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Preliminary and Consolidated PPi" v.als for Planned Unit Developments 
and Relate Ma Amendment (or 

the Property GeneraUy Boun ed y 2nd Street, S.E., 7th Street, S.E., 
Virginia Ave. S.E and M Street, S.E. 

(Squares 739, 767, 768, 7~9, 7 7,798,800,825,8258, and 882 
and Portions of Squalles 7)7, 799, J24~ N853, and 880) 

October 3, 2005 

Pursuant to notice, the Zoning Commissio fori the District of Columbia held pU.biic hearings on 
July 24 and 28, 2003 to consider applic tio s from Capper/Carrollsburg Venture, ·tLC, the 
District of Columbia, the District of C lum ia Housing Authority, and Square 769, LLC 
(collectively, "Applicants") for prelimin an -consolidated review and approval of a planned 
unit development in Squares 739, 767, 76 , 76 , 797, 798, 800, 825, 825S, and 882-aD.d.ponioQ-S. 
of Squares 737, 799, 824, and 880, and reI d map amendments to rezone Square 761,' the 
southern portions of Squares 768 and 88 ,an the northern portion of Square 769 to the CR 
district. The Commission considered the ppli atiens pursuanHo chapters 24 and 30 of the D.C. 
Zoning Regulations, Title 11 of the Dis 'ct f Columbia Municipal Regulations C'DCMR")_ 
The public hearing was conducted in accJdan e with the provisions of 11 DCMR § 3022. For 
the reasons stated below, the Zoning ornt!ni~sion'".hereby approves ~heappli~~tions with 
conditions. (Note: A portion of Squar N8~3 was subsequently included as part of the 
applications. ) 

FIN~INg8 OF FACT 

The Applications, Parties, and Hearing 

1. On March 21, 2003, the Applican s fi~ applications with the Zoning CommISSIon for 
preliminary and consolidated appr val~of two planned unit developments ("PUDs") that 
together comprise one large PUD nd . r related map amendment for property located in 
the Southeast quadrant of Washin ton, .c. and generally bounded by 2nd Street on the 
west, i h Street on the east, VirgO "a j venue on the north, and M Street on the south. 
Consisting of approximately 33 a res ~of land area, the PUD site as initially proposed 
included all property in Squares 739, 167. 768, 769, 797, 798, 800, 825, 825S, and 882 

• This order corrects Condition No.2 to add 10130 to Sqrare S825. 

441 4th St.. N.W~. Suite 2 O-S. Washington. D.Cl0001 



,., ..... 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

L.C ORDER NO. 03-12C/Oj-t:\C 

CASE NOS. 03-12C AND 03-J3C 
PAGEZ 

and portions of Squares 737, 799, ;824.1 and 880; a portion of Square N853 was also 
included subsequently. The site is restntly zoned R-5-B, except for Squares 737 and 
739, and the southern half of Squar 76., which are zoned C-3-C. The Applicants are 
seeking preliminary review and app aHor the entire PUD site, consolidated review and 
appJoval for Squares 797, 798, 824, 825 825S, and 880, and a PUD-related amendment 
to the zC?ning map to rezone Square 767) the-southern portions of Squares 768 and 882. 
and the' nortHern. 'portion of Square 7 9 t the CR district. 

Prior to taking a. ction on the apPlica~ions, the Zoning Commission received a letter, dated 
October 28, 2003, from the Superi ten nt of the District of Columbia Public Schools. 
The }ett:et req~ested that the Van N 55 ementirry School. located on the east side of 5th 

Street between Land. M Streets, be inel ded in the PUD. By letter dated November 6, 
2003, the Applicants indicated their ~te tion to include the Van Ness School in the PUD. 
In the Applicant's Supplemental-Po~-He 'ng Submission, dated November 17,2003 and 
marked as Exhibit No. 78 of the r~cord, Lot 809 in Square N853 was included on the 
appropriate plans. 

The Applicants are Capper/CarrolIsbur Venture, LLC, the District of Columbia, the 
Dis~ct of. Columbia Housing Au ority ("DCHA"), and Square 769, LLC. 
OipperlCarrollsburg Venture, LLC is a j int venture of Mid-City Urban. LLC and Forest 
City Enterprises. Square 769, LLC, is a ubsidiary of the William C. Smith & Co. 

The- Ptrrpo$e 9f the PUD i~ to imp~em t a revitalization plan at the site of the Arthur 
C.aPl?er/Carrollsburg Dwellings, a~bl c housing community owned by DCHA. The 
project is funded in pan by the H PE I program of the U.S. Department of HOUSing 
and Urban Development ("HUD") wh h targets the r-eplacement and revitalization of 
severely distressed public housing d' eludes supportive services fOf residents to help 
them achieve self-sufficiency. 

Atte.f proper notice, the Zoning COEiSfion held a hearing on the applications on July 24 
and 28, 2003. The parties to the cas~ were the Applicants; Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission ("ANC") 6D, the AN wi bin which the property is located; and ANC 6B, 
an affected ANC that borders the P ite.at the north along the Southeast Freeway and 
Virginia Avenue, S.E., and to the e t atl],h Street, S.E. 

At its duly noticed meeting held JUly l~ 2003. ANC 60 voted 4-0-2 to oppose the PUD. 
The ANC also appeared as a party in 0' position at the hearings. While recognizing the 
many positive aspects of the projec

l
, th : ANC's opposition was based on: (i) the taking of 

approximately 15 existing privat/~om is by eminent domain; (ii) the absence of a final 
and operational Community and S~ppoIjtive Services Program to equip the residents with 
the necessary tools to assure their abilittY to return to their homes; and (iii) the excessive 
density of the overall project. 
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ANC 6B submitted a report and teSitifiecil at the hearing as an affected ANC due to its 
immediate adjacency to the PUD p oje4. ANC 6B voted to support the consolidated 
PUD but withheld support for the pre$minary PUD pending further clarification of 
certain concerns. ANC 6B voic d it! concern over the possible isolation of the 
neighborhood and the apparent lack fo n space within the heart of the site. The ANC 
also expressed its uncertainty over e . enities package as it related to the recreational 
facilities provided by the new M . e B cracks nearby. Similarly, ANC 6B argued that 
the construction and operation or pr. posed community center was n{)t adequately 
defined. Finally, the ANC urged t t t . heights of the commercial buildings along M 
Street were too tall and would overs ~ the smaller Van Ness School, the new small­
sc;.ale rowbouses of the PUD, and e narby low-rise buildings aJong 8th -Street, which 
has a 45~foot height restriction due t the,gth Street Overlay. 

Persons ~n support of the apPlicaE~on l' neluded the Capper Carrollsbu:g On-the-H~ll 
Commuruty Development Corpora Ion "CDC"), the Carrollsburg ReSIdent CounCIl, 
Arthur Capper Senior Resident Co ci. and 20 individuals currently residing in the 
Capper/Carrollsburg housing. 

David ~e~dows, a property o~ner~Sid~' ~ at 3.05 K Street, S:~.: which is locate~ ~~thin 
the prelllmnary PUD boundanes d 1 IdentIfied for acqUlSltlOn by DCHA, lDltlally 
requested to appear as a party in oP~r sition to the applications. He subsequently 
withdrew his request and elected to t stiU'''as a person in opposition. 

Other persons appearing in OPPO~'tiO~ to the consolidated and preliminary PUDs 
included St. Paul's AUMP Chur h, ~he Committee of 100 on the Federal City 
("Committee of 100"), the Capitol ill ftestoration Society, Debra Frazier on behalf of 
the Friends and Residents of Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg, Agnes Taylor, Olena Oliphant. 
Bumetta Coles, Richard Wolf, Brot er Chris, Paul Pumphrey, and Amil Mohammed. 

As a preliminary matter, the caPit01HilltRestoration Society ("CRRS") sought dismissal 
of the applications on the ground t at t ey were not signed by each owner of property 
included iJ;l the area to be devel ped as required by 11 DCMR § 2406.5. The 
applications include 15 private pro ertiqs in the preliminary PUD application f.or which 
the owners' signatures were not Ob~e~. DCHA intends to acquire these 15 properties 
through a negotiated sale or eminen doniain proceedings. CRRS asserted that the lack of 
required signatures rendered the ap licahons incomplete, and therefore that they should 
be dismissed pursuant to § 2406.3. 

Based on the advice of the Office of the lCorporation Counsel, the Commissi~n finds that 
it may proceed with a preliminary rulapPlication involving privately owned pr-operty 
that a government agency intends to cquire by negotiated sale or eminent domain. 
because an owner's rights will not be feeted by preliminary approval. However, the 
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second stage PUD may not be processed; without the required signatures of all affected 
private property owners. 

The Applicants and the D.C. Dep tm. nt of HOllsing and Community Development 
("DHCD") requested a waiver of th hea 'ing fees for the applications. Under § 3042, the 
Commission may grant a request fr m CD to waive the normal hearing fee to permit 
the construction of a low- or moder te-i . come subsidized housing development, defined 
as "a housing deveiopment that rece ves: nding from a recognized Bistrict of Columbia 
or federal ~overnment housing su sid, program." In support of their request, the 
Applicants ~tated that the subject tve; pment has been awarded fundin~ from HUD 
through the HOPE VI program, an DC A is playing a major role in the development, 
wbfrh is itself a major component 0 ci -sponsored efforts to create a major new center 
along the Anacostia Waterfront. 

The Applicants calculated the hearips fci for the project as $50,000 for the residential 
portion and $77,100 for the non-reside tial portion ($75-,300 for the office and retail 
component and $1,800 for a new corom 'ty center), for a total of$127,100 for the PUD 
applications. A separate hearing fee arged for the map amendment application is 
$28,595. Pursuant to § 3041.5, howeverl~ in the case of an application combining two or 
more actions, the fee charged is the grea~bst of all the fees computed separately; or in this 
instance, $127,100. 

Th~ Com,mission finds that a waiver of t e entire hearing fee is not appropriate, because a 
significimt portion of the proposed Un onsists of commercial office space and market­
ii~: ll'ollsing. Waiver of the fee ppli able to the residential portion (i.e. $50,000 is 
approprIate in light of the fact that he un will include 695 public housing units and 50 
home-ownership units receiving fun ing om the Housing Choice Voucher program spread 
throughout the project. However, th Co . ssion finds that waiver of the hearing fee is not 
appropriate with respect to the no side tial portion of the proposed PUD, and therefore 
directs the Applicants to pay a hearin fee of$77, 1 00. 

At its public meeting on Decemberl~, 2P03, the Commission took proposed action by a 
vote of 4-0-1 to approve, with concliitiOllts. the applications and plans submitted into -the 
record. 

The ~ropo. sed a~ti~n of the Zonin Cj,mmiSSion was re~en:ed to the Na~ional Capital 
Planmng CommIssIon (hNCPC") der he tenus of the DIstrIct of ColumbIa Home Rule 
Act. NCPC, by report dated Janua 8, 004, concluded that the proposed first-stage and 
consolidated PUDs would not adv rsel , affect the federal interests and were consistent 
with the Federal Elements of the omtrehensive Plan for the National Capital, ex-cept 
that Senior Housing Building 2 would p ace a blank walJ above the ground floor along M 
Street, S.E., an identified Special Street n the Preservation and Historic Features Element 
of the Plan. 
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The Commission directed the ApBlica~ts to submit a revised design for the Senior 
Building planned for Square S-825

f
· on ~he north side of M Street between 4th and 5th 

Streets. By submission dated Feb ary~ 3, 2004, the Applicants provided an alternate 
proposal for the M Street fa9ade uti izint split-faced CMU material on the lower portion 
of the former blank wall and EIFS 0 thelupper portion. 

