
Office of the Director 

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFicE OF PLANNING 

* * * 
ZONING COMMI88ION 
District of Columbia 

MEMORANDUM CASE NO. Q_(a- ( 5' 
TO: 

FROM: 

JU~ of Columbia Zoning Co~ NO. 

7 -"iliko McCarthy, Director 

SUBJECT: Supplement TO Preliminary Report- Zoning Commission Case No.06- I5 
Consolidated Planned Unit Development and Map Amendment 
Land in Square 4268, New York Avenue I Arboretum 

DATE: June I, 2006 

L REVISED APPLICATION AND OP RECOMMENDATIONS 

This application by Abdo New York LLC, contract purchaser, bas been revised in response to 
concerns raised by the Zoning Commission at the Public Meeting on May 8, 2006 and by the 
Office of Planning (OP) in its preliminary report of April 28, 1006. The applicant had been 
requesting approval of a 3.5 to 3. 7 million square foot development, with 130 foot buildings 
fronting on New York Avenue, II 0 foot buildings fronting on Montana Avenue, and associated 
C-3-C zoning. The applicant is now requesting: 

• Consolidated review and approval of a 3,787,075 square foot residential/retail PUD for 
13 lots and 8 parcels in Square 4268 in Northeast Washington; 

• I1 0 foot buildings throughout the project. None of the buildings would rise to 130 feet; 
• Relief to provide 100.4 rather than required 15% of the residential gross floor area as 

recreation space. 
• An associated amendment ofthe site's z.oning district designation from C-M-I to CR 

rather than from C-M-I to C-3-C. 

The Office of Planning continues to strongly support this project. OP believes the cha,nge to CR 
zoning and the height reduction on New York Avenue have made the project stronger and 
recommends that the Zoning Commission schedule a public hearing for Case No. 06-I5. 

The applicant has submitted additional written information, new architectural plans, and 
colilputer simulations putting the proposed development of the context of a build-out of nearby 
land under the existing zoning.- OP believes that this supplemental material answers the concerns 
and questions raised by the Zoning Commission, and the issues noted by OP, to a level of detail 
appropriate for a setdown. 
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U. REVISED PROJECT APPLICATION SUMMARY 
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The site's C-M-1 zoning precludes residential development. The applicant is requesting a PUD­
related rezoning to CR, to permit development of a new mixed-use neighborhood of five 
residential towers, three of which would be atop retail bases, and all of which would ring a 3.1 
acre private park in the center. The development would have the following elements: 

• Residential: Approximately 3.5 million gross square feet of residential space, comprising 
'3,800 - 4, I 00 units in eight buildings • for zoning purposes, are counted as five. 

• Affordable Housing: The reservation of8% of the total residential gsf- i.e., 
approximately 280,000 gsffor housing affordable to households earning up to 80% of the 
Area Median Income (AMl). 

• Retail: 143,510 net square feet of retail space, ofwhich 65,000 net square feet is 
designed to accommodate a grocery store. The retail space would be on the ground floor 
of the residential buildings fronting on New York Avenue. 

• Open Space: A private approximately 3.1 acre "park'' atop a below-grade parking 
structure. 

• Recreation Space: There would be a 40,000 square foot recreation center/health club and 
child care center for the project's residents and, possibly, for residents of nearby 
neighborhoods. The 18,000 square foot (FAR countable) above-ground portion would 
open directly onto the central park. 

• Parking & Loading: Underground parking in a 1.1: 1 ratio for residential units and at 4 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail space. There woulcl be at least 4.415 spaces, but the 
exact number of parking spaces would be determined by the applicant's decision on how 
many residential units to build. 

• Exempla(y Design: 

o Architecture: Three buildings would rise 110 feet along New York Avenue; five 
would rise 110 feet along Bladensburg Road and Montana Avenue. The skyline 
would vary, as there is a twenty-foot grade change between New York Avenue 
and the intersection of Bladensburg Road and Montana Avenue. The applicant 
has also lightened the appearance of the Montana Avenue 

o LanJscape Architecture and Sustainable Design: The total pervious surfaces are 
2.5 acres. _This includes portions of the 3.1 acre central park, the landscaped 
portions or the 28-35 foot setbacks along Bladensburg Road and the 3 - 8 foot 
setbacks along Montana Avenue. In addition, portions of each building's roof are 
"green." 
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DL REVISED ZONING SUMMARY 

~gZoning Prior Proposed 
DevelopDiellt 

Zoning C-M-1 C-~-PUD 

Area: sq. ft. 697,873 697,873 

acres 16.02 16.02 

Use: Low bulk High bulk major business 
oommercial, light employment &/or retail 
industtial 

Height: 60 20' - 110' - 130' 

Stories: 3 2, 11, 12 

FAR 3 5.3 

Square Res Not permitted 3,452,575 s.f. 
Footage Retail JP[ 143,510 

Rec XX 18,000 

Service/ XX 114,915 
Loading 

TOTAL 2,093,619 s.f. 3, 729,000 s.f. 
Unit Not permitted 3,000-4,000 
ccnun 
Lot Res 100% 500/o 
Oecupaney Nomes 
Roof XX . Variance for Jimltiple and 
Strueture varied height structures 

Parkiiag Res/ Not permitted 3,378res 
Unit - . 

