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YIA HAND DELIVERY

Meredith Moldenhauer, Chairperson
D.C. Board of Zoning Adjustment
441 4" Street, N.W.

Second Floor

Washington, D.C. 20001

Re: EQR-EYE Street, LLC — BZA Application No. 18289 for 443 — 459 1
Street, NW — Square 516, Lots 812 — 815 and 876 (the “Property”) —
Supplemental Statement Regarding Closed Court and Historic Lot
Variances

Dear Chairperson Moldenhauer and Members of the Board:

On behalf of EQR-EYE Street, LLC (the “Applicant”), the applicant under BZA
Case No. 18289, this memorandum is intended to address the variance relief required
from 11 DCMR § 776.4 relating to closed court area requirements, and 11 DCMR §
1707.4 relating to FAR limitation of historic lots.
In the OP Report, OP stated that:
e OP cannot yet recommend the Board approve the closed court area relief
due to the need for more information regarding the exceptional condition

BOARDOFZONINGADJUSTMENT  and the practical difficulty standards. (OP did state that the third prong of
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e OP has not made a recommendation for the relief requested from §
1707.4’s limitation of historic properties’ FAR to 6.0 FAR since Square
516 is not mentioned in § 1707.4 and therefore the Property does not
require relief from this Section.

Regarding the closed court variance request, we believe that the standards for the
approval of a variance from § 776.4, including the exceptional condition creating a
practical difficulty standard of the variance test, are satisfied in this instance as described
more fully below. Further, we believe that the variance from § 1707.4 is necessary and
that the development team has satisfied the standards for variance relief, as described
more fully below. Based on further contact with the Office of Planning, the Office of
Planning is now supportive of the closed court relief requested.

I Closed Court Variance Relief

Specifically regarding the closed court variance request, the Office of Planning’s
Report finds that the Property possesses exceptional conditions that will create practical
difficulties for lot occupancy. That same rationale should apply for the closed court
relief. The exceptional condition at the Property leading to the closed court variance
request results from the historic structures to be maintained on the premises, their
location on the lot, and the small size of the remaining unimproved portion of the
Property. The three “contributing” historic structures dictate the physical constraints
within which any project on the Property must be designed and operated.

Such unique conditions lead to a series of practical difficulties that would result if
the Applicant is required to satisfy the strict application of the closed court requirements.

Such practical difficulties are as follows:
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Implications on the proposed structure on Lots 814 and 815 — The

portion of the building to be constructed on Lots 814 and 815 requires
both an elevator core and a code-compliant corridor depth. Those lots are
only a total of 45 feet wide. As a result, further area cannot be taken out
of the portion of building to be constructed on Lots 814 and 815 to ensure
that the closed court has a compliant area. If additional area is taken out
of the portion of the building to be constructed on Lots 814 and 815, the
resulting floor plates would create unnecessarily small and likely unusable
unit sizes. Further, the building core — which is primarily furnished on Lot
815 — cannot be made smaller. It is already designed to be as small — and
the floors as efficient — as possible in the plans submitted to the BZA.
Pages BZA 4A and BZA 4B of Exhibit A demonstrate the effect on the
structure on Lots 814 and 815 created by two methods of achieving
compliant closed courts. The blue and green lines on Pages BZA 4A and
BZA 4B of Exhibit A show closed court additions that are located entirely
on Lots 814 and 815 and partially on Lots 812 and 813 or partially on Lots
814 and 815, respectively. As shown on the Exhibit, a compliant first
floor closed court would either sever the building located on Lots 814 and
815 or severely constrain any usable space on such floor. Similarly, a
compliant second through fourth floor closed court would either sever the
building on Lots 814 and 815 or dramatically reduce the size of residential

units on such floors.
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Implications on the proposed structure on Lots 812 and 813 -

Similarly, the portion of the building to be constructed on Lots 812 and
813 to the north of (and “behind”) the closed court, is required to have a
certain depth. The Applicant has pushed the court as for north as possible
before while still maintaining a functioning residential building. This
depth allows for a double loaded corridor. If the space required to create a
compliant closed court were to be provided in this area, a much thinner
building would result that would likely be a single loaded corridor (or just
a corridor). There are very few options for connecting the east and west
portions of the building. Pages BZA 4A and BZA 4B of Exhibit A also
demonstrate the effect on the structure on Lots 812 and 813 created by two
methods of achieving compliant closed courts. The red and green lines on
Pages BZA 4A and BZA 4B of Exhibit A show closed court additions that
are located entirely on Lots 812 and 813 or partially on Lots 812 and 813
and partially on Lots 814 and 815, respectively. As shown on the Exhibit,
either compliant first floor closed court option would sever the connection
between the east and west portions of the building, and, would render the
building’s parking ramp unusable. (A north-south diagram showing such
parking ramp’s minimum clear headroom condition is shown on Page
BZA 4C of Exhibit A.) Similarly, a compliant second through fourth floor
closed court would either sever the building on Lots 814 and 815 and Lot
876 or dramatically reduce the size of some residential units on such

floors.
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o If a compliant court were to be required and provided on Lots 812 and
813, the Applicant would be required to provide two “towers” — one
on Lots 814 and 815 and one on Lot 876 — which would essentially
create two separate structures within the same building. This two
structure approach would also require two elevator cores and other
building support areas as well. Clearly, either configuration would be
highly undesirable and inefficient, and would create construction and

maintenance difficulties.

Constrains on the south and east of proposed courts — The courts cannot be

expanded south or east since the historic structures are located in those areas.
Demolishing all or any portion of the rear of the existing structures on Lots
812 and 813 is not possible based on Historic Preservation Review Board
(“HPRB”) requirements. HPRB wanted the entirety of the buildings on Lots
812 and 813 retained. The existing structures must be maintained up to
approximately 38 feet of depth and 38 feet of height. Similarly, HPRB wanted

the entirety of the building located on Lot 876 retained.

View of historic townhouse rears — The proposed closed courts offer a view

of the rear of the historic townhouses that would otherwise be lost by
inclusion into the addition. Such configuration of the courts was
recommended through the historic review process at that location. Therefore,
the Applicant cannot eliminate the court because it is unable to build up to the

rear of such rowhouses.
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¢ Providing light and air - The proposed building was designed to maximize
the amount of viable residential space in the project, while allowing for air
and daylight for the residents. The Applicant has introduced the closed court
areas to bring more light and air to the center of the building. The resulting
plan provides the maximum livable space and most efficient service functions
and corridors for the building, along with the maximum light and air for the
units. Theoretically, the closed court could be covered over with an atrium
thereby eliminating the court variance, but taking away natural light and air
and increasing the lot occupancy variance (although, as noted, such design

approach was not favored in the historic review process).