The Zoning Commission took finali'acti1n to appro~e the appl~ca~ion in Case No. ?3-12 
on January 12,2004, by a vote of -0-1:1. The Zonmg CommIssIon took final- actIon to 
approve the application in Case No.3-It on February 6,2004 by a vote of 4-0-1. 

The PUD Project 

Overview 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

The -proposed PUD is intended to r~Pla and redevelop the Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg 
complex, a severely deteriorated pu lie ousing project. The new mixed-income, mixed­
use development will be compose .. of pproximately 1,650 residential units, including 
707 public housing replacement ~Unit; and approximately 732,000 square feet of 
commercial space, of which appro imaely 30,000 square feet will be devoted to first­
floor retail uses and the balance wi 1 be· ffice space. Approximately 21,000 square-feet 
of additional neighborhood retail s ace ill be located in high-rise residential buildings 
along.2nd Street. The PUD site w 11 ve an aggregate density of approximately 2.21 
floor area ratio ("FAR"). 

Th~ concept for the PUD project ~s 1veloped in conformance with design guidelines 
for tlie area established in conjunct on 'ith the District of Columbia Office of Planning 
("OP"). Standards were created f4 r b "lding height and programs, building lines, and 
urban design to help redevelop th Ca per/Carrollsburg site and the adjacent M Street 
corridor in a complementary, coord' te fashion. 

The site is presently improved wfth ~e Arthur Capper Senior Building and Family 
Dwellings and the Carrollsburg ubli housing complexes for families and senior 
citizens. The Carrollsburg compi x in ludes the Carroll Apartments at 410 M Street, 
S.E. and the Carrollsburg Dwelling at 00 L Street, S.E. The Carroll Apartments, a 60-
unit high-rise facility for elderly re 'denl.S' will remain. The Carrollsburg is a complex of 
28 two- and three-story townhouse co taining 314 units. Surrounding the Carrollsburg 
complex is the Arthur Capper De elo ment, which consists of 96 townhouse units, a 
nine-story senior building, and th fo er Arthur Capper mid-rise buildings, --three of 
which have been demolished. 

The Generalized Land Use Map of th~ Comprehensive Plan has designated the area a 
Housing Opportunity Area to; encour~ge affordable residential redevelopment. The 
redevelopment plan provides fox: the replacement, on a one-for-one basis, of all the public 
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housing units that will be demolished. Thus, there wil1 be no diminution in the stock of 
available public housing units as a result ~fthe PUD. . 

24. The site also includes a Department of fubiic Works ("DPW") facility on New- Jersey 
Av~nue ~d I Street, S.E., the canall BlO~. ks Park, the Van Ness Elementary School, and 
several privately owned properties in Sbuares 799 and 800, which DCHA intends to 
acqUlre. 

Description of Surrounding Area 

25. The area surrounding the pun site ~s c racterized by a mixture of uses. To the south 
and west are new commercial office Ibuil ings, the Washington Navy Yard, the site of the 
Southeast Federal Center,and the p opo ed new headquarters of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. Portions of the a. articularly to the west, are underutilized and 
consist ofvacanrland or abandoned ndu trial or manufacturing structures. The 8th Street 
corridor is located to the east, a ort south axis that terminates at the Navy Yard 
entrance. Several medium-density co rcial and industrial buildings line 8th Street. 
including entertairunent and auto-r; lat uses, many of which are in disrepair. The 
Southeast~Souiliwest Free~ay and irg' ia Avenue act as the northern boundary of the 
site, with the Capito} Hill neighboth od} . g to the north. 

Proposed Redevelopment Under tbe BOllE VI Program 

Existing Conditions 

26: The.exist~g ~hur Capper/Carroll bur~.'I Dw~llings were construc~ed in the e~ly 1940's 
as·part of a major urban renewal e ort ~at mcluded the Ellen Wilson Dwelhngs to the 
north. Over the years. the public ho sing complex has deteriorated to a point beyond any 
further practical use. The propertie ar~ economically and functionally obsolete. In an 
effort to revitalize this residential COn1Plex into a stable, mixed-income community, 
DCHA sought assistance from the pEf VI program. 

The· HOPE VI Program 

27. The HOPE VI program requires eacfgrant request to include a Community and 
Suppq~.ive Servic~.Program C"CSS "), hich is inte~~ed to prom~te. self-sufficiency for 
lower-mcome famlhes. The CSSP epf sents $29 millIon ($3.5 mIllIon ·from the HOPE 
VI grant and $25,697,953 from pri ate ources) in services to public housing and other 
low-income residents of the comm ity.i Services to be provided include day care, adult 
literacy and OED, computer train' g, aid health care. Case management services will 
allo~. each participant to. ~ave. an .indi idual ser:ice plan. devoted specific~lly to ~he 
partIcIpant's· needs. Participation m t e CSSP IS a reqUIrement for pubhc housmg 
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residents to gain readmittance to the cO£l1muntty, unless otherwise exempted because of 
age, disability, or current full time emploYment. 

The HOPE VI grant for C~p?er/Can.-plls~r.rg is $35 million .. Becaus~ ofth~ market value 
of the land, DCHA antICIpates r~pladmg all 707 pubhc housmg umts slated fnr 
demolition. 

The Applicants testified that, while e ~35 million grant from the HOPE VI pr-Ogram is 
substantial, that amount alone wou d n ;t be enough to replace the 707 public housing 
being demolished. Using a conserv tiv~ estimate of $100,000 per unit as a replacement 
cos~ total replacement would requi e ov~r $70 million, roughly twice the grant amount. 
Therefore, the ability to leverage ot er PfbliC and private resources is important, not only 
to preserve public housing and a or bility but also to establish a mixed-income 
community with the requisite arne itie. A critical element of that leveraging is the 
ability to maximize the market val e 0 the underlying land - that is, maximizing the 
appropriate development potential de\the pun standards of the Zoning Regulations. 
According to the Applicants, altho gh e project financing is complex, the concept is 
simple: HOPE VI dollars, plus prOC~dS om the sale or lease ofland, and the investment 
of private capital for the nonresi enti I uses will provide the necessary funding to 
subsidize ihe one-for-one replaceme t oilthe public housing. The Applicants will use the 
value of the land's development Rot ntil to leverage another $400 million in public and 
private investment. 

DescriptioR Of Project Components 

Western Portion of Site: High-Rise ApartrnJents,and Office Building 

30. Under the preliminary PUD appro al ~ocess, the Applicants propose to develop the 
western portion of the PUD site a ng i nd Street, S.E., the fomler location of the city 
canal. with. high-rise rental and con ominium buildings and a commercial office 
structure. In order to achieve th des red height for these buildings, the Applicants 
request a PUD-related.map amen ent t' rezone this portion from R-5-B to CR. Square 
767 to the north will be redevel ped; with a six-story (65-foot) apartment building 
containing approximately 147 units wit 6,000 square feet of retail uses ... Immediately 
south in Square 768, the project w 11 cqnsist of an II-story (l10-foot) apartment house 
containing 295 units and 6,000 s uar~ feet of neighborhood-serving retail uses. A 
condominium building consisting f I Q7 units will be located in the northern half of 
Square 769. with 3,000 square fee of ~etail space. The southern portion of that same 
square will be improved with a 10- ory pffice building with first-floor retail containing a 
totaiof236,000 square feet of gross floot area. 
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31. The Commission questioned the app.opritteness of including Square 739, which includes 
a portion of Reservation 17-A, and t e ptrtion of Canal Street that bisects the square, in 
the preliminary PUD, because use 0 Sq . re 739 might have been restricted to a garbage 
disposal facility pursuant to a trans er 0' jurisdiction from the U.S. government to the 
District of Columbia. The Transfer f J ' isdiction plat recorded in the Surveyor's Office 
does not appear to place any restri tio' on the use of the property. However, other 
documents provided by the National Par Service ("NPS") indicate that the transfer was 
made for the purpose of allowing th Di trict to use the property as a trash transfer site. 
NPS has indicated that an amendme t 10 he transfer instrument or the execution of a new 
transfer will be required If the prope i ' to be used for housing. NPS also has indicated 
that, subject .. to.-completion of the re uis", e process, NPS had no objection in concept to 
the uses proposed. Thus, the Com ssio· fmds that, subject to completion of appropriate 
documentation prior to the filing 0 a s' cond,-stage PUD application, the District may 
appropriately propose to use S are :739 for public and market-rate housing as 
contemplated under the preliminary unl 

Central Portion of Site: Low-Rise Resident~al and Senior Buildings 

32. 

33. 

In the center portion of the PUD site the:Applicants propose to construct three- and four­
story rowhouses. Some of these its ill be offered for sale and others will be made 
available for rent, at either market ra e or

l 

at subsidized levels. Square 797 will consist of 
four groups of buildings totaling 7 s ngle-family row dwellings. Square 798 will 
provide a total of 75 single-family owh uses arranged in five groups. Square 824 will 
consist of.41 rowhouses also arran d i" five clusters. Square 825 will provide 57 row 
dwellings, an~ the northern half of qu 'e 825S will include 13 town houses. All of the 
proposed dwellings in Squares 7 7, 8, 824, 825, and 825S are included in the 
consolidated PUD application. T e rdmainder of the row dwellings. which will be 
located in the northern half of Squar 80~ and the northern half of Square 882, and which 
will total approximately 121 single-!famify units, were submitted for consideration under 
the preliminary PUD application. 

The central portion of the site w 11 also include two apartment complexes devoted 
exclusively to senior citizens. A fi ur-s~ory building located in the southern portion of 
Square 8258 will add approxima elYi,138 new units to the existing 64-unit senior 
building, while a four-story buildin in . quare 880 will contain approximately 162 units. 
The senior building in Square 880 ill so include a geriatric health clinic. Both senior 
buildings were submitted for revie un er the consolidated PUD approval process. The 
Applicants have begun pre-develo me,t activities for the building in Square 880 to 
construct that building on an expe ite~ basis as a matter-of-right and in conformance 
with the existing R-5-B zoning on he ste. The Applicants are proceeding on this basis 
in order to provide relocation units to re idents displaced from the current public housing 
complex. Thereafter. the lot on which this structure is located will be subdivided into 
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two new record lots pursuant to anagretment WIth the U.S. Marine Corps, which owns 
the adjacent land in Square 880 .. Upqn subdivision, the new senior building would 
exceed the R-5-B density requireme~ts 0i its lot. Thus, the Applicants have included this 
building in the consolidated PUD prop sal in order to allocate the density with other 
properties in the PUD and bring the huil ing into compliance on the future, smaller lot. 

East Portion of the Site: Public Uses and Commdrcial Office Development 

34. 

35. 

Two office buildings will be const~cte in the southern portion of Square 882 and will 
provi~e e~onomic. support for the on for-one replacement of public housing units. 
App:~ximately.15~OOO square feet f total gross .floor area of the b~ildings will be 
devoted to retaIl uses on the groun flo r. The Appltcant proposed a height of 110 feet 
for the commercial buildings In Sqe .82, which part of the preliminary PUD approval 
application. The Commission fmd that 110 feet in height is -excessive for this location, 
especially considering its proximity to t e lower buildings along 8th Street. A maximum 
height. of 90 feet is appropriate-for omzrlercial buildings along M Street in Square 882 to 
provide a transition between the low~r scale of 8th Street and the higher density 
development along New Jersey Ave ue., 

The east side of 5th Street between 1j. an4 M Streets in Square N8S3 is the site of the Van 
Ness Elementary School, which is i~cludled in the PUD. 

