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I , 
~Icant: 
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Address: 

Project Summary : 

The applicant proffered. as project amenities and benetits. the retention and 
restoration of the historic structure. ,,·ith 10.000 sq .n . reserved for non­
pro fi t use: and one af{t)rdable unit. Total maximum PAR would he 2.66. 

The project site is cUITentl)' on the market. 

Datc of Order Issuance: Novcmber 18, 2005 

Previous Ex tension : 03 -30A. approved /\l)ril 9, ~007 _____ _ 

Date orOrder E~ration : Se'tember 15.2009 

2U05 PllulO (~fSfle 

EVALUATION OF T if F: RXTENSION IU: QUI';ST 

Section 2408. I 0 allows for the e\lension of a PUt) for "good case" shown upon the tiling of a 
wrincn requcst by the applicllnt he fore the c;>,.piration of the approval; pro\ ided that the Zon ing 

Commission determines that the tt)IIO\\ ing requircmen" arc met : ZONING COMMISSION 

• • • -- P( (:ounts D'~OS~ OnJwt' ofl..d r rn ou 

Dlstrir,t of Columbia 
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(a) The extension requc!lt is served on all parties to the applic'ltion by the applicant 
ami all parties are allowed thirty (30) days to respond. 

The letter submitted to the Z~ning Commission is dated July 1, 2009 and has been in the public 
record since filing. 

(b) There is no substantial change in any of the material facts upon which the 
Zoning Commission based its original approval of the planned unit 
development that would undermine the commission~s justification 'for 
approving the original pun. 

ZQ.!Jing RClZuiatiol1s: 

The Zoning regulations for this site have not changed in ways that would materially atTect this 
proposal since the previous Zoning Commission approval, Vvith the fonnal adoption of the 
Inclusionary (atIordab1e) Housing program. As approved, the development would include the 
designation of one affbrdable unit of about 700 square feet, affordable to a level of 70(~/o AMI ror a 
period of20 years. Although IZ wOl.lld not apply to this approved PUO application, the applicant 
would othenvise be required to provide 8% of tile density as affordable units (assuming concrete 
construction), or 2, 826 square feet of affordable unit space to an affordability level of 801}'o AME, 
in perpetuity. OP notcs that this proposal would provide significant alternative bendit, principally 
the restoratlon and rcuse of this historic structure. 

Compr~hensive Plan: 

The proposal is not inconsistent v\'lth the newly adopted 2006 Comprehensive Plan Generalized 
Future Land Usc Map, which maintained the designation for this site for ~'fedium Density 
Residential, "v"'hcre mid-rise (4-7 stories) apartment buildings are the predominant use". The site is 
within the Lower Anacostia \Vaterfront / Ncar Southwest Area, but not within a priority planning 
area. 

Surrounding Development: 

The Zoning Commission has approved a PIalmed Unit Development for the redevelopment of the 
Randall Schools site directly to the south. That PUD was approved on March 21, 2008 (ZC Case 
07-13), with minOT mouifications related to phasing of construction approved September 26, 2008 
(07-13A). That PUD included a PUD-related map amendment from R-4 to C-3-A to facilitate the 
construction ora mixed use building v,,1th a density of 4.32 FAR and a maximum height of 110 feet. 
Portions of the histonc school \vould be preserved, largely to be utilized by a new Corcoran CoHege 
of Art and Design facility. OP understands that the Corcoran's original development partner has 
withdra\"i'Tl from this project. but the Corcoran has not submitted any proposal at this time to amend 
the approved pun to facilitate an alternative development program. OP fUJ1her notes that the 
Randall School Corcoran PUD was approved after the original approval for the subject site, and 
after the first extension was approved for the subject site. 

In addition, the 'Waterside MalI redevelopment is currently under construction (ZC Case 02-38); the 
Commission recently approved a 2 year extension for the residential component of the e-ollsolidated 
portion ofthe PUD. 
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(c) The applicant demonstrates with substantial evidence that there is good cause 
for such utension, ~s provided in § 2408.1 t. 

Section 2401.11 sets out the conditions of good cause as: 

(a) An inability to obtain sufficient project fInancing for the planned unit 
development, f()Umving an applicant's diligent good faith efforts to obtain such 
tinancing, because of changes in economic and market conditions heyond the 
applicant's reasonahle control; 

(b) An inability to secure all required govcmmcntal agency approvals for a planned 
unit deVelopment by the expiration date of the plalmed unit development order 
because of delays in the governmental agency approval process that are beyond 
the applicant's reasonable control; or 

(c) The existence of pending litigation or such other condition, circumstance or 
factor beyond the applicant's reasonable control which renders the applicant 
unable to comply with the time limits of the planned unit development order. 

As stated in the July 1,2009 submission, the applicant's good cause appears to be based on 
§2401.11 (a) and possibly (c), in that the application states that unc,ertainly in market conditions in 
the neighborhood have made it not ppssible to attract a nonprofit office tenant; an issue which they 
say must be resolved prior to initiating the residential components_ The July 1, 2009 submission 
also states that the uncertainty regarding the adjacent Randall School development, has made 
marketing the site to non~profit tenant and arranging financing difficult. or has seen nO details 
about this claim in the applicant's submission. 