IL Historic Lot Variance Relief

Prior to the advent of self-certification, property owners filed plans with the
Zoning Administrator (“ZA”) prior to filing an application for relief to the BZA. The ZA
reviewed the associated plans and issued a letter detailing the needed BZA relief. Such
property owners then filed that ZA letter and associated plans with the BZA as part of
their applications. In the instant case, the Applicant sought a determination from the ZA
regarding the 6.0 FAR limitation for historic lots under § 1707.4, among other elements
of zoning (including the exemption from the rear yard requirement under § 1707.6 due to
the location in the Mount Vernon Square Historic District). Based upon consistent, long-
standing interpretations, the ZA issued a determination letter, dated April 18, 2011
(attached as Exhibit B), that no rear yard is required for the project, but portions of the
Property are subject to the 6.0 FAR limitation for historic lots (absent BZA relief). In

such letter, the Zoning Administrator determined that Lot 876 (and Lots 812 and 813)
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should be treated the same as other lots that were not yet historic when the Downtown
Development District was created. Therefore, the Applicant self-certified the 6.0 FAR
relief and the other BZA relief and filed its application. Such self-certification of the
need for relief was shown on the first page of the self-certification form included in the
application packet and such relief is further described in the application’s statement and
shown on the plans. Based upon the ZA determination, the Applicant requires the BZA
to consider such relief.

As stated in our application materials, we believe that the variance standards for
the historic lot variance relief are satisfied.

The exceptional condition for this area of relief is related to the existence of the
historic buildings described above. The HPRB and Historic Preservation Office
(“HPO”) require the entirety of the structures on Lots 812, 813, and 876 to be
maintained. Further, the HPRB approval requires a setback from the rears of the historic
townhouses on Lots 812 and 813. The requested historic FAR variance only relates to
Lot 876. Due to the historic structures, the Applicant is required to maintain the entire
existing structure on Lot 876. This structure comprises the entirety of Lot 876 (unlike the
historic structures on Lots 812 and 813). (See BZA Plans Pages 1D and 2 and Page 19 of
the application statement.)

Such exceptional condition creates a practical difficulty if strict compliance to §
1707.4 is required. As a result of the existence of the historic structures, additional

density had to be pushed back from the townhouses. Since the unimproved portions of
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the Property comprise only 46%' of the Property, some additional density had to be
pushed to the rear of Lot 876. Further, this site is limited to 110 feet rather than 130 feet,
which further complicates where density can be shifted on the site. With a 130 foot
height, additional density could be shifted from Lot 876 to the unimproved portion of the
Property (Lots 814 and 815). However, with a 110 foot scheme, more of the building
area is required to be placed on Lot 876.

As detailed in our application materials, no harm to the public or to the Zone Plan
will occur as a result of the approval of the variance from § 1707.4. The proposed
development is consistent in scale and bulk with the zoning and Comprehensive Plan
designation for the surrounding buildings and properties. The project furthers the goals
and policies of the Zoning Regulations and Comprehensive Plan that focus on design in
the DD Overlay. The Project is the type of well-designed residential building that was
envisioned for this portion of the DD Overlay (and Central Employment Area) and that
the Zoning Regulations intend to foster. The project both renovates and incorporates
existing historic fabric in the DD Overlay. The project has been reviewed and
recommended for approval through the historic review process.

In addition, the FAR on the historic lot is a technical request under the
Regulations. Since Lot 876 will be combined into the remainder of the Property by
subdivision, the project’s FAR complies with the Zoning Regulations as permitted under

Chapter 17.

! This percentage is based on approximately 9,497 sq. fi. of unimproved lot area (the area not occupied by
the three “contributing” structures) divided by the total lot area of 20,615 sq. ft.
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II1.Conclusion

For the above reasons, we believe we have satisfied the variance test for the
closed court relief requested and that the relief from § 1707.4 is required and that the
variance test for such relief has also been satisfied.

We look forward to presenting this case to the Board tomorrow. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact John at (202) 721-1108 or Jeff at (202) 721-

1132. Thank you for your attention to this application.

Sincerely yours,

John T. Epting

s

Jeff C. Utz

Enclosures
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I certify that on December 12, 2011, I delivered a copy of the foregoing document
via hand delivery or first class mail to the addresses listed below.
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Stephen Cochran (2 copies)
Office of Planning

1100 4" Street, SW, Suite 650E
Washington, DC 20024

ANC 6C (6 copies)
234 E St.,NE
Washington, DC 20002

Keith Silver - ANC 6C01
901 New Jersey Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20001
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
OFFICE OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR
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April 18,2011

By US Mail and Email PDF

John T. Epting

Goulston & Storrs

1999 K Street, NW, 5% Floor

Washington, DC 20006

Re: 443 — 459 I Street, NW (Square 516, Lots 812 = 815 and 876) (collectively, the
“Property”) — Applicability of the Downtown Development Regulations

Dear Mr. Epting:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm the applicability and implications of the
Downtown Development (“DD”) Overlay District regulations, and in particular, § 1706.4(b) of
the Zoning Regulations, relating to the potential renovation of the Property. It is my
understanding that the potential purchaser of the Property is investigating the possibility of
constructing a residential and retail project on the Property. As discussed in further detail below,
I have concluded that: (i) the potential renovation of the Property will not trigger the housing
requirements of § 1706.4 of the DD Regulations for the portions of the project on Lots 812, 813,
and 876, (i) the Combined Lot Development rights (“CLDs”) generated by the portions of the
project on Lots 812, 813, and 876 may be transferred to any Housing Priority Area under §
1708.1(d), and (iii) a rear yard is not required at the Property for the proposed development
under § 1707.6.

Property Description

The Property is located in the DD Overlay/C-2-C Zone District. It is also located in
Housing Priority Area A. The DD Overlay went into effect in 1991. The Property is also in the
Mount Vernon Triangle Historic District (the “Historic District”) which was established in
2005. Three of the four buildings on the Property are contributing buildings in the Mount
Vernon Triangle Historic District. The Property consists of 20,614 square feet of land area.