Canal Blocks.Park 

36. 

37. 

In coordination with DPW, the Ap lie s propose to improve the former canal parcels 
known as ReservatiQRS 17B (Squar 76 ,Lot 829), 17C (Square 768, Lot 810), and 17D 
(Square 769, Lot 821). These bloc ar currently used to house city school buses. The 
buses will be removed and the App iean s will grade and seed the land in preparation for 
the creation of a new urban park to upp rt the neighborhood and serve as a link between 
Capitol Hill and the Southeast wate I on. 

The Canal Park Development ASS~. ciaf' n C·CPDA"), a non-profit entity authorized by 
Act of Congress, was established w rk in a joint public/private partnership with the 
Government of the District of C lum ia for the purpose of promoting, fundraising, 
designing, constructing, and mainta in the Canal Blocks Park. Current board members 
of CPDA include representatives of illiam C. Smith Co. and Spaulding and Slye 
Colliers on behalf of four of the . ne eparate owners of land contiguous to the Canal 
Blocks Park. Membership is 0 en tp representatives of the remaining contiguous 
landowners,- as well as public enti ies~ctivelY participating in the revitalization of the 
District's near Southeast neighbor ood CPDA has received commitments to join the 
board from the JBG Companies, as de loper of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
headquarters, and Capper/Carrollsburg enture, LLC. 
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CPDAhas received $5.46 million to date~n contributions and commitments for the Canal 
Blocks Park. CPDA has deposited $2.5 ; Hlion in funds received from Congress through 
the Fiscal Year 2003 Appropriations Act (P .L.I 08-7). The IDG Companies has pledged 
$2.5 million for development of the Can~l Blocks Park. William C. Smith Co., Inc., in 
conjunction with the development 0 f0!f parcels contiguous to the Canal Blocks Park, 
has pledged $325,000 to CPDA. idiCity Urban LLC and Forest City Enterprises, 

to CPDA. The Office of Plannin& h '. committed an unspecified amount through a 
matching grant to hold a public desigjn co petition. 

Several studies have heen conduci fot the development of a park along the former 
canal area, and the Applicants will O~k with the District and other interested parties to 
bring the plans to fruition. After sfer of Square 739 from DPW to DeHA. the 
Applicants will also develop a mid- t hi -rise residential building on this site. 

Project Design· 

40. The PUD project was designed to Ehite a high-quality composition of commercial, 
retail, ~d !esidential uses in a coh siv urban setting. The project fulfills the design 
goals and objectives established by P d the Applicants pertaining to building height 
arid programs, building lines, and urban esign elements for each segment of the project 
(the "Guidelines") .. 

PrelimirulfY PUD A.wroval: Commercial BVildi,gs in Squares 769 and 882 

41. Th~ Applicants' arc~itect testified th t ont.of the prim~ urban ~esign goals for the PUD 
project was to contInue the M Stre t co, dor as the pnmary mIxed-use segment of the 
neighborhood and of the larger dis rict. ithin which it is located. A key element to 
achi~ve this goal ~s ~o ma~ntain b.uil. in~~dgeS and established street walls, p~icularly in 
relatlOn to the eXIstmg office bUIldl g m: Square 800, and to ensure that retaIl and lobby 
spaces -meet the well-defined edge. e G~idelines recognize the importance of the 
inter~~ct~on of 2nd and M Streetsl as :Ia significant .place that establishes both the 
termmatlOn at M Street of the fortner iCanal reservatIOns and a gateway to the park 
envisioned for the canal blocks. 

PreliminaryPUD Approval: High-Rise Restds;nllal Buildings at the Canal Blocks 

42. The Guidelines identify the canal~~rk i.~S the most Significant spatial focus within the 
neighborhood plan. This space will servt as an open green area within the urban pattern 
of buildings and streets, in defe,e tj' the L'Enfant Plan. Buildings fronting on this 
space must be carefully designed to defi I e both physically and spatially the fonner canal 
reservations. At the same time,' the ne mixed-income apartments that will border the 
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east side should make a transition fro~ the high-rise intensity. of M Street to a more 
moderate height to the north that wil co~plement the adjacent Capitol Hill neighborhood 
and its rowhouse character. Consi tent' ith these goals and objectives, the residential 
buildings in Squares 767, 768, and 69 . ere designed to respect their important location 
on the canal blocks through approp iate eights, building lines, fa~ade organization, and 
materials. The fa9ade of the buildi gs ' onting on the Canal Park will be expressed in 
tripartite organization, with the bas risi. g two stories in height and expressing the retail 
functions, the middle portion articul tin ; the residential uses of the building, and the top 
two stori~s defit¥ng a cap to the uil ng through cornice lines or other architectural 
devices. Balconies, pilasters, and 0 her lements will be introduced to the facades of the 
buildings -to creat~ a three-dimen' al uality. Buildings will be faced in brick, stone, 
concrete: inetal or glass to maintain su erior architectural quality. 

Preiiminary and Consolidated Pun Approval: Yow-Rise Residential 

43. A major design objective for the 10 -ns residential buildings under the Guidelines is to 
create a cohesive urban community that reflects the diversity of architectural styles and 
fonns found in the adjacent Capito Hil Historic District. The low-rise buildings will 
incorporate the successful patte sid identifying characteristics of Washington 
rowhouse development in the new \iiI, g designs to produce recognizable but distinct 
features for the Carrollsburg neigh 0 od. Constructed to heights of three and four 
stories, the .majority of the row dw lIin!. s will be built to the front lot lines in order to 
maintain the street walls, with inte itt nt setbacks to avoid monotonous patterns. Six 
basic styles will be introduced thro gho· t the development. which will correspond to the 
hierarchy of streets in the neighborh od. 

Consolidated Approval: Senior Residentiall BuillQings 

44. 

45. 

The Senior Buildin~ contemplated Xor 1quare 880 will be a courtyard structure abutting 
Virginia Avenue, 51 Street, K Stre t, ad the Marine Barracks parade ground. The size 
and scale of the building is approp iate '0 the many other institutional structures located 
north and south of Virginia Avenue., 

The Senior Building on Square ¥5S! is adjacent to the existing 60-foot tall senior 
building owned by DCHA. The a dititn will be 45 feet in height and will establish a 
transition between the 410 M Stree structure and the new single-family structures to the 
north. 

Existing and Proposed Zoning 

46. The m.ajOritY of the subject site· is locat~d in the R-5-B district, with a portion of Square 
769 located in the C-3-C district. The R-5-B district is a. moderate height and density 
zone that permits all types of :urban sidential development. including single-family 
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dwellings, semi-detached houses, royv dv.jellings, and apartments. The maximum height 
pennitted in the R-5-B district is 50 feqt with no limitation on the number of stories. 
Residential development may achi~ve ~ maximum density of 1.8 FAR. The C-3-C 
district is a medium-high density c~mmfrcial area designed for office, retail. housing, 
and. mixed-use. developments. Builq~gsj ~y b~ constru~ted to a h~ight of 90 fee~ and 
achIeve a denSIty of 6.5 FAR for re~iderttialor 'commercial uses, WIth a total maxImum 
density of 6.5 FAR for any development. 

The Applicants requested a PUD-r;~ate map amendment to rezone from R-5-B to CR 
the entirety of Squares 767 and 768; the orthern half of Square 769 between 2nd and 3rd 
Streets, beginning 145 feet north 0 M treet; and the southern portion of Square 882 
along M Street for a depth of approjxmat ly 145 feet. The CR district is a mixed-use area 
deSigned to encourage a diversity 0 co patible land uses that may include a mixture of 
residential, offICe, retail, recreation • lig' t industrial, and other miscellaneous uses. The 
maximum height in the CR district if 90 eet. The density for all buildings and structures 
on a lot may not exceed 6.0 FAR, w1.th n tmore than 3.0 FAR devoted to non-residential 
uses. Additionally. the CR district qui, es provision of an area equivalent to 10 percent 
ofthe total lot area as open landsca ,ed s ace available for use by the general public on a 
continuous basi~. 

Development Incentives and Flexibilin 

48. 'The Applicants request the following ateas' of flexibility from the R-5-B requirements 
and PUD standards: 

h. 

c. 

0.71 FAR increase (all resid~ntial~ in gross floor area over existing matter-of-right 
development. which is belo\\j the B.O FAR allowed under the PUD guidelines; 

aggregation of FAR and lot QccuI1ancy; and 

waiver of sideyard setback for on¢! lot -in Square 824. 

Public Benefits and Amenities 

49. The following benefits and amenities will be created as a result of the pun project: 

a. Housing and Affordable Hotsin . The single largest benefit to the area, and the 
city as a whole, is the crea ion f a new mixed-income, mixed-use community 
replacing a severely distres ed 'ublic housing developments. The one-for-one 
replacement of public h usi g units will maintain affordable housing 
opportunities. and the infusion market-rate housing will bring middle-income 
families to an otherwise' eeono ically depressed area. Redevelopment of the 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

.e. 

area, including the replacement! of public housing, will complement other 
revitalization activities planned an~ underway in this area. . 

Urban Design and Architec~re. The project includes a collection of mixed-use 
buildings. sensi.tiv.ely desi~edf.o complement the surrounding. large-sc~e 
commercIal bUlldmgs along MStreet and to respect the low-nse coheSIve 
rowhouse character of the C pito~ Hill neighborhood. The overall composition 
reinf~ces the broad and liv y dfments of the M Street corridor and creates a 
boundary-defining urban w I fo~ the public spaces along Canal Park. Single­
family and multi-family dwe ling4 will be developed in a diversity of styles and 
materials selected to ensure cOrrJ1atibility and quality commensurate with the 
surrounding .area. The dey lopnjlent contains both affordable and market-rate 
units with no distinction in ex e~ design character between the two. 

Lartdscaping and Open- Space. Ar.· other aspect of the pmject of special value to 
the neighborhood is the cleating jof land along the western edge of the site in 
preparation for the creation ot a ndlw urban park. 

Transportation Featurfls .. TIie pr posed PUD project meets or exceeds the off­
street parkiJ?g and loadipgre~uir I ments of the Zoning Regulations. The project 
includes" a total of 1,645 weling units in single-family and multi-family 
configurations; a total of 1,4 0 pa' king spaces will be supplied for those units. A 
total of 550 off-street parking spa's will be devoted to the 732,00.0. square feet of 
commercial uses included in he ! roject. Loading berths will be included for all 
multi-family and commercial usels, in accordance with the Zoning Regulations, as 
shown on the architectural raw ngs. The project also includes several new 
roadway features: (i) a ne no: h-south public street, to be designated as a 
continuation of 6th Street, S.E wiI~ be introduced in Square 882 as a private street; 
(ii) a portion ofL Street be een ~e former canal reservations and 31'd Street will 
be fe-opened; and (iii) a ne prlvate street will be created for the townhouse 
developments in Squares 798 and f99. The Applicants also anticipate that I Street 
will be extended west tbro gh 'ISquare 739 by other future development to 
establish the grid street syst m haracteristic of the L'Enfant Plan. With the 
exception of the' new 6th Str~et, t e new streets will be dedicated for public use 
either by easement or as 0 en s reets on the Highway Plan. The new street 
patterns, together with new tra IC signals and stop signs, will enhance the 
transportation qualities of the prop sed project. 

Social Services ~nd Ot~er Vsesi of. S?~cia' Value to the Neighborhood. The 
proposed PUD WIll provlde dssP~.actIVltIeS contemplated as part of the HOPE VI 
gran4 such as day care, adult liter cy, computer training, and other services aimed 
at helping neighborhood resident achieve self-sufficiency_ The proposed PUD 
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f. 

g. 

also includes two senior-citi~ens ~uildings. one of which will house a geriatric 
health clinic. 

