
GOVERNMEl_U OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Zoning Commission 

April 7, 2009 

Mr. Matthew LeGrant 
Zoning Administrator 

*** 

D.C. Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
941 North QJ.pitol Street, N.E., Suite 2000 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Re: Z.C. Case No. 0&-30- Application for Capitol Gateway Overlay Review by West 
Half 1 LLC, West Half 2 LLC and West Half 3 LLC 

Dear Mr. LeGrant: 

The Zoning Commission recently approved the application of West Half 1 LLC, West Half 2 
LLC, and West Half 3 LLC (the "Applicant") for review of a new development pursuant to the 
Capitol Gateway ("CG") Overlay District provisions ("CG Overlay District Review") set forth in 
§ 1610 of the D.C. Zoning Regulations (the "Zoning Regulations"), Title 11 of the District of 
Columbia Municipal Regulations. The property that is the subject of this application consists of 
Lots 33, 802, 840, 841, 850, 857, 864, 865, 868, 871, and 872 in Square 700. 

Because the Commission concluded that the Applicant met its burden of proof: it approved the ~ 
application. I have attached the Commission's written order (Z.C. Order No. 08-30) grafiting the 
application. ~ ·!~ 

Cl) E I 

In its review of the application, the Commission became concerned that a roof structure depict' .g 
in the pl~ may violate An Act to Regulate the Height ofBuildings in the Di_strict ofColumb· ~ 
approved June 1, 1910 (36 Stat. 452, as amended; D.C. Official Code §§ 601.01 to 601.0 ~ 
("Height Act"). - i z._ co 
In particular, the CoiJUDission is concerned that the roof over the roof terrace shown in the ~ 
level plan exceeds the 110 foot height limit, and does not app~ to be orte of the enumerated 
architectural embellishments permitted to exceed the limit by the Height Act if a waiver is 
granted by the DCRA Director pursuant to 12A DC:MR § 105.3.1.8. 

The roof is depicted in the drawing entitled "Section A" on page RS2, located behind Tab A of 
the Applicant's February 9, 2009 submission given Exhibit No. 31, a copy of which is attached 
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Mr. Matthew LeGrant 
April 7' 2009 
Pagel 

to this letter. I have also attached the portion of the transcript of the Commission's decision 
meeting that includes the Commission's discussion of the Height Act issue. 

As indicated in its order granting the application, the Commission does not believe the design is 
a clear cut violation of the Height Act, but instead believes the design may violate ihe Height 
Act, depending on how it is interpreted. The Com:inission requested ~t I write you to alert you 
to the Height Act issue so that you can consider it when you review the Applicant's request for a 
building permit. The Commission also request~ that you report your conclusion back to the 
Commission so that it can benefit from your interpretation in reviewing future cases. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

' 

Richard S. Nero, Jr. 
Acting Director of the D.C. Office of Zoning 

cc: Anthony J. Hood 
Gregory N. Jeffiies 
William W. Keating, ID 
Peter G. May 
Michael G. Turnbull 
Paul Tummonds, Esq. 
ANC6D 
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GOVERNMENT 
OF 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

+ + + + + 

ZONING COMMISSION 

+ + + + + 

REGULAR PUBLIC M~~~ING 

+ + + + + 

MONDAY 
FEBRUARY 23, 2009 

+ + + + + 

1 

The Regular Meeting of the 
District of Columbia Zoning Commission 
convened in Room 220 South, 441 4th Street, 
N. W., Washington, D.C. , 20001, pursuant to 
notice at 6:30 p.m., Anthony J. aood, 
Chairperson, presiding. 

ZONING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRES~: 

ANTHONY J. HOOD 
GREGORY N. JEFFRIES 
PETER MAY 

Chairperson 
Vice-Chairperson 
Commissioner 
{NPS) 

MICHAEL G. TURNB~~' FAIA Commissioner 
{OAC) 

WILLIAM WARREN KEATING Commissioner 

OFFICE OF ZONING STAFF PRESENT: 

Secretary SHARON S. SCHELLIN 
DONNA HANOUSEK 
ESTHER BUSHMAN 

Zoning Specialist 
General Counsel 
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resolved. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Issue resolved. 

Okay. That completes it. We have a full 

house . Okay. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Yes . 

COMMISSIONER MAY: There' s another 

issue I wanted to raise. And I don't remember 

the extent to which we discussed this in the 

1 hearing. 

1 But the way I read the drawings, 

1 the roof over the roof terrace of the office 

1 building is above the height limit of 110 

feet, and it's being called essentially an 

1 embellishment. 

1 COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: I thought 

1 we had talked about this. 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: Did we resolve 

1 it and come to agreement on it? Becal.lse I ' m 

2 not totally comfortable with that notion. 

2 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: 1 will tell you 

2 that trying to remember, we meet two and three 

(202) 2344433 
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times a week and I can't remember. I do 

remember that coming up, but I'm not sure if 

this -- was this the case?· 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Okay. Is 

that number 6? Is that in OP' s supplemental 

report "information on how the above-

mentioned structures meet the 

requirements of 411 and tne Height Act?" 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: I think you' re 

exactly right, Commissioner May. I think you 

brought it up. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: The issue with 

regard to the exit stair towers and the 

residential building, that was resolved by 

reducing the height of those penthouses. And 

they submitted a plan that shows the heights. 

But it shows the height of the tower roof at 

157 feet. And then -= 

A? 

A. 

(202) 234-4433 
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COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Section B? 

Where are we looking? 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: The first page 

right behind A. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: And somewhere I 

saw a dimension of the roof or a height of the 

root terrace itself. But I'm not seeing that 

now. Hold on. 

But if you look even at the 

original drawings that they had submitted, 

they had that sort of oximetric drawings of 

building heights. And it shows the 110 feet 

being measured to the top of the roof deck. 

And then there's a roof over the roof deck. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: 

Commissioner May, in terms of the sections, 

are you. looking at any of the sections of what 

was submitted -- Section A, B or C or D? I'm 

just trying to see it in section. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Right. It gives 

us the -- okay. 

What we don't see is an absolute 
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- or an elevation from the measuring point . 

We see an elevation above sea level or 

something like that. And the roof is at 144 

feet. And then the tower roof is 13 feet mor~ 

or less above that. But I think the 144 feet 

of the roof itself is equivalent to 110 feet. 

And so we've got another 13 feet above that. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. If your 

assessment is correct, I came tip with us being 

over five feet over what's permitted. You 

1 came up with more? 

COMMISSIONER MAY: I thought we 

1. were limited to 110 feet. 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: But can't you do 

1 18.6? 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: Yes. But it's 

1 got to be set back one to one. This is not 

1 set back at all. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: You' re talking 

2 about the set back. 

2 COMMISSIONER MAY: This little 

2 tower roof is not set back a~ all from the 

(202)2~ 
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building's edge. 

And again, it's being t·reated as an 

embellishment in effect -~ the tower roof. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. Well 

actually, we have one or two options. I don't 

think we 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Wait. 

Before we even go there though, I just want to 

be clear. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: You don' t know 

where I'm going. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Oh, no. I 

want clarity in terms of what Commissioner May 

is saying. 

So . look at Section c of Akridge. 

So you're saying the roof line is 144 -- the 

measurement, right? 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Right. 

COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: 

that's the elevation. 

elevation. 

(202) 2344433 
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COMMISSIONER MAY: That's the 

elevation above sea level, I think. 

But if you look at their prior 

submission, there's an oximetric drawing that 

shows 110 feet from the measuring point to tbe 

height of the roof deck. 

Yes, here we go. Measuring is at 

34 1/2 feet. So if you look at Section C, 

subtract 34 1/2 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Right. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: -- from everyone 

of tnose measurements, and you'll see how high 

it is -- how tall it is. 

So the roof is 144 1/2 feet. 

Subtract 34 1/2 feet; you get 110. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Rigbt. 

110. Right. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: But -- let's not 

look at Section C. Let's l9ok at Section A. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: And you see 

there the roof line is at 144 1/2. 

(202) 2344433 
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COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Right. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: A,nd then above 

that, you have the tower roof at 157.67. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: And you're 

saying that that is not a setback. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: It's not set 

back at all from the edge of the building. 

Essentially, my question here is 

that you can exceed 110 feet with an 

1 architectural embellishment. The question is 

1 whether we consider the roof over the roof 

1 deck to be an embellishment or not. And I'm 

1 not sure that I agree with that opinion. .But 

1 I'm interested in hearing what the rest of the 

1 Commission has to say. 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Well, from my 

1 standpoint, I think most of the time unless we 

1 l don't know if we h~ve a whole lot of 

1 practice with that. At least I don't. The ZA 

2 usually makes that determination. And today 

2 to try to be determining it myself, I mean, if 

2 we blatantly see this as an issue, then we 

(202) 2344433 
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need to stop it here. But in the past, we've 

always -- at least the 12 years I've been here 

~- we always -- I'm not going to say punted --

the ZA makes that determination. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: If there were a 

circumstance where we hacl a very clear and 

pronounced tower somewhere on the facade and 

you had a roof over the tower -- something 

like that -- it's clear it fits the definition 

of an embellishment. But here we have an 

elongated bar of building running through the 

building. It's hard to really regard that in 

itself the same way that you would regard a 

tower. 

The object that they have at the 

corner with the big screen and the pole on 

top, I mean, that'.s an embellishment. That'S 

very clearly an embellishment. But if you're 

just talking about the roof over the roof 

deck, it ' s a roof over a roof deck. Is that 

really an embellishment? 

(202) 234-4433 
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May, what would you like to see us do with 

this? 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Well, I'd like 

to hear what Commissioner Jeffries and 

Commissioner Turnbull have to say about that. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: You' re going to 

the architects. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Well, I'd like 

to hear what you have to say about it too. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: No, that's all 

right. I just said what I had to say. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Okay. Well, 

then that's why I was moving on 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. And then 

I'm going to make a motion. 

COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: 

Commissioner May, I 'm looking at RS 1 -- the 

roof plan of the office building. 

Are we looking on the one -- on the 

southern building, there's a small green roof. 

And then across that across the via, 

there 's the other longer roof . 

(202) 234-4433 
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roof you're referring to -- the longer roof --

the longer-angled roof? 

COMMISSIONER MAY: I'm referring to 

the longer-angled roof that's part of the 

building closer toward M Street. 

COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: Okay. 

Toward M Street? Okay. 

