
Oovemmcnt of the District of Columbia 
Advisory Neifhborbood Commission lA 

3S1 l 14 Street, NW, 2nd Floor 
W AS:EllNGToN·, DC 20010 

(202) S88-7278 

March l.2. 200i .-) 

Christopher Dona~lli 
Columbia Heights Yentures 
c/o Donatelli & Kle1.n, Inc. 
7200 Wisconsin Av~nue. Suite SJ.O 
Bethesda, MD 2osi4 

RE: Boe.rd of Zoning Adjustment .App)ioati.on 
Donatelli & Klein Developm2nt in Sq us.re 2872 

•d 

All or Portions of Lots 8, 6~9. 660, 661., 862, 668, 664. 720, 
721, 879, sa~, 837, ss1, 862, ssa, 864> 865, ass and 876 
a.Jld the Alley Proposed to b~ Clo$ed 

Dear Mr Donatelli1 

This letter is to ad~ise that ANO l.A, a.t its :i:egulB.rly s.oheduled public meeting> held 
M.arch 12, 2008, ~t which a qu.orum waa present, votad to S1J.ppo;rt the above· 
ref.erenoed application for special exc~ptio~ and va.ri.ance relief. The relief ii; 
requested by RLA; Revitalizatj.on Corporation and Donatelli &: Klein, cwnet and 
developer of the p;roperty teapectiveiy, to perm.it the d.evel.opment of the property 
with r.eaidei:itial and retail uses. 

The ,Applicant i$ t~questing a variance from Section. 770.1 oftb.e Zoning Regulations 
to perm.it a buJldiii,ig with a height of eighty·fi.ve (85) feat, The property is afE'ect,ed 
by severs.I exception.al sit~ation.s and conditions wl:i.ioh result in the ;requ.eated 
variance relief. D,ue to the set backs IJeeded to accommodate the Metro fe.ciliti~s 
a.n.d the complex ~ou.ndation issnes related t.c the bslow·gr.ade Metro fa.ci.litiee, the 
project cao.not acc;om.m.Qdate tb.e permitted gross floor area within the :Permitted 
height, creati.ng a :prw:tical di££1culty for the proposed. davalopment. Thus, in. O?'d.er 
to create a viable project, the additional height is n.eceBtia.:ry. The Commieaion :6.nds 
that tb.e variance r,elief can be ~anted without eu.bata.ntia.l detriment to the public 
good or the Diatric~'a Zone Pla.n. 

The Applica.t1.t is a,l,eo requestjng a special exception pur.suant to Section 2514.2 of 
the Zoning Re~lations to extend. the C·8·A zoning i~.t.o the R·5·B zon.ed. portior.i of 
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the property, ~ Commission conclude• that the criteria set forth in Section 
2514.Z(a) through (d) are satisfied. Furthermore, the Cnmrniseion a.giees that the 
special exeeption w,ould. be in harmony with the general puzpose and intent cf the 
Zoning Regulation~ and Zoning Map and would not tend to affect adver,ely the use 
of neiehborin&' properties. 

In addition, the AP,plicant requests a special exception pursuant to Section 2108 of 
the Zcni.ng Regulat.i-ons to reduce the required pHkb1g for the retail portion of the 
building. The project provides m.ore parki.ng than is required for the project as a 
whole.. Howeve:r., t,he Applicant request& a twen,ty·five percent reduction in the 
IJ.umber of parkU1t spaces required for the retail portion bees.use the e.d.d.itional 
parkir.1.g is not necessary at tb.is development. The Oo:tntDJ.ssion believea that t,he 
·~t,o.il•pe~i-c::::.c c! thi~ b~.:2di:::.g -~.;~.l.be--~~?2.ity:~,mg..?9f.'.;aiJ g:nd,.e.s:.a1.,!!b;.:will. ~- -
accessed prim.arily:J:,y local pedeetris.n traffic. In addition, the project's adjacency to 
Metro will s;ignificantly reduce the amount 0£ vehicular traffi.c a.t the site. The 
Commjssion supports this speciai exception and believes tJrnt the project satisfies 
the 2.'eqmremeo.ts of Section 21.08.S(a) through (e). 

Furthe:rmore, the i Com.mission. supports the Applicant's request for a apeci.al 
exception from, S~ctions 770.G(a.) s.n.d. 411.3, whi.ch ,:equh-es t,he penthouse and 
mechanical equipn;i&nt to be 'placed in one enclosur.e. The Commission believes that 
the proposed. desi~ of the peuthQu.ee in muJ,tiple, amaller enclosures minimi1,es the 
impact and visibil(ty of the penthouse, is consistent with the intent and P'111.'POSe of 
Cha.pter 400 .and t~e Zocing Re~atione, and does not ad,ve:rsely afkct the light and. 
air of a.djacent bu.Qdings. Mor.eover, the Commission finds that compli.ance with the 
setback requireme,nt is impractical because of operating difficulties and that full 
compliance would; unduly restrictive, proh:.ibitival.1 costly, or u.nrea.aon.abJ.1?.. In. 
addi.tion, the Co:rn~.eai.on determined tb.a.t gra.Jlting the special. exception would not 
materially impaiz\ the intent and purpose of Chapter 4,00 a.nd the Zoning 
Regulations and t~at the light a11d air of adje.eant bu.ildin.gs wo1.1ld not be adversely 
a.ffecte d. 

Fit1.ally, to the e;,c~ent tha.t a variance from Section 773 of the Zoning Regulations 
rela1ing 1;o the a~unt of ,:eeidential recreation space provi.d.ed i.s n.sGd.ed, the 
Commission. supports such. a variance. The p:roperty is affected by several 
e~ptional si.tuntions and conditions wbicb. reeult in the requested variance relief, 
Specifically: clue t~ the utilization. of space f-OT. Metro facilities on thB property, the 
project may not lbe able to accommodate the required amount of residential 
:r.ecrea.tion space. i The space within the building and on the roof has been 
m.aYjmized while ~xterior ground t1oor space is limited. dne t.o the location of the 
Metro fa.ciJ.i.tf.es. rhe Commiesi0n finds that the variance relief can be granted 
withou.t substantial d.etriznent to the public good ox the District's Zone Ple.n. 



ANC lA supports the Applicant's requests for special exception 8.1).d variance relief. 
The development o~ this p,:operty f.or residential and retail uees is important to the 
commw.ty and thei Di.strict as a. whole. 

Chair 