Retail/ 1/300 s.f. over 3K 620 retail 
s.f. 
Rec I s.f. 1 per 2Ks.f XX 

TOTAL 3,998 spaces 
Loading Grocery: 1@30' & Grocery: 1@30' & 1@ 
Berths 1@ 55'. Other 55'. Other Retail/ 

Retail or Commercial: 1 @ 30' & 
Commercial: 1 @ 1 @ 55'. Residential: 
30'*1@55'. 1@55' 

Loadillg Grocery. 1@ Grocery. 1 @ lOOsf & l 
Platforms 100sf& 1@ . 

@ 200sf. Other retail.: 
200sf. Other 
retail.: 1@100sf 

1@100sf & 1@ 200sf 

& 1~2p()sf . 
Residential: 1 @ 200sf 

-
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Current Proposed Current Proposed 
Zoning DevelopDiellt 

CRPUD CRPUD 
697,873 697,873 

16.02 16.02 

Mix of residential, Mix Of residential, office, 
office, retail, and retail, and recrealional 
recreational uses uses 

110 20' -110' 

Not regulated 2, 11 

8 5.43 

XX 3,510,435 s.f. 

XX 145,850 

XX 18,000 

XX ll2,790 

5,582,984 s.f. 3, 787 J)75 s.f. 
Not regulated 3,8004,100 

75% 61.50% 

1000/o 

XX Variance for multiple and 
varied height structures 

1 space /3 units 3,795res 

1nso s.f over 3K 597ret 

1per 2Ks.f 23rec 

4,415 spaces 

Grocery: 1@30' & 1@ Grocery: 1@30' & 1@ 
55'. Other Retail I 55'. Other Retail/ 
Commercial: 1 @ 30' & Commercial: 1 @ 30' & 1 
1 @55'. Residential: @ 55'. Residential: 1@ 
1@55' 55' 

Grocery. l @ lOOsf & l Grocery; l @ lOOsf & l 
@ 200sf. Other retail.: @ 200sf. Other retail.: 
1@100sf & 1@ 200sf 1@100sf & 1@ 200sf 
Residential: 1 @ 200sf Residential: 1 @ 200sf 

NEW TABLE 1: DEVELOPMENT COMPARISON- EXISTING ZONING, PREVIOUSLY 
PROPOSED PUB AND CURRENTLY PROPOSED PUB 
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The application requests that CR be associated with the PUD. The CR zone is indended to 
"encourage a diversity of compatible land uses that may inc.lude a mixture of residential, office, 
retail, recreational, light industrial, and other miscellaneous uses" (§600 .I). "Development shall 
be guided by an approved public policy or plan and through the use of the planned unit 
development, special exception, or ~er site plan review process" (§600.2). The proposed 
project would provide such mixed residential and retail development through a PUD process. 

The applicant is requesting relief to reduce the amount of recreation space provided from the 
required IS% of residential gfa to a proposed 10% of residential gfa and_relieffrom the 
prohibition on multiple roof structures and roof structures of varying heights (Section 411.3). 

OP Supports all of the above req11ests. 

IV. NEWLY PROPOSED OR CONFIRMEJ) PUBUC BENEFITS 

The following proffered benefits are different than in the original application: 

• The provision of 8 % of the project's total residential GSF as workforce housing; 
• The provision of an approximately 60' by 70' public park with a fountain at the 

intersection of Bladensburg Road and Montana Avenue; 
• The provision of a service road and a landscaped 21' wide sidewalk on New York 

Avenue; 
• The provision of a public "vest pocket" park along New York Avenue, overlooking 

.the proposed development's central green; 
• The allowance for Ward 5 residents tO join as paying members of the 40,000 square 

foot Arbor Club amenity; 
• LSDBE and First Source Employment Program Participation; 
• A contribution to improvements and renovations of the Arboretum Recreation Center 

1h . 
at 24 and Rand Place, N.E.; 

• A contribution to improvements and renovations of the Washington Humane 
Society's Animal Shelter at 1201 New York Avenue, NE; 

• A contribution to the support and promotion of the Friends of the (U.S. National) 
Arboretum, located Y.. mile from the proposed PUD; 

• Support for physical improvements or equipment at the Langdon Elementary School, 
which is the in-bound school for residents of the proposed PUD; 

• A commitment to the provision of shuttle bus service to Metrorail. 