And your feeling is that as far as 

an embellishment, itis gone too long. It's 

1 stretching the limits. It's a roof that seems 

1 to keep going and it's not really an 

1 embellishment? It's kind of one of those 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: I don't know 

1 whether it is or it isn't. Because it' s not 

1 like it's an element that is integral to a 

piece that is an embellishment. 

1 COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: It's not a 

1 dominant feature. 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: Right. If you 

2 look at what's happening at the corner, and 

2 look at the view that they provided behind Tab 

2 B -- if you look at that for a second, right 

(202) 234-4433 
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in front of us there there's the multi-colored 

mesh screen thing with the pole sticking out 

of it. 

COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: Right. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: That's clearly 

an embellishment. 

The piece that's supporting that 

which extends above 110-foot level also is 

part of that piece. 

1 COMM:ISSIONER TURNBULL: Right . 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: And ::t have no 

1 issue with that even though I don't know 

1 what's happening within that space. I assume 

~ i t'.s not occupied space. But it:' s part of 

1 that tower element on the corner. 

1 COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: Right. 

COMMISSIONER MAY: The question is 

1 whether the roof over the roof deck really is 

an embellishment per se. 

2 Now that I'm looking at it, maybe 

2 even the rest of the green bar there. AS you 

2 extend forward to M Street, is that also an 
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embellishment? 

I do.n' t really know the answer to 

this. I'm sort of raising the question 

because I'm afraid of what this opens the door 

to. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: So that's 

your concern if this is going to be pressed 

and if we're going to look at this and someone 

will be able to point to it? Because 

COMMISSIONER MAY: Right. I mean, 

1 the roof deck idea to me is probably the most 

1 problematic consideration because it's got 

1 this other functional use. It' s creating a 

1 space that's going to be occupied if not -- I 

1 mean, not full time, but it's going to be 

1 used. It's more than just a roof deck now. 

1 It's a roof deck with a roof over it. 

1 COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: Right. 

1 It's sort of an extension of the trellis 

2 concept which we've dealt with before. 

2 COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Yes. And 

2 before when Commissioner Parsons was here, 
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that was his deal -- rooftop embellishments. 

And I never really joined him in that. And 

I 'm probably going to depart this time as 

well. 

I think this is a wonderful 

project, quite frankly. And they're in front 

of us really tor design review. I think that 

they've responded to a number of our issues 

and so forth. 

1 Commissioner May, I understand your 

1 concern. But you're really asking a question. 

1 You're not really certain. 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: Right. I'm 

1 trying to get a sense of what the rest of the 

1 Commission feels about this. 

1 COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Yes. Yes. 

1 I'm going to give it the pass from where I 

1 sit. 

1 My suspicion is that someone else 

2 will be able to take that up. 

2 COMMISSIONER MAY: Well, as 

2 Chairman Hood had suggested --

(202) 234-4433 
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CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Let ' s make sure 

we get the comments from Mr. Turnb~ll. 

COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: Well, I 

guess in one way I see where you're going. I 

guess it depends how big you actually make the 

there's no regulation that says how big 

something is going to be. 

I could see how the covered roof 

- this terrace -- this covered roof walk if 

1 it extended over half the roof would be a 

1 major issue. Because basically yo~'re almost 

1 getting another floor of not occupiable space. 

But it's becoming a usable space. It's going 

1 beyond the extent of what an embellishment 

would really mean. So I think they' re 

1 treading in on a grey area here -- on how far 

1 you can actually stretch this. 

1 I don't mind the trellises to the 

1 extent that they're an interesting part of the 

2 roof feature itself. Where they would begin 

2 to dominate the whole roof and actually become 

2 more than a feature, r think that's the issue 

(202)2~3 
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we have to struggle with. 

So I guess I'm kind of nebulous on 

how to vote on this too. I guess I 'm willing 

to let it go. 

But I can definitely see 

Commissioner May's stance on this that someone 

could come back and say oh, look wha.t Akridge 

did, and we're only 20 percent more than this 

-- or 30 percent more than what they had. So 

1 you' re treading an area where how much of a 

1 roof becomes usable to the J?Oint it's beyond 

1 just a roof feature. 

1 MR. BERGSTEIN: Can I make a 

1 suggestion? 

1 First of all, when the Zon_ing 

1 Commission approves a design like this, it 

1 does not mean that it has reviewed the design 

1 for compliance with the zoning regulations or 

1 the Height Act . And it ' s incumbent upon the 

2 Zoning Administrator to make that 

2 determination independently. 

2 However, the order could include a 
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provision pretty much stating that, 

specifically with respect to this particular 

element being discussed that in approving this 

application the Zoning Commission is not 

finding that this particular element exceeds 

the Height Act or represents an embellishment 

and encourages the zoning Administrato:r;- to 

take a specific look at the issue. And in 

addition, the Office of Zoning could send a 

1 cover letter sending this order to the ~o~ing 

1 Administrator sp~cifically pointing out the 

1 issue for his review. 

1 COMMISSIONER MAY: I would l:>e very 

1 happy with that. 

I 'm not really so much concerned 

1 about this from a Height Act perspective, 

1 although there may be an issue there. I'm 

1 concerned about how we define embellishment or 

2 So if we can get clarity from the 

2 Zoning Administrator on what that should be, I 

2 think that's fine too. 
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COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Can't we 

just tell the Zoning Administrator to look at 

the minutes of this hearing. 

MR. BERGSTEIN: The concern is 

precedent. And so that someone can't say 

well, they did this, so we can do someth,ing 

like :!.t. So what I was suggesting that the 

order itself indicate that its approval of the 

design does not create precedent with respect 

1 to the particular issue as to whether or not 

1 what you're describing is an embellishment or 

1 not. However you want us to do it, we can 

1 just make it clear that those aspects of the 

1 de_sign that you're finding problematical or 

1 questionable do not c·reate a precedent in 

1 terms of what is permitted under the zoning 

1 regulations. And that remains an obligation 

1 of the Zoning Administrator to determine. 

1 COMMISSIONER TURNBULL: I could go 

2 along with that. 

2 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: All right·. Mr. 

2 May, now we're going to put that in the water. 
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Well I we're going to have tbat put in the 

water. 

The problem that I see with that is 

we won't know what happens other than every 

order that comes down and somebody gets close 

to that I are we looking for a response or 

something from the ZA to kind of see where he 

was in that? And I don't even know if that's 

even legal if we can do that. 

1 MR. BERGSTEIN: You could ask. But 

1 you could ask thq.t the Zoning Administrator 

1 inform you of his ultimate decision on the 

1 issue. But that's something you would do in a 

1 cover letter where did you say that the 

Commission was concerned about this aspect, 

1 and woulq urge the Zoning Administrator to 

1 take a look at it and to advise the Zoning 

1 Commission as to his determination as to 

1 wnether or not this is an embellishment or 

2 not. You could certainly·request that. 

2 COMMISSIONER MAY: It would be 

2 helpful to know from the Zoning Administrator 
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where this stands so that we don't go through 

this kind of debate next time when we see 

something like this. Because I'm sure we'll 

see it again, and then I '11 tiT to remember 

what happened in this case, and it'll take ten 

minutes to reconstruct what we were thinking. 

Anyway. 

It would be helpful if we can at 

least request that, and we'll deal with it the 

1 next time it comes up. 

1 MR. BERGSTEIN: So we '11 work with 

1 Office of Zoning staff to craft a letter that 

does that, and we can share it with the 

1 Commission or as you please. 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Okay. Anything 

1 else? Thank you, Mr. Bergstein. 'Anything 

1 else? 

1 (No audible response.} 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: All right. 

2 will move for approval of 08-30, and ask that 

2 the record and the motion encompass all the 

2 comments of my colleague, Commissioner May, 
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even though it's going to the Zoning 

Administrator so he can mak~ an interpretation 

and maybe if at all possible that the Office 

of Zoning work with OAG to send a letter so we 

can kind of get some resolution exactly how 

this was proceeded. And I'll ask for a 

second. 

COMMISSIONER JEFFRIES: Second. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: It's been moved 

1 and properly seconded. 

1 Any further di~cussion? 

1 (No audible response.} 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: All those in 

favor? 

1 (A CHORUS OF AYES.} 

1 CHAIRPERSON.HQOD: Any opposition? 

1 (No audible response.} 

1 CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Not he~ring any, 

1 Ms. Schellin, would you record the vote? 

2 MS. SCHELL!N: Yes. Staff records 

2 the vote five to ~ero to zero to approve 

2 Zoning Commission Case No. 08-30 as modified. 
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Commissioner Hood moving; Commissioner 

Jeffries seconding; Commissioners Keating, May 

and Turnbull in support. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Thank you. Most 

people don't want to hear me. Okay. 

Zoning Commission Case No. 08-09, 

ANC 4C, Text and Map Amendments to 'expand the 

Sixteenth Street Heights Overlay District. 

Ms. Schellin? 

MS. SCHELL IN.: Yes, sir. This one 

is before you for a final action. I had my 

package before me and I believe :t 've snared 

that with some others here tonight. And so it 

kind of got split up, .and so I •m· not real sure 

-- I believe the NCPC provided a response, but 

I believe I shared that with someone else on 

the dais. So I'm not sure that they 

responded. 

MR. BERGSTEIN: They did. 

MS. SCHELLIN: They did. Okay. 

CHAIRPERSON HOOD: Did we get that 

tonight or did they send it .--
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Zoning Commission 

* * * 

ZONING COMMISSION FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
ZONING COMMISSION OIU>ER NO. 08-30 

Z.C. Case No. 08 .. 30 
West Half 1 LLC, West Half 2 LLC, and West Half 3 LLC 

(Capitol Gateway Overlay Review) 
February 23, 2009 

Pursuant to notice, the Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia (the "Commission'') 
held a public hearing OI) January 29, 2009, to consider an ~pplication for property owned by 
West Half 1 LLC, West Half 2 LLC, and West Half 3 LLC (collectively, the "Applicant'') for 
review and approval of a new development pursuant to the Capitol Gateway (CG) Overlay 
District provisions ("CG Overlay District Review") set forth in § 1610 of tbe D.C. Zoning 
Regulations (the "Zoning Regulations"), Title 11 of the District of Colutnbia Municipal 
Regulations ("DCMR''). The property that is the subject of this application consists of Lots 33, 
802, 840, 841, 850, 857, 864, 865, 868, 871, and 872 in Square 700. 

