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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  District of Columbia Zoning Commission 

 

FROM: Joel Lawson, Associate Director, Development Review 

Jennifer Steingasser, Deputy Director, Development Review and Historic Preservation 

 

DATE:  July 11, 2022 

 

SUBJECT: OP Public Hearing Report for ZC #22-04, Consolidated PUD and related Zoning Map 

Amendment from PDR-2 to MU-6A and MU-4 

 

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

The proposed PUD with related zoning would on balance be generally not inconsistent with the maps and 

written elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  The applicant’s proposed benefits and amenities package is 

acceptable, as discussed in Section, VII of this report. 

As such, the Office of Planning recommends APPROVAL of the application as amended.   

II. BACKGROUND 

The Applicant, Hanover R.S. Limited Corporate 

Partnership, submitted a request for a consolidated 

Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) and related zoning 

map amendment from PDR-2 to MU-6A and MU-4, for 

Lots 82, 846, 856, and 8593 in Square 3846 and Lots 38, 

825, 829, 832, 833, and 834 in Square 3841, within 

ANC 5B.  This irregular-shaped site is about 3.6 acres 

is size, and is located generally to the south of Franklin 
Street, N.E., to the east of WMATA tracks.  Reed 
Street, N.E., which currently is technically an alley, 
runs through the site.   

The Applicant proposes to construct a mixed-use 

development with two buildings in three massings along 

the realigned Reed Street NE.  “Phase I” at the southern 

end of the site would be connected by a bridge to the 

northern massing “Phase IIB”, and together they would 

be the “West Building” on the west side of Reed Street.  

Across Reed Street at the northeast corner of the site 

would be the “Phase IIA” or “East Building”.  The 

applicant has requested a PUD-related zoning map 

amendment of the area for the West Building to MU-6A 

and for the area of the Phase IIA building to MU-4.  

Altogether, the development would now include 

approximately 683 residential units, and about 22,000 

sq.ft. of maker and commercial space. 
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At its March 31, 2022 public meeting, the Commission set this case down for a public hearing, following 

the receipt of the OP Setdown Report at Exhibit 15.  Since then, the application has been amended to 

address questions raised by the Commission and OP at setdown and input from the community, as 

discussed in Section III and IV of this report. 

This report is intended to provide an update on OP analysis of the application and provide additional 

analysis of the benefits and amenities proffer and zoning flexibility requested.  For a full description of 

the proposal, and a full review of the proposal against the Comprehensive Plan, including analysis 

through a Racial Equity Lens, please refer to the OP Setdown Report at Exhibit 15 and to the applicant’s 

most recent filings at Exhibit 18 (Pre-Hearing Statement) and Exhibit 33 (Supplemental Filing and 

Updated Plans). 

III. REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Since setdown, the application has not been modified in ways that would significantly impact the form or 

nature of the development.  However, the applicant has modified the proposal, mainly to: 

• Refine the exact size of the PUD site (from 156,653 sq.ft. to 156, 361 sq.ft.). 

• Add three live-work artist spaces, consistent with the PDR land use designation, and to augment 

the affordable housing proffer. 

• Decrease the total number of units from to 723 to 683, plus the three live-work units, but increase 

the number of three bedroom units.  Overall density did not change significantly. 

• Set the north façade back further from Franklin Street NE due to the location of utilities and to 

provide additional separation. 

• Update landscape and civil drawings, including plans for the proposed Farmer’s Market, 

streetscapes, and stormwater management. 

• Modify the definition of PDR space for this proposal, and modify some of the requested 

flexibility. 

• Refine the benefits package, to address OP and Commission concerns, and ANC requests. 

• Provide a Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR) report at Exhibit 24 and updated in 

Exhibits 33E and F. 

 

IV. RESPONSES TO OP AND ZONING COMMISSION COMMENTS FROM SETDOWN 

The following table summarizes OP and Zoning Commission comments from the time of 

setdown and their current status.  See also Applicant Submissions at Exhibits 18 and 33.   

 Comment  Applicant Response OP Analysis 

ZC Provide clarification of 

the Building Height 

Measuring Point 

(BHMP) 

The applicant provided this as Section D 

to the pre-hearing statement, Exhibit 18, 

and shown on Sheet A13 of Exhibit 18A, 

in particular noting that the measuring 

points each of the two proposed buildings 

would be located at grade along Franklin 

Street.   

