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MEMORANDUM 

TO 

FROM 

DATE 

D1stnct of Columbia Zonmg CommiSSIOn 

Jenmfer Stemgasser Deputy Duector Development Rev1ew & H1stonc PreservatwnD 

July 3 2008 

SUBJECT ZC Case Number 05-38A- PUD Moddicat10n Request 
Marma V1ew - 1100 6th Street SW, Ward 6 ANC 6D 

I BACKGROUND 

tsu"tAD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 
District of Columbia 

¢1'1~~ NO rffi=3PA 
[miBITNO~S~---

In late 2005 an application was rece1ved for the redevelopment of the residential s1te at 1100 6th 
Street SW cons1stmg of a consolidated PUD and PUD-related map amendment from RSD to C3C 
The s1te IS located at the mtersectlon ofM Street SE and 6th Street SE, duectly west ofWatefSlde Mall 
(currently under reconstructiOn) and Arena Stage (also currently undergomg a maJor renovatiOn) The 
proposal mcludes upgradmg of two ex1stmg residential towers the constructiOn of two additional 112 
feet tall residential towers at the north and south ends of the s1te w1th 285-315 res1dent1al umts, 

J 
underground parkmg for the eXIstmg and new residential towers street level retail along M Street SW 
constructiOn of a recreation buildmg for the use of residents and restoration of a central courtyard for 
use by res1dents of all four towers 'The Zonmg Comrmss10n held a public hearmg for th1s PUD 
applicatiOn on February 28, 2007 The CommiSSion subsequently took proposed actiOn at 1ts regular 
meetmg of Apnl9 2007 and took fmal actiOn to approve the PUD at 1ts May 14 2007 meetmg 

0 P eslimated that the FAR gamed through the process was approximately 119 000 sq ft w1th an 
add1l!onal 22 feet ofhe1ght over what would otherwise have been perrmtted by-nght The approved 
amemty package cons1sts of the provision of affordable housmg and both purchase and rental 
mcenlives for ex1stmg res1dents the proVISIOn of ground floor retail along a maJor pedestnan corndor 
resolutiOn of shared lane access w1th Waters1de Mall, upgradmg the eXIstmg res1dent1al towers green 
buildmg des1gn elements, unproved fac1lilies for res1dents of the development and contnbut10ns to 
neighborhood schools and parks 

II SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PUD MODIFICATIONS 

The current application mcludes modlfical!ons to bmldmg and landscape des1gn and to the amemty 
package W 1th respect to des1gn there are a number of relatively mmor changes largely at the upper 
level of the proposed new bmldmgs and the lower level of the ex1stmg bmldmgs With more maJor 
changes to the east elevat10ns of the new bmldmgs the des1gn of the new recreatiOn bmldmg, and the 
des1gn of the central courtyard landscapmg The proJect has also changed m that It 1s not mtended to 
be an entirely rental development rather than the ongmally proposed m1x of owned and rented units 
Th1s m tum has 1mpacted the amemty package m that the home-ownership mcentlve for ex1stmg 
tenants has been elimmated - tlns was considered to be a s1gmficant amemty 1tem, wh1ch now has be 
replaced The applicant has proffered to compensate for the d1m1mshed amemty package by paymg 
for the upgradmg of a neighborhood park, and prov1dmg a contnbullon towards a new local bus 
shuttle serv1ce, to operate while the Waterside Mall Site IS under constructiOn 
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III OP ANALYSIS 

MaJor Destgn Modtficatwns 
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• Redes1gn of the eastfat;ades of the new bu1ldmgs Changes mclude removal of the balcorues, 
alteratiOns to wmdow des1gn and placement, and mtroductwn of an "arcade ' separatmg the 
pedestnan way from the new alley between these butldmgs and Waterside Mall to the east 
OP 1s not opposed to tlus des1gn, and the s1mp!tfied form and deta1hng may match butldmgs 
proposed for the Waterside Mall s1te However, tlus elevatiOn no longer matches other fayades 
on these butldmgs OP also has some concerns about the arcade at the base, as arcades can 
sometimes be percetved as less safe and mvttmg than a covered but open walkway as 
previOusly proposed However, th1s IS not enviSioned as a maJor pedestnan route, smce 
pedestnan access through the s1te east-west has been mamtamed towards the center of the s1te 

