would provide· a greater· opportuititY tor Visual access to 
or along the water, as well as direct environinental benefits through . a" reduction in 
impervious space and less runp:f;I. Further, by allowing more possible height, the W -1, 
W-2, and W-3 zones would become more consistent with other zones which. provide a 
~ght option through a PUD. Also, PUD-related design review can work to account for 
a range of CoffiJ)rehensive Plan policies that are difficult to regulate directly, such as 
public acc.ess and connectivity considerations . 

. Sttif(Js ~1)9~,J~~~d,in~ any fuo·tehited changes to any areas ?<>ned W -0, ·as these 
area,s are intended for very low development and generally not apptopria,te for. PUD-scale 
development In addition, the needs of the "emerging waterfront" - the Southwest and 
Southeast waterfronts, as well as any landS the city may control in the ·futu,re - may be 
somewhat different from areas which have already undergone redevelopment and are 
now established. Therefore, approval of additional height through a PUD may he more 
appropriate in the emerging waterfront ·than in established areas su~h as Georgetown. 

2 •.. Estab~lt watedront-specific criteria for PtJDs based on criteria in ~sting waterfront 
overJay~. 

Sjnc~ tb.e-,iSsu~ a.s~ociated with every site on the waterfront are unique, a design review 
process for PUDs is reeoinlilended' to· provide:flexible .. criteria.:.n~ ... ~~~-d~~ review 
criteria contained. in the 'two -waterfront-area :overlays_ ·ptovide-: dire(!tioiJ.. j(i)Y'ard the ZONING COMMISSION
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fulfillment of Comprehensive Plan policies which are sometimes difficult to regulate 
directly. 

With no waterfront-specific requirements, a PUD applicantin exisfuig·w:rtcrW;.;3-·zones­
would simply need to meet the minimum requirements laid out- iii Chapter 24. Better 
urban design can be achieved along the waterfront by establishing design review criteria 
for·· ·new PUDs,- resulting in . more- predi~ble execution of waterfront-specific 
Comprehensive Plan policies and making the regulations easier to rise. The 
establishment of consistent design review criteria for PUD's would work to ensure that 
waterfront-specific -Compt.ell~iv,e,.Plan.JX>lici~s .could. be applied along the entire 
District-held and privately-:held waterfront area FUrther, t:h~se ·changes would be 
consistent with the three prongs of th~ zoning update process in establishing clarity, ease 
of use, aJild relevance in the zoning regulations. 

Examples of waterfront-specific 4esign review criteria: 
• Public Acct!Ss: frequent public -access points to waterfront 
• Cqnnectivity: connections to approved trails along waterfront 
• M~ed use: context-sensitiv~ provision of recreational, commercial, ari.d 

residential uses adjacent- to waterfrOnt 
•. Vzsual Access:_protectiorfof.view·and vi-sta to and from.the riyer 
• Open Space: 'siritably-designed'publkopen.space adj~centto.waterfront_ 

3. Allow surface parking oilly by special exception in W zones. 

While small accessory parking areas may be appropriate ·in soriie circumstances, 
~cessive amounts of surface parking and the infrastructure they often require 
(driveways, lighting, snow collection areas, etc.) present obstacles for the fulfillment of 
several Comprehensive Plan policies for the waterfront area. For example, surface 
'parking lois hinder enVironmental goals. rela,ting to red1:1cing, ,runoff -and-- outfall, 
particularly in Sen$itive environments such as along the waterfront Large areas of surface 
parking also- creatc:;c~ poor: pedestriE_Ul environment in an area where Comprehensive Plan 
policies encourage-more walkable and vibrant mixed use districts. 

Allowing surface -p_arking by special exception provide& a flexible way of satisfying 
aesthetic, environmental, walkability, and open space priorities common to all waterfront 
areas. New surface parking lots would-be subject-to-special--exception conditions_simil~ 
to those currently contained in the W-0 zone and SEFC Overlay, including ones relating 
to noi$e, traffic management, lighting, and screening. 

Staff recogniZes- that .·'smalLacc~SQI'y-~pa,rlQng areas .mavc be_ appropriate ·-in- certain 
circmnst3nees and wi!Unclude excqJtions for_these instanees: 
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4. Update p.erformanee standards for light fudustrialspeeialexception review. 

