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ZONING COMMISSION ORDER NO. 297* 
CASE NO. 78-21 

OCTOBER 11, 1979 

Pursuant to not1ce, a public hear1ng of the Distr1ct of Columbia 
Zoning Commiss1on was held on January 29, April 30, June 4, and 
August 6, 1979. At this hearing session the Zoning Commission 
considered an appl1cat1an from the International Association of 
Machinists for approval of a on&step Planned Unit Development. 

1. This appl1cation is for approval of a One-Step Planned Unit 
Development under Sub-sect1on 7501.6 of the Zon1ng Regulations, 
wh1ch was 1n effect between October 23, 1977 and February 15, 
1979. Th1s application was filed on September 1, 1978 and 
according to Paragraph 7501.92 of the present regulations, has 
been considered under the Regulations 1n effect on that date. 

2. The request 1s for construct1on of a ten story office and 
reta1l structure adjacent to the ex1st1ng Internat1onal 
Association of Mach1nists bu1ld1ng at the corner of Connect1cut 
Avenue and N Streets, N.W., including Lots 800, 801 and 8-12 
1n square 138. The proposed structure w1ll have a height of 
118 feet, a gross floor area of approx1mately 228,464 square 
feet, which 1ncludes two floors of reta1l space, one of which 
is below grade. The total area proposed for retail use is 
approximately 54,374 square feet. The ex1st1ng IAM build1ng 
has approx1mately 9,624 square feet of reta1l space on the 
ground floor. The FAR for the entire PUD site including the 
ex1st1ng IAM bu1ld1ng is 7.0 and the overall total gross floor 
area is approx1mately 352,933 square feet. A 200 car commer­
c1al park1ng lot currently ex1sts north of the IAM Building. 

3. The s1te 1s currently zoned C-3-B wh1ch perm1ts a high bulk 
major business and employment center for off1ce and reta1l 
commercial uses, to a maximum floor area rat1o of 6.5 and a 
max1mum he1ght of n1nety feet. Addit1onal he1ght and density 
may be permitted by the Zoning Commission under the Planned 
Un1t Development process. 

*This is a corrected copy of Page 1, including six words wu~ch 
were inadvertantly left out of Finding of Fact No. 2 on the 
original Page 1. 
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4. Th1s appl1cat1on does not request a change 1n the existing 
C-3-B zoning. It is a request for an 1ncrease 1n the per­
miss1ble height from 90 feet to 118 feet and the permissible 
F.A.R. from 6.5 to 7.0. The add1t1onal twenty-e1ght foot 
he1ght and 0.5 F.A.R. permits a building with less ground 
coverage and makes it possible to develop signif1cant usable 
public pedestrian amenities, including a two-story arcade, 
paving, a mini-park, and 1mplementation of special design 
on 19th Street, N.W. 

5. The subject square is located 1n the northern port1on of the 
central employment area. Land uses in th1s sect1on of the 
C1ty are predom1nantly commerc1al. Connecticut Avenue is a 
major retail center and contains a wide range of specialty 
shops and retail services. To the west of the subject site 
1s an SP office bu1lding at 1901 N Street, N.W., a series of 
row houses used as off1ce space. Another SP office building 
at the corner of 19th Street and Sunderland Place and a 130 
foot off1ce bu1ld1ng at 1333 New Hampsh1re Avenue, N.W. To 
the east of the site across Connecticut Avenue is the National 
Rural Electr1cal Util1ties Cooperative building at 1800 Massa­
chusetts Avenue, N.W. The south side of N Street between 
Connecticut Avenue and 19th Street includes a ten-story commercial 
build1ng and a group of townhouses devoted to office uses. To 
the north of the site, abutt1ng the property, is the ex1sting 
Dupont C1rcle Building, which 1s 130 feet h1gh. 

6. Square 138 has been zoned C-3-B since the adoption of the pre­
sent Zoning Regulations in 1958. Zoning changes 1n the immediate 
vicinity of this s1te include the final approval of a PUD and 
related zone change from SP to C-3-B in Square 115, to the west 
of the s1te and the extension of the c-4 District westward from 
18th Street to 19th Street south of M Street. The zon1ng Com­
miss1on recently rezoned various properties in the Dupont Circle 
area 1n Case No. 76-24. Ne1ther OPD nor the Dupont Coalition 
proposed any change 1n zoning for the property in Square 138. 