Residential Requirement

Under § 1706.4(b), the Property would be required to “provide on-site or account for off-
site in a combined lot development no less than 4.5 FAR of residential use”. However, the DD
regulations include a provision that exempts the Property from having to satisfy such housing
requirement. §§ 1706.20 and 1707.2-1707.4 provide that the residential requirements do not

1100 4% Street, S.W., 3 Floor, Washington, DC 20024
Telephone: (202) 442-4576 Fax: (202) 442-4871
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apply to any lot that is restricted in its development because of its location in the Downtown
Historic District, the Pennsylvania Avenue Historic District, or because it is designated a historic
landmark.

The purpose of § 1706.20 is to recognize that historic landmarks and properties located in
the two original historic districts in the DD Overlay are prohibited from the additional
development opportunities that the DD regulations provide. Thus, such historic buildings and
properties are not required to provide residential use.

The Mount Vernon Triangle Historic District was established in 2005, with three of the
buildings on the Property noted in the description of the historic district and deemed contributing
to the Historic District. The only reason why the Mount Vemnon Triangle Historic District is not
listed in § 1707.2 or the Property is not listed in § 1707.4, is that the Mount Vernon Triangle
Historic District was not in existence at the time these sections were created in 1991. § 1707.5
notes that a project in the historic districts is not eligible to construct bonus density on-site but
may transfer bonus density to other sites both if the building is a landmark or it is “a building
within the Downtown Historic District or the Pennsylvania Avenue Historic Site that has been
preserved in whole or in part pursuant to the Historic Landmark and Historic District Protection
Act of 1978 (the “Act”).” Therefore, such exemption applies to landmarks and contributing
buildings within a historic district in the DD Overlay preserved under the Act alike. I agree that
the intent of the DD Regulations is that historic properties in the DD Overlay should not be
subject to the housing requirements of § 1706.4. Therefore, the portions of the Property
containing the structures to be preserved under the Act (which are subject to the same historic
constraints as the properties listed in §§ 1707.2 and 1707.4) should not be subject to the housing

requirements of § 1/706.4(b).

The three historically significant portions of the Property described in the Historic
District application are Lots 812 (453 I Street), 813 (455 I Street), and 876 (443-451 I Street).
These parcels comprise 14,199 square feet of lot area. Therefore, such portion of the Property
does not have a residential requirement, although such area is limited to 6.0 FAR.

This approach has recently been confirmed by the District several times. For example,
the letter from the Zoning Administrator, dated September 25, 1998 (attached as Exhibit A)
concludes that a historic landmark located outside of the area described in § 1707.4 is entitled to
an exemption from the residential requirements of the DD Overlay pursuant to § 1706.20. In
addition, a second letter from the Zoning Administrator, dated May 13, 2008, relating to 457
Massachusetts Avenue, NW, is attached as Exhibit B. Such letter concludes that historic
properties in the DD Overlay (such as the Property) do not require residential use under §
1706.4, even though such properties were not specifically enumerated in § 1707.4. Similarly, the
Office of Planning notes in its Large Tract Review report for the Yale Laundry project, dated
June 5, 2000 (attached as Exhibit C), that the portion of the Yale project that was part of the
historic landmark is not subject to the residential requirement. The vacant portion of such site
was subject to such residential requirement.
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Combined Lot Development Rights

Since Lots 812 (453 I Street), 813 (455 I Street), and 876 (443-451 I Street) have no
residential requirement, all residential use constructed on such properties may be transferred as
CLDs up to a limit of 6.0 FAR. Further, under § 1708.1(d), CLDs created by a historic property
under § 1707.4 can be transferred to any Housing Priority Area. § 1708.1(d) states that:

Notwithstanding the requirements of paragraph (c) of this subsection and of § 1706.9,
a historic property that is identified and governed by § 1707.4 is eligible to serve as
the location of required residential uses within a combined lot development, even if
the historic properties are located outside the Housing Priority Area established in §
1706.2.

This approach has also been confirmed by the District several times. For example,
such approach is described in the Combined Lot Development Covenant between National
Public Radio, Inc., and GIBG YL Partners, LLC, dated February 20, 2008 and recorded as
Instrument Number 2008023539 (the “Covenant™). Pages 3 and 32 of such Covenant
indicate that the CLD-generating Yale Steam Laundry Condos East project, as a historic
property in the DD Overlay, even though not listed in § 1707.2 since it was in the Mount
Vemon Triangle Historic District, did not have a residential requirement. Other CLD
Covenants utilizing the same conclusion have been recorded for tlie same CLD-generating
property. Further, two CLD Covenants were fully-reviewed and executed by the District but
never recorded for the Yale Steam Laundry Condos West project that bifurcated the property
into a residual portion of the Yale Steam Laundry historic landmark and the vacant remainder
of the site. Those CLD Covenants concluded that no residential requirement existed for the
portion of the historic landmark on such property.

Rear Yard Requirement

Similar to the above, under § 1707.6, since the property is in a Historic District now
located in the DD Overlay, no rear yard is required for the property. That Section states that the
rear yard requirements shall not apply in the Downtown Historic District or Pennsylvania
Avenue Historic Site. As mentioned above, at the time of the creation of the DD Regulations,
the Mount Vernon Triangle Historic District was not in existence. The Mount Vernon Triangle
Historic District was created in 2005. Therefore, § 1707.6 should be applied to the Property and
no rear yard should be required, regardless of the structures existing thereon currently.

If you have any questions about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, M :é gﬁd/

Matthew Le Grant, Zoning Administrator

Attachments— A, B, C
cc: Stephen Cochran, Office of Planning

File: Determination Ltr re 443-459 I St NW on DD Regs to Epting 4-18-2011
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Septamber 25, 1998
MEMORANDUM

TO: Armando Lourenco and Gladys Hicks, Depactment of Consimer and
Raegulstory Affeirs

Cc: David Calby, Office of Planming
David Maloney, Historic Preservation Division

FROM: Nathan W. Gross, Amold & Porter
David W. Briggs and Robin Haves.'Holland & Xnight

RE: Historic Preservstion Regulations, Péwntown Development District (DDD)

Raquest. We request your determination that 2 historic landmark covered by the
provisions of Section 1707 of the Zoning Regulaﬂons, bur locared omside the arca
described in Section 17074xsalsoennuedtotheexempnonmdetthtmowsxonsof
Section 1706.20 (related to residimtial nses) ifithe Jandmark is locuted in 2 Honsing

Priority .Area.