In addition to the special exception relief requested pursuant to § 1610, the Applicant also 
requested the following relief: special exception telieffrom §§ 639 ~d 411 regarding the rooftop 
structures; variance relief from the loading requirements of § 2201.1; variance relief from the 
step-back requirements of § 1607 .2; variance relief from the ground floor retail requirements of 
§ 1607.3; varianc~ relief from theM Street setback requirements of §1604.3; and variance relief 
from the lot occupancy requirements of§ 634.1. 

The Commission col)sidered the application pursuant to Chapter 30 of the Zoning Re~ations. 
The public hearing was conducted in accordance with the provisions of 11 DCMR § 3022. For 
the reasons stated below, the Commission hereby approves the appli~ation. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

PROCEDURAL_HISTORY 

1. On November 12, 2008, the Applicant submitted an application for Zoning Commission 
design review al)d special exception and variance relief for property located on Lots 33, 
802, 840, 841, 850, 857, 864, 865, 868, 871, and 872 in Square 700 (the "Property"). 
The Property is comprised of approximately 87,989 square feet of land area and is 
located in the CG/CR Zone District. In addition to the CG Overlay District special 
exception review pursuant to § 1610 of the Zoning Regulations, the Applicant requested; 
special exception relief from §§ 639 and 411 regarding the rooftop structures, variance 
relief from the loading requirements of § 2201.1, variance relief :from_ the step-back 

- -

441 4th Street. N. W ., Suite 200/210-S, Washington, D.C. 2000 l 
Telephone: (202) 727-6311 Facsimile: (202) 727-6072 E-Mail: dcoz@dc.gov Web Site: www.dcoz.dc.gov 
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requirements of § 1607.2, variance relief from the ground floor retail requirements of 
§ 1607.3, variance relief from the M Street setback requirements of§ 1604.3, and 
variance relief from the lot occupancy requirements of§ 634.1. 

2. The purposes and objectives of the CG Overlay District, as enumerated in § 1600.2, that 
are relevant to the proposed development include: 
• Assuring development of the area with a mixture of residential and commercial 

uses, and a suitable height,_bulk, and design ofbuildings, as gene®ly indicated in 
the Comprehensive Plan and recommended by planning studies of the area; 

• Encouraging a variety of support and visitor-related uses, such as retail, service, 
entertainment, cultural and hotel or inn uses; 

• Requiring suitable ground-level retail and service uses and adequate sidewalk 
width along M Street, SE, near the Navy Yard Metrorail station; and 

• Provide for the development of Half Street, SE as an active pedestrian oriented 
street with active ground floor uses and appropriate setbacks from the street 
~ade to ensure adequate light and air, and a pedestrian scale. 

3. After proper notice was provided, the Coinmission held a hearing on the application on 
January 29, 2009. Parties to the case included the Applicant and Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission ("ANC") 60, the ANC within which the Property is located. 

4. Expert witnesses appearing on behalf of the Applicant included: Jon Eisen of Street 
Sense, William Hellmuth of HOK, Phil Esocoff of Esocoff & Associates, and Erwin 
Andres of Gorove/Slade Associates, Inc. 

5. The Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development ("DMPED") submitted a 
letter in support of the project noting that the proposed design of the project, "appears to 
successfully accomplish the goals of the Capitol Gateway Overlay District in creating an 
active, pedestrian-oriented Half Street with vibrartt ground floor uses." (Exhibit 16.) The 
Capitol Riverfront Business Improvement District ("BID") also submitted a ·tetter in 
support of the project. The BID supported the vision and design aesthetic that the 
Applicant and its architects have pursued and noted that the project's plans for a vibrant 
pedestrian environment with retailers planned on all sides of the project will be a 
welcome addition to the neighborhood and will act as an exciting gateway to Nationals 
Park while serving basic retail needs. (Exhibit 17.) 

6. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Commission requested that the Applicant submit the 
following: (i) a roof section with ail roof structures clearly dimensioned; and (ii) a copy 
of an updated rendering of the Half and M Street facades of the project that~ presented 
at the January 29, 2009 public hearing. The Applicant submitted these materials to the 
Commission on February 9, 2009. (Exhibit 31.) 
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7. At the plJblic meettng on February 23,2009, the CoQlDlission took ftnal action to approve 
the plans submitted into the record and. the requests for area variance relief. When it took 
final action, the Commission expressed concern that the plans depicted a roof structure 
that could possibly violate An Act to Regulate the Height of Buildings ip the District of 
Columbia, approved June ·t, 1910 (36 Stat. 452, as amended; D.C. Official Code 
§§ 601.01 to 601.09) ("Height Act") depending on how the statute is interpreted. The 
Commission noted that it was up to the Zoning Administrator, not the Commission, to 
interpret the Height Act. While the Commission would be reluctant to approve plans that 
clearly violated the Height Act, no s1,1ch clear cut infraction was present. Rather, the 
question of whether the roof structure is ineligible for a waiver is best left to th~ judgment 
of the Zoning Administrator. Neverthele.ss, the Zoning Administrator should not view 
the Commission's approval of this application as obviating the need for a careful review 
of these plans for compliance with the Height Act ~d the Zoning Regulations. The 
Commission further requested that the Office of Zoning write to the Zoning 
Administrator to highlight this issue, and request that he report his conclusion back to the 
Commission. The Commission wishes to stress that its approval of this application does 
not extend to any portion of the strl,lcture that is depicted on the plans as exceeding the 
~aximum height permitted under the Zoning Regulations and therefore establishes no 
precedent in that regard. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY AND SURROUNDING AREA 

8. The Property is located east of South Capitol Street in Southeast Washington. It is bound 
by Van Street, S.E. to the west, Half Street, S.E. to the east, N Street, S.E. to the south, 
and M Street, S.E. to the north. It is located one block north of the Washington 
Nationals' Ballpark ("Ballpark") and west of Monument Realty's development in Square 
701 (which was approved by the Zoning Commission in Z.C. Case Nos. 06-46 and 06-
46A). An entr8nce to the Navy Yard Metrorai.l Station is located just to the east of the 
Property, across Half Street. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

9. The Applicant proposes to develop the Property with. a mixed-use development that 
includes approximately 260-3QO market-rate residential unit.s, approximately 370,019 
square feet of office space, and approximately 53,840 square feet of retail uses located 
predominantly on the ground floor (the "Project"). The Project will have a density of 
approximately 8.01 floor area ratio ("FAR .. ) (3.2 residential, 4.2 office and 0.6 retail) and 
a maximum building height of 110 feet. Retail and restaurant uses are proposed for all of 
the ground floor space in the Project (other than lobbies for the residential and office 
component~ and service uses) with retail possible on the second or concourse (PI) levels 
of the Project in select locations. The Project will include 567-607 parking spac~s and 
157 bicycle parking spaces. The parking spaces for the residential units will be provided 
at a ratio of .15 spaces per residential unit. The Project will provide 3pproximately 304 
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parking spaces for the office use and approximately 90 p8J'king spaces for the retail uses. 
The Applicant req'~Jested the flexibility to replace up to 40 parking spaces on the first 
parking level with retail uses. The Project will include six shared loading docks. Access 
to the loading docks and the parking garages will occur solely from Van Street. (Exhibit 
11, pp. 4-5; Exhibit 13, p. Z2.) 

10. The Project will introduce an east-west 30-foot-wide pedestrian oriented street or via 
("Via") that bisects the Property into two appropriately sized development parcels. The 
Via allows for a natural break in the development pattern of the Property and aligns with 
the private street (Monument Place) on the east side of Half Street to create a central 
retail and pedestrian node on Half Street (the location of Monument Place was approved 
in Z.C. Order Nos. 06-46 and 06-46A). The Via has been designed to be a dedicated 
pedestrian street that will provide retail opportunities for local tenants and shop owners. 
(Exhibit 11, pp. 4, 6.) 

11. The residential component of the Project will be located at the southern end of the 
Property, closest to the Ballpark on the comer of Half Street and N Street The office 
component ·will be located along M Street and will also include a portion of the structure 
that is located south of the Via. The office components will be connected across the Via 
by two enclosed corridors at the third and sixth levels and outdoor terraces on the fourth 
and seventh levels. (Exhibit 11, pp. 4-5, Exhibit 21.) 

12. The grounQ floor retail spaces will have ceiling heights ranging from 14 feet to 18 feet 
(clear height to structure of up to 20 feet), making them marketable to a wide range of 
urban retailers. Mr. Eisen, the architect for the retail portion of the Project, testified that 
individual retailers will be encouraged to IIUlke their own mark on the streetscape with 
inboard and~· outboard tables, chairs, benches, and planters that both reflect and 
complement · their storefronts. The Applicant requested that the CommissiQD. grant 
flexibility to, ''vary the exterior design and materials of the ground floor retail space 
based on the preferences of the individual retailer." The Applicant proposed that Half 
Street will become the next great retail, dining and entertainment district in Washington, 
D.C., with the flexibility to' function as a plaza on game days While still accommodating 
vehicular traffic for the majority of the time. Half Street will become an animated "Main 
Street" that will include restaurants (which could be entertainment driven, themed, 
casual, fme dining, quick bite)~ specialty stores, sports related stores or neighborhood 
service stores. The retail character of the Via will be marked by high ceilings, elegant 
and animated store fronts, and smaller store footprints. The Applicant anticipates open­
air produce, flower, or beverage markets to be an integral component of the experience 
along the Via (Exhibit ll, pp. 5-6; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

13. The residential component of the Project is configured in two wings flanking an interior 
courtyard garden at the second floot. The courtyard opens to the south to catch natural 
light and the windows in the courtyard are angled and recessed to allow good views as 
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well as privacy for residents. A second floor lounge and club room will be provided 
adjacent to the garden terrace. The residential units a,re shaped to capture and frame 
sweeping views of the Ballpark and other urban and monuqJ.ental views. Large and 
dramatic units at the south end of the building have uninterrupted views into the playing 
field and are provided with large expanses of glass to accentuate these views. The roof 
features a lap pool, several well-defmed outdoor gathering spaces and three ·private 
terraces directly accessed from residential units below. The proposed building materials 
include glazed ceramics, metal screens, brick, spandrel glass and stone. Mr. Esocoff, the 
architect for the residential portion of the Project, testified that the U$e of dramatic fonilS 
and striking materials is intended to create an iconic image and create a true architectural 
landmark at the Property. (Exhibit 11, pp. 7-9; Exhibit 13, EXlubit 21.) 