Employment and Training dppo#unities. The proposed PUD will provide a 
number of employment anJi tn\.ining opportunities during construction and 
operation of the developmen. T~e Applicants. in partnership with the resident­
based Capper Carrollsburg-o -the1Hill CDC, will program and implement Section 
3 employment, training~' and ont*cting elements in order to take full advantage 
of t,he construction, service, nd ~perational requirements of the redev.elopment. 
Tn~ goal of the federal Sectio 3 ~rogram is to create meaningful contracting and 
job opportunities for minority and lUisadvantaged small businesses and individuals 
from the area being redevelo ed. ~l It is contemplated that long-term employment 
opportunities will accrue in the workforce development associated with the 
m.ooo office and retail sp ce,' d the additional 21,000 ground floor retail 
spa<:e along the fonner can bI cks. The project will provide employment 
training opportunities through a~ Local, Small and Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise ("LSDBE") Agreement Ibnd a First Source Agreement. 

Neighborhood Oriented Ret~ill ad Service Uses. The PUD project includes 
neighborhood-oriented retail an service uses to support the residential 
community. Approximately ~1:0 '; square feet of neighborhood retail space will 
be located in high-rise residentialll ildings along 2nd Street, S.E. 

The Commission fmds that the proje¢t iSf' cceptable in all proffered categories of public 
benefits and project amenities, and i~ su· erior in public benefits and project amenities 
relating to urban design, landscaping I!ln open space, housing and affordable housing, 
social services, job training and empl~ym t opportunities, and transportation measures. 

Compliance with Pun Standards 

5L Under' the fUD regulations, the COI\llmi sion must "judge, balance, and reconcile the 
relative v'alue of project amenities anq pu 'lic benefits offered, the degree of development 
incentives requested and any potenti~ ad! erse effects." 11 DCMR § 2403.8. Given the 
level of p~oject amenities and public ene. ts, the Comniission finds that the development 
incentives ,ne appropriate to increas th overall residential density by 0.71 FAR, to 
permit a height. of 110 feet along the ~st s~de of the Canal Blocks Park and for the 250 M 
Street Offi, ce building, to allow the ggr, ation of lot occupancy and density over the 
entire prpject site, ann to waive the si eya requirements for one lot. 

Compliance wlttr the Comprehensive Plan 

52. The Project is not inconsistent witlI the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 
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a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

The Generalized Land Use ¥ap {or the District of Columbia designates the 14-
block area that is the subject ~f th~ PUD for residential and commercial land uses. 
The eastern portion of the sit~ is ~esignated for medium-density residential uses, 
which is characterized predpmi~ant1y by multiple-unit housing and mid~rise 
apartment buildings but WhiCh ~lso may include low- and moderate-density 
housing .. Tlie western port on ~f the site along 2nd and M Streets, S.E., is 
.designated for medium high~ ensi commercial uses, where the predominant use 
is a shopping and service are th' generaHy offers the largest concentration and 
variety of goods and service out' ide the Central Employment Area. The block 
bO}lhded'by 5th

, 6th
, K, and L IStre ts, S.E., is designated as a District government 

park;r~creation or open spacd are . . 

The -pun project is conSisten1Wit. these land use categories through its provision 
of low, mOOerate-, and medi m-d nsity residential uses in the eastemtwo-thirds 
of the project site, and comm rcia, office .and retail development along 2nd and M 
Streets, S.E. The overall den ity . ill be 2.21 FAR. The Generalized Land Use 
Map designates the site as ~e C pper/Carrollsburg Housing Opportunity Area 
(Area No. 14). 

The project meets the POliC~-s o~ the HallS. ing Element by stimulating a wide 
ran$e of housing choices thr ugh1j the production of new units for a variety of 
household types, including th . extension of affordable homeownership 
oppo~nities to low- and .ode' te--income- 'households and the provision of 

·.housing-assistance to low- or fixe income homeowners. The proposed PUD will 
not oniy repface obsolete, nontfun tional housing with modern dwellings. but will 
provide one-for-one replacc:rmen of public housing units demol~hed in 
connection with the redeveloplnen .~ 

The proposed PUD fosters t~ Eopnomic Element by revitalizing the M Street, 
S.E., corridor with commerci omce space for businesses attracted to the area by 
the S~utheast Federal Center im~ediately sout~ of the sit~ an~ its anticipated 
major tenant, the U.S. Dep~ent pfTransportatlOn. The mlxed-mcome housing 
will enhance and stabilize the [eSi~.· ntial neighborhood, while the CSSP activities 
will provide for economic dev~lopment and self-sufficiency programs that 
promote the economic devel~pntnt policies of the Comprehensive Plan to 
prepare its- labor force with the e~ucation and occupational skills to participate 
.effectively in the Districtts ecqno~.;y and to provide affordable, quality child care 
for parents to enable them tp w,rk, seek employment, complete school, and 
partiGipate in job training progTamSl~ 

The PUD project enhances and llsupports the Urban Design Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan through the r$lacement of the existing barracks-style public 
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f. 

g. 

h. 

housing complex with a Il11ixeq-use, mixed-income community patterned on 
neighboring Capitol Hill. T~e n~w neighborhood plan respects features of the 
L 'Enfant Plan, including th Crufesian street grid from 2nd to 7th Streets and M 
Street to Virginia Avenue, e tab~shing a street volume and building massing in 
keeping with the District's rba' character. The L'Enfant Plan street grid will 
also he enhanced by the intr duc'ion of a new public street, 6th Street north of M 
Street, and by begiiming th 'sformation of the former canal right-of-way at 
Reservations 17 B, C, and- fr m their current use as a bus parking lot to a 
passive park. The proposed ede elopment wiH establish a positive image for the 
fonner distressed public housing dommunity. 

The proposed PUD meets thtgoa s of the Land Use Element by eradicating urban 
blight created by deteriorate pu lie housing and replacing it with higher-quality 
residential,units ofvaryjng t es the Capper/Carrollsburg Housing Opportunity 
Area The design of the prqpos d development will enhance and revitalize this 
residential segment of Ward 6, 'hereby stimulating new development and job 
opportunities. 

The PUD fosters the policies ! the Transportation Element and makes the 
proposed development attractive n tenns of access and internal circulation. The 
development site is easily access hie via M and South Capitol Streets as well as 
other major roadways that pro ,'de access to Downtown and to the broader 
metropoli.tan region. The site i~i situated in close proximity to the Navy Yard 
Metrorail Station and along I ve I bus routes. There are several nearby existing 
and planned employment ce~ers, including the Capit{)1 Hill area, the Navy Yard, 
and the proposed' Southeast Fed, ral Center. Several schools and community­
serving facilities are locate wi~in the immediate area as well. Finally, the 
proposed development will i cIudie local-serving retail and a new community/day 
care center. . Together theSe~fact~rs will significantly reduce the trip generation 
and related impacts of the pr pos~d development, particularly during the morning 
.and afternoon peak travel p riod,. The introduction of new private and public 
streets t-o serve the residenti 1 enflave will also help separate local traffic from 
through. traffic within reside tial11 neighborhoods and complete segments of the 
street system necessary for soot! traffic flow. Sufficient parking is provided by 

" -the approximately 2,000 0 stre~t parking spaces and approximately 480 on-
street spaces proposed in the Put> area. The parking spaces will be distributed 
adequately to serve the projeqted clemands for the various land uses. The roadway 
improvements planned for~he 4evelopment area will enhance vehicular and 
pedestrian access; -circulationJ and:!safety. 

The PUD-project is-consisitent wit. the Ward 6 Element in the following ways: 
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(i) 

Oi) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

The proposed PUD fprth~rs the Ward 6 Economic Development Element 
thro~gh the introduftioni! of new co~mercial office space a~d retail 
servIces along the ~ M : Street comdor to support the mIxed-use 
neighborhood. The rop9sed development will also stimulate economic 
activity by attracting ew businesses and households to the area. 

The PUD project di ctlY,lsupports and achieves objectives of the Ward 6 
Housing Element by epl4cing the existing severely deteriorated, obsolete 
public housing uni at;! Capper/Carrollsburg with a new residential 
.deyelopment that mi ors'l the variety of housing types in Ward 6. The 
HOPE VI project ill ance neighborhood stability through home­
ownership opportuni lies d units geared toward a mix of income levels. 
the rtlplacement of its' n a one-to-one basis further achieves the goals 
of the Ward 6 Plan y aintaining the number of public housing units 
available to low- and od rate-income families. 

! 
The proposed PUD mee~ the objectives of the Ward 6 Transportation 
Element through tra agement measures that include the creation of 
new public and pri ate :streets to serve the residential enclaves with 
appropriately locate tra IC controls throughout the PUD site. The 

I 

abundance of on- an off' treet parking spaces and the close proximity of 
, public transportation 'Il' ncourage the smooth flow of traffic to and from 

the residential, comm rci "and retail nodes ofthe development. 

The plan and design tf tJ1: proposed PUD responds to the Ward 6 Urban 
Design objectives thr ug~ residential design derived from other structures 
in the vicinity so as 0 ptjjeserve the character of the neighborhood. The 
incorporation of vari Us ~esign elements into street elevations continues 
the diversity that is inttgral part of Capitol Hill townhouse blocks. The 
design features w11l b C01lPp1emented and enhanced by building materials, 
including brick and s' ding! in a variety of colors. The new Senior Building 
that abuts Virginia A enule on Square 880 is similar in mass and scale to 
the many institution ) b~ldings located along its length within Capitol 
Hill. The artiCUlatiO~Oft~e building's design is consistent with the overall 
architectural vocabul ry ot the neighborhood. Conversely, the new Senior 
Building along M Str et, ~jacent to the existing apartment building at 410 
M Street, SE., adopt a ~ore modernist language. The careful placement 
of the various buir:ng~ types and programs ensures a compatible 
relationship between co~mercial and residential uses. The new office 
building-at the corne of ~Kl- and M Streets, including approximately one­
tl).ird of the new cammer ial space, will abut a new 110-foot residential 
building. Design ',guideli es for both buildings, as well as a public alley 
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(v) 

that separates them, enSUre an appropriate relationship between the two 
buildings. 

The PUD inCludes i the! comprehensive reconstruction of streetscapes 
within the project bo daties in support of a primary urban design goal of 
the Ward 6 Compre ens~ve Plan. Improvements to existing residential 
streets include the la~" ement of existing sidewalks, trees, lights, and 
grass strips. Improv men s also include -a variety of designs for the front 
yard space between e si' ewalks and the new rowhouses. The variety and 
quality of the front ard lareas will endow the new streetscapes with the 
character typical of th0l found in the rowhouse neighborhoods of the 
Capitol Hill Histo' c istrict, which will constitute a substantial 
improvement over t e di eriorated and institutional character of exi'sting 
streets. The mainten nceil of a significant portion of the new front yard 
spaces, specifically ose~,!aSSOCiated with public housing rental units, by a 
private managementl co ,pany will ensure a high standard of safety, 
security, and quality bf a 'pearance in the public spaces in the future. The 
commun~ty. as~ociatit!l :D ~ the townhouses will maintain the lan?scaped 
areas WIthin Its re ldedhal ,development area, thereby ensunng the 
attractive appearance of ail segments of the PUD. 

The proposed PUD ~eet~lthe objectives of the Ward 6 Land Use Element 
by replacing obsolet4 an~ severely deteriorated public housing units with 
modem new faciIitifs 01', a one-to-one ratio, thereby maintaining the 
general level of resi~enti' uses and densities. The row houses, apartment 
buildings, and comm~ci I office structures all mirror the existing heights 
of corresponding bU~ldinf.' types in the immediate vicinity of the project 
site and Ward 6 in gehera . 