Issue. The Historic Préservation provisitns in §1707 of the Downtown
Dcvelopment District (DDD). 2nd pelated residéntial provisions in §1706. contain some
smhlgmnusormconsistencicswnhmgardmh%mc landmarks. In pasticular, several
subsections in the DDD ycfer only to a contigyous area described by squares and lots in
§1707.4, whxchpropan&sconstmncaﬁsmm ‘both individual landmarks, contributing
historic buildings within the Downtovwn: Eﬁstonr. Diswriet and the Peqmsylvania Avenue
Historic Sitc and associated land. Thmamamnbaofhxsmnchudmaxksm!hmthe
DDD boundaries which aremtksmdm;!il?ﬂ‘l.d and which could be subject to differcat
rules if some provisions of the DDD text are vead too Litezally.

Subsection 1707.2 end other provisionsynake references to histovic landmarks
generically, and the government.ageacies havé;gmually interpreted the historic
preservation rulés 10 apply 1 both*Jisted” landmarks and “unlisted” landmaks.

Thic memorandum saeks mnﬁmanouq;n the normal waiver of the residential
requirement for historic buildings applies to hjstoric landmarks not located in the arca
described in §1707.4 on an equal foawagmthféam-ibuungbnildings and landmarks that
are located in the area described. With new davelopment and renovations moving rapidly

&/ Fovad 5665TYBTRAT Al HI4TU JC d8V:-RO¥d €@: (1 88-8Z-120
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northivard and castward in the Dowmown (EsstEnd), where many of thase landmarks are
located and where the Housing Priority Avea afithe DDD is mapped, it will be fimportant
for the rules to be clear.

Adopted Zoning Rules for Historic Bui!dmgs. n seomary, the DDD provides
the following zoning reswictions and incentivésyegarding historic properties:

* Propernies locsied within the arsa describeifiin §1707.4 ere restricted t0 8 mavimnm
op-site density of 6.0 FAR;

*  Trensferable development rights (TDRs) are provided for unbuilt density of ap 10 4.0
FAR on the lot accommodating th hxsronpfbuﬂdﬁxg (§1707.5(d)); and

» Historic bitldings in & Housing Prioxity Ars are not subject to 2 housing requirement
if Jocated within the area describad in §1707.4 (§1706.20).

We are raising an issnc oply with the thipd regulation above, the required
residential componant in the Housimg Priority'Ares.

Applicable Properties. Subsection 17¢7.4 describes by lots and squares an area
of the DDD containing both contributing Instonc bmldmgs and historic landmarks. All
of these properties sye clearly subject to the rustrictions and incentives of the DDD
affecting historic properdes. nsepmpmneaaremherlocmdmﬂumthamwm
Hisvaric District or the Permsylvania Avenue Historic Site. These properties and historic
dismricts were the focus ofmmnonyandanalvastonmgCommmonCmNo.w-zs
(Downiown Developman District), because tie.D.C. Pressrvation Leagus hed petiioned
w inchude the entirety of the Downtovwn Histoiic District within the purview of special
zoning controls. The apphcahlepsﬂs ofthel’cpnsy!vamz. Avenne Historic Site were
added to the list in §1707.4 in'the imerest of uniform treatment. It was glso the clear
intent of the Zoning Commission, the Office 6£Planning and the Histaric Preservation
Division 10 trcntoﬂ;crhutmclmdmndsmbm)m a consistent manner, but the rules as
written contain some ambiguities, discussed belows,

Legislative Intent. Iris clear from numeToUs provisions in §1707 that the Zoning
Commission and participating government agmes intended ail histonc bujldings to be
governed consistentty by the historic preservation mles in DDD. as indicared below (with

emphasis added):

21707.2 The provisions of this secuon apply 1o 'listoric landmarks aud 10
specified properties within the Dowmdven Historic Districe and
Pennsylvania Avenuz Historic Site.

It is clear from this wording that alt landmarks, including those within and outside
the histaric districts, were intended to'be govertied by §1707. Thisis the first substantive
provision in §1707, following inmediataly aﬂer the purposes stated m §1707.1, which
suggests thet this statement should govern thefllowing rales in 4 general over-arching
way.

& |]9vd EBESepecozrQl HIAZI JQ JBY:HO¥A EB*1] B6-BdZ-I20
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The immedistely following subssction relsres 1o uses within historic buildings
and, again, clearly expresses the broad ntent ufgovcrmng historic buildings both withiu
and outside of the two historic districts:.

1707.3 Uses within buildings in'the hissoric districts and landmark sites within the DD
District are governed by the :asderbnmgzams and tha spectal use yequirements . .

Additional indicarions of the le;;slauwm to toat historic landmerks and

contibuting buildings equslly in the DDD zoning provisions are found in the formal
purposes as set forth in §1707.1:

Paragraph (a) makes broad reference tpqn’w:mng the ymique character and
Jabric of histaric buildings, the Downtown Historic District, and the Paxmsylvania
Avenue Historic Site.

The above is a clear statement of thres included caregories, including historic
buildings generally, and those within the Dowrtown Historic Distriet and the
Pemnisyivania Avenue Historic Districys.

Paragraph (b) xefers both to histaric IsnAmarks.and contributing buildings: (b}
Encourage restorarion and adaptive reuse of kistoric landmarks and odaptive reuse of
comributing buildings i historic districts, logéther witk ocmpatible alterations ond
compatible new construction.

Pamgraph (c) states the intent-of vestricting permitzed building bulk on critical

historic frontagas and lors with bmdcbuﬂdiigssa as yo encourage preservarion of
historic buildings and assure o campotible :ca.]t af neiv construction in historic diswicts,
especially in projects combiniug new d’zvelopmenz with preservarion.

Orher relevant text in Paragraphs (d) 1hrough () refers to “historic buildings™
byoadty, clmlymdxmnngmelcglslaﬂvcmmmmcmdcanlnstoucbuﬂdmgsiuthc
DDD.

Finally, the provisions for transferablé development rights in §1707.5 n sevezal
places carefully include historic landmarks autide of the §1707.4 srea as being eligible
for TDRs. Onc cxample is as follows:

17025 (b)  The property [that is eligible thpransfey IDRS] shall be one of those
properies idenrified in 1707.4;: a"mi accordingly restricted in cn-site
density 20 6.0 FAR orshallbaau historic landmark that has in FAR of
6.0 or less including any existii or proposed additions.