• Alteratwns to the base of the ex1s11ng I M Pe1 des1gned towers The maJor change 1s the 
replacement of the curved glazed walls With flat glazmg Although not as mterestmg, the 
proposed change IS not out of character With the ex1stmg butldmgs, and the H1stonc 
PreservatiOn (HP) staff have adv1sed that they have no concerns With tlus change 

• RecreatiOn BU!ldmg The fayades oftlus new butldmg have been completely altered Agam, 
although significantly Slmp!tfied, the proposed des1gn 1s not particularly out ofkeepmg With 
the proposed use 

• Central Courtyard The app!tcant IS proposmg to move the common pool from the roof of the 
amemty butldmg to the north-east corner of the central courtyard Although not m keepmg 
With the ongmal des1gn, placmg 1t m th1s locatiOn Will make 1t more VISible and pub!tc, and 
may help to activate the courtyard OP has no maJor concerns, prov1ded that secunty reqmred 
for the pool does not hm1t or mh1b1t pedestnan access through the courtyard HP staff have 
also md1cated no concern With tlus change 

Overall, the changes result m a s1mp!tfied and to some extent less mterestmg versiOn of the former 
des1gn However, had th1s des1gn been part of the ongmal app!tcatwn, 1t IS un!tkely that OP would 
have ra1sed senous objections, and, as noted, the HP staff have md1cated no objectiOn to the changes 

MaJor Amemty Package Modtficatwns 

• Tenant condomzmum d1scounts The ongmal proposal was for the development to have a m1x 
of for-sale, and for-rent umts The approved Order mcluded a proffer from the app!tcant to 
prov1de a discount to ex1stmg tenants for a new condom1mum un1t m the amount of $100 per 
square foot At the time, th1s was estimated to have a value m excess of $3 2 mil!ton, based on 
an assumed sales pnce of $525 per square foot, and 50 tenants dec1dmg to take advantage of 
th1s 1tem Due to current housmg market conditions, the app!tcant has dec1ded to go With an 
all rental reg1me, so th1s amemty 1tem IS no longer relevant, With the only questiOn bemg the 
value of that 1tem that needs to be replaced Ex1stmg residents Will still be able to take 
advantage of a rental d1scount program, but tlus 1s an 1tem normally prov1ded by developers, 
and reqmred for some forms of tenants, and does not compensate for the loss of an ameruty 
1tem wluch provided for home ownership opporturutles 

Accordmg to the heanng transcnpt and the current modificatiOn submiSSion, the developer 
mtended that tlus amemty 1tem be s!tghtly narrower m scope than what was drafted mto the 
Order, such that the actual value would vary With market conditions at the time, to a max1mum 
value of $100 per square foot, not an absolute value of $100 per square foot 
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"The second optwn IS a condo optiOn Th1s w1ll all be takmg place m the south tower We 
have dec1ded to d1scount the condos about $100 off of market rate off of today's pnces per 
square foot Sorry (Graham Brock, Fairfield Residential, February 28, 2008 Zomng 
CommiSSIOn Public Heanng transcnpt p 81) 

And m response to cross-exammatwn on tins 1ssue from the ANC representative 

what we d1d IS we took a survey usmg a couple of different marketmg compames on 
what a current new condo pro;ect would cost m southwest D C nght on the water nght on 
the Metro Came to about a number dependmg on the marketmg company of about $525 
to $570 a square foot We went w1th the lower number backed off of that and came up to 
about a $425 afoot number So the $100 off afoot IS that and that's how we came to the 
condo d1scount number If you look at $100 afoot averagmg m s1ze about 640 I don't 
have my exact notes m front of me And that's $64 000 Each umt 1s d1scounted mult1ply 
that by the 50 or so res1dents and you come up to the $3 2 m1ll1on number (Graham 
Brock, Faufield Residential, February 28, 2008 Zomng CommiSSIOn Public Heanng 
transcnpt, pp 144-145) 

Smce the applicant 1s now estimatmg that sales pnces m the area would be closer to $450 per 
square foot, and that only 19 ex1stmg residents has expressed an mterest m talang advantage of 
th1s 1tem, they now estimate the value of tins amemty 1tem to be about $308,000 

However, the applicant's wntten subm1sswn 1s somewhat at odds With theu heanng statement 