Office of Planning Repbrt 

53. By report dated July 16,2003 and thr0lh testimony presented at the public hearing, the 
.office of Planning recommended co itional approval of the PUD. .op strongly 
supported the applications and foun th t the proposed PUD is not inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Gene aliz4d Land Use Map. While noting that the Map 
does not clearly designate the PU a¢as for mixed uses, OP concluded that, when 
viewed as a whole, the PUD achi \leS ~he type and scale of uses the Land Use Map 
supports for this area. The Comm ssioh concurs in this assessment. The Generalized 
Land Use Map adopted as part of th Cotnprehensive Plan shows that most of the PUD is 
inclu~ed in the medium-density, re ide1ial land use category. The DPW site at New 
Jersey Avenue and I Street and the sotlt,em half of the blocks between L and M Streets 
and 2nd and 3rd Streets ar'C incl~ded in ~he medilim-high density commercial category. 
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The site of the recreation center i~ included in the parks, recreation and open space 
category. The Generalized Land Use; Map includes the project area in a housing 
opportunity area. The proposed Pr ~ect :is consistent on an overall basis with these land 
use designations. The overall densi y fot all residential uses on all the property included 
is 2.28 F AR,which falls between the 'imatter-of-right levels of the R-5-B and R-5-C 
districts. The overall density for al ret~l and office uses on all the property iIlcluded is 
0.83 FAR, less than the matter-of 'ght~ensity in the.1owest density commercial zone. 
That d~!l_~ity is concentrated in two locations, along -the Canal Blocks Park and along M 
Street acro~s from the Navy Yard. 

OP further concluded, and the Co . ,sion finds, that the location of the two office 
buildings proposed for Square 88 are~ also not inconsistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. The office buildings are logi<; Uy ~ocated along the M Street corridor as a result of 
the commercial development that h a~eady begun to line M Street and the proposed 
office development at the Southeast edetaICenter. 

OP, testified that the project is Oth~rwi~, not inconsistent wifh the major themes and 
elements of the Comprehensive Pan, d stated that the PUD provides an "almost 
.textbook example" of how a PUD is s: pposed to function in that the PUD employs 
zoning incentives in certain locati ns hile at the same time respecting the existing 
zoning's average density. The Com issi~n concurs in OP assessment. 

OP conditioned its approval on the f~llo~ing: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Vesting of the consolidated mJD prior to approval of the second-stage PUDs; 

The Applicants' submission lof a :tab1e and plans demonstrating parcel-by-parcel 
compliance of the consolidatbd PUD with the Zoning Regulations and any relief 
needed; 

Clarification of the CSSP ant si~ilar funding the Applicants or other agents will 
provide to future PUD res· ent. in excess of the support services currently 
provided to Capper-Carrollsb rg l1~sidents; 

Provision of decks with a rq.i~i~um depth of six feet, instead of the proposed 
four-foot depth, wherever possIblCl: 

Completion of detailed arr~gerpents for puhlic .access to playing fields on 
Reservation 19-A prior to approvall of any second stage PUDs; 

Clarification of the Applicants'- iPirect and in-kind contributions to the Canal 
Blocks Park, exclusive of Jand val~e; 
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g. 

h. 

1. 

J. 

Provision of granite curbingl and :ibrick gutters for both sides of the eastern section 
of 2nd Street between I and ~ Stteets, the.new 3rd Place and all other new private 
streets, and any public streets that require reconstruction due to the impact of the 
PUD's development; 

The. Applicants' receipt of .~pproval from the District Department of 
Transportation ("DDOT") fdr IOdation of the new private street, 6th Place; 

Provision <:?f.additiohal inforjmatipn concerning agreements with the CDC on pre­
apprenticeship and other skilI-bu~lding programs for neighborhood residents; and 

Provision of 14-foot floor-t~-finislied-ceiling heights for all ground floor spaces 
programmed for retail use inl the tR zone. 

57. In response to OP's recommendatioIts, tl¢ Commission finds as follows: 

a. 

b. 

c; 

Vesting of the consolidate~PU~ before approval of the second-stage PUD will 
help ensure that the PUD do s n languish. The Commission finds it appropriate 
to require that the Applic ts n: t file an application for second-stage appreval 
until the covenant for the consoli· ated PUD has been recorded. 

The Applicants have provl~ed,thrOUgh the testimony of their expert in land 
pl~ng and in their post he . g submission, sufficient clarification of the 
parcel-by-parcel complian. 0 the consolidated PUD with the Zoning 
Regulations. The Applicant$ ha e requested flexibility fromthe R-5-B standar-ds 

. toaHo~ for an aggregatio~ of ensity and lot occupancy and a waiver of the 
sideyard setback for one 10 in . quare 824. The Commission finds this minor 
flexibility appropriate in ord r to accomplish the laudable EOals of this project. 

The Applicants provided, in heirijpost-hearing submission dated August 14,2003, 
clarification of the CSSP d si~ilar funding in excess of the support services 
currently provided to Capp r/C4rrollsburg residents. The HOPE VI program 
allows ailocation of up to 1 pe~cent of the grant for CSSP activities, or in this 
instance $3.5 million. This mo~nt serves to leverage additional in-kind services 
at a projected value of $25. mil1ion from 40 different organizations for services 
including job readiness and kiIl~d training programs; community ernpowennent; 
business development for entfepreneur start-ups; OED attainment; youth 
education and recreation; ~omtownership; senior· ·services; family services; 
regular community events; lexetrise and recreational programs; meal services; 
utility payment assistance; tians~,ortation services for senior citizens; and access 
to health insurance. 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

J. 

The Applicants will prOVid~' de~ks with a minimum depth of six feet on each 
public housing unit, except n c4,' rtain comer units where decks are not possible. 
The market-rate housing wi I inqlude decks with a minimum depth of four feet, 
except on certain corner unit whtre decks are not feasihle. 

The Applicants hay~ agreed Ito pIljOvide detailed arrangements fQr public access to 
playing fields on Reservation 19-~ before the approval of any second-stage PUD. 

The Applicants have provi~d clp.rification of the contributions to the CPDA, as 
described in Finding Nos. 361 andi37. 

The Applicants' baseline strfetsc~pe section is a concrete curb and gutter, a five­
foot planting strip behind Ithe Furb, and a six-foot concrete walk. Certain 
enhancements will be made ~o 1>4 Street and 2nd Place, two special streets within 
the PUO, where exposed a[eg4te concrete, concrete pavers, London pavers, or 
brick pavers will be use. ! he Applicants have committed to rovide 
e"nhancements to the baselin maferialS should the bU,dget allow, first to 3~ Place, 
and then to 3rd and 4th Stre¢ts, r spectively. The Applicants will also continue 
discussions wit~PDOT for th' second-stage PUD on the necessary street 
repair/repaving, and will replac~ materials in-kind as a result of any damage 
during construction, consistent w~th the DnOT standards. The Commission fmds 
that these streetscape improvj:!me~t efforts are appropriate for the proposed PUD. 

The Commission concurs th~t th~ Applicants should, as part of their continuing 
~iscussions with DDOT, c~ordihate on the appropriate location for the new 
private 6th Place. 

Through ,their post-hearing

t 
sur",mis,sion, the Applicants provided additional 

infonnation on the pre- ppr~nticeship and skill-building programs for 
ndghborhood residents to be cootldinated by the CDC. 

The Commission concurs wi~h O~ that 14-foot floor to finished ceiling heights are 
appropriate for all ground jor sJPaces in the PUD programmed for retail use in 
the CR zone. The Com issi<ln credits OP's testimony that retailers have 
consistently stated that the a ditidhal height is necessary for quality retail. 

Other Government Agency Reports 

58. By report dated July 14,2003 and th

1
0ugp testImony at the public hearings, DOOT stated 

its general support for the applicatio s. QDOT concurred in the Applicants assessment of 
vehicle trips generated by the deyel pm~t and agreed that the area road network would 
operate at an acceptable level of servic~. DDOT expressed its preference that, to the 
extent possible, all current private streeis in the project area be made public. DDOT 
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further stated that any new street m1\lst be built to District specifications and the 
Applicants agreed to comply with t 's requirement. 

') 
, 

DDOT further recommended that, t th~ extent financially possible, that the Applicants 
should use high-quality streetscape mat~als for the sidewalk, curb, gutter, tree boxes, 
and other public realm elements. pa1cular, DDOT stated that the new 3«1 Pla~e - the 
PUD's "main street" - should use rick! sidewalks, granite curb and alley aprons, brick 
gutters, bluestone pavers, and other att:nictive elements. DooT also recommended that 
the Applicants treat the existing str ets ~ accordance to their relative importance in the 
development. The retail areas al ng the Canal Blocks, for example, warrant brick 
sidewalks while, in other areas of he *oject, brick header rows may be a lower cost 
alternative. DDOT concluded that 'ts re~ommended improvements over the Applicants' 
proposed landscape plan would se e t~ knit the new neighborhood aesthetically into 
Capitol Hill. 

With respect to the operation of sp cifi' streets within the development, DDOT stated 
that it had no plans at present to Tee ns : ct and reconnect I Street between 2nd Street and 
New Jersey Avenue, but that the c nn tion was not necessary for traffic operations to 
-c6htipue,at acceptable .I~vels. DD T e

l 

pressed a preference that any private street be 
dedicated as a public 'street, includi g t e eaSternmost 2nd Street (also known as Cana1 
Street). The Applicants stated that the ' roposed new 6th Street at M Street would not 
align with the_ existing 61h Street to Jthe south by approximately 85 feet due to 
underground utilities. Because D 011 requires that such offsets have a minimum 
dis~~n~e of 100 feet, this street will ~ p!'vate. DDOT. stated that a "~ork chop" shaped 
mea.{ap-at·M Street would help pre ot ars from making unsafe and Illegal movements 
from 6t~.street, and the Applicants a ee to institute this traffic measure. 

DDOT concluded, and the Commi~sio~ finds, that the amount of street and private 
parking provided for the PUD is adeq,uatti 

DOOT recommended that the traf Ie study include additional analyses of measures 
needed to- accommodate the increas d ptdestrian traffic generated by the PUD project. 
ThroUgh their post-hearing submiss on 4ated August 14, 2003, the Applicants' traffic 
'consultant, O.R. George & Associa es, qrovided the requested information. The traffic 
c<;msultant ,concluded that the exist g Redestrian sidewalk and crosswalk system can 
adequately accommodate the pr ~ect4d pedestrian volumes and flow patterns. 
Nevertheless, the Applicants will ~dert*ke certain improvements to protect pedestrian 
safety, including ensuring that the rea'$ sidewalks are in good condition and provide 
clear wi?ths in the. range. of six fe t; provide clear cur~ enviro~ment~ at the internal 
intersectlOns; provlde etght-foot ros~walkS at all mtersectlOns mstead of the 
recommended six-foot width; and ensur' that "aU-way" stop control is provided at the 
internal intetsections, The traffic consul ,ant concluded, and the Commission finds. that 



Z.C. ORDER NO. 03-12C/03-13C 
CASE NOS. 03-12C AND 03-13C 
PAGE 23 

these proposed improvements will ensure that the projected/future pedestrian volumes 
and flow patterns are accommodate4 with efficiency and safety. The improvements will 
also have a positive impact on the Isafdy of other uses of the roadway and pedestrian 
facilities. 

Contested Issues 

Acqui~iti0!1 of Private Properties 

63. 