Waiver of the Residential Requirement tor Historic Landmarks- Despite the
Conmsamsdwmmwnwaubsmmesbymesamerﬂegadwmpmy
exists regarding the Watver from a required rasidential component as provided in
§1706.20. Given the legislative intent of the DDD zone 10 provide incentives and

4798 Ve e88eqrvezaz QY A1 2 JVYHOAL ¥ 1Y B8-~-02-120
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protections for historic buildings generally, Mﬁpemﬁc regulations accamplishing that
intent, a uniform treatment regarding the residential witver would be Jogical and
cansistent.

Histone buildings within the §1707.4 &ffa are exempted from any residential use
requiremnents for policy reasans. Specxﬁcaily,xxven the density restrictions and the
(typically) limited profitability of residential uses, e Zoning Commission and the
executive agencies decided to sllow all-commietciel use, as well as mansferable
developmend righis, 1o help defray the relativaly high cost of restoring historic buildings.
Another importanr yeason for the waiver is ﬂmgnmyh:sm:buddmgs may not lend
ihemselves reasonably to conversion for residential nse because of the character or design
of the building.

The provision thar creates 2 potantial froblem is §1 706.20 within §1706
Residential and Mixed Use™ provisions, as follows:

1706.20 The residenrial reguiréements .rba]l nor apply Yo any lot restricted 1o a
maximum development of 6.0 FAR pursuant to 1707.4.

A parrow reading of this rule would mean that any individual landmark located
within the Housing Priosity Arez and not withis the aréa described in §1707.4 wonld
have a residantial requirement of 4.5 FAR in DDIC 3-C districts, 3.5 FAR m DD/C-3-C
d:stnctsand"OFARmDDlG—*%dzstuas.TheZSFAR,mpamm exceeds the
cxisting density of the majogty of spplicable ;nﬁdmad:s and clearly appaars to be
conumytosomdhmmzptesmnonpracudes — in tenms of mandatory density,
mandatory aud potentially insppropriate use ofghe historic building, and reduced
financial viability 1o support high-quality listoric restoration of the Jandmark building.

Affected Historic Landmarks. A qufrate. but significant, number of historic
landmarks gre potemtially affécted by this mtetpretznoaqum The historic landmarks

ounside of the avea dzfined in §1707.4 but within the Housing Priarity Area of DDD
include the following:

DD/C-3.C

American Fedaration of Labor
Asbury United Methodist Church

DD/C2:6

Fletcher Chapel (Church of God and S#ints of Christ)
Moran Building (restorsd prior to the adoption of the DDD)

Myrene Apsriments
Old Engine Company # 6

4ditional Mistoric Landmiar

L/8 I9wd 86882z v6ETaT*qQl ¥3ATE 2Q JeY'ROHAL PG-IT 86-0T-1ID
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Tt is onr understanding four additions] gites in the nonthen part of DDD will be
mmmadforhmhndma&mmasa;e;unofmemeuchm a potenmal M.
Vernon Square Histaric District. ‘I‘hxsymrkwiasanﬁxmzedbytheagrcemmsrcluedm
approvel of the site for the new Convention Chittey north of Mt. Vemon Square. These
four busldings, If formally designaied ashisroﬁc landmarics. would also be subject to the
nules discussed in this memorandum. This is Gecanse “historic Yndmark™ is a defined
teem in the Zoning Regulations, so tharthe DD zoning rules that refer to “historic
landmarks™ would apply.

Conclusion. We underatand that themwagm of the Diswict of
Colmmbia government have beea mwrpreungdnd continie to interprer the DDD historic
proservstion yules in 3 gencrilly consisiar fashion as regards propestics idemtified in
§1707.4 and individual historic landmarks omﬂide of that geogrephic area. Because our
frms represent the owners ofsevunlhxsmnc{mdmmthammﬂmafloumg
Priority Arca bat are not within the ares desqi{:ed in §1707.4. we seek your confirmation
thar such landmarks are also incluided in the intent of §1706.20 and are eligible for the

housing waiver.

CONCUR:
7 omine Adeaini

e e b

n/ 9717
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UPPER CLOSED COURT
FLOORS 2-4
MINIMUM AREA = 2,584 SF

COURT DIMENSION AS DESIGNED:
32-0"Wx 38-3"L (1,224 SF)

REQUIRED COURT DIMENSIONS TO MEET MINIMUM AREA:

IF COURT IS EXPANDED NORTH:
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50-10" W x 50'-10" L (green line)
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
OFFICE OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

* k k
L

May 13, 2008

Paul Tummonds
Pillsbury

2300 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

Re:  Potential Renovation of 457 Massachusetts Avenue, NW and the

Applicability of the DD Regulations

Dear Mr. Tummonds:

On March 27, 2008, we met to discuss the applicability of the Downtown
Devclopment (DD) Overlay District regulations, and in particular §1706.4(b) of the DD
regulations, to the potential renovation of the property located at 457 Massachusetts
Avenue, NW. It is my understanding that the owner of the 457 Massachusetts Avenue,
NW property is investigating the possibility of establishing a permanent commercial or
retail use that will help enhance and invigorate the streetscape slong the 400 block of
Massachusetts Avenuc, NW. As discussed in further detail below, I have concluded that
that the potential rcnovation of 457 Massachusetts Avenue, NW will not trigger the
housing requirements of §1706.4 of the DD regulations.

Property Description

The 457 Massachusetts Avenue, NW property (Lot 26, Square 516-S, the
“Property™) is located in the DD/C-2-C Zone District and Housing Priority Area A of the
DD District. The Property is also located in the Mount Vemon Triangle Ilistoric District,
which was created in 2005. The building located on the Property was constructed in
1887 for residential use. The current assessed value of the improvements on the Property
is only $76,980.

Applicability of the D) Regulations to the Potential Renovation of the Property

The DD regulations, pursuant to §1700.5, state that the requirements and
incentives of the DD regulations apply where any additions, alterations or repairs within

941 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 2000, Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 442-4576 Fax: (202) 442-4871
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any 12 month period exceed 100% of the assessed value of the building. Given the low
assesscd value of the building ($76,980) virtually any renovation of the building on the
Property will trigger the DD requirements. Once the DD regulations apply to the
Property, the Property will be required to “provide on-site or account for off-sitc in a
combined lot development no less than 4.5 FAR of residential use” (per §1706.4(b)).