Tenant Condom1mum Discounts 

At the request of Manna V1ew Towers tenants the Applicant has created a homeownersh1p 
opportumty for ex1stmg tenants by offermg them the chance to purchase a condom1mum at 
a d1scount of approximately $100 per square foot Based on the favorable responses that 
the Applicant has received to date we estimate the total value of th1s program Will be m 
excess of$3,240,000" (June 26,2007, p E-1) 

As noted, the language m the approved Order 1s also clear 

4 Pnor to the sale of the first condom1mum umt the Applicant shall establish a 
condomm1um d1scount purchase program whereby ex1stmg Manna V1ew Towers tenants 
may purchase a condom1mum at a diScount of no less than $100 per square foot 
(emphasis added) (Order 05-38 Dec1s10n Item #4 p 17) 

OP considered this to be a proffer of a $100 per square foot subsidy, not a vanable $100 per 
square foot max1mum amount 

In add1t10n the applicant IS proposmg to prov1de tenant condommmm discounts a 
homeownersh1p opportumty for ex1stmg tenants by offermg them a discount of $100 per 
square foot and hostmg sesswns w1th res1dents regardmg the general process of purchasmg a 
condom1mum and vanous cred1t and jinancmg Issues OP 1s very support1ve of th1s offer m 
concept as 1t would promote home-ownership (OP report dated February 5, 2008, p 9) 

Fmally, a readmg of the transcnpts from the deliberatiOns of the Zomng CommiSSIOn at both 
proposed and final actwn did not prov1de clanty as to the CommiSSIOn's understandmg or 
mtent at the time With regards to tins 1tem There was no other d1scuss10n of the potentml 
value of tins 1tem wh1ch, m fact, could disappear altogether 1f condo values m the area fall to 
below $425 per square foot 
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OP discussed this Issue With the applicant, and understands that the applicant has elimmated 
the for-sale un1ts due to current market cond1t10ns OP further understands that current market 
conditiOns may also enter mto the discussion of what IS an amemty 1tem of equal value OP 
does not necessanly disagree wtth the applicants statement that the applicant "1s not rece1vmg 
a great financzal wmdfall by removmg the condom1mum d1scount purchase program' (June 5, 
2008 submiSSIOn, p 5) However, a determmat10n by the CommiSSIOn of an appropnate 
valuatiOn for the ongmal amemty Item, wh1ch the Comm1sswn used to we1ght 1ts deciSion for 
approval of the PUD, Will be needed to determme the adequacy of replacement 1tems 

The applicant has proffered, as the alternatives to the condo discount purchase program 

I The Applzcant w1ll pay for and undertake the renovatwns for the Town Center West Park 
outlmed m the WRTstudy up to a value of$178 500 The Applzcant Will complete 1ts 
renovatiOns przor to the Issuance of the Certificate of occupancy for the new South Tower 

As part of the ongmal approval the applicant proffered to undertake a study to assess 
repairS and Improvements needed for the Town Center West Park, located d1rectly to the 
north of the subject s1te The study was completed at a cost of about $15,000 and the 
applicant 1s now proposmg to pay for these Improvements The current submiSSion 
mcludes a cost breakdown, whiCh amounts to $178,500 for both des1gn and constructiOn of 
the Improvements OP cons1ders th1s a smtable amemty 1tem as 1t Will be of benefit to 
both res1dents ofthe new development, and res1dents of the surroundmg neighborhood 
However, the renovatwns would only be reqmred to be completed pnor to Issuance of a C 
of 0 for the new south tower, wh1ch could be some time away, and costs could easily nse 
Smce the overall value of the replacement 1tems (regardless of wh1ch calculatiOn 1s used) 1s 
lower than that of the ongmal applicatiOn, OP would be more comfortable With tlus 
amemty 1tem 1f 1t committed to domg all of the reqmred work identified m the study OP 
further notes that the land 1s to be conveyed to the D1stnct from the Federal government, as 
part of the first round Federal Land Transfer Agreement However, 1t IS not clear which 
agency Will have JunsdiCt!On, and whether that agency has agreed to these improvements 

2 Afinancwl contrzbutwn of$50 000 to the Deputy Mayor for Planmng and Economic 
Developments ( DMPED ) Shuttle-Bug proposal In the event that the Shuttle-Bug 
program IS not Implemented by the ODMPED the $50 000 would be held m escrow for 
use by the ANC s Commumty Investment Fund 