OP is satisfied that the BHMPs 

shown are consistent with 

regulations. 

https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/22-04/Exhibit44.pdf
https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/CaseReport/ViewExhibitsReport.aspx?case_id=22-04
https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/22-04/Exhibit103.pdf
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 Comment  Applicant Response OP Analysis 

ZC Provide additional 

analysis of the proposal 

against the Comp Plan 

Policy Map designation 

As part of the pre-hearing statement 

(Exhibit 33 p. 7), the applicant notes that 

this analysis was provided as part of the 

original submission at Exhibit 3H, which 

the applicant will summarize during the 

public hearing. 

OP provided Comp Plan analysis, 

including through a racial equity 

lens, as part of the setdown report.  

The proposal as currently proposed 

has not changed from the original 

proposal to an extent that the Comp 

Plan analysis would require a full 

update; a summary is provided later 

in this report.   

ZC Provide additional 

justification for the 

proposed zones 

The applicant provided this as Section C 

to the pre-hearing statement, Exhibit 18.  

The applicant notes that the zones are 

considered not inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  In particular, a 

purely residential zone would not be 

consistent, since the FLUM designation 

calls for a mix of residential and PDR 

space.  The applicant further notes that the 

proposed zones are consistent with zoning 

in the general area, and are the result of 

community consultation regarding the 

form of the development. 

The proposed zones are not 

inconsistent with the Comp Plan, 

particularly when the Plan is read a 

whole.  Although no zones exist 

which address the Comp Plan 

direction of a mix of residential and 

PDR use, the proposed mixed use 

zones are consistent with the intent 

of the Comp Plan FLUM 

designation, while the PUD ensures 

that the use mix addresses this 

designation.  A small portion of the 

PUD site is now zoned MU-6A. 

ZC Address loss of PDR 

lands 

The applicant notes in Exhibit 18 that the 

proposed mixed use zones and the 

proposed use mix as part of this PUD are 

intended to address the PDR stripe on the 

Comp Plan FLUM.   

As noted in Exhibit 33, the applicant has 

amended the PDR proposal to add three 

live-work units, so that there would be 

some PDR space in each of the buildings. 

The Comp Plan direction is for this 

specific area to transition to a 

mainly residential use.  The existing 

site is occupied by low intensity 

PDR, office, parking, and non-

profit uses, which is not consistent 

with current Comp Plan direction.  

OP encourages the applicant to 

work with existing businesses on 

potential relocation to the 

redeveloped site or other 

appropriate sites as appropriate. 

ZC Provide additional 

outdoor space and 

usable balconies for 

residential units 

The applicant provided this in Exhibit 33, 

Supplemental Pre-Hearing Statement.  

The number of functional balconies 

would increase from 34 to 91; the number 

of Juliet balconies would increase from 

220 to 247.   

OP supports the increase in the 

number of proposed balconies.  The 

proposal also includes resident-

accessible courtyards.   

ZC Provide additional 

birds-eye renderings 

The applicant provided additional 

renderings, including birds-eye views, 

starting at Exhibit 18A2 and Exhibit 

33A2, both at Sheet A19.   

The additional renderings are 

helpful in providing context for the 

proposed development.  OP does 

not have a recommendation for 

additional renderings. 

https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/tmp936/Exhibit13.pdf
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 Comment  Applicant Response OP Analysis 

ZC Clarify flexibility 

request regarding the IZ 

proffer. 

The applicant addressed this in Exhibit 

18, p. 3.  In further conversations with 

OP, the applicant proposed (this should be 

provided to the record) the following: 

To vary the number and mix of 
inclusionary units if the total number of 
dwelling units changes within the range 
of flexibility requested, so long as the 
total square footage reserved for 
inclusionary units (15% of the 
residential gross floor area as set forth 
in Decision No. __) is not reduced; and 
provided that of this amount, no more 
than 10% shall be reserved for units at 
80% MFI maximum; no less than 5% be 
reserved for units at 30% MFI 
maximum, and no less than 5% shall 
be reserved for units at 50% MFI 
maximum; and provided that the 
location and proportionate mix of the 
inclusionary units will substantially 
conform to the layout shown on the 
Plans; and provided further that there 
are two three-bedroom units in Phase I 
(both provided at no more than 60% 
MFI) and two three-bedroom units in 
Phase II (one provided at no more than 
60% MFI and one provided at no more 
than 80% MFI). In addition, three artist 
live-work units shall be provided at no 
more than 60% MFI. 