14. The design intent of the office component is three-fold: 

• To create a beacon or visual marker at the neighborhOOd level for the entire Half 
Street retail and ente~ent zone; 

• To create an exciting vis:ual and three-dimensiortal response to theM Street Metro 
Station entrance, Monument Realty's project across Half Street, and the Ballpark; 
and 

• To create and contribute to a sense of richness and urbanity at the pedestrian 
leveL 

II) the written statement, and through the testimony of Mr. Hellmuth (the architect for the 
office COIJlpon~nt of the Project), the Applicant noted that the expression of the office 
exterior sldn is seen as a background with a series of "events". The background is an 
elegant, modern version of the classic industrial brick warehouse. Tall glass windows 
punctuate a horizontally expressed brick, with either masonry or metal spandrel panels. 
The brick color is either a terra-cotta or soft red depending on location. The ~ents" 
consist of several large scale geometric shifts in the massing. The largest of these· is the 
angled aged patina green metal clad box that seems to skewer the larger office piece - it 
forms the middle of the f~e on M Street to mark the office entry and thtm pokes 
through on Half Street, greeting Metro riders on their way to the Ballpark. It terminates 
at the Via, cantilevering out over the sidewalk, with a multi-story framed view toward the 
Ballpark. This patina green metal box is topped by a coveted roof terrace which extends 
the form al:>ove the roof. The southern office component has a similar, smaller patina 
green metal piece. The comer of M and Half Streets is identified by a sleek glass and 
metal wall, with a stainless steel lighted mesh screen element reaching above the building 
roof, marking the entry to the Half Street retail and entertainment neighborhood. Van 
Street is treated in a quieter manner, as bay projections are used to punctuate and add 
articulation and relief to the f~ade and offer views up and down Van Street. (Exhibit ll, 
pp. 9-10; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 
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15. The Applicant noted that it intends to pursue legislation with the District of Columbia 
City Council to create special electronic signage legislation to help make this Project, and 
Half Street in particular, a completely unique destination in the District of Columbia. 
The Applicant provided plans with examples of the signage ·the. Applicant envisions for 
this Project and possible locations. for such signage, while acknowledging to the 
Commission that such signage is not presently permitted in the District of Columbia. The 
electronic signage will provide advertising and live broadcast opportunities throughout 
Half Street and the Via, adding to the liveliness of the pedestrian experience. (Exhibit 11, 
pp. 9-10; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

REQUESTED AREAS OF RELIEF 

Special Exception Relief - Satisfaction of CH Overlay 

16. The Applicant is required to prove that the Project is consistent with the requirements of 
§ 1610, § 1604 (since the Property has frontage along M Street), and§ 1607 (since the 
Property has frontage along Half Street, south of M Street). The following paragraphs 
address the Applicant's satisfaction of these special exception standards. 

17. Pursuant to § 1610.3(a), the Applicant is required to prove that the Project will achieve 
the objectives of the CG Overlay District as set forth in § 1600.2. The Applicant, in its 
written statement and testimony at the public he~ing, noted that the Project will achieve 
the objectives of the CG Overlay District as it is a mixed-use development that will 
include a significant residential component, commercial office space, and a variety of 
preferred retail uses. The height and density of the building ate within the parameters for 
the CG/CR Zone District and are consistent with its high-density residential and high­
density commercial designation Q.llder the Comprehensive Plan. The Project is designed 
to highlight Half Street as an active, pedestrian-oriented street with a mix of retail uses 
that will support and sustain the revitalization of Half Street. The retail will seM'e both 
the residents of the community as well as attract individuals who are discovering the 
neighborhood for the first time while attending a game at the Ballpark. The Applicant 
proposes brick sidewalks along Half Street and ]3elgiBI1 Block pavers for the street. The 
retail uses at the ground plane will include projections of up to four feet into the public 
space to add variety and texture to the retail uses. (Exhibit 11, p.l2; Exhibit 13.) 

18. In accordance with§ 1610.3(b), the proposed building will help achieve the desired mix 
of uses in the CG Overlay District as set forth §§ 1600.2(a) and (b). The Project will 
incorporate residential, retail, and service uses. The 260-300 residential units will 
include a mix of unit types that will attract a diverse resident base, while the retail base 
will be designed to accommodate entertainment and retail uses. (Exhibit ll, p.l3.) 

19. Pursuant to § 161 0.3( c), the proposed building must be in context with the surrounding 
neighborhood and street patterns. The Applicant noted that the Project is consistent with 
the higher density development encouraged around the Navy Yard Metro Station. The 
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Property is surrounded by existing and proposed office, hotel and residential buildings, 
making the Project's mixed use progtam complementary to adjacent land uses. The 
Applicant's representative testified that the proposed development will encourage 
pedestrian activity along Half Street' through the inclusion of ground floor retail, a 
curbless streetscape enviroririlent, and by prohibiting curb cuts along all surrounding 
streets except Van Street In testimony at the public hearing, Mr. Hellnni.th," noted that 
the design of the Project is intended to be different, yet entirely complementary to the 
surrounding neighborhood. The contemporary design of the office component of the 
Project, with the numerous projections and recesses along the building's f~de, is 
contrasted with the relatively flat fa~ade of the buildings on the ea8t side of Half Street. 
This contrast Will add interest and liveliness to the $treetscape experience aloQ.g Half 
Street as pedestrians enter and exit the Ballpark. The proposed building design respects 
the existing street grid ~d is in context with the surrounding neighborhood and street 
patterns. (Exhibit 11, p.l3, Exhibit 21.) 

20. Satisfaction of§ 1610.3(d) requires that the proposed building minimize coilflict between 
vehicles ~d pedestrians. The Applicant and its representatives stated that the proposed 
design promotes a safe and efficient pedestrian experience, especially along Half Street 
and M Street which are two primary pedestrian corridors within the CG Overlay. Per the 
CG Overlay regulations, no new curb cuts will be established along Half or M Streets. 
The proposed building will eliminate seven existing curb cuts along Half and M Streets. 
Access to parking and loading for the el).tire development will be from Van Street. 
Elimin~ting curb cuts along the main pedestrian corridors will reduce the possibility of 
vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. (Exhibit 11, p.l4.) 

21. In accordance with § 1610.3(e), the proposed building needs to minimize \lllRrticulated 
blank walls adjacent to public spaces through fa~ade articulation. In their testimony at 
the public hearing, all _three of the Project's arehitects noted that all of the b,uilding 
facades are highly articulated and defined on each elevation, thus minimizing 
unarticulated blank walls adjacent to public spaces. The f~ade articulation is 
accomplished through use of bays, building materials, and display windows along the 
ground floor. The projections proposed in this Project truly maximize what is special 
about this area, the Ballpark. The proposed projections of the office component provide 
direct views into the stadium for multiple office tenants. (Exhibit 11, p.l4; Exhibit 13, 
Exhibit 21.) -

22. ·Section 1610.3(f) requires that the proposed building will minimize impact on the 
environment, as demonstrated through the provision of an evaluation of the proposal 
against LEED certification standards. The Project has been designed to qualify for at 
least LEED Silver certification for both the residential and office building components of 
the Project. The Applicant submitted preliminary LEED checklists for both the office 
and residential components of the Project. (Exhibit 11, Exhjbit D; Exhibit 22.) 
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23. In accordance with§ 1610.5(a), the building or structure shall provide for safe and active 
streetscapes through building articulation, landscaping, and the provision of active 
ground level uses including retail, entertainment, cultural, and pedestrian concourse 
space. The proposed building design encourages pedestrian activity along its Half Street, 
Via and M Street f~ades and p_rovides safe and active- streetscapes. The Project 
architects testified that this is achieved through _building articulation; thoughtfully 
landscaped spaces; the provision of ground floor retail; variable height retail expressions 
along Half Street, the Via, M Street and N Streets; and variable depth retail bay 
projections. In keeping with the pedestri~ activity along those facades, the Applicant 
provides access to its garage and its loading ar~ from Van Street in order to minimize 
vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. (Exhibit 11, p.15; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

24. Pursuant to § 1610.5(b), the building or structure shall provide for safe and convenient 
movement to and through the site, including to public transit, the Ballpark, and to the 
Anacostia Riverfront. The primary pedestrian pathway will be along Half Street )Vhich is 
an important link between the Navy Yard Metrorail Station and the Ballpark. The ground 
floor retail provided along Half Street will make for an interactive and exciting pedestrian 
experience. Additionally, the landscap~g, lighting, the transparent display glass of the 
ground floor retail, and oven:~,ll increased activity will enhance pedestrian safety. (Exhibit 
11, pp.15--16; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

25. Section 1610.5(c) requires that the application include a view analysis that assesses 
openness -of views and vistas around, including views toward the Capitol Dome, other 
federal moniunental buildings, the Ballpark, and the waterfront. The Applicant provided 
numerous view analyses which showed that the Project will not detract from area views, 
but will enhance them. Importantly, the Project does not block the view of the Capitol, 
other federal monumental buildings, the waterfront, or the Ballpark. Rather, the superior 
design of the Prqject will provide a favorable view for tenants and resiqc;pts of 
neighboring buildings, and visitors to the Ballpark. (Exhibit 11, p.l6; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 
21.) 

26. The Applicant is required to show that the Project complies with the design review 
standards for new developments that have frontage .along M Street, pursu~t to § 1604. 
One of those requirements is that no driveway may be constructed or used from M Street 
to required parking spaces or loading berths in or adjacent to a new building(§ 1604.2). 
The Project satisfies this requirement a.s it does not include any curb cuts along M 'street. 
All of the parking and loading for the project will be accessed from Van Street. (Exhibit 
11, p.l6; Exhibit 13.) 

27. In accordance with§ 16043, the streetwall of each new building shall be set back for its 
entire height and frontage along M Street not less than 15 feet measured from the face of 
the adjacent curb along M Street, S.E. The streetwall of the office building is set back 15 
feet for the entirety of the first floor. The Applicant requested variance relief to allow the 
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portion of the f~ade that continues up from the M Street office lobby entrance, to extend 
into the 15-foot setback above the second floor. the proposed design punctuates the 
streetscape along M Street and varies the uniformity of the stt:eetwall with calculated 
articulation. The proposed lighted metal mesh embellishment at tl:,le comer of M and Half 
Streets also extends into this required setback area, above the second floor. The 
Applicant and Mr. Hellmuth, in the written statement and testimony at the public hearing, 
stated that this element is important as it claim$ this important comer, creating an ide~tity 
and excitement that is critical to making Half Street a memorable place and a success. 
(Exhibit 11, pp. 9, 16; Exhibit 13.) 