7. The subject site has excellent transit service. The Dupont 
Metrorail station is with1n 100 feet of the site and metrobus 
routes provide addit1onal service past the site on Connecticut 
Avenue and 19th Street, N.W. Automobile access to the site 1s 
exaellent because of the wide thoroughfares and the variety 
of traffic lanes that encompass the area. 
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8. The property 1nvolved in the PUD application is located 
with1n and adJacent to the southern boundary of the Dupont 
C1rcle H1storic District. In review~ng this application, 
spec1al cons1derat1on has been given to this fact. The Zoning 
Commiss1on has taken into account the height and bulk of 
surround1ng buildings. The implementation of the special 
treatment of 19th Street, the urban park, the proposed height 
of 118 feet and 1ts ~elat1on to the adJacent bu1ldings, and 
finds that the building is in harmony, both arch1tecturally 
and in height and bulk with the surrounding neighborhood. 

9. The appl1cant's planning consultant testified as to the 
proJect's conformance with the D.C. Goals and Policies Act 
the Draft Ward 2 Land Use Plans, and the Washington Streetscape 
Study. 

10. The applicant's traff1c consultant analyzed the traffic cond1-
tions in the area, transit service, and park1ng. He found 
that traffic date Oft the streets that focus on Dupont Circle 
show an overall stab1lity of volume and adequate traff1c 
capac1ty. The D.C. Department of Transportation concurred in 
this finding. In add1t~on, he found that the subJect s1te has 
excellent transit service and that the proposed 226 parking 
spaces in the PUD is necessary as parking is substandard in 
the area. The Comm1ss1on concurs in those findings. 

11. A representative of the applicant, the International Associa­
t1on of Machinists, testified as to the IAM's long term owner­
ship and location in the area dating back to 1954 and to it's 
need for 120 parking spaces 1n the new building. The organi­
zation has a number of out of town members who visit the head­
quarters build1ng and many employees are requ1red to use their 
cars for work trips. 

12. The developer of the site testif1ed as to the need for adequate 
park1ng at the new bu1lding. He 1s also the developer at 1100 
Connecticut Avenue, which is situated on the Farragut Metro 
station, and he described the hardships encountered in leasing 
a building without adequate parking. Retail shops will be pro­
vided that will be geared in price range to the neighborhood 
and occupants of the building. 
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13. The architect of the project thoroughly reviewed the appli­
cant's compliance w1th Section 7501.6 of the Zon1ng Regula­
tions, and the special treatment of 19th Street frontage 
includ1ng the m2ni-park, designed by H2deo Sasaki, an inter­
nationally known landscape architect. A model was presented 
which showed the careful attention g1ven to the design of 
the bu1lding, and in part1cular the 118 foot height of the 
new bu2lding as it relates to the adjacent buildings. The 
cornice line of the new building meets the setback line of 
the Dupont C2rcle Build2ng and lines up with the coping of 
the existing Machinists build1ng. The Commission finds that 
the proposed height of 118 feet w2ll be completely in keeping 
w1th the scale of the adjacent bu1ldings. 

14. The Office of Plann1ng and Development, by memorandum dated 
January 24, 1979 and May 31, 1979 and by testimony presented 
at the public hear1ngs, reported that the application provides 
substantial public amenities in the form of a mini-park, 
pedestrian connection, and arcades. The OPD reported that the 
application is also consistent with public policy for the treat· 
ment of 19th Street. The OPD reported that there would be no 
adverse environmental impacts. The Commission concurs in the 
findings of the OPD. The OPD recommended that the proJect be 
approved in accordance with certain standards, guidelines, and 
condit2ons. 

15. The Fire Department via report of the Office of Plann1ng and 
Development dated May 31, 1979 and by test1mony presented at 
the publ2c hearing ind2cated that the existing Dupont Circle 
Building has serious f2re safety problems and needs remedial 
act1on. Ass1stant Chief Kitt stated that he d2d not see how 
such a condition would 1nternally be affected by the construc­
tion of the adJacent new structure. 