64. 

65. 

The ~pplicat!ts testified that, as pal\t ofithe overall development plan for the PUD, 20 
privately o':"Ued properties in Squarles 7~9 and 800 are to be acquired either through a 
negOtiated purchase or through emi~~t domain. Of the 20 properties, which represent 
approximately two percent of the toW ptoject area, nine are owner-occupied and 11 are 
held by absentee owners. 

The 20 properties that are to be acfIuir1d are necessary to achieve the redevelopment 
plan. Square 799 will be bisected bf the~ new 3rd Place, with houses lining both sides of 
the street and turning the corners t~a1s0jl front on K and L Streets. The full and partial 
:acquisitions are required to acco 0 I te the number of units programmed for the 
eastern half of the square and to prov de 1ar access to the garages in those units. 

ANC 6B testified in opposition to the a~. isition of the 20 properties for the HOPE VI 
pr.oJ.' ~:t. -The ,ANC stated that the acqUi. ition plans set a bad p~ecedent fo~ the overall 
stabIllty of neIghborhood and would fore; homeowners out of theIr commuruty and place 
a fmanciar burden on them. ANC 6: noted that the housing prices for the new 
replacement units might be beyond Itne ~eacn of the displaced homeowners that would 
like to return. The ANC further ur,ed ~,hat a "right of first refusal" to return does not 
guarantee that the homes would be Iwitlln the fmancial means of the property owners 
without some form of guarantee fronl DCHA, 

J:he Corrunission also heard testimo y in;: opposition to the acquisition of the designated 
prop"erties from David Meadows an froln the Capitol Hill Restoration Society. David 
Meadows, the owner and resident f 3;' rowhouse at 305 K Street, S.E., one of the 
properties to be acquired, testified t at ~is house, built in 1903, had historic merit and 
thus should not be demolished; t at Il>CHA presented deliberately misleading and 
inaccurate statements regarding the~um~er of properties to be acquired, placing owners 
at a disadvantage; and that DCHA fa led to demonstrate a critical need for the properties 
and did not explore reasonable alte ativ¢s to acquisition. The Capitol Hill Restoration 
Society argued against the acquisiti n ¢d demolition of properties that have historic 
merit. which it stated should be renoJated iiinstead. 
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Paul Rowe of DCHA and Harry Se ell, ,on behalf of the Applicants, responded to these 
contentions. They stated that the pr ~ect entailed considerable planning to ensure that the 
number of properties to be acquired waslcept to the minimum necessary to proceed with 
the HOPE VI redevelopment plan. 'rle Applicants stated that all affected property 
owners received a letter dated April 3,2003, advising them that the subject property was 
to be acquired as part of t~e Arth r C.pper HOPE VI project awarded to DCHA in 
October 200 I, and that because fed I ral (tnancial assistance was involved in the project, 
acquisition would be governed by t e U~iform Relocation Assistance and Real Preperty 
Acquisition Poiicies Act ("URA" of' 1970, as amended. Consistent with URA 
requirements, the Applicants will uselthe results of an appraisal as the basis for 
determining "just coinpensation," d fine~ as an amount not less than the appraised fair 
mar~et va,lue of the property. FarpiIies, individuals, businesses, or nonprofit 
?rganizations displ~c.ed.as a res'u~t 0 the l,.process may be entitled to relocation assistance 
If they are found elIgtble under TItle IofURA. 

The Applicants, in their Suppleme*al jost-Hearing Submission dated November 17, 
2003, committed to explore whethet m e of the existing buildings can be retained in 
private ownership. The Commissi' ur es the· Applicants to continue to work on .the 
design of Squares 799 and 800 wit1 the goal of saving as much of the existing private 
h6using-as possible. 

While recognizing the difficulties ca sed![by the acquisition process on property owners, 
the Comiiiission is required to evalu e tht Applicants> proposal relative to tqe provisions 
of chapter 24 of the Zoning Regulat ons;~ its authority does ,not encompass the ability to 
limit or'restrict the acquisition of opefties by agencies such as DeHA.. However, 
under the conditions of this Order, confi-stage approval cannot be considered without 
the required signatures of all affected private property owners. 

Ability of Displaced Residents to Return to the Ntw Community and CSSP 

70. "Numerous residents testified in 0PP siti~n to the proposed PUD based on the lack of 
assurances that displaced residents ou14 be permitted to return to the new HOPE VI 
development. Debra Frazier, repre ent*ive of the Friends and Residents of Arthur 
Capper/Carrollsburg, stated that the one~for-one replacement of public housing units 
involved income tiers t-hat 'severely r ite~ the ability of residents earning up to $20,000 
per year' from returning to the ne community. Based on information received at a 
meeting two years ago, Ms. Frazi stated that only 35 percent of units w{)uld be 
available for that income range. Th reaaining 65 percent of units would be available 
only to residents earning at least 90 ercl"nt of the Metropolitan Statistical Area median 
income, or approximately $64.0PO. B cause this far exceeds the income level of 
CapperiCarro11sburg residents, Ms. Frazi r concluded that the vast majority of current 
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tenants would not be able to return tp thei community. Agnes Taylor and Olena Oliphant 
supported Ms. Frazier's comments jand~ikewise objected to the lack of guarantees to 
return for existing residents and ~ tht types of assistance available for relocation. 
Brother Chris, a community activist, Obj~ .. ted to the displacement oflaw-income families 
without guarantees that those earni g bttween $5,000 and $20,000 annually would be 
allowed to return to the new comm ity. 

At the hearing and through evidence submitted to the record, the Applicants described the 
relocation process and the public re ources available to residents to assist in their return. 
To, be eligible to return to the HO E '11 site. an original resident must meet certain 
criteria under' HOD's "Family Self- uffi4iency" requirements. The primary requirement 
is for. residents to participate in the sspi which helps with employment training, finding 
work, building asset~, and eventual y rtiocating out of public housing. Other criteria 
established by 'DCHA require goo st~ding as an existing public housing resident, 
including credit-worthiness or an agr emdnt to pay any rent in arrears. 

According to DCHA, residen. ts have 0 primary resources to accomplish relocation: (i) 
housing choice vouchers ("HCV') w~ich require residents to contribute a certain 
percentage of their income toward r nt, tith the rest subsidized through the voucher; or 
(ii) other public housing units. Of e 1 ~l households being relocated during Phase I of 
the PUD project. 116 have elected CV s~ and 55 have elected to relocate to other public 
housing \lnits. None of the displace re~idents will experience a reduction in their rent 
subsidy; In order to return to 'the con:\ln1unity, the resident must either be gainfully 
etnB!~Y.~ .~r jn 'a training program un~ess otherwise exempted by age or disability. 
Training programs are available thr ugh !~e CSSP, which has been approved by HUO. 
DCHA testified that the CSSP is cu entlv in the case management stage for families to 
be relocated during Phase 1. The ca e mlmagement stage includes an assessment of the 
needs of each individual, any obstacl s ti1f.t might prevent a person from returning to the 
community, and the best means to 0 erc0me the obstacles, by providing the training or 
programs to aQdress issues. 

Several wltnesses expressed conce ovqr the adequacy of the CSSP in providing job 
services and helping residents re-eDt r th~ HOPE VI community. ANC 6B testified that 
residents are being asked to sign an a ee~ent to abide by the tenns of the CSSP without 
those tenns being fully developed. T e $C argued that the CSSP must in place prior to 
the rel~a~ion of residents out of t e cqrnmunity. The Committee of 100 urged the 
COITunission to scrutinize the $29 m 11iod, in social service benefits in the CSSP on the 
beli~f that most of that money does n t co~stitute new contributions but is money already 
paid for services to which the residen sar¢ currently entitled. As such, the Committee of 
100 concluded, it should not count as a be.efit of the PUD. 
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74. The CDC expressed the desire to c(eate a community covenant whereby the developers 
agree to commit to jobs for the curr t re~jdents instead of just relying on the LSDBE and 
First Source Agreements. The C C qescribed the types and numbers of jobs to be 
created as a result of this devel pment, stating that approximately 350 jobs are 
anticipated during the predevelop ent: and the first phase of construction with an 
.additional 1,100 jobs for residen s, ptim,arily in the construdion field, created in 
collaborations with other develope and~ employers in the area. The CDC further'statea . 
that .it has already entered into an a~ee4ent with a case management firm to work with 
individual~ and. f~ilies d~ring e rtloc.ation proce~s to a~sess and ~denti~. ~ny 
necessary Job tr~ml~g o~ SOCIal supp rt ~d hnk those resIdents With the servIce provioers 
that have ~ommlttea to be part of th HOPE VI process. 

75. The Commission finds that the Ca per/Carrollsburg HOPE VI project is unique in its 
scope because it calls for the one-for onellreplacement of all existing public housing units. 
The Commission also notes that e qssP will ·help maximize that opportunity by 
providing training and programs t . ov~rcome the oiJstacles that these residents and 
families may face. The Commission fin,* that the services and monies already allotted to 
the CSSP represent a significant pr ~ec: amenity and a benefit to the community as a 
.~hole, bl:it that issues pertaining to e 0' erational parameters of the HOPE VI program 
and its reiQcat~n'policies are prope ya dressed to HUD and DCHA. The Commission 
finds that the CSSP is adequately ded and the service providers sufficiently identified 
to provide the type of support neces ary to help residents attain gainful employment; to 
offer counseling, guidance, and oth r se~iees to help sustain that employment; and to 
'pro"ide ~e .necessary tools to help resi ents achieve self-sufficiency. In response to 
issues nused by ANC 6B, the Co . ssi n fInds that the assessment phase is undelWay 
-and'that.tbe CSSP is already funetio ing prior to the relocation of any residents. 

Demolition of Recently Renovated Housing UnitS 

76. 

77. 

Several witnesses in opposition t,oe Pt,oposed Capper/Carrollsbu!.¥ IiOPE VI project 
questioned the wisdom of demalis . g p~lb1ic housing that was recently renovated. ANC 
6B testified that. less than two ~ 1 ago, several buildings were renovated and 
rehabilitated pursuant to a court ~rderi and the court certified that the work was 
completed and acceptable. David Me~dows also questioned why functioning and 
inhabited units would be slated for d moUltion. 

1:he Applicants responded by stati~ that the renovations were designed to keep the 
affordable units in service and ha itaclle, but the work did not address long-term 
structural problems. In DCHA's ju gm~int, ultimately concurred with by HUD through 
the award of the HOPE VI grant, d mOt~tion and replacement of functionally obsolete 
buildings was the most practicailand ec 'nomically feasible solution for the long tern1. 
The Carroll Senior Building, being the Ie st distressed of the existing bUildings, is being 
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retained. DCHA submitted to thefcotd excerpts from the HOPE VI grant, as well as 
engineer's certificates, documentin th~ dilapidated conditions of the buildings that 
qualified the property for demolitio andi:redevelopment under the HOPE VI standards. 

B, ase~ on ~his evidence of record, t[e Zoning Co~mission find~ that the renovations of 
certam umts were a temporary mea ure !and that In order to achieve the long-term goals 
of affordable housing for the city, DeliA exercised its authority in detennining that 
demolition of all but the Carroll enibr Building is necessary under the HOPE VI 
program. 