OP supports th1s !mtlatlve as 1t Will facilitate safe and convement movement through the 
neighborhood when these s1tes are under construction However, OP has no knowledge of 
the ANC Commumty Investment Fund- normally, PUD contr1but10ns are reqmred to be 
for a spec1fied purpose If the Shuttle-Bug program 1s not implemented, the applicant 
should be reqmred to return to the Zomng Comm1sswn With a further mmor mod1ficat1on 
to address more specifically where the $50,000 would be allocated 

• Fmanc1al contnbutwns to commumty groups- The Comm1sswn approved contnbutwns of 
$17,000 to Jefferson H1gh School to renovate the school hbrary, $17,000 to Am1don 
Elementary School for hbrary repairS, $17,000 to Bowen Elementary School to be put toward 
technological advancements mcludmg computers and Smart Boards, and $15,000 to the 
Southwest L1brary to be used to expand the1r resource collectiOn As Bowen School1s now 
scheduled to be closed, the applicant has amended the package to contnbute $22,000 each to 
Jefferson Middle School, Am1don Elementary School, and Fnends of the Southwest Library 
OP has no concerns With th1s mod1ficat10n 
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In summary, w1th respect to the modificatiOns to the amemty Items, OP supports the replacement 
1tems, With the clanficatwns noted above If the Zomng Commission understood the ownership 
discount program to be as descnbed by the applicant at the heanng and m the modification submiSSIOn 
(1 e a max1mum of$!00 per sq ft based on current market value) as opposed to the language of the 
Order (1 e $100 per sq ft mespective of current market rates), then the proposed replacement package 
1s lower m value than what was approved, but not s1gmficantly so However, 1fthe Commission 
understood tlus Item to be a $100 per square foot discount, then the modified amemty package IS 
sigmficantly dimimshed m value from what was approved 

Under the terms of the approved Order, the applicant IS also requued to mcrease the amount of 
affordable housmg from 11,541 sq ft to 16,000 sq ft- 2 6% of the total development or 13 5% of the 
density gamed through the ongmal PUD 

IV RECOMMENDATION 

Although they may generally represent somewhat of a dimimshment of the ongmally approved 
des1gn, OP has no maJOr concerns With the changes to the design of the bmldmgs or landscape, and 
concurs w1th the applicant that they could be considered mmor modificatiOns not warrantmg a public 
heanng, provided that security reqmred for the relocated pool does not limit or mh1bit pedestnan 
access through the courtyard 

With regards to the amemty Items, a determmatwn by the CommissiOn of an appropnate valuatwn for 
the ongmal package, wh1ch the Commission used to weigh Its declSlon for approval of the PUD, 1s 
needed to determme the adequacy of replacement Items If the CommissiOn accepts the applicant's 
determmatwn of the valuatwn of the ongmal amemty package as outlmed m th1s modificatiOn request, 
then the proposed modificatwns to the package, as outlined by the applicant, represent a relatively 
mmor dimimshment of the value of the amemty package OP would have no concerns With the 
CommiSSIOn acceptmg this package, subJect to 

• Removal of the dollar hmit on the amount ofthe contnbutwn towards the redesign of Town 
Center West Park Rather, the commitment should be for the completiOn of the work Items 
outlined m Appendix B to the applicant's June 9, 2008 submissiOn 

• Clanficatwn of where the $50,000 Shuttle-Bug program contnbutwn would go 1fthat program 
1s not Implemented, or Simply reqmre that the applicant return to the CommissiOn With a 
further mmor modificatiOn to address more specifically where the $50,000 would be allocated 

If, however, the CommiSSion does not accept the applicant's determmatwn of the valuatiOn of the 
ongmal amemty package, then the replacement Items proffered m this modificatiOn at a value of 
about $230,000, represent a very s1gmficant drop m value of the ongmal amemty package OP 
acknowledges that the $3 2 million amount ongmally submitted by the applicant for the tenant 
condomimum d1scount IS JUSt an estimate, and that It may be umeasonable to use this number to 
determme the value of the lost amemty Item An alternative estimate may be $100 per square foot 
times the average umt s1ze (648 sq ft) times the number of tenants who actually expressed mterest m 
this Item (19) resultmg m a value of about $1 23 million In either case, the modificatiOn 1s not 
considered mmor, and the applicant should work With OP and the neighborhood to specify additional, 
appropnate amemty replacement Items pnor to the CommiSSIOn holdmg a pubhc heanng to consider 
the modificatiOn 
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