OP has worked with the applicant 

on clarifying this request, and 

recommends the proposed 

flexibility language include a direct 

reference to the amount proffered at 

setdown:   

 

“. . ., so long as the total square 
footage reserved for inclusionary 
units is the greater of 112,664 SF 
or 15% of the residential gross 
floor area as set forth in Decision 
No. __; and provided that of this 
amount . . . 

 

 

ZC Compare proposed 

15% IZ with what 

would be required 

under an IZ+ map 

amendment 

See below   See below   

ZC Address OP concerns raised in the setdown report: 

 • Provide additional 3 

bedroom units 
As shown on the Chart on Sheet A12 of 

Exhibit 33A1, the applicant is now 

proposing to provide 31 3-Bedroom units, 

of which 3 would be at 60% MFI and one 

would be at 80% MFI. 

OP supports the revisions to 

provide more 3 bedroom units. 
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 Comment  Applicant Response OP Analysis 

 • Residential unit 

breakdown by 

number of bedrooms  

A unit mix was provided in Sheet A12 of 

Exhibit 33A1. 

The application includes: 

 169 - Studio/Jr. 1 BR 

 333 - 1 BR 

 150 – 2 BR 

   31 – 3 BR 

 683 – Total 

plus three live/work studios 

 • Submit plans showing 

the location of IZ 

units 

Provided as part of the applicant pre-

hearing statement at Exhibit 18B, and 

updated in Exhibit 33D. 

OP has discussed the plans with 

DHCD staff who indicated that the 

IZ unit location plan was 

acceptable. 

 • Reduce the amount of 

proposed parking 
Exhibit 33 Section C indicates a parking 

space reduction of 43 spaces to 267 total, 

which is a reduction of 65 spaces from the 

332 spaces originally proposed. 

OP is supportive of the reduction in 

the proposed parking.  The 

applicant is also proposing to 

increase the number of bicycle 

parking spaces, which OP also 

supports. 

 • Provide details of the 

proposed maker space 

and uses 

The applicant provides additional 

information as part of Exhibit 33.  In 

particular, the applicant committed to the 

provision of three live-work spaces, 

consistent with the PDR intent, and has 

provided an updated PDR/makerspace 

definition: 

“… a “maker” space or “maker” use is 

defined as:  

• production, sale, distribution, and/or 

consumption of food and beverages 

(provided that the on-site consumption 

of food and beverages is permitted only 

as an accessory use of such 

production, sale, and/or distribution 

use);  

• small-scale production and repair of 

goods and related sales;  

• media/communications production and 

distribution;  

• arts and entertainment;  

• traditional crafts and trades;  

• recreation uses; specialty sports and 

recreation (not including traditional 

gyms or fitness clubs);  

• engineering and design; and  

• technology design and production.” 

OP is very supportive of the 

addition of the three live/work 

spaces, all of which would be 

provided at 60% MFI. 

The proposed definition of what 

constitutes “maker space” appears 

to be generally consistent with 

definitions approved in other recent 

cases on lots with a PDR stripe on 

the FLUM, so is acceptable. 



Office of Planning Public Hearing  Report                ZC #22-04, Hanover Reed Street PUD  

July 11, 2022              Page 6 of 21 

 Comment  Applicant Response OP Analysis 

 • Provide a board of 

materials and colors 
The applicant most recently provided 

precedent images of materials in Exhibit 

33A Sheets A17 and A18; and material 

samples on Sheets A45 (Phase I), A55 

(Phase IIA), and A65 (Phase IIB).  

The applicant has provided the 

requested additional detail 

regarding proposed materials, 

including photo precedent images, 

and detailed material sample 

photos.  OP is supportive of the 

overall material and color choices. 

 • Provide additional 

details regarding 

building entries, 

including signage 

The applicant provided this in Sheets 

SE01-SE13 of Exhibit 18A11.   

The drawings indicate the 

approximate location and size of 

signage lettering; guidelines for 

maker space / commercial, 

residential building, and way-

finding signage guidelines; and 

mural location.   

Sheet SE01 appears to show 

signage on top of upper story unit 

windows – such signage does not 

show on the elevations or 

renderings.  The applicant should 

clarify what this signage is, and 

show it on relevant renderings and 

elevations. 