16. The Department of Transportation via report of the Office of 
Planning and Development, dated May 31, 1979, and by testimony 
presented at the hearing concluded that the proposed layout 
of the project was good 2n terms of traffic and circulation. 
Parking supply was the only concern of the Department. Testi­
mony was given which stated that the s2ze of the proposed 
garage would be roughly equivalent to the 2mpact of the exist­
ing parking lot. It was also stated that the number of parking 
spaces included in the PUD should be viewed as the maximum for 
the entire square. The Department analyzed the proJect based 
upon a seventy-five percent modal spl1t and an occupancy rate 
of two persons per veh1cle, and concluded that no adverse 
impacts would occur. 
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17. The Department of Env1ronmental Services via report of the 
Off1ce of Planning and Development, dated May 31, 1979, con­
cluded that the water distribution system was adequate for 
the proposed PUD and that no sign1ficant long term 1mpacts 
on storm water control, air qual1ty, noise levels or sol1d 
waste d1sposal would result 1f the proJect were to be approved. 

18. The Corporation Counsel by memorandum, dated August 18, 1979, 
and testimony presented at the hearing stated that D.C. Law 
2-144, the H1storic Landmark and H1storic District Protection 
Act of 1979 would control the design of the proposed building. 
The H1stor1c Preservat1on Review Board could d1ctate a more 
restrictive height and dens1ty than ex1st1ng zon1ng would allow. 
The Corporat1on Counsel representative also stated that pro­
cedural and jurisdictional problems, vis-a-vis the Zoning 
Commission and the Review Board, need to be worked out. 

19. The applicant has consulted and met w1th Advisory Neighborhood 
Commission - 2B, in the course of the development of this pro­
ject. Advisory Ne1ghborhood comm1ss1on - 2B, by letter dated 
Apr1l 30, 1979, supported the appl1cation as rev1sed. A repre­
sentat1ve from the ANC appeared at the hear1ng and confirmed 
that pos1tion. 

20. A representat1ve appeared on behalf of the Dupont Circle Citi­
zens Associat1on and was allowed to appear as a party in oppo­
S1t1on. The representative stated that the appl1cant had 
requested to appear at the Dupont Citizens' meetings, but was 
not 1nvited to appear. No resolut1on or record of special 
object1ons by the Dupont C1rcle C1tizens Association at a duly 
called meeting was presented at the publ1c hearing. The spokes­
person appearing ra1sed the objections that the F.A.R limit to 
to the entire Square is be1ng exceeded and that the proposed 
urban park cannot properly function as an amenity as access 
thereto 1s difficult, and it imp1nges on public space on 19th 
Street. The Commission finds that these obJections are not 
well founded, that the 7.0 F.A.R. is suitable for the site, 
that the park will be open and inviting, and that the PUD will 
serve to implement the 19th Street plan. 

21. The proposed act1on was referred to the Nat1onal Capital 
Planning Commission under the terms of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reorganization Act and the NCPC 
reported that the Planned Unit Development with the Gu1del1nes, 
Standards and Condit1ons as proposed by.the Zoning commiiss1on 
will not have an adverse impact on the 1nteres• or funct ons 
of the Federal Establishment in the National Capital, 
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CONCLUSION OF LAW 

1. The Planned Unit Development process is an appropriate means 
of controll~ng development of the subJect site. 

2. Approval of th1s One-Step PUD applicat~on ~s appropr~ate, 
because it ~s generally consistent w~th the present character 
of the area and because it would encourage stability of the 
area. 

3. The Commission takes note of the position of Advisory Neighbor­
hood Commission - 2B, and in its decis~on has accorded to the 
ANC the "great weight" to which it is entitled. 

4. The approval of the appl~cation would promote orderly develop­
ment in conformity with the ent~rety of the D~strict of Columb~a 
zone plan as embod~ed in the Zoning Regulations and Map of the 
District of Columb~a. 

5. The proposed appl~cation can be approved w~th conditions wh~ch 
would insure that development would not have an adverse effect 
on the surrounding area. 

DECISION 

In consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclus~ons of Law 
herein, the Commission hereby orders approval of the Planned Unit 
Development for Lots BOO, 801, and 8-12 in Square 138, subject to 
the following guidel~nes, conditions, and standards: 

1. There shall be no change of zoning in th~s planned unit 
development. 

2. The buildings in the planned unit development may be •sed 
for any use permitted in the C-3-B Distr~ct. 

3. The planned un~t development shall be developed in accordance 
w~th plans submitted to the Zoning Comm~ss~on prepared by 
Vlastimil Koubek, dated August 6, 1979, marked as Exhibits 
No. 63 and 66-B of the record, except as such plans may be 
modified to conform to the standards l~sted below. 