Density and Lack of Open Space 

79. ANC·6D,ANC 6B, and the Comm·ttee pf 100 argued that the proposed project was too 
dense and did not provide enough en ,pace. ANC 6D contended that there is already 
an overwhelming .amount of co er ial density proposed in near Southeast and 
Southwest. ANC 6D further noted t t t e number of residents would more than double, 
resulting in taller buildings and r whuses without front or back yards. ANC 6D 
estimated that the development wo Id r suIt in lot coverage of essentially 100 percent 
with minimal parking. ANC 6D ant cipa~ed that the projected development would not be __. l . 

able to' accommodate. grocery and 0 her tetail services necessary to maintain the vitality 
of the neighborhood'" 

80. ANC 6B similarly objected to the a(:k i~f open space, noting that the Canal Park and 
Marine Barracks fields were at the dge~i of the development and would not compensate 
fOf'the dearth of space at the heart 0 the ~esidential community. ANC 6B suggested that 
all residential decks should be a min ur):t of six feet deep to help alleviate this problem. 
The Committee of 100 also objected to tllJe lack of greenery, play spaces, and recreational 
places for family social life, and sug estep a lO-percent reduction in the number of units. 
It further noted that the recreational ppqrtunities at the Marine Barracks fields were not 
being realized, despite a Memor dul'$ of Agreement, because events were being 
cancelled at the last minute. 

81. .1n response to these assertions, the pptiicants provided documentation evidencing that 
-the proposed density of the PUD p oject is consistent with the density of surrounding 
neighborhoods. At 2.21 FAR, the 0 eraU: residential density is less than 25 percent more 
than the density pennitted in the ex·stina R-5-B district, but still less than the 3.0 FAR 
allowed under the PUD guidelines 11Ie' requested density would accommodate an 
increase in the housing supply while repl~cing the same number of public housing units. 
Based on the Applicants' calculatio s, t~e 1,645 units over the net acreage of the site 
equates to approximately 75 units er Itet acre. This is consistent with the existing 
density of developments in the fonner $outhwest Urban Renewal Area, which mixes 
townhouse and high-rise buildings toget~er, including Tiber Island at 99 units per acre, 
Harbour Square at 71 units per ahe, andli Waterside Towers at 100 units per acre. The 
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density of the consolidated PUD, (at approximately 51 units per acre, is similar to 
developments on Capitol Hill 10c~t d id both the R-4 and R-5-B districts. Examples 
include Potomac Gardens at 56 unit per acre, and the Lincoln Park area, which averaged 
approximately 47 units per acre in 26 'Squares studied. 

~2. The Commission is persuaded by te$imony of the Applicants and by the need for a 
sufficient level of density to suppo the; one-for-one replacement of the existing public 
housing units that the overall densi an4 the types of housing provided are appropriate. 
The Commission finds that the corpparison of densities of surrounding areas 
demonstrates that the density prop sedi under the preliminary and consoHdated PUD 
applicat~ons ~s reasonable and will p ovi~ 'enough open space to support recreational and 
other family social activities. The omlnission finds no evidence of record to suggest 
that' that the' PUD cannot thrive at a dtnsity similar to that sustained in other stable 
neighborhoods in the Capitol Hill an So!&'thwest Urban Renewal areas. 

Height Along M Street at Eastern End of Pr9iect 

83. ANC 6B and the Committee of 100 ont~ted the proposed height of buildings along the 
e~st~m end o~ ~ Str~et as too tall. ey ~ontended that, at a proposed hei~ht of 1.10 feet, 
tIle office bUlldmgs m the 600 bloc of I!r1 Street would loom over the nelghbonng Van 
Ness School to the west and overshli! ow ihe proposed new rowhouses to the north. ANC 
6B ~tated the height would be incons stent with the 8th Street Overlay, which limits heigbt 
-to 45 ~eet along 81h Street. The AlNc ~uggested that such buildings would be more 
appropriately located within the bomidari¢s ofthe,PUD along New Jersey Avenue, which 
pennlts a height 130 feet. 

84. The Commission is concerned abou the :!height of 110 feet proposed by the Applicants 
for the 600 M Street office building in $quare 882. These buildings would be located 
immediately adjacent. with little set ack~ to low~rise townhouse dwellings to the north 
and ~t the ~astem limit of the project a]ong M Street, offering no opportunity to transition 
to lower heights to the east. The Cm iSl;ion is not persuaded by the testimony of OP or 
~he Applicants, and- instead finds t at a; maximum height of 90 feet is appropriate in 
Square 882 at this location. The des gns bf the office buildings proposed for Square 882 
will be'sub-ject to further review in a ecortd-stage PUD application. 

l. 

CONCLU§IONS OF LAW 

Pursuant to the Zoning Regulationsj the. PUD process is designed to encourage high­
quatity development that provides public lbenefits. 11 DCMR § 2400.1. The overall goal 
of the PUD process is to permit f1~xibili~ of development and other incentives, provided 
that the PUD project ··offers a commend~ble number or quality of public benefits. and 
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that it protects and advances the p4blic health, safety, welfare, and convenience." 11 
DCMR § 2400.2. 

Under the PUD process of the Z ning; Regulations, the Zoning Commission has the 
authority to consider this applicat on as a consolidated or a first-stage PUD. The 
Commission may impose develop ent 'iconditions, guidelines, and standards that may 
,eJS~eed or be less than the matte -of-t1ight standards identified for height, FAR, lot 
occupancy, parking, and loading. an fOr'lyards and courts. The Zoning Commission may 
also approve uses that are permitte as ~pecial exceptions and would otherwise require 
approval by, the Board of Zoning Ad·us~ent. 

The develQpment of this PUD proj ct will carry out the purposes of Chapter 24 of the 
Zoriirtg Regulations to encourage w ll-planned developments that will offer a variety of 
building types with more attracti e a4d efficient overall planning and design, not 
achievable under matter·of-right dev lophtent. 

The proposed PUD meets the miniPllull area requirements of § 2401.1 of the Zoning 
Regulations. 

The PUD is within the applicable :heigJIt, bulk, and density standards of the Zoning 
Regulations. and the height and den ity ~ill not cause a significant adverse effect on any 
nearby properties. Residential use s appropriate for the site, which is located within a 
ffOUslI)g 'Opportunity Area;' The co eIi:ial office and retail uses are also appropriate at 
the perimeter of the site, in close p xiotity to mass transit. The site of the community 
center is likewise appropriate, 'desi ted ~n the parks, recreation and open space category 
on the G~neralized Land Use Map. he impact of the project on the surrounding area is 
not unacceptable. The proposed dev~lopment has been appropriately designed to 
complement and respect existing adj cent!: buildings with respect to height and mass. 

The Commission may process the pre~iminary PUD application involving privately 
owned property whose owners hav~not~ signed the application, because a government 
agency' in~ends to acquire that pro ert~ by eminent domaIn or negotiated sale, and 
because ~.owner'~ rights will not be affe~ted by preliminary approval. The second-stage 
PUD may not ,be processed witho t the required signatures of all affected private 
property owners. 

The PUD applications meet the contiguity'requirements of § 2401.3. 

The applications can be approved ~ith c::oriditions to ensure that any potential adverse 
effects on the surrounding area from the development will be mitigated, 
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The project benefits and amenitiel' particularly the provision of housing, affordable 
housing, ~nd neighborhood-serving retail, are reasona~le for t?e d~velopment propos~d 
on the SIte. The PUD respond to the surroundmg resIdential and commercIal 
developments. 

The Applications seek an increase in height and the aggregation of density and lot 
occupancy, as permitted by 11 D MR §§ 2405.2, 2405.3, and 2405.4. The project 
benefits and amenities, particularly the provision of housing in a Housing Opportunity 
Area, the creation of a new urban, ixedl-use mixed-income community, the one-for-one 
replacement of public housing unit , tiW.. recreation and open space including the Canal 
Blocks, the employment training, soqial services counseling, are aU reasonable trade­
otIs for the requested development exibl1ity. 

Approval of this PUD is apprepriate becahse the proposed development is consistent with 
the present character of the area. 

Approval of the PUD and related change in zoning is not inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The"CommiSsion is required under~.c. ,Code Ann. § 1-309.l0(d)(3)(A) (2001) to give 
"great weight" to the issues and co ctfi$ of the affected ANCs. As is reflected in the 
Findings of Fact, the Commission s clkefully considered the testimony and evidence 
submitted by ANC 6D and ANC 6B. 

The applications for a pun and l; lat~ map amendment will promote the orderly 
development of the site in confonni with -the entirety of the District of Columbia zone 
plan as embodied in the Zoning Regu atiohs and Map of the District of Columbia. 

The a.PPlications for a PUD and related llj}ap amendment are subject to compliance with 
D.C. Law 2-38, the Human Rights-Aqt of 1977. 

D!CCI~ION 

In consideration of the above Endings of Fa t and Conclusions of Law, the Zoning Commission 
for the District of Columbia orders APPRO ALI consistent with this Order, of the Applications 
for (1) preliminary review of a Planned Unit Devtlopment; (2) consolidated review of a Planned 
Unit Development; and (3) a Zoning Map a en~ent from R-S-B to CR for certain designated 
portions of the Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg HOPE VI redevelopment site. The Commission 
waives a portion of the hearing fees for t~es apAlications, so that the Applicants are required to 
pay a fee of $77.1 00. This approval is subject to the following guidelines, conditions, and 
standards: 
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The preliminary approval of the PU shan apply to the following properties: Square 737, 
those portions of Lot 814 and Rese ation 17 A that lie south of the southern right-of-way 
Hne of I Street extended; Square 79 , Lots 20, 27, 28, 29, 39,40,41,42,43, 44,45,46, 
47,48,49, 50, 803, 805, 807, 808, 809, 816, 818, 819, 825, 826, and 827; Square 800, 
Lots 25, 26, 27, and 28; Square 82 ,Lots 37,38, and 39; Square N853, Lot 809~ Square 
_880, bot 24; Square W881. that pa of Lot 800 within 132 feet of 5th Street; Square 882, 
Lot 76; and all of Squares 739, 767, 68 . .J69, 797, 798, 825, and S825. 

The consolidated approval of the F1UD .shaU apply to the foHowing properties: Square 
824; Lots 37, 38, and 39; Square S8~5, Cots 30, 31,32, and 33; Square 880, Lot 24; and 
all of Squares 797, 798 and 825. 

A PUD-related map amendment sh 1 r~one the following properties from R-5-B to CR 
upon completion of the second-sta apptoval ofthe PUD: Square 769, that portion lying 
more than 145 feet from the northe ri~t-of-way line of M Street (including a portion of 
ReseIVation 17D); Square 882, that ortiqn lying south of the midpoint of the Square; and 
all of Squares 767 and 768 (includin Rdervations 17B and C). 

T. he· second-stage applications fosppr~val of the pun shall be based on the plans 
prepared by Torti Gallas.~nd Partne s, dated May 27, 2003, marked as Exhibit No. 19 in 
the r.ecord of Case No. 03-12, in uru4g the revisions from the Supplemental Post­
Hearing S!lbmis.sion dated Novemb r 121 2003 to include the property of the Van Ness 
Elementary School (the "Prelimin PlaPs"), as modified by the guidelines, conditions 
and-statldafds herein. . 

The project in its-entirety shall inclu e a maximum of 1,645 residential units, a maximum 
of 702,000 square feet of gross floc area of office space, a maximum of 51,000 square 
feet of gross floor area of retail spac , and a community center including approximately 
18;000 square feet of gross floor are. 'lite distribution of uses and densities shall be as 
shown on the Site Plan Development Data, Sheet S-3.1 of the Preliminary Plans. 

A minimum Of 695 of the reSidentiiuni1iS shall be devoted to public housing, including 
300 units in the two senior buildings A minimum of 50 units shall be home-ownership 
Section 8 units under the HUD progr n. 

