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A. Here on behalf of owners of property both north and south ofM Street in the area 
of the proposed amendments 

B. Represent Monument Realty and the Davts/Camaher/Cohen famthes, who 
between them own or control the great majonty of pnvate properties m Squares 
700 and 701, the two squares north of the ballpark site 

II Linutatlon on redistribution of density through combined lot development 

A. Proposed §1602.1(a) hmits density on any mdtvtpuallot to 8 0 FAR on a street up 
to 90 feet wtde and 8.5 FAR on a street at least 110 feet wide 

B Property owners transfemng density from the Ballpark site to squares to the north 
may exceed that amount, dependmg upon the ultimate size of the receivmg Site 

C. Stze of Capitol Gateway dtstnct is small enough that denstty transferred from one 
site to another should not raise ,1mpact Issues from that redistribution, especially 
notmg that all projects must continue to comply with the standards of the 
underlytng CR zone (e.g., rear yard, parking, lot'occupancy tfrestdential, etc) 

D. Recommend that, If there IS to be a maxtmum, the numbers be 8.5 and 9.0, 
respectively 

ill. Height related to combmed lots 

A Proposed § 1602.1 (c) relates height to that necessary to accommodate addttlonal 
density from another lot 

B. Recogmze that Office ofPlanrung has issues over possibility that someone could 
transfer a very mmimal amount of denstty in order to gam hetght ZONilfG 
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C May have unintended consequences of limiting design options and making 
development shorter and fatter rather than taller and more slender 

D. May want to consider setting absolute m1mmum amount of density to be 
transferred (e.g., 10,000 square feet) to quahfy a property for combined lot 
development 

N. Setbacks on South Capitol Street 

A Proposed § 1605.2 reqwres a setback of 15 feet 

B. Proposed §1605.3 requires 1:1 setback above 110 feet 

C. South Capitol Street IS 130 feet Wide and there does not seem to be a need for 
these setbacks m and of themselves 

D. If trying to proVIde for adequate sidewalk width, suggest that setback be from 
curb, as in § 1604.2 for M Street 

E 1:1 setback above 110 feet was a feature of the "old" C-4 District, which was 
ehmmated m the late 1970s because it created a "weddmg cake" tiered look which 
was thought to be undesirable 

V. Setback on Half Street 

A. Proposed § 1607 2 reqwres a setback of 20 feet above 65 feet 

B 65 feet may not be point where bwldmg ''breaks," dependmg upon whether 
commercial or residential buildmg 

C Smce Zomng Comrmss10n review all buildmgs in Squares 700 and 701 (per 
§ 1610 1 (c)), this may be unnecessary design constramt 

VI Design controls applicable to uses 

A Proposed 1603.1, 1604.1, 1605 1 and 1606.1 refer to "new bmldings, structures, 
or uses" 

B These sections taken together With the proVIsions of§ 1610 suggest design review, 
not control of uses 

C Sections should be clarified to reflect that Zoning Comrmssion does not mtend to 
control uses through this process, other than first floor preferred use requirements 

D. Sections should be clarified that provision do not apply to changes m use m 
existing bwldmgs 
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VII. Ground floor use reqwrements 

A. Proposed §§1606 1 and 1607.3 require at least 75% of the gross floor area ofthe 
ground floor be devoted to preferred uses in buildings along Half and 1st Streets 

B. After taking out loadmg docks, buildmg entrances and fire control facthties, 
difficult to get to 75% 

C. Also have requirement for 10% public space at ground level m the underlying CR 
Distnct 

D. Suggest reducmg requirement to 35% (as is requrred forM Street by §1604.4) 

E. Suggest mcludmg reSidential as a preferred use or not applymg the preferred use 
requrrements to an apartment house 

VIll. Dnveway access requirements 

A. Proposed §§1604.3, 1605.4 and 1607.7 hmtt construction or use of driveways 
from M, Half and South Capitol Streets 

B Proposed §§ 1605 4 and 1607 7 apply to all driveways and § 1604.3 apphes only to 
dnveways to required parking spaces or loading berths 

C. Control over curb cuts ts With DDOT, not the Zorung Commtsston 

D. Suggest deleting "or used" 

E. Note that Square 701Is bounded on 3 out of 4 sides by streets where driveways 
are not allowed 

F. Forces all traffic access onto N Street, facmg the ballpark 

IX. Specific standards vs. design revtew 

A Proposed §1610.1 requires Zonmg Commtsston revtew for all lots that abut M or 
South Capitol Streets, are m Squares 700 and 701 (which mclude all of the 
affected frontage along Half Street) or any lot which receives denstty through 
combined lot 

B Why constram revtew by all the specific standards for setbacks? 

X. Minor "typos" 

A Eltminate comma between "automoblle laundry" m §§1604.4, 1606.2 and 1607.3 

B. Reference to "Front" Street should be "Frrst Street" in §1610.5 

C. Proposed §1606 2 refers to "seventy percent" and "(75%)" 
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D. Reference m §1604.6 to §16043 should be to §1604 4 

E. Reference m § 1606 5 to § 1606 1 should be to § 1606.2 

F. Reference in § 1607 6 to § 1607 2 should be to § 1607 3 
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