At setdown, the Commission also requested a comparison of the proposal against a map amendment with 

IZ+.  The applicant provided this as Section B to the pre-hearing statement, Exhibit 18, noting that a 

benefits and amenities proffer is intended to be read as a package, and their proposal also includes other 

items such as the provision of units at a deeper level of affordability; the provision of three-bedroom 

units, road and streetscape improvements, and other benefits and amenities.  At the IZ+ hearings, both OP 

and the Commission made clear that IZ+ should not automatically be applied to PUDs, mainly as this 

could disincentivize the PUD process, and would diminish the ability of agencies or the community to 

seek other important community benefits.  

A direct comparison of a PUD to a possible IZ+ map amendment is difficult – for example, it may be that 

given the Comprehensive Plan direction, a map amendment to the MU-6A zone would be less likely than 

a map amendment to a lower intensity zone which would allow correspondingly fewer IZ units.  

Likewise, unlike in a PUD, with a map amendment there is no way of knowing what would actually be 

constructed and whether the full density or IZ bonus density would be utilized. 

However, it is likely that a map amendment of this site to IZ+, which would require a set aside of 20% of 

the gross residential space because it would be from PDR to mixed use development, would result in 

more IZ units than what is proffered in this application, assuming a map amendment would result in a 

largely or entirely residential building which actually utilizes the density that would be permitted.   

However, a map amendment, even with IZ+, would: 

• not be able to ensure the provision of PDR space consistent with the Comp Plan FLUM 

designation; 

• not result in other benefits or amenities proffered as part of this PUD, including units at less than 

the IZ required 60% MFI and 3 bedroom units; 

• not result in public space and circulation improvements proposed as part of this PUD; 

• not result in other PUD benefits outlined in the applicant’s submissions and below; and  
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• not allow the Commission, the ANC and the community to be able to review or comment on the 

overall design of site or the proposed buildings.   

V. ZONING 

The Applicant proposes two different mixed-use zones based on the two different Future Land Use Map 

designations for the subject site.  The Phase IIA building on the east side of the site would be rezoned 

from PDR-2 to MU-4, and the west building would be rezoned from PDR-2 to MU-6A.  The current 

PDR-2 zoning does not permit residential use, which is inconsistent with the Future Land Use Map’s 

mixed use Residential/PDR designation.  A small portion at the south end of the site is currently zoned 

MU-6A.   

A full review of the proposal against the proposed zoning is provided as part of the OP setdown report, 

Exhibit 15 – modifications to the application do not substantively change this analysis.   

A. RELIEF AND FLEXIBILITY REQUESTED 

 

The proposed development generally meets development standards of the proposed zones.  In addition to 

the requested zoning map amendment from PDR-2 to MU-4 and MU-6A, the applicant has requested the 

following zoning flexibility: 

1. Lot occupancy (60% max.; 75% max. with IZ; 80% proposed) for the Phase IIA building 

The applicant is dedicating land area to the District for sidewalk and public space along Reed Street, in fee 

rather than by easement.  As such, this area would not count towards land area for the determination of lot 

occupancy or FAR.  This directly results in the request for lot occupancy relief.  The dedicated lands, as 

improved public space that would serve residents of the building and area residents results in the proposal 

meeting the intent of this provision.  OP is supportive of this relief request. 

2. Side yard (14 feet and 10.84 feet required; varying setback proposed of 8 inches to 8 feet 8 inches) for 

the Phase I and Phase IIB building 

The applicant has requested flexibility from side yard requirements for portions of the buildings.  The 

configuration of the lots and the applicant’s dedication of space along the street for sidewalks results in the 

proposal requiring relief.  Generally, buildings are placed close to the new property line along Reed Street, 

providing the form of streetwall anticipated in a mixed-use zone.  In addition, the Zoning Administrator 

has defined small areas at the west side of the Phase 1 building as requiring side yard relief (see Exhibit 

33A1 Sheet A13) due to the configuration of the lot.  OP supports this relief. 

3. Rear yard (15 feet required; 11 feet proposed) for the Phase IIA building (see Exhibit 33A1 Sheet 13) 

In the proposed zones, the rear setback can be measured from the centerline of the alley, and is required 

above a 20 foot horizontal plane.  The east (Phase IIA) building would comply at the ground level, and 

then comply at upper levels, which are set back.  The relief is requested for the middle floors.  This 

building has been designed and sited to address input from adjacent rowhouse owners to the east and 

south.  The reduced height of the building overall, combined with the eleven foot rear yard provided, the 

relatively wide alley and rear yards of the rowhouses to the south should ensure that the relief should not 

result in a substantial or undue impact on the owners of the rowhouse lots.  OP is supportive of this relief. 