Th.e.ov.erall maximu~ permitted .reSl-enti~ ... l density shall be 2.21 FAR across ~e proj~ct 
as a whole, for a maxImum permltte gross floor area of 2.092,081 square feet, mcludmg 
the community center. The overall aximum permitted office and retail density shall be 
0;80 FAR .across the project as a wh Ie (1;.87 FAR based on the land area to be zoned C-
3-C and -Cit), for a maximum permitted ¢ommercial gross floor area of 753,000 square 
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feet. The project shall also inclu~e the density currently contained on the Van Ness 
Elementary SchooLsite in Square 85BN. 

8. Except for mof structures, the maxiItlUm permitted heights. shall be as follows: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

For the office buildings inSquare;769: 110 feet; 

For the office buildings in SqjuaFe882: 90 feet; 

For the apartment buildings' itt Sq-uares 768 and 769: 11 (} feet; 

For the apartment building in Square 739: 130 feet; 

For the apartment building in Square 767 and the existing senior apartment 
building in Square 825: -65 fe~t; 

For the senior apartment building In Square 880: 50 feet; 

For the remaining residential buildings: 45 feet; 

For the community .center builJ.din~: 25 feet; provided that: 

Roof structures may exceelthe (maximum pennitted building height up to a 
maximum of 18 feet, 6 inc es ~bove the roof on which they are located, in 
accordance with the provisio s of the Zoning Regulations. 

9. The .overall lot occupancy for the residential buildings in the project shall not exceed 54 
percent. 

lO. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

The design of buildings in the project shall comply with the Urban Design Guidelines set 
forth in the Preliminary Plans. 

The.projec.t shall include a minimumlof 11980 off-street parking spaces. The distribution 
Qfthespaces &hall be as shown on th~ Parting Plan, Sheet T-3.0 of the Preliminary Plans. 

Landscaping treatment shall be as shown on Sheet L-l.O of the Preliminary Plans. 

O~td~or decks having a minimum Wi~h of 6 feet Sha.ll be provided for all public housing 
umts In Squares 797, 798, 799, 800, 24,j825, 825S, and 882 that have decks, as shown 
on Exhibit 9 of the Applicants' Post Hearmg Submission, marked as Exhibit 61 of the 
Record in Case No. 03-12 (the "Post- earing Submission"). 
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At least 20 percent of the market I'l\lte townhomes shall be provided with low wrought 
iron fences in public space to defme a front yard for children or personal recreation space. 

The Appiicap.ts shall provide a minimum floor height of 14 feet in those areas designated 
for first-floor retail use. 

T-heA,pplicants shall use ~ei:r best et0rts to reach agreement with the U.S. Marine Corps 
on th~ operat~onal deta~is for-commu ity "\ilse of the ~laying fi~lds on Reservation 19. The 
Applicants shall submIt a copy of th agt)'eement wIth the filmg of the first second-stage 
application. 

Prior to the issuance of the bUildingterQilit for the office building at 250 M Street, S.E. 
(in Square 769), Square 769, L C ~hall contribute $46,000 to the Canal Park 
Development Association for use-in aki~g improvements to the Canal Blocks Park. 

Prior to the issuance of thebUildingirm~t for the 600 M Street, S.E. office buildings, the 
Capper/Carrollsburg Venture, LL sh*ll contribute $137,000 to the Canal Park 
Development Association for use in aki$g improvements to the Canal Bl-ocks Park. 

Prior to the issuance of the first ~rtif~cate of occupancy for any of the residential 
buildings facing the Canal Blocks Pa Ie, tIle Applicants shall clear the portions of Squares 
767. 768, and 769 (Reservations 17 ,C, and D) to be used for the Canal Blocks Park of 
an oth~r uses; shall bring the site to rough level finished grade, and shall plant the site 
with grass. 

The Applicants shall file an applicat on fbr a building permit for the community center 
building in Square W881 (also kno Ill- a$ Reservation 19) by July 1, 2005, subject to 
review by the National Park Service fthe proposed uses. Plans shall be submitted to the 
Zoning Commission as part of a se on&stage application with sufficient lead time to 
allow thIS deadline to be met. Const ctiPn shall start on the community center no later 
than 180· days after the issuance of th building pennit. 

The Applicants· shall carry out the I COl'l\lmunity and Supportive Services Program, a 
sumrnqry of which is included as Exh~bit 5 in the Applicants' Post-Hearing Submission. 

The Applicants shall abide by the t~s of the executed Memorandum of Understanding 
with the D.C. Local Business Op ol1uinity Commission in order to achieve, at a 
minimum, the goal of thirty-five. erceht (35%) participation by local, small, and 
disadvantaged businesses in the cracted development costs in connection with the 
design, dev~lopment, constructionp m intepance, and security for the project to be created 
as a result of the PVD project. i The Applicants shall provide information regarding 
available jobs created by the project to th~ Capper/Carrollsburg on the Hill Community 
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Development Corporation and to A*Cs 6B and 6D for dissemination to the surrounding 
communities. 

23. The Applicants -.Shall abide by the ten11S of the executed First Source Employment 
Agreement with the Department of mp~oyment Services in order to achieve the goal of 
utilizing District of Columbia resid nts for at least percent fifty-one (51 %) of the jobs 
cre.ated by the PUD project. The A plictnts will give special consideration for hiring of 
residents fiom the Near Southeast c rnm1l1nity: The Applicants shall provide information 
regarding available jobs created by the project to the Capper/Carrollsburg on the Hill 
Community Development Corporati n ar)d to ANCs 6B and 6D for dissemination to the 
surrounding communities. 

24. The properties in the consolidated Poo shall be subject to the following additional 
guidelines, conditions, andstandardsl 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The consolidated pun shall ~ d~veloped in accordance with the plans prepared 
by Torti GaUas and Partners d 1\he Lessard Architectural Group, dated May 27. 
2003-, marked as Exhibit o. 117 in the record of Case No. 03-12 (the 
"Consolidated Plans"), 'as m 'difidd by the guidelines, conditions, and standards 
-herein. 

Landscaping, streetscape, aI;1d ~xterior lighting shall be as shown on the 
Consolidated Plans. Lands~apiqJg, streetscape, and lighting improvements to 
public space shall be in accmtdande with the Consolidated Plans and as approved 
by the Public Space nivisio~Of pooT. The Applicants, their successors, or a 
commuIiity association shall maiitain all landscaping, streetscape, and lighting 
improvements in good conditi n. . 

The Applicants shat! have flePcibility with the design of the consolidated PUD in 
the following areas: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

To increase or decrease the overall number of units by no more than five 
percent (5%); 

To rearrange the unit~ype~ and mix within each square and to reallocate 
unit types from one s uaro .. , to ~other, prov.ided th~t the d~sign for each 
square and the overa I consolIdated pun IS conSIstent WIth the Urban 
Design Guidelines in e PIfeliminary Plans; . 

To vary the locatipn and design of ai-I interior components, including 
partitions. structu~al slabs, doors, hallways, columns, stairways, 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

(iv) 

tv) 

mechanical rooms, e~evatPrs, escalators, and toilet rooms, provided that 
the variations do not qhange the exterior configuration of the buildings; 

To vary the final sele~tion of ..the exterior materials within the color ranges 
and material types 4s proposed, based on availability at the time of 
construction; and 

T.o make minor refin~ments to exterior details and dimensions, including 
balcony enclosures, It courses, siils, bases, cornices, railings. and trim, 
or any other chang to comply with the building code or that are 
otherwise necessary t -obtain a final building permit. 

No bu~ld~n~ pennit shall be~ Isue4 for th~ consolidat-ed PUD until the Appl~cants 
have mdividually recorded ovepants ID- the -land records of the Dlstnct of 
Columbia, between the own rs a~d the District of Columbia, satisfactory to the­
Office of the Corporation Co nse~ and the Zoning Division of the Department of 
Consumer and Regulatory ,ffairs (DCRA). Such covenants shall bind the 
Applicants and all successo~s in 1 title to construct on and use the property in 
accordance with this order or !ulle1i).dment thereof by the Zoning Commission. 

Notwithstanding Condition 2 d, .bove, Senior Building No. 1 (in Square 880) 
may proceed as a matter of 'ght' if it meets all the requirements of the R-5-B 
distti'et applicable to the tat . exis~g at the time the building permit is issued. 
Upon recordation of the cov nand required by Condition 24d, above, for Square 
880, the lot may be subdivide as ~et forth in the Consolidated Plans. 

The Office of Zoning Shall!!t release the record of this case to the Zoning 
Division of DCRA until the pp~cants have filed copies of the covenants with 
the records of the Zoning Co iS$ion. 

The consolidated PUD apprfted by the Zoning Commission shall be valid for a 
period of two years from the ffecjtive date of this Order. Within such time, the 
first application must be til fora building permit as specified in 11 DCMR § 
2409.1. Construction on the first building shaH begin within three years of the 
effective date of this Order. 

An individual Applicant shall be relPo~ible for carrying out those conditions of this 
Order that are applicable to each sp cHic: property and shaH not be responsible for the 
oblisations or requirements of the oth r Applicants. 

Any application for second-stage approva,! of the PUD shaH iiJ.clude the signature of all 
owners of the property involved. 
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The second-stage approval may be equested in one or more applications. If there is to be 
only one second-stage apP'lication, that application shall be filed within 18 months of the 
effective date of this Order. If e is. to be more than one second stage application, the 
first second-stage application shall be filed within 18 months of the effective date of this 
order and that application shall' lude a phasing plan for the remaining applications. 
A-pproval. of the first-stage appli anon shall be for a period of four years from the 
effective date of this Order. 

No~applicatfun for second-stage ap~roval shall be filed until the Applicants have recorded 
the covenants required by the R~lations and Condition 24d of this Order for the 
consolidated PUD. 

T. he Applicant is required to comp~full.';t with the provisions of the Human Rights Act of 
1977, D.C. Law 2-38, as amende and this order is conditioned upon full compliance 
with those ·provisions. In accord ce'with the D.C. Human Rights Act of 1977, as 
amended, D.C. Official Code § 2-1 01.QI et ~ (Act) the District of Columbia does not 
discriminate on the basis of actual 4r petceived: race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
age, marital status, personal app armlce, sexual orientation, familial status, family 
responsibilities, ~atricu1ation, poIi 'cal affiliation, disability, source of income, or place 
of residence or business. Sexual h assment is a fonn of sex discrimination that is also 
.pr~hibited by the Act. In additio , harassment based on any of the above protected 
cat~gories is also prohibited by the ct. lDiscl'in1ination in violation of the Act will not be 
toterated. Violators will be subjec to 4isciplinary action. The failure or refusal of the 
Applicant to comply shall furnish 6unjds for the denial or, if issued, revocation of any 
building pennits or certificates of 0 cup~cy issued pursuant to this Order. 

Vote of the Commission taken at its PU~iC meeting held on January 12, 2004, to approve, 
subject to conditions, the application for co solidated PUD appmval in Case No. 03-12 by a vote 
of 4-0-1 (Carol J:Mitten, John G. Parsons. Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May in favor; James 
H. Hannaham not present, not voting). 

Vote of the Commission taken at its PU~iC meeting held on February 6, 2004, to approve, 
subject to conditions, the application for pr liminary PUD approval in Case No. 03-13 by a vote 
of 4-0-1 Carol J. Mitten, John G. Parsons, thony 1. Hood, and Peter G. May in favor; James H. 
Hannaham not present, not voting). . 

This Order was originally adopted by the Ztnin~ Commission at its public meeting on February 
~,:2004, by a vote of4-0-1 Carol J. Mitten, ohn.G. Parsons, Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May 
in favor~ James H. Hannaham not present, n tvoting). 
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