While light industrial uses are not m high demand at the moment in waterfront. areas, the 
Comprehensive Plan directs the preservation of some amount of viable industrially­
appropriate land. Further, these uses may become more comtnon in the future, including 
emerging environmental industries that work to restore the enviro:tnnent, generate clean 
energy, or improve energy efficiency for the District and its residents. 

Section 909 of the Zoning RegUlations provides conditions-by which~ light_ inqus.trial uses 
may be approved in waterfront zones by Special Exception by the Board of Zoning 
Adjustment ("BZA"). Some of these existing standards may unnecessarily hinder the 
establishment of low-impact, green industrial uses, or conversely may not address some 
external effects specific to emerging environmental ipdustries~ For example, § 909.2 
requires that, "the facility shall be designed to enhance the visual and recreational 
opportunities offered by the Waterfront."1 While the enhancero~~ of recreational 
opportunities is a worthy conditio~ along the waterfront, it would likely b~ difficult for 
pot~tially .niuch:.needed ~en bUsinesses- to· fulfill this ·:condition.- ·.~urther, § 909.6 
'PrPlUbit~- the __ qutdoor-storage of materiiils~ :However, i~· not_cmade cl~· w];lat cOnstitutes 
''materici!s/~ ~ Js a parrlciilarly Critical poin~ as .some wa:terfrp~t-based.-businesses such 
as boat repaif: facilitieS 'm'~y reqUire'- fuil ._utilization- of the area. between : any primary 
structure _and the waterfront. 

The Comprehensive Plan encourages the development of emerging environmental 
industries, or "green bu8inesses", while simultaneously requiring the protection of 
existing neighborhoods from their impacts. Green businesses are defined in the 
Comprehensive Plan as those that ''make an explicit commitment in [their] operation and 
conduct to reduce [their] impact on the q~vironment and minimjze [their] use of non­
renewable resomces.''2 

The ability tO ·pro'vlde ·space for light·industri~ uses should be preserve~ as 'they may 
become more necessary in the future. Further, waterfront areas may serve an important, 
albeit limited industrial application for green jobs. Examples· include businesses engaged 
in small-scale recycling, enVironmental restoration, and small-scale watercraft production 
facilities, among others. 

5. Establish visual' access to the water genera)ly based on surrounding relevant street grid. 
Where existing street grid does not exist, limit building dimensions to a maximum of 
500 feet. 

1'DCMR Ti:Uetf, Clqi. 9;~§:909;2 · 
2 Comprehensive Plan, 2006, p. G-18 
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The Comprehensive Plan indicates the preservation of visual access to the water as an 
important goaL I~ recpgniz~.,that, the)zpp()rt.~pe of pres~g and extending existing 
lines of sight to the waterfront. However~··cUt.rent Zorii_ng':Reglilations ·oroy· prote'cfv!sual 
access to the water to the degree that development occurs perpendicularly to the 
waterfront. 

Further, while the CO .and .. SEFC overlays provid~ \j~:uaJ. access ... related design review 
criteria, they only apply tQ a very limited section of waterfront area. A tool is needed 
which can provide the preservation or enhancement of visual access along extensions of 
existing ri.ghts.of.:way in the. waterfront neighborhoods. 

Ensuring visual ~ccess is best accomplished by preserving and extending the lines of 
sight that public rights of way provide in o"Qr waterfront areas. This recommendation 
addresses several Comprehensive Plan goals; 

• It wotks to visually integrate existing neighborhoods with the waterfront and new 
waterfront development, which in turn facilitates greater awareness of the 
watedront. 

• If proVides a baseline. by which -public access considerati_ons ~ be made. A 
regulation which .reqUires. the ·p~sery~tj~~ o{ ~xisfu.ig' "Yisui~f ~~e~s·. beyond an 
exiSimg public right ofway CaQ ..,. thz:ough ~ d~scretiQn~ pf6~s ,su,C}fas' a· PUD or 
other' design· review process -result- ~-a .strip o'f land' which:coUJ.d"atso-·jrrovide 
public access to the water via a public easement. 

• It provides more specific and predictable language regarding the provision of visual 
access than the more general language contained in the waterfront-area overlays. 