IZ Regulations Flexibility 

With regards to the affordable housing related proffer, OP has had recent discussions with the applicant 

about whether some flexibility from the IZ regulations is needed for the rental units proposed at 80% 

MFI.  Subtitle C § 1001.9 states that “IZ units or square footage required by an order of the Zoning 

Commission or the Board of Zoning Adjustment that exceeds IZ requirements shall comply with the 

requirements of this chapter, unless otherwise specified in the order.”  In this case, the 80% MFI units 
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would not be compliant with the IZ regulations, which require IZ rental units to be at 60% MFI or less, 

which would appear to result in a need for flexibility from the IZ regulations.   

The applicant has indicated that, based on their review of the record for Zoning Commission Case 04-33I 

which added this language, a request for flexibility is not needed.  OP and the applicant will continue to 

work on resolving this question, although in the end, the applicant will determine what flexibility is being 

actually requested. 

OP would typically not support flexibility from the IZ requirements as part of a PUD, as such relief would 

diminish the overall intent of the IZ regulations.  Offsetting units to be provided at less than the required 

MFI amount by units being provided at more than the IZ required MFI amount could also, diminish the 

overall benefit of the lower IZ units to the PUD benefits package.  In this case, if this flexibility is 

determined to be required, OP remains supportive of the application and would not be opposed to 

flexibility, due to the full scope of the project’s benefits to the city and the community.  It is important to 

note that flexibility to the IZ regulations in this case should not be considered as a precedent for any 

future PUD case.  This question is further discussed in Section VII, PUD Public Benefits and Amenities. 

The Applicant also requests the following flexibility, with amendments from the original proposal noted:  

1. To provide a range in the approved number of residential dwelling units of plus or minus ten 

percent (10%); 

2. To vary the number and mix of inclusionary units if the total number of dwelling units changes 

within the range of flexibility requested, so long as the total square footage reserved for 

inclusionary units (15% of the residential gross floor area as set forth in Decision No. __) is 

not reduced; and provided that of this amount, no more than 10% shall be reserved for 

units at 80% MFI maximum; no less than 5% be reserved for units at 30% MFI maximum, 

and no less than 5% shall be reserved for units at 50% MFI maximum; and provided that the 

location and proportionate mix of the inclusionary units will substantially conform to the layout 

shown on the Plans; and provided further that there are two three-bedroom units in Phase I 

(both provided at no more than 60% MFI) and two three-bedroom units in Phase II (one 

provided at no more than 60% MFI and one provided at no more than 80% MFI). In 

addition, three artist live-work units shall be provided at no more than 60% MFI. 

As noted above in this report, OP has worked with the applicant on clarifying this request, and 

recommends the proposed flexibility language be further amended to include a direct reference to 

the amount proffered at setdown:   

“…within the range of flexibility requested, so long as the total square footage reserved for 
inclusionary units is the greater of 112,664 SF or 15% of the residential gross floor area as set 
forth in Decision No. __; and provided that of this amount . . .” 

3. To vary the location and design of all interior components, including amenities, partitions, 

structural slabs, doors, hallways, columns, stairways, mechanical rooms, elevators, escalators, and 

toilet rooms, provided that the variations do not change the exterior configuration of the building; 

4. To make refinements to the garage configuration, including layout, number of parking spaces, 

and/or other elements, so long as the number of parking spaces does not decrease below the 

minimum level required by the Zoning Regulations; 

5. To vary the final selection of the colors of the exterior materials based on availability at the time 

of construction, provided such colors are within the color ranges proposed by the Plans;  

6. To make minor refinements to the locations and dimensions of exterior details that do not 

substantially alter the exterior design shown on the Plans. Examples of exterior details would 

include, but are not limited to, doorways, canopies, railing, and skylights;  



Office of Planning Public Hearing  Report                ZC #22-04, Hanover Reed Street PUD  

July 11, 2022              Page 9 of 21 

7. To vary the font, message, logo, and color of the proposed signage, provided that the maximum 

overall dimensions and signage materials do not change from those shown on the Plans;  

8. To vary the location, attributes, and general design of the approved streetscape to comply with the 

requirements of, and the approval by, the DDOT Public Space Division; and  

9. To vary the approved sustainable features of the Project, provided the total number of LEED 

points achievable for the PUD does not decrease below the minimum proposed for the Project as 

specified by the order; and  

10. To vary the types of uses designated as “PDR/makerspace” uses on the approved plans to include 

the following uses: production, sale, distribution, and/or consumption of food and beverages 

(provided that the on-site consumption of food and beverages is permitted only as an 

accessory use of such production, sale, and/or distribution use); small-scale production and 

repair of goods and related sales; media/communications production and distribution; arts and 

entertainment; traditional crafts and trades; recreation uses; specialty sports and recreation 

(not including traditional gyms or fitness clubs); engineering and design; and technology 

design and production.” 