However, the DD regulations include two provisions that exempt the Property
from baving to satisfy the housing requirement enumerated in §1706.4(b). The first
provision, §1706.18, states that the renovation of a nonresidential building in existence as
of January 18, 1991, that is less than six floors will not trigger a housing requirement.
The second set of provisions, §1706.20 and §1707.2-1707 4, provide that the residential
requirements do not apply t0 any lot that is restricted in its development because of its
location in the Downtown Historic District, the Pennsylvania Avenue Historic District, or
because it is a designated historic landmark.

Renovation of a2 nonresidential buildin

I have reviewed a copy of a Certificate of Occupancy dated August 12, 1947
permitting a “Clean and Pressing Shop” with not more than 5 employces on the
Property. This Certificate of Occupancy establishes that the Property was used
for nonresidential purposes after August 12, 1947. You noted that there is no
cvidence that residential use ever returncd to the building on the Property. The
buildihg on the Property is also only three stories in height. For these reasons, the
housing requirements do not apply to the Property as §1706.18 is applicable in
this instance.

Renovation of Historic Structures in the DD Qverlay District

The purpose of §1706.20 is to recognize that historic landmarks and propertics
located in the two original historic districts in the DD area are prohibited from the
additiopal development opportunities that thc DD regulations provide. Thus, such
historic buildings and properties are not required to provide residential use.

The Mount Vernon Triangle Historic District was established in 2005, with the
Building on the Property noted in the description of the historic district. The only
reason why the Mount Vernon Triangle Historic District is not listed in §1707.2
or the Property is not listed in §1707.4, is that the Mount Vernon Triangle
Historic District was not in existence at the time these sections werc created. I
agree that the intent of the DD regulations is that historic properties in the DD
area should not be subject to the housing requirements of §1706.4. Thercfore, the
Property (which is subject to the same historic constraints as the properties listed
in §1707.2 and §1707.4) should not be subject to the housing rcquirements of

§1706.4(b).
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For all of these reasons, 1 have determined that the potential renovation of the
Property is not subject to the housing requirements of §1706.4(b). Please feel freec to
contact me if you have any questions regarding the issues addressed in this letter.

Respectfully, /M@Mvﬁ} i

Matthew Le Grant

File Letter of Detaminstion to Tumunonds re DI Req Exemption of 5-13-08
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

OFFICE OF PLANNING
* % %
T
I
Office of the Director
MORANDUM
TO: Roland Driest, Surveyor
Office of the Surveyor

Department of

-y /72

DATE: June 5, 2000

SUBJECT: Comments on Yale Laundry Large Tract Review

BACKGROUND
Location

Yale Steam Limited Partnership hes submitted an application for Large Tract Review
(LTR) to develop Lots 6, 67, 68, 73, 74, 78 and 87, known as the Yale Laundry and
Norwitz sites, in Square 514, Square 514 is located in the northwest quadrant of the
District and is bounded by M Street on the north, Fourth Street on the east, New York
Avenue and L Street on the south and Fifth Street on the west. Brown’s Court, which is
an east-west alley, bisects the square and separates the Yale Laundry and Norwitz sites
from the existing residential lots in the northern portion of Square 514, The Mount
Vernon Square neighborhood, which is genetaily located north of New York Avenue
betwesn New Jersey Avenue and Ninth Street is immediately adjacent to the proposed
developtnent. This neighborhood contains primarily row houses, apartments and sore
institutional structures. There are a few vacant lots interspersed within this neighborhood.
Along New York Avenue, within the general vicinity of the proposed project, the area
contains primarily vacant land and a few commercigl uses. The Yale Laundry portion of
the site slopes upward approximately ten feet from New York Avente towards Brown's
Court. The grade change on the Norwitz portion of the site is more gradual.

The Yale Laundry portion of the site contains two industrial structures, the original
commercial laundry building constructed in 1902 and énlarged in 1924 and the 1919
stable parape. Both of these buildings have been designated as historic

201 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suitc 4000, Washington, D.C. 20002 202-442-7600, Fax 202-442-7637 or 7638
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landmarks and are listed on the District of Columbia Inventory of Historic Sites. The
Norwitz site is presently occupied by a ohe-story industrial structure that was previously
used as a book bindery. This building is not considered a contributing building to the
Mount Vernon Square Historic District. The entire development site has been vacant for
at Jeast 15 years.

Comprehensive Plan

The Comprehensive Plan Generalized Land Use Map places the immediate area of the
proposed Yale Laundry project in a moderate density residential land use category. The
moderate density résidential land use designation generally encourages row houses and
garden apartments as the predominant use. The site is zoned DD/C-2-C, The DD/C-2-C
zone district permits matter-of-right buildings with a height of 130 and a floor area ratio
(FAR) of 8.0, of which no more than 4.5 FAR must be used for residential use.

It should be noted that the Generalized Land Use Map is intended to be generalized in
nature, and while the subject site is shown on the map as being in a moderate

density residentially designated afea, it sits on the edge of areas designated for high
density residential and commercial uses. As the Committee of the Whole Report
concerning the original Land Use element states, “The feature that distinguishes the Land
Use Element from the other District elements is the inclusion of generalized land use
maps, The maps provide a graphic depiction of the land use policies in a generalized
manner, They do not identify specific parcels or properties, This “soft~edged” character is
intended to provide guidance while affording needed flexibility.”

The site of the proposed Large Tract Review is located within the Mount Vernon Square
Historie District and within Housing Priority Area A of the Downtown Development
District. In terms of the residéntial requirement for properties located within the
DD/C-2-C zone district, it was determined by the Zoning Administrator that the Yale
Laundry portion of the proposed project is exempt from this requirement, since the entire
site has been designated as a historic landmark, The Norwitz portion of the site, while
bemgmah:shncdixtnct,doesnothavehtstomhndmarkstamaConseq\mﬂy the
tesidential requirement applies to that portion of the site.