28. Section 1604.4 requires that each new building shall devote not less than 35% of the 
gross floor area of the ground floor to retail, service, entertailllll~nt, or arts uses 
("preferred uses") ... such preferred uses shall occupy 100% of the building's street 
frontage along M Street, except for space devoted to building entrances or required to be 
devoted to fire control. Sixty-nine ~rcent of the gross floor area of the groUild floor is 
dedicated to preferred uses. The preferred uses occupy 100% of the building's street 
frontage along M Street with the exception of the space devoted to the office building 
lobby. (Exhibit 11, p.l7, Exhibit 13.) 

-

29. Section 1604.5 allows the Commission, for good ca.uSe shown, to authorize interim 
occupancy of the preferred use space required by § 1604.4 by non-preferred uses for up 
to a five-year period; provided, that the ground tloor space is suitably designed for future 
occupancy by the preferred uses. This section is not applicable, as the Applicant is not 
seeking relief to place a non-preferred use in the space dedicated to preferred uses. 
(Exhibit 11, p.l7 .) 

30. ln. accordance with § 1604.6, not less than 50% of the surface area of the streetwall of 
any new building along M Street shall be devoted to display windows havingA:.iear or 
low.,.emissivity glass except for decorative accent, and to entrances to commercial uses of 
the building. At least 50% of the streetwall along M Street will be devoted to display 
windows having clear or low emissivity glass. (Exhibit 11, p. 17.) 

31. Pursuant to § 1604.7, the lllinimum floor to ceiling clear height for portions of the ground 
floor level devoted to preferred uses s~all be 14 feet. Throughout the Project, the ceiling 
height of the gtound floor space dedicated to preferred uses varies between 14 feet and 18 
feet, but in no instance is it below 14 feet (Exhibit ll, p. 17; Exhibit 13.) 

32. Section 1604.5 allows a building that qualifies as a Capitol South Receiving Zone site 
under § 1709.18 and for which a building permit has been applied for prior to August 31, 
2001, shall not be subject to the requ,irements of this section. This section is not 
applicable to the Project. (Exhibit 11, pp. 17 .. 18.) 
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33. Pursuant to § 1604.9; where a preferred use retail space is required under this section and 
provided, the requirement of 11 DCMR § 633 to provide public space at ground level 
shall not apply. The Applicant is providing the requisite amount of preferred use retail 
space; thus, the public space requirement does not otherwise apply to this project. 
(Exhibit 11, p. 18.) 

34. The Applicant is required to show that the Project complies with the design review 
standards for new developments that have frontage along Half Street, south of M Street, 
pursuant to § 1607. In accordance with§ 1607.2, any portion of a building or structure 
that exceeds 65 feet in height shall provide a minimum step-back at 20 feet in depth from 
the building 14J,e along flalf Street S.E. Pursuant to § 3104, the Zoning Commission may 
grant relief from this requirement, to a maximum of 15 feet in height and eight feet in 
depth, for the provision of reasonable development footprints. The Applicant sought 
variance relief from this section. (Exhibit 11, p. 18.) 

35. Pursuant to§ 1607.3, each new building shall devote not less than 75% of the gross floor 
area of the ground floor to retail, service, entertainment, or arts uses ("preferred uses"). 
The Applicant requested variance relief from this section as it is dedicating 69% of the 
gross floor area of the ground floor to preferred uses, excluding the loading and service 
space dedicated to retail uses. The remainder of the floor is dedicated to office and 
residential lobby space, making it impractical to provide additi9nal retail space. (Exhibit 
11, p. 19, Exhibit 13.) 

36. In accordance with§ 1607.4, preferred uses shall occupy 100% of the building's street 
frontage along Half Street, S.E., except ·for space devoted to building entrances or 
required to be devoted to fire control. The Applicant and the architect of the retail 
portion of the Project noted that preferred uses occupy 100% of the buildings street 
frontage along Half Street with the exception of the space dedicated to the ofiil;;e and 
residential lobbies as well as the fire control rooms. (Exhibit 11; p. 19, Exhibit 13.) 

37. Pursuant to §1607.5, the minimum floor-to-ceiling clear height for pQrtions of the grol.llld 
floor level devoted to preferred uses shall be 14 feet. Throughout the Project, the ceiling 
height of the gro~ floor space dedicated to preferred uses varies between 14 feet and 18 
feet, but in no instance is it below 14 feet. (Exhibit 11, p. 19; Exhibit 13.) 

38. Section 1607.6 allows the Commission, for good cause shown, to authorize interim 
occupancy of the preferred use space required by § 1607.2 by non-preferred uses for up 
to a five-year period; provided, that the ground floor space is suitably designed for future 
occupancy by the preferred uses. This section is not applicable, as the Applican~ is not 
seeking relief to place a non-preferred use in the space dedicated to preferred uses. 
(Exhibit 11, p.l9.) 
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39. In accordance with§ 1607.7, no private driveway may be constructed or used from Half 
Street S.E. to any parking ot loading b~rth areas in or adjacent to a building ot structure 
constructed after February 16, 2007. The Applicant is proposing only one curb cut along 
Half Street and that is to create the Via. The Via is a pedestrian walkway and will not be 
used to access parking or loading; thus, it is consistent with this section. (Exhibit 11, 
pp.19-20; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

40. Pursuant to § 1607.8, where preferred ilse retail space is required under this section and 
provided, the provisions of DCMR 11 § 633 shall not apply. The Applicant notes that it 
is maximizing the amount of preferred use retail space it can provide; thus, t\le public 
space requirement does not otherwise apply to this project. (Exlubit 11, p. 20.) 

41. The Applicant is also required to show that the proposed development will not !iffect 
adversely the use of neighboring property. The property to the east of the proposed 
building has been approved for a mixed-use development of a similar density and height. 
It will include .residential, retail, office, and hotel uses. The property to the north of the 
site is an office building with. ground floor retail. The Applicant's architects testified that 
the Project is in keeping with the ~le of density and height of the surrounding buildings 
and fits appropriately into that context. The building has been. designed to respect and j,n 
the case of the Ballpark, serve, the surrounding buildings. The Project will not affect 
adversely these neighboring properties, but will wor:k in concert with them to create a 
more dynamic community surrounding the Ballpark. The property to the west of the 
proposed building is zoned for a mixed-use development of increased height and density. 
The proposed Via will provide and promote pedestrian access from the adjacent property 
to Half Street. The Van Street ~ade will include retail storefronts and articulated 
f~ades that will enhance the views ~d experience from_ the neighboring property. 
(Exlubit 11, p. 20; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

Special Exception Relief- Roof Structures 

42. The Applicant is seeking special exception relief pursuant to §§ 3104 and 639 from 11 
DCMR §§ 411.3, an<,\ 411.5 for multiple roof top structures on the roof of the proposed 
building, some of which a,re of varying heights 1• Section 411.3 requires that, "all 
penthouses and mechanical equipmenf shall be placed in one (1) enclosure, and shall 
harmonize with the main structure in architectural character, material and color." Section 
411.5 requires penthouse walls from roof level to be of equal height, and to rise vertically 
to a roof. Section 411.11 of the Zoning Regulations provides, however, that "[ w ]here 
impracticable because of operating difficulties, size of building lot, or other conditions 
relating to the buil<,ting or surroWlding area that would tend to make full compliance 
unduly restrictive, prohibitively costly, or unreasonable, the Board of Zoning Adjustment 

1 The Applicant submitted revised roof plans in a post-hearing submission that removed the need for roof structure 
set-back relief. 
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shall be empowered to approve, as a special exception under § 3104, the . . . location, 
design, number, and all other aspects of such structure; . . . provided, that the intent and 
purpose of this chapter and this title shall not be materially impaired by the structure, and 
the light and air of adjacent buildings shall not be affected adversely." (Exhibit 11, pp. 
21-22.) 

43. The Project will provide five rooftop structures: two for stair enclosures and three for 
elevator overruns. The rooftop enclosures provided for the elevator overruns are 
permitted pursuant to § 411.4 of the Zoning Regulations; however, the stair enclosures 
are in excess of those permitted by the Zoning Regulations. The stair enclosures, 
however, are required by the Building Code. As noted in the written statement and in the 
testimony of Mr. Esocoff, the stairways are located on each arm of the residential 
building to provide a means of egress in the event of an emergency. Further, the 
stairways are required under the Code to provide access for the individuals using the 
rooftop amenities. The stairways a.Q.d the elevator overruns cannot be located in a single 
enclosure. because the Building Code requirements necessitate that the stairways be 
located in specific locations, which do not coincide with the location of the elevator core. 
To create a single penthouse for· both the elevators and stairways would result in 
unnecessarily large penthouses and would greatly reduce the amenity space on the roof. 
It would also reduce the quality of the amenity space provided because it would provide 
an imposing view for the residents using the rooftop space~ as well as the second floor 
courtyard. (Exhibit 11, p. 23.) 

44. Mr. Esocoff testified that the penthouses will vary in height because they serve different 
purposes. The penthouses for the elevator overruns will be 18 feet, 6 inches in height, 
while those housing mechanical equipment or stairways will be 12 feet, 6 inches tall. Mr. 
Esocoff noted that the design goal was to diminish the impact of the penthouses by 
decreasing their height where possible. (Exhibit 11, pp. 23-24, Exhibit 13, Exb,.ibit 21, 
Exhibit 31 ). 

45. The project architects testified that the additional penthouses and their varying height will 
not adversely affect the use of neighboring property. To the contrary, the Applicant is 
reducing the possibility of adversely affecting neighboring property own~rs by providing 
separate penthouse structures and a structure of varying heights rather than creating a 
single, overly large structure. The Applicant also noted that the properties immediately 
adjacent to the building are predominantly commercial uses of a similar density and 
height, thus miri.irnizing the possibility of affecting residential units with the proposed 
rooftop structures. (Exhibit 11, p. 24.) 

Variance Relief 

46. In order to satisfy the standards for area variance relief, the Applicant must satisfy a 
three-part test: ( 1) the property must be subject to an extraordinary or exceptional 
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situation or condition; (2) a practical difficulty will result if the applicant is required to 
satisfy the strict application of the Zonii_tg Regulations; and (3) no harm to the public or 
to the zone plan will occur a8 a result of the approval of the variance application. 