4. The overall floor area ratio for the project, ~ncluding 
ex~sting bu~ldings shall not exceed 7.0, exclus~ve of roof 
structures. 
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5. The maximum gross floor area for the overall planned unit 
development shall not exceed 352,933 square feet, The 
maximum gross floor area devoted to retail space shall 
not exceed 48,000 square feet, 

6. The height of the proposed building shall not exceed 118 
feet,provided however,that a roof structure for the building 
may be erected to a height not to exceed 18'6" above the 
roof upon which it is located, 

7. Parking spaces shall be provided at a maxtmum of 220 in the 
proposed structure and 6 in the existing structure, Access 
to parking spaces shall be as shown on Drawin~ No, 10, 
dated August 8, 1979, marked as Exhibit No, 66-B of the 
record. 

B. The roof structure of the proposed building shall comply 
with the requirements of Section 3308 and Paragraph 5201,24 
of the Zoning Regulations, The FAR of the proposed roof 
structure shall not exceed 0,37, 

9. No alteration to the existing IAM building shall be per• 
mitted,except as shown on the approved plans, 

10. Five loading berths shall be provided as shown on Exhibit 
No, 66-B and Drawing No. 9 of Exhibit No, 63. All loading 
facilities shall conform to the requirements of Article 
73 of the Zoning Regulations for the C-3-B District, 

11. The mini-park treatment of public and private spaces, land­
scaping and exterior arcades shall be provided in accordance 
~th the approved plans, (Sheets 10 and 17), 

12. Pedestrian access to the interior retail spaces shall be 
provided in accordance with the approved plans, (Sheet 10), 

13. The interior retail arcade shall be designed in accordance 
with the approved plans (Sheet 10), 

14. The exterior elevations of the proposed building shall be 
finished in white marble to match the facade of the 
existing IAM building. 
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15. No building perm1t shall be issued unt1l the applicant has 
recorded a covenant in the land records of the District of 
Columbia, between the owner and the District of Columbia, 
satisfactory to the Corporation Counsel and the Zoning 
Administrator, which covenant shall bind the applicant and 
all successors 1n t1tle to construct on and use the property 
only in accordance with the adopted orders, or amendments 
thereof, of the zon1ng Commission. 

Vote of the Comm1ssion taken at the publ1c meet1ng held on September 
13, 1979: 3-0 (Commissioners Theodore F. Mariani, Walter B. Lewis, 
and George M. Wh1te to APPROVE with Conditions - Commissioner 
Ruby B. McZier not vot1ng and Commiss1oner John G. Parsons not 
present, not vot1ng). 

RUBY ~McZier 
Chairperson 
Zoning Commiss1on 

ST~.l~. 
Execut1ve Director 
Zoning Secretar1at 

This order was adopted by the Zoning Commission at its public 
meeting on October 11, 1979 by a vote of 3-0 (Commissioners 
Walter B. Lewis, Theodore F. Mariani and Ruby B, McZier, to 
adopt with conditions - Commissioner John G. Parsons, not 
voting and Commissioner George M, White, not present not 
voting). 

In accordance with Section 2,61 of the Rules o~ Practice and 
Procedure before the Zoning Commission of the District of 
Columbia, this order is effective on,, ' ,, '' ' 
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ZONING COMMISSION ORDER NO. 335 
CASE NO. 80-13/78-21M 

MARCH 12, 1981 

Pursuant to notice, a public hearing of the District of Columbia 
Zoning Commission was held on January 19, 1981. At this hearing 
session the Zoning Commission considered an application by the 
International Association of Machinists which requested modifica­
tions to a previously approved Planned Unit Development at 1330 
Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Dupont Circle Citizens Association, admitted as a party 
in opposition by the Commission, moved to disqualify Louis 
P. Robbins and the law firm of Wilkes and Artis fromxepresent­
~ng the applicant in this case. The Association alleged that 
counsel was violating the provis~ons of Title 18 of the U.S. 
Code and Section 9-lOl(b) of the Disciplinary Rules of the 
Bar, and that a conflict of interest existed. 

2. In order for such a conflict of interest to exist, the attorney 
for the applicant must have been involved in the same matter 
as the subject application while employed by the District 
Government. 