Proposed Project

The Yale Laundry portion of the site, which consists of Lots 6, 67, 68, 73, 74 and 87,
contains approximately 52,516 square feet of land area. The site is located immediately
west of the First Tabernacle Church of God and Saints of Christ, which is also a historic
landmark within the Mount Vernon Square Historic District. The proposal calls for the
conversion of the Yale Laundry complex into a hotel. The original 1902 laundry building
would be transformed into the lobby area and restaurant for the hotel. The 1924 addition
to the 1902 building would be reused as a small gym and business center. The 1919
stable garage’would be converted to retail space. Two hotel towers, with a total of 406
rooms, would be constructed on the vacant land between the existing historic structures.
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The eastern tower of the hotel, which would be 120 feet in height, would be set back
from the property line approximately 30 feet and would run parallel to New York
Avenue. In front of the east fower at the property line, there would be a four story,
approximately 42-foot high meeting facility that is adjacent to the First Tabemnacle
Church of God and Saints of Christ. The other tower of the hotel would be 100 feet in
height and located immediately west of the original laundry building across an existing
15-foot wide alley. This tower would run perpendicular to New York Avenue along side
of and behind the 1919 stable building,

The Nopwitz portion of the site is located immediately east of the 100-foot high hotel
tower. The site would contain approximately 17,194 square feet of land area. The existing
m&smqmdusmﬂmucmthuthadbemprmouslyusedasabookbmdm‘ywmﬂdbe
razed. A ten-story, 130-foot high mixed-use building would be constructed on the site in
place of the existing structure. The first two stories above grade would be dedicated as
parking for the building. The next two stories would be used as commercial office space.,
“The remaining gix stories would contain 42 loft apartment units. This portion of the
development will contain a residential FAR that is equal to the 4.5 required by the Zoning
Regulations for properties in the DD/C-2-C 2one district of the Downtown Development
District.

REVIEW PROCESS

The Large Tract Review application for the Yale Lanndry development was filed with the
Office of Planning (OP) on December 28, 1999. Copies of the submission were mailed to
Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 2C and to property owners within 200 fect
of the site on January 6, 2000. A formal presentation on the projest was made to the
community by representatives of the Yale Steam Limited Partnership at a regularly
scheduled monthly ANC meeting on February 2, 2000. A second presentation to the
community was by representatives of the Yale Steam Limited Partnership at an additional
community meeting with the Mount Vernon Square Neighborhood Association on
February 15, 2000. The deadline for written comments on the project was March 10,
2000, ANC 2C and th: Mount Vemon Neighborhood Association wrote letters of support
for the project. In accordance with the Large Tract Review procedures, OP also requested
comments on the submission from the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs,
Department of Fire and Emergency Medical Services, Department of Public Works,
Metropolitan Police Department and the Office of Corporation Counsel.

ISSUES ANALYSIS

Commaunity Concerns

The applicant made a presentation on the project to ANC 2C on February 2, 2000 and 10
various interested parties within the community at the Mount Vernon Neighborhood
Association on February 15, 2000. At both the ANC 2C and Mount Vernon Square
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Neighborhood Association meetings, the community had questons regarding the project
relative to traffic and loading, the mix of uses and the height of the proposed hotel
towers in relation the ‘existing Mount Vernon Square neigliborhood. The applicant
addressed these issues at both meetings. At the Mount Vernon Square Neighborhood
Association meeting by a vote of 36 for and 15 against, the residents of the Mount

Vernon Square neighborhood voted to support the proposed Yale Laundry Large Tract
Review development.

The primary loading area and vehicular access to the facility will be off of New Yotk
Avenue due greatly to the fact that Brown’s Court narrows significantly to the rear of the
site. There would be four additional loading facilities located to the rear of the hotel and
apartment buildings. These loading docks would service only smaller vehicles on a
periodic basis.

In terms of uses, the community had questions regarding the lack of a residential
component on the Yale Laundry portion of the site, Yale Laundry was designated as a
historic landmark, and consequently was not subject to a housing requirement under the
zoning requirement of the Downtown Development District. However, it was noted by
the applicant at these meetings that if it were subject to a housing requirement, it would
be difficult to develop the site with residential. The Historic Presefvation Review Board
(HPRB) did not want any new development above the existing historic buildings on the
Yale Laundry portiori of the site. This determination by HPRB, along with the significant
change of grade along the rear of the Yale Laundry portion of the site, severely limited
the viability of residential uses for that portion of the site. In order to accommodate the
additional amount of residential that would be required in 2 DD/C-2-C zone district, the
footprint of such a residential structure would be significantly larger than the footprints of
the proposed hotel towers. The applicant argues that the current FAR of the project is
5.24; with residential and the amount of commercial development necessary to make an
economically viable project, the FAR would be the full 8.5 to which the project is
entitled. Consequently, a residential building would have to be located closer to the
existing residential neighborhood to the porth of the site. Additionally, the proposed units
for.a residential structure on the Yale Laumdry portion of the site would hiave a floor to
ceiling height of approximately eight feet, which according to the applicant would not
make them very marketable units,

In terms of actual proposed uses, the hotel was determined as an appropriate use for the
site, when considering the proximity of new convention center to the Yale Laundry site.
The new convention center is currently being constructed on the six squares immediately
north of the Mount Vernon Square Library. The proposed hotel would be located within
walking distance of the new center. It would also provide the kind of evening and
weekend activity to enliven the arca, where residential use could be difficult to establish
given the traffic volumes on New York Avenue,

In terms of the height of the two hotel towers, the applicant stated that it was also, in part,
related to the determination made by HPRB in their November 1999 meeting. At that
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meeting, the applicant presented two schemes to HPRB. In one scheme, a portion of the
eastern hotel tower was to have been buiit on top of the 1924 wing to the original laundry
structure. The hotel would be eight stories or approximately 90 feet in height. In the
second scheme, the eastern hotel tower was moved completely off of the 1924 wing and
the height of the two towers would be increased to 130 feet. HPRB favored the second
scheme. The second scheme would also allow for a greater amount of open area between

the two hotel towers and give greater prominence to the smokestacks of the laundry
warchouse.

As part of the height issue raised by the community, specifically that of light and air, the
applicant conducted a light study to determine the effect of two 130-foot high hotel
towers versus two 90-foot high towers on the surrounding residential neighborhood to the
north of the site. The study locked at the sun position during the winter equinox and the
summer solstice as it relates to the two proposals. This study determined that theve would
be little effect by an additional 40 feet added to each tower. However, it should be noted
that the Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB) approved a reduced height for the
two towers in its meeting on April 27, 2000.