47. The Applicant noted that there are a number of unique conditions affecting the Property. 
The Property is extraordinarily large in size at almost 90,000 square feet and is also very 
deep (or wide), with an east/west dii.ne11sion of approximately 150 feet. The project site 
is located at a very prominent location in the CG Overlay (the intersection of Half and M 
Streets), which requires a mixture of uses and dic~tes design features with which the 
Applicant must comply simply as a result of its presence on both M Street and Half Street 
(such as a prohibition on curb cuts on two sides of the project, elevated ground floor 
ceiling heights, and the requiremen.t to provide a "pedestrian scale" building on relatively 
narrow streets). The Applicant is also proposing to include three different type_s of land 
uses on the Property, which is encouraged by the CG Overlay Fegulations but raises 
construction feasibility considerations. Fillally, the Property is located directly north of 
the Ballpark which requires a building design that is cognizant of the buildip.g' s context 
and respectful of the District of Columbia's objectives for development in and around the 
Ballpark. (Exhibit II, pp. 25-Z6.) 

Variance Relief- Loading 

48. The Zoning Regulations require the Project to provide a total of six loading berths and 
three service and delivery spaces. The office use generates a need for three loading 
berths at 30 feet deep, the retail component generates a need for two loading berths -
one at 30 feet deep and the other at 55 feet deep, and the residential component 
generates a requirement for one loading berth at 55 feet deep. The Applicant is 
proposing a total of six berths at 30 feet and one service and delivery space at 20 feet. 
Though the Applicant is providillg a sufficient number of berths, it is not proviQing any 
berths at 55 feet deep and it is only providing· one service and delivery space instead of 
the requisite three. (Exhibit 11, p. 27.) 

49. In its written statement and as testified to by its expert witnesses, the Applicant stated that 
it was unnecessarily burdensome for the Applicant to satisfy the strict application of the 
Zoning Regulations' loading requirements for the Project. The Applicant noted that this 
is a unique project where there are three distip.ct uses, each of which generates a loading 
requirement. The residential, retail, and office components each require a separate 
service and delivery space under the Zoning Regulations for a total of three spaces. Each 
of the loading berths the Applicant will provide will be 30 feet deep even though this 
project generates a need for two berths at 55 feet deep. Providing a 55-foot deep berth, 
however, is impractical· since all loading is required to be accessed from Van Street, 
which is only 50 feet wide. It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for a truck 
that would require a 55-foot loading berth to access a loading berth from the narrow Van 
Street. (Exhibit 11, p. 28, Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 
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50. The Applicant's traffic engineering expert prepared a ~ffic impact assessment that 
addressed the sufficiency of the loading spaces provided in the project. The traffic 
engineering expert opined that the loading facilities proposed can accommodate the 
projected amount of truck activity and that the amount of truck activity is not significant 
enough to negatively impact through traffic on Van. Street. The reduction in service and 
delivery spaces and the depth of the loading berths w.ill not burden the neighboring road 
network. The Applicant and its traffic engineering concluded that there will be no 
adverse impact on neighboring properties from a back-up of trucks or from trucks loading 
from the streets. Similarly, there will be no adverse impact from not providing two 
berths at 55 feet deep. Given the limitatio~ of Van Street with regard to accessing 
loading, vendors will be forced to use smaller trucks. Because vendors will use smaller 
trucks, berths with a 55-foot depth will not be necessary. (Exhibit 11, pp. 27-28, Exhibit 
11 -Exhibit A.) 

Variance Relief- Ground Floor Retail 

Sl. Section 1607.3 requires that each new building devote at l~t 75% of the gross floor area. 
of the ground flqor to retail service, entertainment .or art uses. The Applicant provided 
testimony at the public hearing and presented arguments in its written statement that it is 
Uilnecessarily burdensome to satisfy the strict application of the Zoning Regulations' 
ground floor retail requirements on the Project. The Applicant is dedicating 
approximately 69% of the ground floor to preferred uses. The Applicant stated that it is 
precluded from achieving the full 75%, because a portion of the ground floor mu~t also 
serve as lobbies for the office use and a sep~te lobby for the residential use. To require 
the full 75% would necessitate elimination of either the office lobby or the residential 
lobby, which would detract from the appeal of the bQilding. The Applicant also noted 
that the severity of the variance requested (6%) is minimal and does not adversel)Wimpact 
the planning goals for the area, as the Project still provides a great variety of retail uses 
that animate Half Street, and the introduction of the Via provides for an additional 300 
linear feet of retail storefront within the project. (EXhibit 11, pp. 28-29, Exhibit 13.) 

52. The Applicant's request for relief from the ground floor retail requirements will not be 
substantially detrimental to the public good or impair the intent, purpose, and integrity of 
the Zone Plan. The Applicant is providing as much retail on the ground floor as possible. 
Sixty-nine percent, or approximately 53,800 square feet of retail uses will be provided. 
This affords plenty of flexibility ill securing tenants for the building and provides a 
significant amount of ground floor retail and restaurant space. In teStimony at the public 
hearing, the Applicant and its architects noted that the community will still have the 
benefit of retail uses lining Half, M, VaiJ., and N Streets, as well as the new Vi~ (which 
provides an additional 300 linear feet of retail storefront), which is consistent with the 
CG Overlay. (Exhibit 11, pp. 31-32, Exhibit 13.) 
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Variance Relief- Step-Backs on Half Street 

53. Sect~on 1607.2 requires a building to step-back a minimum of 20 feet along Half Street 
above a height of 65 feet. The Applicant's architects noted ~t the purpose of this step­
back requirement is to encourage btdldings with articulated facades rather than a uniform 
streetwall and to help ensure a pedestrian scale environment. The Applicant presented 
significant testimony, in writi.tig and at the public hearing, that it would be unnecessarily 
burdensome to satisfy the strict application of the step-back requirements along Half 
Street Both Mr. Hellmuth and Mr. Esocoff noted that the Project creates an articulated 
f~ade that respects the intent of this section, as the fa~ade is set back at varying heights 
and steps out at varying heights. The result is a building with a highly articulated f~ade 
:that creates an interesting aesthetic for Half Street. The Project's design includes 
projections . and recessions throughout the building wall, starting at ground level to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and to create interesting focal points along Half S~reet. 
These· focal points accentuate the retail plane and have the etfect of visually. shortening 
the block. The Applicant also presented substailtial evidence that is not garnering 
additional square footage with its design compared to a project that would satisfy the 
strict application of § 1706.2. The Applicant also noted that the severity of the variance 
reliefthat is requested is not significant. (Exhibit 11, pp. 29-30; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

54. The relief the Applicant is seeking from the step-back requirements along Half Street will 
not be detrimental to the public good. The inforn:mtion included in the Applicant's 
written statement and plans confirms that the proposed design does n<;>t secure a windfall 
of additional density for the Applicant. The projections will not diminish views of 
surrounding landmarks and will not have a negative affect on the light and air for 
neighboring uses. View analyses s~bmitted to the Commission also confirm that the 
building will not affect views of federal buildings or public spaces. Instead, the building 
will create a more exciting and interactive experience for pedestrians along Hal{..and M 
Streets. The proposed design engages pedestrians and emphasizes the retail experience. 
The instant proposal allows for ail elegant building design that doesn't sacrifice the views 
for neighboring properties. (Exhibit 11, p. 32; Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

Variance Relief- Setback Along M Street 

55. Section 1604.3 requires the streetwall of each new building shall be set back for its entire 
height and frontage along M Street not 1~ than 15 feet measured from the face of the 
adjacent curb along M Street. The Applicant is proposing a 15-foot setback for the first 
floor of the building along M Street, but it is proposi_ng projections into the required set 
b~ck above the ground floor for the portion of the f~ade above the office lobby entrance 
and for the architectural embellishment at the comer of M and Half Streets. Mr. 
Hellmuth testified that the building is intended to ~ct as a marker and a placema.ker, 
annotm.cing to pedestrians that it is· the entra.rtce- to Half Street, the retail and 
entertainment destination in the neighborhood. Mr. Hellmuth also noted that requiring a 
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uniform 15-foot setback for the entire height of the building .along M Street would be 
burdensome in that it would undermine the Applicant's efforts to create an iconic 
building-providing a sense of place in a developing neighborhood of the District. Similar 
to its proposal for Half Street, the projection the Applicant is proposing for M Street will 
create a dynamic f~e that will help activate the streetscape. (Exhibit 11, pp. 30-31, 
Exhibit 13, Exhibit 2l.) 

56. The requested relief from the set back requirements along M Street will- not have an 
adverse impact on the streetscape. The required set back is provided at the ground floor 
to allow for wide sidewalks to promote the pedestrian experience. Pedestrians will be 
able to patronize the retail spaces with ease but will also be able to experience the 
punctuations the proposed projection creates along the streetscape. In response to a 
question from the Commission, a representative of the Office of Planning ("OP") noted 
that the purpose of this section of the CG overlay regulations was to provide an 
appropriate amount of ground floor space for pedestrian movement along M Street. The 
projection occurs above twenty feet and helps create the dynamic streetscape that the CG 
Overlay regulations intended to create. (Exhibit 11, pp. 32-33, Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

V ariartce Relief- Lot Occupancy 

57. Section 634.1 limits the lot occupancy of the residential portion of the building to 75%. 
The Applicant, through its written statement and testimony at the public hearing, argued 
that the strict application of the lot occupancy requirements will result in a practical 
difficulty for the Applicant in that it will unnecessarily restrict the development envelope 
for the office building and it will detrimentally affect the design of the residential 
building. Because this building is considered one building for zoning purposes, the 7 5% 
lot occupancy, restriction applies to the entire building (starting at the second floor- the 
horizontal plane where residential uses begin). However, the Applicant also noted-that if 
the building were considered two separate buildings - one residential and one 
commercial - the office portion would be permitted a 100% lot occupancy and the 
residential portion would be limited to a 75% lot occupancy. The Applicant noted that 
providing a uniform 75% lot occupancy .across the Project would reduce the square 
footage of the office portion by nearly 93,000 square feet. Whereas a lesser lot 
occupancy is required for residential use to protect the light and air of the building's 
residents, the same concerns do not apply to the office portion. The office portion would 
be required to reduce its footprint simply by virtue of its connection to the residential 
portion. Thus, the significant reduction in the size of the office building would serve 
absolutely no purpose. (Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

58. Mr. Esocoff, in testimony at the public hea.riilg, noted that the residential portion of the 
building has a lot occupancy of 79.8%, which exceeds the permitted 75% lot occupancy. 
The excess lot occupancy is created in part by the larger balconies the Applicant is 
proposing. Eliminating the balconies, however, would reduce the attractiveness and 
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functionality of the residential units. Mr. Esocoff noted that the residential building is 
designed around a courtyard that is meant to serve the residents and to provide an oasis 
amid the hustle of Half Street and the nearby ballpark. The balconies maximize the ~ffect 
of the courtyard and are a means to provide residents a private, outdoor recreation $pace 
with plenty of access to light and air. The Applicant testified that eliminating the 
balconies will undermine the effectiveness of the cou.rtyE!rd as well as reduce the 
attractiveness of the building as a place to live. (Exhibit 13.) 