3. The Association presented no evidence or testimony that 
Mr. Robbins, as a member of the Office of the Corporation 
Counsel, had ever participated in any proceedings before 
the Commission regarding the subject application or the 
original PUD application on the property. At the public 
hearing on January 19, 1981, Mr. Robbins testified that he 
did not participate in the prior proceeding while employed by 
the District of Columbia. 

4. The Chairman ruled that the uncontroverted testimony of Mr. 
Robbins indicated that he had not participated as a member of 
the Office of the Corporation Counsel in the subject case, and 
that therefore there could be no conflict of interest or 
violation of Title 18 or the Disciplinary Rules. The 
Chairman denied the motion to disqualify. 

5. The Dupont Circle Citizens Association moved that the Commis-
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sion d~sm~ss the application on the grotmds that the pre­
viously approved PUD had expired when the applicant failed to 
secure the approval of the Mayor's Agent. 

6. This application is being considered under the PUD regulations 
in effect at the time the original application was heard. 
Paragraphs 7501.67 and 7501.68 set forth the procedures that 
govern the implementation of approved PUD's in those cases. 
Paragraph 7501.68 requires that "The applicant shall file for 
a building permit to execute the project.,. within twelve 
months from the date the zoning order is entered." 

7. In the subject case,the applicant filed for a building permit 
within the one year period. The Chairman ruled that the prior 
PUD was still valid, and that the motion to dimiss was denied. 

8. This is an application requestingmodificationsto an approved 
Planned Unit Development under Sub-section 7501.6 of the Zoning 
Regulations which were in effect between October 23, 1977 and 
February 15, 1979. The property consists of Lots 800,801, 
and 8 through 12 in Square 138, bounded by Connecticut Avenue, 
"N" Street, 19th Street and Dupont Circle, N .W., and is 
located in the Dupont Circle Historic District. 

9. Final approval by the Zoning Commission was orginally granted 
by Z.C. Order No. 297 dated October 11, 1979. Order No. 297 
approved the construction of a 10-story office and retail 
structure adJacent to the existing International Association 
of Machinistsbuilding at the corner of Connecticut Avenue 
and "N" Street, N .W. The approved plans Erovided for a 118 
foot height and a floor area ratio of 7.0. 

10. Following approval of the PUD application, the applicant timely 
filed an application for a building permit to construct the 
development in accordance with Order No. 297. Pursuant to 
D.C. Law 2-144, the Histor~c Landmarks and Historic District 
Protection Act of 1978, and the Rules of Procedures pursuant 
to D.C. Law 2-144, the building permit application was 
referred to the Mayor's Agent for D.C. Law 2-144 and the Joint 
Co~ttee on Landmarks for a determination as to whether the 
proposed new construction would be incompatible with the 
character of the Dupont Circle Historic District. 

11. The Joint Committee reported to the Mayor's Agent that the 
design was incompatable with the historic district and 
recommended that the pe~t not be issued. Hearings were held 
by the Mayor's Agent on May 21 and 22, 1980. On June 9, 1980, 
the Mayor's Agent issued an order that the permit not be issued 
as the design of the building and the character of the historic 
district are imcompatible. 
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12. The applicant made several design changes to the project to 
bring the project in accord with the recommendations of the 
Joint Co~ttee on Landmarks and the Mayor's Agent for Historic 
Preservation. In general, the design modifications fell 
into two principal areas, those related to the siting and site 
plan of the building and those dealing with the design, fene­
stration and materials of the building itself. 

13. The revised plans for the project were presented before the 
Joint Commdttee on August 21, September 5, October 23 and 
November 20, 1980. On December18, 1980,the Joint Committee 
voted to adopt the staff report which recommended favorable 
action on the project. 

14. In setting the application for public hearing, the Zoning 
Commission determined that the hearing would be limited to the 
issue of design within a maximum height of 118 foot and a maxi­
mum Floor Area Ratio of 7.0. The basic parameters of the 
planned unit development have remained unchanged in the modified 
design. The principal modifications to the previously approved 
project include a reconfiguration of the building within its 
approved envelope to incorporate setbacks at various floor levels 
the "filling-out" of the envelope toward N Street, and changes 
to the facade materials and articulation. 