• It is both flexible and responsive to a given waterfront area's local street grid 

In preparati_on for these recommendations, staff researched the established block widths 
of various waterfront neighborhoods. Along the southeast waterfront, the average block 
width is approximately 450 feet· Only two of the blocks measl:U'ed exceed 500 feet. Along 
):l:te so~t:hwest waterfront, the average block width is approximately 487 feet. Itt areas 
where there fs no 'street "grid present, or areas 'cut off from- the- city by .. freeways, railways, 

¥ ~ •' • '~ 

or other obstacles, buildings should not be greater than 500 feet in width to ensure visual 
access to the· waterfront consistent with the· established form. Other jurisdictions have 
similar requirements·.--For instance, Richmond, Vrrgmi1:1. has a provision· which limits 
building dhnensions and space between buildings to }00 feet in width, and New York 
City requires a 600 foot minimum distance between upland connections to shoreway, 
piers, and floating structures. 

6. Establish a minimum setback from waterfront of 75 feet, of which a minimum of 25 feet 
be reserved for approved trail connections. 

It is very difficult to establish zoning regulations that require property owners to provide 
public access aeross their property along the waterfront. Although connectivity desig11 
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revie;w .crit~~(exi~t m the eo: and SEFC 0Ver1ays;:·and-:setbaq~:reql#x~em!&-e,Ustin.the 
•I , 1 • :t ~' • ,:.-, •L~ "'• •- ~ ' ' t ~· ,._, <.f,' r l \ •' • '< 

W -0 zone 'and' CG' Overlay/ th~te isi nd-loootdiil.ated; ci>mprehensi:ve regulation «), proVide 
open space setback -along the rivers. 

The establishment of a minimum setback would provide for the preservation .or creation 
of open space which could be used fot trail connections, and in some cases, the creation 
of open space~ A waterfront setback would also further other Compn~heJ)._sive Plan goals 
and objectives, such as providing an environmental buffer between new development and 
the water's edge, additional active ancl/or passive recreation areas, and allowing greater 
visual a.g~~~s,)j.}QJ:.lg_tbe water. 

Based on the standards for the Anacostia Riverparks Target Area Plan and Riverwalk 
Design Guidelines and discussions with DDOT, a minimally sufficient setback area 
would need to accommodate areas for the trail itself, its maintenance, and any necessary 
demarcations (such as retaining walls) which serve to offer clear distinctions for trail 
users so as not to cause safety issues between trail users and those who may be crossing 
the trail, or entering and exiting adjacent buildings. According to DDOT, this minimally 
sufficient setback would be 25 feet: 12 feet for the actual trail, 10 feet between the trail 
and any building frontage ( orie1_1ted toward the water), and a few feet on either side of the 
trail for demarcation and maintenance considerations. This setback may be most 
appropriate in active, mixed use areas, to ensure opportunities for interactions with the 
waterfront. 

The remainder of the setback area (50 feet or greater) could be reserved for planned 
active or passive open space. It is important to note that a minimum 75 foot setback 
would likely be appropriate in areas which feature passive open spaces or natural 
interactions with the waterfront. In active, mixed use nodes a lesser setback may be 
appropriate to ensure opportunities for interactions ~th the waterfront. Based on design 
review, there may be instances a minimum setback consisting of only the 25 feet trail 
connection could be more appropriate. 

or will research this setback recommendation in combination with the additional height 
available in Recommendation 1. 

PROCEDURES 

The public hearing on this part of Case No. 08-06 will be conducted as a rulemaking in 
accordance with the provisions of § .302-1 of the District- of Columbia- Municipal- Regulations, 
Title 11, Zoning. The ~ommission will impose time limits on testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing. 
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All~indiViduals;;·organiiationsr:or--associations ·:w~hing to t~$tify in. this case should tile their 
intentidh; to 'testi'fy .in writing:.': ·written·. sta.tew,ents,_, ip.. lieu .of .personal appearances' or oral 
presentations, may be submitted for inclusion in the record~ 

Information should be forwarded to the Secretary of the Zoning Commission, Office of Zoning, 
SUite 210, 441 4th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001. Please include the number of the 
particular case and your' daytime telephone number~ FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, YOU 
MAY CONTACT THE OFFICE OF ZONING AT (202) 727-6311. 

ANTHONY J. HOOD, WILLIAM W. KEATING, III, KONRAD w; S<:~TER, PETER 
G. MAY, ANl> MICHAEL G. t~ULL --ZONiNG 'COM_MISSlONFORTHE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, BY JAMISON L. WEINBAUM, DIRECTOR, AND BY 
SHARON S. SCHELLIN, SECRETARY TO THE ZONING COMMISSION. 
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