59. The flexibility the Applicant is seeking is for the lot occupancy variance, with regard to 
the residential portion of the building is within five percent of the matter-of-right 
$tandards. the Applicant argued that the requested relief is minimal given the size of the 
structure. The Applicant testified that the Project satisfies the zoning requirements for 
courtyard size, thus the courtyard provides adequate light and air to the interior building 
units. In addition to the cowtyard, the building takes advantage of its extensive street 
frontage on N, Half, and Van Streets - all of which contribute to the light and air 
available to the exterior residential units. The Applicant argued that in light of these 
conditions, it is clear the residential units are not adversely affected by the increased lot 
occupancy. (Exhibit 13, Exhibit 21.) 

GOVERNMENT REPORTS 

60. In its January 16, 2009, report, OP noted that it generally supported the application and 
felt that it would provide an attracttve 'gateway to the baseball stadium, provide for 
pedestrian movement to and from the Navy Yard Metro station and help achieve an 
active, mixed use neighborhood, all in keeping with the objectives of the CG Overlay. 
However, OP noted that more information was required from the Applicant about the 
architecture and building operations in order for OP to complete its evaluation of the 
project (Exhibit 14.) 

61. In testimony at the January 29, 2009 public hearing, representatives ofOP testified that 
OP had. concluded that the materials included in the Applicant's January 15, 2009 
submission had addressed all of the concems raised in the initial OP report and that OP 
fully supported the applications for special exception and variance relief. 

62. At the request of the Commission, OP filed a supplelll.ental report on February 13, 2009, 
that addressed the issues that were unresolved at the time of the hearing. OP's 
supplemental report concluded that all the issues were resolved. 

63. The District Department of Transportation ("DOOT") submitted a report into the record 
of this case on January 22, 2009. DDOT supported the Applicant's request for variance 
and special exception relief if the Applicall.t agreed to provide the following steps for 
increased multi-modal transportation uses: 
• reduction ip vehicle parking spaces by 100 parking spaces; 
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• a total of 6 carsharing sp~es in the underground parking facility; 
• provision of SmartT rip memberships and SmartBike memberships; and 
• a delivery management coordinator for the entire premises. 

DDOT requested that the Commission put a special focus on deliveries to the Project and 
stressed that the Applicant must develop and enforce a tenant truck delivery management 
program to ensure that deliveries occur during off peak hours, to tninimize disruption to 
the surrounding roadways. DDOT requested that the Commission require that the 
Applicant prepare an annual report on actual vehicular traffic generation, truck deliveries 
and transit and bicycle use, and submit the report to DDOT, Transportation Policy 
Planning Administration and ANC 6D. (Exhibit 15, pp. 4-5.) 

64. DDOT noted that the Project provides 210 parking spaces for the residential units, 304 
parking spaces for the office uses and 90 parking spaces for the proposed retail uses. 
DDOT believed that the Applicant is providing too much parking in the Project given the 
proximity and frequency of both Metrorail and Metrobus transit service. DDOT 
suggested th~t the Applicant lessen the parking supply for the site as a way to create a 
more integrated transportation system and noted that "if the Applicants [sic.] lessen the 
parking quantity, it will send a clear message to visitors that driving personal vehicles 
will not be rewarded." DDOT also requested that the Applicant: (i) provide SmartTrip 
cards, with $60 fare media, to all residents and business owners upon move-in to the new 
property; (ii) pay for the initial car sharing application fee ($25) and annual fee ($50) for 
one year for all residents, proprietors and office staff in the Project; and provide 
SmartBike memberships for one year ($40) for residents and proprietors upon move-in. 
(Exhibit 15, pp. 3-4.) 

65. At the January 29, 2009 public hearing, the Appli~t noted ~t it had agreed to DDOT's 
recommendations that the number of parking spaces in the Project reserved for caftbaring 
services be increased from three to six. The Applicant also noted that it agreed to create 
the position of a delivery management coprdinator to address the operation of the shared 
loading docks. The Applicant noted that it did not agree with DDOT' s recommendations 
regarding the large financial commitment to fund Carsharing memberships and 
Bikesharing memberships for residents, tenants and employees of the Project. The 
Applicant noted that it believed such a condition is outside the scope of this special 
exception and variance relief application and that such a condition is more appropriate in 
a planned unit development application. 

66. At the January 29, 2009 public hearing, the representative of the Applicant and the 
.Applicant's traffic engineer provided testimony that the amount of parking spaces 
proposed was appropriate for this type of mixed-use project that will ultimately draw 
people from the entire DC Metropolitan region. The Applicant also noted that given the 
existing state of development in the surrounding area, it was necessary to provide this 
amount of parking spaces to attract high-quality retailers and office tenants. 
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ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION REPORT 

67. On January 12, 2_009, ANC 6D voted 6-0-1 to support the modification application. The 
ANC noted that the design of the project will include neighborhood oriented retail and 
will provide a lively and amenable destination for local residents as well as visitors to the 

· area. The ANC expressed concern about th~ height of the architectural embellislwtent, 
noting that it, ''will tower over the e~tire area, including the ballpark directly to its south_." 
The ANC requested that the Community Benefits Agreement that it negotiated with the 
Applicant become a condition of the Commission's approval of this case. The ANC 
noted that the implementation of the Community Benefits Agreement will make the 
Applicant a full partner in the ANC 6D comrilUnity, particularly in the critical area of 
workforce development and employment. (Exhibit 18.) 

PERSONS IN OPPOSITION 

68. Ms. Brenda Sayles, on behalf of the D.C. Combined Vendors Association, testified at the 
public hearing and noted her concern about the Project's impact on street vendors. 

69. A letter in opposition from Mr. Martin Greenb~m_n was received in the record of1:he case. 
Mr. Greenbaum stated that the project does not appear to address the concerns of 
sidewalk vendors. Mr. Greenbaum requested that further review of the application be 
conducted before a decision is made. (Exhibit 19.) 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Commission finds that, pursuant to 11 DCMR § 1610.3, the Applicant is required to 
satisfy the burden of proving the elements that are necessary to approve the.,.overall 
project under § 3104, as well as the specifically delineated requirements of the CG 
Overlay(§ 1604 for buildings that have frontage on M Street and § 1607 for buildings 
that have frontage on Half Street south of M Street). In addition, the Applicant must 
establish the case for special exception relief from the roof structure requirements of 
§§ 639.1 and 411.11; and must establish the case for variance relief from: (i) the loading 
requirements of § 2201.1 ; ( ii) the step-back requirements of § 1607 .~; (iii) the ground 
floor retail requirements of§ 1607.3; (iv) theM Street setback requirements of§ 1604.3; 
and (v) the lot occupancy requirements of§ 634.1. 

2. The Commission is authorized to grant area variance relief pursuant to§ 1610.7. In order 
to satisfy the standards for area variance relief, the Applicant must satisfy a three-part 
test: ( 1) the property must be subject to an extraordinary or exceptional situation or 
condition; (2) a practical di_fticulty will result if the applicant is required to satisfy the 
strict application of the Zoning Regul~tions; and (3) no harm to the public or to the zone 
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plan will occur as a result of the approval of the variance application. (See Gilmartin v. 
District of Columbia Bd. of Zoning Adjustment. 579 A.2d 1164, 1167 (D.C. 1990).) 

Tbe D.C. Col,Jrt of Appeals held in Clerics of St. Viator v.n D.C. Board of ZOning 
Adjustment, 320 A.2d 291 (D.C. 1974) that the exceptional situation or condition 
standard goes to the "property", not just the "land"; and that " .... property generally 
includes the permanent structures existing on the land [footnote omitted]." ld. at 293-
294. The Court held that the exceptional situation standard of the variance test may be 
met where the required hardship inheres in the land, or the property (i.e., the building on 
the land). 

The DC Court of Appeals defmed "practical difficulty" in Palmer v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning 
Adjustment, 287 A. 2d 535, 542 (D.C. 1972) as the following: "[g]enerally it must be 
shown that compliance with the area restriction would be unnecessarily burdensome. 
[Footnote omitted.] The n,ature and extent of the burden which will warrant an area 
variance is best left to the facts and circumstances of each particular case." In area 
variances, applicants are not required to show "undue hardship" but must satisfy only "the 
lower 'practical difficulty' standards." Tyler v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 606 A.2d 
1362, 1365 (D.C. 1992), citing Gilmartin v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning Adjustment, 579 A.2d 
1164, 1170 (D.C. 1990). Finally, it is well settled that the BZA may consider " ... a wide 
range of factors in determining whether there is an 'unnecessary burden' or 'practical 
difficulty' .... ". Gilmartin, 579 A.2d at 1171, citing Barbour v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning 
Adjustment, 358 A. 2d 326, 327 (D.C. 1976). See also, Tyler v. D.C. Bd. of Zoning 
Adjustment, 606 A.2d 1362, 1367 (D.C. 1992). The Gilmartin case also notes three 
factors that can be used to determine whether the unnecessarily burdensome/ practical 
difficulty standard has been satisfied. These include: (i) the weight of noncompliance; 
(ii) the severity of the variance requested; and (iii) the effect the proposed variances 
would have on the overall zone plan. Thus, to demonstrate practical difficuli:y, the 
Applicant must show that strict compliance with the regulations is burdensome, not 
impossible. 

3. The Commission provided proper and timely notice of the public hearing on this 
application, by publication in the D.C. Register, and by mail to ANC 6D, OP, and to 
owners of property within 200 feet of the site. 

4. The proposed development is Within the applicable height, bulk, and density standards of 
the Zoning Regulations, at1d the height and density will not .cause a significant adverse 
effect on any nearby properties. The Commission notes that the Applicant will enter into 
a combined lot development agreement, pursuant to§ 1602.l(a) and (e), to achieve this 
density and mix of uses. The Commission approves the additional density in excess of 
8.0 FAR as the Applicant has provided sufficient evidence that the project satisfies the 
objectives and gtiidelines of§ 1601 and §§ 1604 and 1607. The residential, office and 
retail uses are appropriate for the site, which is located in the CG/CR Zone District. The 
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impact of the project on the surrounding .area is not unacceptable. The proposed 
development has been appropriately desigl;led to complement existing and proposed 
buildings adjacent to the site, with respect to height and mass. 