15. In response to the Joint Co~ttee and Mayor's Agent's criticism 
of the proposed building's relationship to the typical street­
scape of the historic district, the modified plan extends 
the southern portion of the building to the property lines at 
the second through fifth floors. The upper floors, along 
19th and N Streets, are recessed in varying amounts. Building 
to the property lines maintains a strong edge of the building 
along the street, while recessing the upper floors tends to 
lessen the impact of the overall 118 foot height on nearby 
lower buildings. Such a solution also establishes a better 
architectural relationship with the western facade of the 
Dupont Circle building which has a number of distinct horizontal 
divisions. 

16. The effect of this modification on the mini-park has been to 
reduce its area and cover a portion of it with the upper floors 
of the bU1lding. The former proposal included 8,335 square 
feet of mini-park, of which 4,675 square feet were on private 
property and 3,660 square feet were on public property. The 
revised proposal contemplates a park of some 5,375 square feet, 
approximately 2,363 square feet of which is comprised of private 
property. These figures include only those areas at ground level 
and do not include a twelve foot wide sidewalk space which 
will be similarly landscaped and paved. The landscaping and 
paving of both the public and private spaces are essentially 
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the same Ln this proposal as previously approved by the 
Zoning Commission. 

17. The Connecticut Avenue and 19th Street treaoment of arcades 
and open spaces is also essentially the same as that approved 
in Order no. 297. 

18. The proposed buildingnow fills most of the building 
site. This modification is, according to the applicant, 
more sympathetic to the streetscape created by the imposition 
of diagonal roadways over a grid street plan. The filling out 
of the envelope emphasizes the urban design setting such a 
system encourages and is more similar to the character and 
streetscape patterns of the historic district. 

19. The height of the proposed building along both 19th Street 
and N Street has also been changed. Formerly a uniform 118 
feet, the building now steps upward from a height of sixty­
five feet closest to the lot lines to a maximum height of 118 
feet. The Connecticut Avenue side of the building also rises 
to 118 feet as formerly proposed. However, the ninth and 
tenth floors are stepped back from the building line. 

20. In response to concern over the starkness of the facade materials 
and the contrast between the proposed materials and those of 
the buildings in the historic district, the applicant now 
proposes to use red brick as the principal facade material. The 
facade approved by the Zoning Commission in Order no. 297 was 
composed of vertical precast white marble panels. The new 
facades along 19th and N Streets consist of horizontal bands 
of red brick with exposed columns. The modified facade also 
reflects the townhouse rhythm of the historic district with its 
modular recesses and indentatLons. The fenestration material 
will be of bronze tinted glass. 

21. The Connecticut Avenue facade of the proposed building is in 
marked contrast to the Nineteenth and N Street facades. While 
the same brick and glass materials will be used, the propor­
tions of this facade generally reinforce those of the adjacent 
Machinists and Dupont Circle buildings. The area devoted 
to fenestration is much less than that of the other facades 
and the addition of vertical precast elements of limestone 
reflects the "infill" function of this portion of the building. 

22. Vlast1mil Koubek, architect for the applicant, by testimony 
presented at the public hearing, described the modifications 
to the building which had occurred subsequent to the prior 
approval of the project by the Zoning Commission. These 
included: 1) change in the predominant material of the facade 
of the building from marble to red brick, 2) the terracing of 
several floors of the 19th and N Street sides of the building 
with a concurrent expansion of the footprint of the building 
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to the property lines; 3) the ~nclusion of the mini-park 
under partial cover of the building and the reduction in the 
area of the park by approximately 1700 square feet; 4) design 
details of the 19th and N Street facades including a change 
to horizontal bands of brick and brown tinted glazing, 5) 
designdetails of the Connecticut Avenue facade including 
brick and limestone or granite facade materials, setbacks at 
the upper floors of the building, and the reconfiguration 
of the retail level facade details. Mr. Koubek also testified 
that the light-well on the 19th Street side of the project may 
be used to provide access to the lower retail level of the 
building. 

23. Joseph E. Brown, landscape architect and planner for the appli­
cant, testified that the proposed building is compatible 
with the diversity of buildings in the Dupont Circle area and 
meets the objectives of the city's plans for the treatment of 
19th Street Mr. Brown also stated that the mini-park added 
to the public amenities of the area and that a ninety foot 
building on this site would be less successful as a bridge 
between the existing Dupont Circle and !AM buildings. The 
Commission so finds. 