Should the case be set down, the applicant would need to provide, by the public hearing, specific 
amounts and/or detailed outlines of agreements for the last five of these proposed public benefits. 
All amenities and public benefits would need to be finalized by the time of a decision meeting. 
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IX. UPDATE ON PREVIOUSLY OUTSTANDING ISSUES> SUMMARY 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. A reealeulatioR ofthe retail &Btl reereatiOR feeility parki~~g spaees and ffttios, hased OR 
gross 5titl&re feetage Father dHm Bet ~ feotage; DONE 

2. A eo~Bfllitmeftt te the afftmlahle housiBg's eomprisiBg Be less dlaa·8% oftlie total 
resiEiemial gsf; DONE 

3. The duration of the commitment to providing affordable housing units; DONE for for­
sale units. Unclear for rental units. Can be clarified in pre-hearing statement. 

4. A commitment to the provision of additional amenities/public benefits; P ARTIAI J ,y 
DONE. Concems presented need to be detailed and finalilzed in pre-hearing statement. 

5~ Commitment to a LSD BE AgreeiQ.ent and First Source Employment Program; 
ESSENTIALLY DQNE. Documents will need to be presented at dwision meetin,g. 

6. A detailed traffic analysis including existing and projected Levels of Service for 
intersections at a radius from the site to be detetmined by the District Department of 
Transportation (DDOT); ESSSENTIALL Y DONE. Requires DDOT review. and any 
n~ changes by pre-hearipg statement.. 

7. A Transportation Management Plan and mitigation measures; IDEAS PRESENTED. 
but no coromjpnents made. Also awaiting review by DDOT and necessary changes byi 
pre-hearing statement. 

8. Clarification of the commitment to operation of a shuttle-bus to the Rhode Island 
Avenue Metro; COMMITMENT FIRMLY MADE. Details need to be wor,k:ed out by 
pre-hearing statement. 

9. ClarilieatioR ofthe applieatioR's gFOss aDd Ret sqtt&fe feotages fer the resitleRtial; retail, 
aBd feereatieftal uses i& die pfejeet; DONE 

10. ProyAsieR of a signifieaRtly ft8I'I'6Wef f8Bge eftlie lftlmhef ofresidelltial uRits pmposeEl; 
DONE 

11. A list efpoteBtial retailers '•vith ·whieh the applieaat is havmg oagoiag diseussion aatl the 
status ofthese diseussieRS; DONE 

13. The location/distribution of the affordable housing units; COMMITMENT MADE to 
"even distribution." Actual location not needed before hearing or decision meeting. 
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14. Perspeetive &REI view.shed stu4ies hm the Naaeaal :l""Aefelum; New Yerk Avemte &REI 
Blade~ Read, beth iB beulld &REI eut bmmc:l; &REI fi:em the Arbefelum; Ivy City &REI 
T~dadaeighbeEheeds;EMJ~ 

15. An estimation of the project's impact on nearby schools; DO$. but will reqyire review 
byDCPS. 

16. A water and sewer impact-assessment from WASA; DONE BY APPLICANT. Requires 
review by W ASA 

17. An estimation of the number of jobs that would be created on the site versus the number 
of existing jobs on the site; CONSULTANT 1DRED to complete before public hearing. 

18. :&plefati~ ef seeure petlest:ri&B ~ys thfough the site, giviftg "shert eut(s)" fi.:em 
&eigllberheeds te seudt 8lld "~st te the femi.l uses 8ft Ne..' Yerk 1

4 ... veBBe; DONE for the 
south. Not practical for the west. 

19. A comparison of the District tax revenues generated by the site, and an estimation of the 
revenues that would be generated by the site'$ redevelopment under matter of right 
zoning; CONSULTANT HIRED tc;> complete before public hearing. 

20. BJEPleFatieB efseewe pedestriaft ·ways dlfeugh the site, giz+i&g "sltert 81:1$)" &em 
aeighbed~eeds te the seuth 8lld west te the retail uses propesed 8ft New Y&k AveBBe; 
This item is the same as Number 18 was repeated in error in April 28 OP report. 

21. CeB.ti&t.ted eMpl&f&tieB ef arehiteeftlfel Fefiaemeats that ".Jiet:lld i&eFe&Se t:he "lisual 
permeability eftlte pFOjeet;.lighten the appareat mass efthe New Yefk Ave&t~e 
reside&tial ~ &REI its retail base, pFevide vari&tieiiS iB materials, massiBg; feetli&es 
8fld w.'ef&ll desig& te ereate the impfessie& ef a mere "eFga&ie" pl'E)jeet develeped w;er 
timtr, DONE 

22. Specification of what additional amenities would be, such as contribution_s to a 
neighborhood community center, a neighborhood park, and/or the nearby Humane 
Society facility. P ARTIAT.I ,Y DONE. Conccn>ts present~ but firm dollar amounts. 
methods. etc. need to be completed by pre-hearing statement. 

X. RECOMMENDATION 
OP believes these concerns have been sufficiently addressed for the public meeting stage in the 
applicant's supplemental filings. OP recommends the Zoning Commission set down the 
requested application for a public hearing. 

EMcC/slc 
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