 

In Exhibit 33, the applicant also notes that they will request flexibility to slightly refine the location of 

balconies, based on the final layout of the units, so long as the total number of balconies is not reduced. 

OP is not opposed to this flexibility, provided the size and number of usable balconies, and the number of 

Juliet balconies is not reduced, unless some Juliet balconies are converted to usable ones. 

 

With the modifications noted above, OP has no concerns with these requests for flexibility. 

 

VI. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

OP provided a full analysis of the proposal against the Comprehensive Plan maps and policies, including 

analysis through a racial equity lens, as part of the setdown report at Exhibit 15.   

In general, changes made to the proposal after setdown, do not significantly impact this analysis.  Some 

applicant proposed changes, such as ones to provide three live-work units and to increase the number of 

units with 3 bedrooms would further, not detract from, Comp Plan policy. 

 

Future Land Use Map (FLUM) 

The portion of the property proposed to be rezoned to 

MU-4 is designated for Moderate Density Residential 

/ PDR mixed use development.  As there is no zone 

which specifically provides for this use mix, the MU 

zones are the most appropriate option, and MU-4 is 

not inconsistent with the level of density envisioned.  

The portion of the property proposed to be rezoned to 

MU-6A is designated for High Density Residential / 

PDR mixed use development.  The MU-6A zone is 

also not inconsistent with this use mix and level of 

density.   

 

 

 

https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/22-04/Exhibit44.pdf
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Generalized Policy Map  

The Generalized Policy Map indicates that 

the area of the proposed rezoning as being 

within an area designated as a 

Neighborhood Conservation Area.  As the 

Framework Element states: “Densities in 

Neighborhood Conservation Areas are 

guided by the Future Land Use Map and 

Comprehensive Plan policies” and this 

designation does “not preclude 

development, particularly to address city-

wide housing needs.”   

 

 

 

 

 

Land Use – The proposal would provide a new mixed use development consistent with the FLUM and 

generally consistent with Land Use Element direction.  In particular, the OP setdown report discusses the 

balancing of the Comp Plan when read as a whole against specific policy statements regarding the 

retention of PDR lands (such as LU-3.2.3, LU-3.2.6).  The development would bring new housing 

including affordable housing, and makerspace uses to the site, consistent with FLUM direction.  Without 

the rezonings proposed as part of this PUD, residential uses could not be located here.  While the 

Comprehensive Plan has policies that support the retention of PDR lands, it also has many policies that 

support additional housing, particularly affordable housing, near transit, which this project would provide.  

On balance, a mixed use development with affordable housing including live/work units and ground floor 

space that would be dedicated to PDR uses would be not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s 

policies.  The applicant has addressed initial concerns about the loss of PDR lands by increasing the total 

amount to 22,000, including PDR space in all phases of construction.  OP finds this acceptable.  As noted 

in the setdown report, the provision of additional PDR space or a proffer to lease some of this space at 

below market rate would also be supported.  

Transportation - The Applicant is planning alley closings and street realignment for the reconstruction 

of the Reed alley as a street running through the center of this proposal.  There would be new sidewalks, 

streetscape improvements, pervious alleys around the buildings, and other improvements that are in 

keeping with the policies of this element.   

Housing – The revised proposal is for 683 new residential units plus three live/work units.  The site 

currently has no housing, and the current zoning would not allow housing although current Comp Plan 

direction is to provide housing on this site.  The proposal would include about 15.5% of the units as 

dedicated affordable units, including units to be provided at less than the IZ required amount of 60% MFI.   

Environmental Protection - The Applicant intends for the project to achieve LEED Gold standards and 

the buildings would have rooftop solar panels and green roofs.   The project’s streetscape improvements 

include planting trees and the installation of a pervious paving system within the public alleys along the 

south and east sides of the Phase II-A Building.  