24. William Lebovich, architectural h~storian for the applicant, 
testified that the design of the building as now proposed 
would off-set the effect of the density and size of the pro­
posed building and that the project strengthens the Connecti­
cut Avenue commercial corridor. Mr. Lebovich testified on the 
positive relationship of the project to the character of the 
Dupont Circle Historic District and stated that a lower build­
ing on this square would be inappropriate. The Commdssion so 
finds. 

25. The Office of Planning and Development, by memorandum dated 
January 9, 1981, and by testimony presented at the public 
hearing, reported that the modifications made to the project, 
including the setbacks, change in materials, building to the 
19th and N Street property lines, and the reconfiguration of the 
facades, resulted in a project which was more sensitive to the 
Dupont Circle Historic District. The OPD testified that the 
project would be a significant addition to the Connecticut 
Avenue commercial area. The Commission concurs with the 
findings of the OPD. The OPD recommended approval of the appli­
cations subject to several guidelines standards and conditions. 

26. Advisory Neighborhood Commission - 2B, by statement dated 
January 19, 1981 and by testimony presented at the public 
hearing 1 opposed the application for the following reasons 
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1. The size of the mini-park had been reduced and its 
design altered to the point that it was no longer 
an amenity. 

2. The number of parking spaces was too large and would 
generate too much traffic. 

The ANC recommended that the Co~ssion provide for a wide 
arcade on the Connecticut Avenue side of the building to 
provide more sidewalk space. 

27. The Dupont Circle Citizens Association, objected to the 
design of the building, stating that the proposed building 
is too high and that it should be lowered to ninety feet. 
The Association further stated that the architectural 
treatment of the Connecticut Avenue facade should be used 
on the 19th and "N" Street facades of the building. In 
gen~ral the Assocation stated that the proposed building 
was not in character with the Dupont Circle Historic 
D1strict. 

28. As to the issues raised by the ANC and the parties and 
persons in opposition, the Commission finds as follows· 

A Findings no. 11 through 24 of this order address all 
the issues raised by the ANC as well as by the Citizens 
Association with the exception of the issue regarding 
the number of parking spaces . 

B. The number of parking spaces being provided by the 
applicant, is a direct reflection of the amount set 
forth in Order no. 297. The question of parking 
supply was resolved by the Commission in the prior 
application and is not at issue again in the modifi­
cation. 

29. The application was referred to the National Capital Planning 
Commission (NCPC) under the terms of the District of Columbia 
Self Government and Governmental Reorganization Act. The 
NCPC reported that the preservation and protection of the 
Dupont Circle Historic District is a Federal interest, and 
that the Planned Unit Development, as proposed to be modified 
would not adversely effect the Historic District. The NCPC 
further recommended that proposed condition 15 be amended to 
delete certain restriction regarding potential modification 
to glazing on the eighth floor. The NCPC was of the op1nion 
that this would permit greater design flexibility and facili­
tate review of the f1nal architectural plans pursuant to D.C. 
Law 2-144. The Zoning Commission agrees. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The counsel for the applicant does not have a conflict of 
interest ~n representing his client in this proceeding. 

2. The subject application is properly processed as a modifica­
tion to the previously approved PUD. 

3. The Planned Unit Development process is an appropriate means 
of controlling development at the subject site. 

4. Approval of this modified PUD application is appropriate 
because it ~s generally ~onsistent with the present 
character of the area and because it would encourage stability 
of the area. 

5. The Co~ssion, in its decision, has accorded to the ANC 
the "great weight" to which it is entitled. 

6. The approval of the application would promote orderly 
development in conformity with the entirety of the District 
of Columbia Zone Plan as embodied in the Zoning Regulations 
and Map of the District of Columbia. 

7. The proposed application can be approved with conditions 
which would insure that development would not have an 
adverse effect on the surrounding area. 

DECISION 

The Commission notes that this case represents an attempt 
to balance the interestsof the historic preservation process 
with those of the zoning process. The PUD previously approved 
by the Zoning Comudssion was found to be incompatable with 
the historic district by the Mayor's Agent. The Co~ssion 
has therefore reexamined the case, and has carefully evalu­
ated the plans which the Joint Committee approved in general 
concept in a conceptional design review. 
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In consideration of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law herein, the Co~ssion hereby orders approval of the 
modification to the approved Planned Unit Development for 
Lots 800,801, and 8 through 12 in Square 138, subject to 
the following guidelines, conditions and stannRrds: 

1. There shall be no change of zoning 1n this planned unit develop­
ment. 

2. The buildings fn the planned unit development m~ be used for anY 
use pennitted in the C-3-C District. 

3. The planned unit development shall be developed in accordance with 
plans submitted to the Zoning Commission, prepared by Vlastimil 
Koubek, dated Januar.y 6, 1981, and marked as Exhibit No. 40 of the 
record. 