Transportation

The Department of Public Works (DPW) believes that the proposed project can be
accommodated by the existing transportation system in the area. In order to complete
their analysis, DPW examined the number of trips generated by the proposal, the level of
service of the surrounding street intersections, the level of parking proposed within the
facility, the proposed loading facilities and access and circulation to and within the site,

‘With regard to trip generation, the applicant’s traffic analysis factored in known future
development within the surrounding area, such as the new Convention Center, which will
be located approximately 1,200 feet from the proposal. According to this analysis, the
Yale Laundry development would generite approximately 225 inbound and 128
outbound trips during typical moming peak hours, During the typical evening peak hours,
there would be 189 inbound and 236 outbound trips. The trip generation rates used by the
applicant are higher than the rates normally used by DPW for a similer development
located adjacent to the Downtown area, thus DPW estimates that the proposed project
will generate less traffic than the applicant’s forecast.

The analysis of capacity and level of service indicates that most of the critical
intersections leading to and from the site will operate at an acceptable level of service
during both the mormning and evening rush hour, with the exception of the intersection of
New York Avenne/Fourth Street and 1-395. The New Yark Avenue corridor serves as an
importent regional link to Baltimore and the Maryland suburban areas northeast of the
city. The intersection currently operates at a level of service “F” during both the morning
and evening rush hours. DPW notes that the capacity deficiency along the New York
Avenue corridor is beyond the scope of the Yale Laundry project and that several
proposals are being considered to increase the capacity of this intersection.
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DPW believes that the concept of shared parking between the mix of uses within the
project will be successful. The proposed project will provide 287 parking spaces
compared to the 233 parking spaces required under the Zoning Regulations.
Consequently, the amount of parking provided will be adequate to accommodate the
mixed-use development and to minimize parking spillover into the residential
neighborhood.

Interms of Joading, the development will exceed the requirements for loading and
delivery berths for a project of its size. The garage and main loading area for the
development will be accessed from New York Avenue. Turns into the facility will be
limited to right turns only. The proposed development will provide three loading births
and one service delivery areafor the hotel end one loading bexth and delivery area for the
residential/office building. The Zoning Regulations require a total of three loading births
and two delivery areas for the entire development,

Environmental

The Department of Health Environmental Health Administration (EHA) reviewed the
Large Tract Review application and had questions regarding the air quality with the
additional vehicular traffic generated by the project, the fitture usage of the existing
smokestack and the possibility of lead-based paint located on the site. The applicant will
have to do an air quality analysis as part of the permitting process, In terms of the
smokestack, it will not be used to discharge flue gasses. The stack will be reconstructed
as architectural embellishment that evokes the past industrial character of the site. In
terms of the possibility of lead base paint on the site, EHA requests that the applicant
work with their agency to determine the means by which the paint may be disposed of
during demolition to ensure that no lead dust is released in the atmosphere.

Historic Preservation

The Yale Laundry portion of the site received conceptual approval for the design from
the Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB) in November 1999, The Norwitz portion
of the site is not a historic landmark. However, the new construction on that portion of
the site will have to be reviewed by HPRB, since the building is located within a historic
site.

In the staff report to the HPRAB, it was noted that the site of the proposed development is
a historic landmatk within the Mount Vernon Square Historic District. It is the only large
vacant site in the historic district that is zoned for commercial use and allows a height of
130 feet. From a design perspective, the site’s frontage on New York Avenue and the
varied beights of the existing historic buildings within Square 514 makes the site one of
the few Jocations within the historic district that is appropriate for higher new
construction.
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Compositionally, the restored historic buildings would be placed at the center of the new
construction. The two hotel towers, which are the Jarger scale elements of the design,
would be setback from the New York Avenue frontage of the site. Smaller scaled pieces
of the new construction ‘would be placed in front of the larger elements and adjacent to
the historic buildings along New York Avenue. According to the report, the stepping
down from the larger scale would offer a pleasing, pedestrian streetscape that is presently
absent from the block. Additionally, while the stepping down of the new construction at
the building line establishes a compatible context with the lower existing biildings on the
New York Avenue frontage, it also relates to the larger scale composition that helps to
address the wide proportions of New York Avenue,

While zoning permits a beight of 130 feet on the Yale Laundry site, HPRB recommended
to reduce the height of the' two hotel towers in order to ensure that the scale of the
proposal relates better to the existing surrounding historic structures. Consequently, in
HPRB's meeting on April 27, 2000, the final height and massing of the Yale Laundry
portion of the project was approved by a vote of 6 to 4. The western hotel tower will be
100 feet in height and will extended westward to encompass a portion of the garden space
between the hotel and the apartment building that was part of an earlier scheme. The
eastern tower, which will be located adjacent to the historic Fletcher Chapel, will be 120
feet in height. This tower will be set back from New York Avenue by approximately 30
feet, so as not to overshadow the church or the existing smokestack on the site, The five-
story meoting facility in front of the castern tower will be reduced by one floor. The
reduction in height will allow the meeting facility to relate better to the height of the
church.

RECOMMENDATION

The New York Avenue corridor presents a difficult zoning challenge, On the one hand,
the passage of thousands of automobiles daily argues for high density commiercial or
mixed-use development, but the location of low scale town houses immediately to the
rear makes that problematic, On balance given the proposed height reduction, the
addition of the Yale Laundry Large Tract Review development would provide an
immediate benefit to the surrounding neighbothood and to the District on & number of
levels. The site of the proposed development has been vacant and underutilized for a
number of years. The redevelopment of the New York Avenue corridor, the Mount
Vernon Square neighborhood and the area surrounding the new Convention Center is
vital to the District. The proposed residential component of the development supports the
notion of housing within the Downtown Development District. The hotel component will
help to service tourists, enliven the streetscape with activity and provide lodging for
individuals using the convention center. Additionally, the proposed project will generate
increased tax revenues for the District. Hotel usage returns substantial tax revenue to the
District and generates a rahge of jobs.

Therefore, the Office of Planning recommends approval of the approval of the Yale
Laundry Large Tract Review project in Square 514 with the following conditions:
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» That the design of the proposed development is based on the final recommendations
of the Historic Preservation Review Board (HPRB);

* That the applicant works with the Department of Health Environmental Health
Administration (EHA) to ensnre that the proposed project will comply with all
environmental health regulations (both during the demolition and construction
process); and

. Thmthzapphmmmﬂuestowoﬂ:wnhthesmmundmgcommtmnywensmethat
themwmbenoadvusexmpac!smsmgdtmngtheconskuchonoropcmnngphaseof
the hotel/residential development.