Economic Development - The proposed mixed-use development would include approximately 22,000 

GFA of makerspace use on a site that is currently under-developed with low intensity parking, PDR, and 
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service uses.  PDR space, as well as the live/work units, provide an opportunity for the provision of new 

jobs for area residents.   

Urban Design – The Applicant has reconfigured Reed Street and it could be used for a farmers market or 

other community gathering space. New sidewalks and better vehicular and bicycle connections would be 

provided.  The design of buildings is consistent with the character of an “industrial” area, but height and 

massing also recognizes the rowhouse context on two sides.  The buildings have setbacks and courts at 

the ground floor level to allow for an improved streetscape experience and the ground floor retail spaces 

would be engaging for pedestrians. 

Upper Northeast Area Element - encourages this type of mixed-use development near the Rhode Island 

Avenue Metro.  The project would provide compatible infill, transit-oriented housing, neighborhood-

serving commercial uses, streetscape improvements, and pedestrian safety measures. 

Equity Lens 

The OP setdown report at Exhibit 15 includes a full analysis of the Comp Plan through an equity lens, as 

does the applicant submission at Exhibit 3H.  In summary, one of the main ways the Comprehensive Plan 

seeks to address equity is by supporting additional housing, particularly additional affordable housing.  

The Comprehensive Plan recognizes that without increased housing, the imbalance between supply and 

demand will drive up housing prices in a way that creates challenges for many residents, particularly low-

income residents.  The proposed development is a mixed-use development that would provide market-rate 

and a range of affordable housing options.  The project would not displace any existing residents since the 

site does not currently allow for residential use.  The additional three bedroom units, and the three 

live/work units help the project to better address the equity analysis. 

The sustainable building proffers, and the provision of a draft construction management agreement with 

the neighborhood would help to address environmental equity.  The mixed-use development would also 

provide ground floor maker space commercial development as well as three new live/work units, bringing 

job opportunities and job diversity.  Although portions of the site are developed with parking and service 

uses, OP has advised the applicant that, at the hearing, they should address displacement of existing 

businesses on the site. 

VII. PUD PUBLIC BENEFITS AND AMENITIES 

Subtitle X Section 305 of the Zoning Regulations defines and evaluation of public benefits and amenities.  

“Public benefits are superior features of a proposed PUD that benefit the surrounding 

neighborhood or the public in general to a significantly greater extent than would likely result 

from development of the site under the matter-of-right provisions of this title” (§ 305.2).  

“A project amenity is one (1) type of public benefit, specifically a functional or aesthetic feature 

of the proposed development that adds to the attractiveness, convenience, or comfort of the 

project for occupants and immediate neighbors” (§ 305.10).  

Section 305.5 lists several potential categories of benefit proffers, and states that “(a) project may qualify 

for approval by being particularly strong in only one (1) or a few of the categories in [that] section, but 

must be acceptable in all proffered categories and superior in many”    (§ 305.12).  The Commission 

“shall deny a PUD application if the proffered benefits do not justify the degree of development incentives 

requested (including any requested map amendment)” (§ 305.11). 

The PUD benefits and amenities proffer is intended to be compared as a whole against the flexibility 

gained through the PUD.  Main entitlements gained through the proposed PUD are summarized below. 

https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/22-04/Exhibit44.pdf
https://app.dcoz.dc.gov/Exhibits/2010/ZC/tmp936/Exhibit13.pdf
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MoR  

PDR-2 

PUD Proposal  

MU4 and MU-6A 

DIFFERENCE 

Height 60 feet max. 84 ft. / 65 ft. up to 24 feet 

Gross Floor Area: 

Residential 

 

not permitted 

 

743,950 sq.ft. 

 

+ 743,950 sq.ft. 

PDR 704,939 sq.ft 22,000 sq.ft. - 684,939 sq.ft. 

Total 704, 939 sq.ft 763,950 sq.ft. + 59,011 sq. ft. 

Lot Occupancy 

Residential 

 

60% max. 

 

70%  

 

+10% 

Non-Residential 100% 100%  None 

Use PDR/commercial Mixed-use 

residential/commercial 

Residential 

permitted 

OP analysis of the proffer is summarized in the following table, and detailed below.   