4. The overall floor area ratio of the project, including the exist­
ing International Association of Machinists Building, shall not 
exceed 7.0 exclusive of roof structures. 

5. The maximum gross floor area of the planned unit development shall 
not exceed 352,933 square feet. The maximum gross floor area de­
voted to retail use shall not exceed 48,000 square feet. 

6. The overall height of the proposed building shall not exceed 118 feet. 
Cornice lines shall be as shown on the plans marked as Exhibit No. 
40. All or part of the building m~ be constructed to a lower height. 
A roof structure m~ be erected to a height not to exceed 18 feet 6 
inches above the roof upon which ft fs located. 

1. The roof structure of the proposed building shall comply with the 
requirements of Section 3308 and Paragraph 5201.24 of the Zoning 
Regulations. The gross floor area of the proposed roof structure 
shall not exceed a floor area ratio of 0.37 • 

8. Parking spaces shall be provided at a maximum of 220 in the proposed 
building and six in the existing building. Access to the parking 
areas shall be as shown on Drawing No. 8 marked as part of Exhibit 
No. 40 of the record. 

9. No alterations of the existing International Association of Machinists 
building shall be penmitted except as shown on Exhibit No. 40 of the 
record. 

10. Five loading berths shall be provided as shown on Drawings 7 and 8, 
marked as part of Exhibit No. 40 of the record. All loading berths 
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and loading platforms shall confon~ to the standards of Article 
73 of the Zoning Regulations for the C-3-C District. 

11. The mini-park and treatment of public and private exterior space. 
landscaping and arcades shall be provided in accordance with Drawings 
8 and 23 marked as part of Exhibit No. 40 of the record. 

12. Pedestrian access to the interior retail spaces shall be provided 
as shown on Drawing 8, marked as part of Exhibit No. 40 of the record. 

13. The interior retail arcade shall be designed as shown in Drawings 7 
and 8, marked as part of Exhibit No. 40 of the record. 

14. The ratio of areas of glazing to mason~ may be modified on the 
ground floor and second floor of the Connecticut Avenue facade of the 
proposed building as shown in Drawing 20 marked as part of Exhibit No. 
40 of the record. 

15. The glazed areas of the eighth floor of the Connecticut Avenue facade 
of the proposed building as shown on Drawing 20, marked as part of 
Exhibit No. 40 of the record, may be modified • 

16. The basic exterior of the building shall be finished in red brick. 
Trimm~ be either limestone, limestoneco1ored precast concrete or 
limestone colored cast stone. 

17. No building penmit shall be issued until the applicant has recorded 
a covenant in the land records of the District of Columbia, between 
the owner and the District of Columbia, satisfacto~ to the Corporation 
Counsel and the Zoning Administrator, which covenant shall bind the 
applicant and all successors in title to construct on and use the pro­
perty only in accordance with the adopted orders, or amendments there­
of, of the Zoning Commission. 

18. The applicant shall file for a building permit to execute the project 
within twelve months from the effective date of this order. 

Vote of the Commission taken at the public meeting held on February 
12, 1981: 3-0(Comndssioners Walter B. Lewis, Theodore F. Mariani, 
and John G. Parsons to approve with conditions - Commissioner 
George M. White, not voting not having heard the case and Commis­
sioner Ruby B. McZ"er, not present not voting). 

Executive Director 
Zoning Secretariat 



Z.C. Order No. 335 
Page 10 

This order was adopted by the Zoning Commission at its public 
meeting held on March 12, 1981 by a vote of 4-0(John G. Parsons, 
Walter B Lewis and Ruby B. McZier to adopt, Theodore F. Mariani 
to adopt by absentee vote, George M. White not voting, not having 
heard the case). 

In accordance with Section 4.5 of the Rules of Practice and Proce· 
dure before the Zoning Commission of th~~istric~SA!lColumbia, 
this order is final and effective on ~ { MAK 1 ~~· . 