5. No parties appeared at the public. hearing in opposition to the application. Accordingly, a 
decision by the Commission to grant this ~:q>plication would not be adverse to any 
party. 

6. Approval of the proposed development is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

7. The Commission is required under D.C. Official Code § l-309.10(d) to give "great 
weight" to the issues and concerns rai&ed in the written report of the affected ANC. As is 
reflected in the Findings of Fact, at its duly noticed meeting held on January 12, 2009, 
ANC 60, the ANC within which the Subject Property is located, voted 6-0-1 in support 
of the application for CG Overlay District Review. The ANC noted its concern with the 
height of the lit architectural embellishment at the comer ofM and Half Streets, S.E. The 
Commission believes that the Applicant has provided sufficient evidence in the record of 
this case to determine that the proposed height and bulk of the architectural 
embellishment is.appropriate and will not adversely impact neighboring properties. The 
Commission also. ti11ds that the proposed lighting Qf the architectural embellishmen~ will 
not adversely Q:npact neighboring properties. At the public hearing, the Applicant 
provided testimony that the proposed architectural embellishment is not the tallest 
structure in the area, noting that the lights at the Ballpark are taller. Acting upon the 
advice of the Office of the Attorney General, the Commission did not include the 
condition requested by the ANC requiring the Applicant to comply with the Community 
Benefits Agreement. The Commission did so because its review of the application is 
limited to the standards established in § 1610 of the Zoning RegUlations, which do not 
include consideration of the benefits and amenities provided by the Applicanta.to the 
comlimnity. The Commission believed that conditioning the approval of the application 
on such benefits and amenities was therefore inappropriate. 

8. Based upon the record before the Commission, having given great weight to the views of 
the ANC and having considered the report and testimony OP provided in this case, the 
Commission concludes that the Applicant has met the burden of satisfying the applicable 
standards under ll DCMR §§ 1610 and 3104, the independent burden for each special 
exception, and all of the variances requested. The Commission fmds that the Project 
fully satisfies the goals and objectives of the CG Overlay District. The Commission fmds 
that the Property is subject to an exceptional situation or condition as outlined in the 
Appli~t's pre-hearing statement and as presented at the public hearing. The 
Commission agrees that the Applicant is faced with practical difficulties with satisfying 
the strict application of the Zoning RegulationS with regard to: the loading requirements 
of §, 2201.1 ; the Half Street step,..back reqtJ.irements of § 1607 .2; the ground floor retail 
requirements of§ 1607.3; the M Street setback requirements of§ 1604.3; and the lot 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 08-30
34



Z.C. ORDER NO. 08-30 
Z.C. CASE NO. 08-30 
PAGEll 

occupancy requirements of§ 634.1. The Commission agrees with the Applicant's written 
statement and testimony at the public hearing that it would be unnecessarily burdensome 
for the Applicant to satisfy these requirements. The Commission also fmds that granting 
this variance relief will not cause substantial detriment to the public good and the 
variances can b~ granted without impairing the intent, purpose, and integrity of the Zone 
Plan. The Commission finds that granting the requested special exception and variance 
relief will create a building of significant architectural quality that will further the goals 
of the CG Overlay District attd will create a new entertainment, retail, office and 
residential destination in the District of Columbia. 

9. The Commission notes that the Applicant agreed with two of DDOT's conditions; the 
provision of six parking spaces for a carsharing service in the Project and the creation of 
a delivery management coordinator position. The Commission agrees that it is proper to 
include these recommendations as conditions of approval of this case. How~ver, the 
Commission does not believe that it is necessary for the Applicant to prepare an annual 
report on actual vehicular traffic generation, truck deliveries, and transit and bicycle use 
and to subm_it that report to DDOT and ANC 60. The Commission believes that the 
establishment of the delivery management coordinator position is sufficient to help assure 
that deliveries to the uses in the Project, and the use of the loading docks on Van Street, 
will not create adverse impacts on the neighboring properties or on the residents and 
tenants of the Project The Commission finds that the ad<;iitional reporting requirements 
proposed by DDOT are not necessary to address issues related to the use and operation of 
the loading docks and are outside the scope of this special exception and variance relief 
application. 

10. The Commission agrees with the testimony of the Applicant and its traffic engineering 
expert that the number of proposed parking spaces is appropriate. The Commission finds 
that DDOT' s report did not include any evidence to support the need for the redq&4ion of 
100 parking spaces, other thatt a general goal to "send a clear message to visitors that 
driving personal vehicles will not be rewarded". Therefm:e, the Commission approves 
the amount of parking spaces proposed by the Applicant. In addition, the Commission 
agrees with the Applicant that DDOT's recofilmendation that the Applicant provide 
SmartTrip memberships and SmartBike memberships to tenants, residents, and 
employees in the Project is not appropriate for a special exception and variance relief 
application. The Coinmission concludes that the requests for financial contributions for 
Carsharing and BikeSharing memberships are outside the scope of this case and more 
suitable for a planned unit development application. 

11. The Commission also notes the testimony of Ms. Sayles and the letters in the record from 
street vendors regarding the potential impact that the Project would have on their 
businesses. The Commission recognizes that it, along with the Applicant, does not have 
any control over the use of public space, and that street vendor operations and licenses 
are administered by-other agencies of the District government. 
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12. The application for CG Overlay District Review will promote the orderly development of 
the site in conformity within the entirety of the District of Columbia zone plan ~ 
embodied in the Zoning Regulations and ihe Map of the District of Columbia. 

DECISION 

In consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusion_s of Law contained in this Order, the 
Zoning Commission for the District of Columbia ORDERS APPROVAL, consistent with this 
Order, of the application for CG Overlay District Review, special exception, and variance relief. 
This approval is subject to the following guidelines, conditions, and standards: 

1. ihe project shall be built in accordance with the architectural plans, elevations and 
materials submitted in the record of Zoning Comntission Case No. 08-30 as Exhibits 13, 
21, and 31, as modified by the guidelines, conditions, and standards below. 

2. The overall maximum pennitted density shall be 8.01 FAR. In order to ~chieve the 
maximum permitted density, the Applicant shall transfer non-residential density from 
other lots within the CG Overlay District and shall transfer residential density to those 
same lots by the process set forth in accordance with the limitations of § § 1602.1 (a) and 
1602.l(e). 

3. Except for the roof structures and architectural embellishments for which a waiver has 
been granted under the Height Act, the maximum permitted height of the building shall 
be 110 feet. The project in its entirety shall include approximately 280,952 square feet of 
residential use (260-300 market-rate residential units), 370,019 square feet of office use 
and 53,840 square feet or retail use. 

4. A minimum of 690/o of gross floor area of the ground floor shall be devoted to preferred 
uses. 

5. The Applicant shall dedicate at least 52% of the building roof to a vegetated roof, as 
depicted in the plans. The Applicant shall provide sustainable building design features 
such that both the residential and office components of the project will qualify for 
certification for at least a LEED Silver building. 

6. The Applicant shall have flexibility with the design of the project in the following areas: 

• To vary the location and design of all interior components, including but not 
limited to partitions, structural slabs, doors, hallways, columns, s4t.irways and 
mechanical rooms, provided that the variations do not materially change the 
exterior configuration of the buildings; 
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• To vary the fmal selection of the exterior materials within the color ranges and 
material types (maintaining the same general level of quality) as proposed, based 
on availability at the time of construction; 

• To make refmements to exterior materials, details and dimensions, including belt 
courses, sills, bases, cornices, railings, and trim, or any other change$ to comply 
with the District of Columbia Building Code or that are otherwise necessary to 
obtain a final building permit or any other applicable·approvals; and 

• To vary the exterior design and materials of the ground floor retail space based on 
the preferences of the individual retailer. The Applicant will not permit the 
individu~l retailer to modify the building footprint, except for bay projections not 
to exceed four feet from the property line, or reduce the quality of the materials 
used on the exterior of the ground floor of the Project, as shown in the plans 
submitted with this application. The Applicant and all tenants of the project will 
comply with the requirements of Chapter 16, except as otherwise approved by this 
Order. 

7. The Zoning Administrator shall have the flexibility to make minor modifications to the 
final plans as approved by the Commission. These modifications shall be limited to the 
following: 

• A change not to exceed two percent (2%) in the percentage of lot occupancy or 
gross floor area of the building; and 

• A change not to exceed two percent (2%) in the number of residential units or 
gross floor area to be used for commercial uses. 

8. The project shall include a maximum of 607 parking spaces. The Applicant shall have 
the flexibility to reduce the number of parking spaces per market col)ditions and demand 
for parking spaces. The lower limit of this reduction is 367 parking spaces, the ~tter of 
right requirement for the project. 

9. The Applicant shall reserve six parking spaces in the below-grade garage for a local car­
sharing vehicle service. 

10. The Applicant shall designate a delivery m~agement coordinator to coordinate loading 
for the residential, office, and retail uses on the Property. 

11. The project shall be valid for a period of three (3) years from the effective date of Zoning 
Commission Order No. 08-30. Within such time, an application must be filed for a 
building permit for the construction of either the office or residential component of the 
project; the filing of such a building permit application will vest the Zoning Commission 
Order. An application for the fmal building permit completing _the development of the 
project n;mst be filed within five (5) years of the issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy for the first component of the project. ZONING COMMISSION
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For the reasons stated above, the Commission concludes that the Applicant has met the burden, it 
is hereby ORDERED that the application be GRANTED. 

On February 23,2009, upon the motion Chairman Hood, as seconded by Vice Chairman Jeffiies, 
the Zoning Commission ADOPTED the Order at its public meeting by a vote of5-0-0 (Anthony 
J. Hood, Gregory N. Jeffiies, William W. Keating, III, Peter G. May, and Michael G. Turnbull to 
adopt). 

In accordance with the provisions of 11 DCMR 3028,·this Order shall become final and effective 
upon publication in the D. C. Register. on APR 1 0 200g- _ 

CHAIRMAN 
ZONING COMMISSION 

RICHARD S. NERO, JR. 
ACTING DIRECTOR 
OFFlCE OF ZONING 
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