ITEM MITIGATION PUBLIC 

BENEFIT 

PROJECT 

AMENITY 

REQUIRED 

Urban Design and Architecture Site 

Planning  

X §§ 305.5 (a) and (c) 

 X X X 

Housing and Affordable Housing 

X §§ 305.5 (f) and (g) 
 X X X 

Employment and training 

opportunities; 

X § 305.5 (h) 

  X  

Environmental and Sustainable 

Benefits X § 305.5 (k)  
  X  

Park maintenance – Noyes Park 

X § 305.5 (n) 
  X  

Streetscape Plans and Transportation 

infrastructure 

X § 305.5 (l) and (o) 

X X X X 

Uses of Special Value 

Noyes School contributions 

X § 305.5 (q) 

 X   

Other project amenities – 

accommodation for a seasonal market 

X § 305.5 (r) 

 X X  

(a) Superior urban design and architecture; 

(c) Site planning and efficient and economical land utilization; 

The development will replace currently underutilized land dedicated mainly to low intensity service, 

parking, and PDR uses, with a mixed use development consistent with Comprehensive Plan direction.  

The buildings are designed to reflect the industrial nature of the site and generally use good quality 

materials and detailing, and the applicant has been responsive to requests or suggestions to improve the 

design further.  The massing of the proposed project is designed to be reflective of the surrounding 
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neighborhood, particularly the rowhouse areas to the east and south of the Phase II-A building, in that it 

steps back above the fourth floor.   

Site planning includes the provision of an essentially new street through the upgrading of Reed Street 

from an alley to a street with better connections to the north and south.  This will improve connectivity for 

residents of the project, and of the area. 

(f) Housing that: 

(1) Exceeds the amount that would have been required through matter-of-right development under 

existing zoning; 

(2) Includes senior housing; or 

(3) Provides units with three (3) or more bedrooms; 

(g) Affordable housing … 

The proposal includes the production of 683 new units of new housing on a site that currently contains no 

housing and for which the existing zoning would not allow housing.  This would include: 

• more affordable units than required through Inclusionary Zoning and at deeper levels of 

affordability – approximately 15.5% of the residential GFA, including units at 30%, 50%, 60%, 

and 80% of MFI 

• three live/work units at 60% MFI 

• 31 three-bedroom units, of which three would be at 60% MFI, and one would be at 80% MFI; 

The following table is based on information supplied in the application; unit numbers are approximate 

and do not add up to total units due to rounding.   

A such, the proposal both provides new market rate housing, and a greater number of IZ units, some of 

which would be provided at deeper levels of affordability than would be required under the zoning 

 
1  Includes the proposed 3 live/work units 

Residential Unit Type Percentage of Total 
Units  

(approx.) 

Affordable Control 

Period 

Affordable Unit 

Type 

Total Res. Floor Area 

(Net SF) 
100% 6861   

Market Rate 

(Net SF) 
84.5% 580   

Affordable Housing 15.5% 106 perpetual 
Covenant with 

DHCD  

30% MFI 
  5% of affordable units = 

0.775% 
6 perpetual 

Covenant with 

DHCD  

50% MFI 
  5% of affordable units = 

0.775% 
6 perpetual 

Covenant with 

DHCD 

60% MFI 80% of affordable units = 

7.75% 

85 perpetual Covenant with 

DHCD  

80% MFI 10% of affordable units = 

1.55% 

11 perpetual Covenant with 

DHCD  

3-bedroom units 4.5% 31   

Affordable 3 

bedroom units 
0.6% 4 perpetual 

Covenant with 

DHCD 
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regulations.  The Department of Housing and Community Development has indicated no objection, and 

notes that, since the IZ requirement for rentals is at 60% MFI, the 80% MFI units would not be counted 

towards meeting the IZ set-aside requirement, but would be considered and administered as IZ units.   

(h) Employment and training opportunities; 

The application includes the provision of about 22,000 square feet of PDR space, which includes the 

proposed live/work spaces.  These businesses often provide opportunities for new start-up businesses, 

and employment for area residents with a variety of skill and training levels. 

(k) Environmental and sustainable benefits to the extent they exceed the standards required by zoning or 

other regulations … 

The PUD would be designed to LEED Gold standards under the LEED v4 Multifamily Midrise 

standard and includes a number of sustainable features including solar panels that will generate about 

1% of the Project’s total energy use, and green roofs.   The Applicant plans to repave the alleys off 

10th Street and Evarts Street with a pervious paver system that will improve stormwater management 

in the immediate area.   The applicant will also provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations equal 

to 10% of the total number of parking spaces.  OP has suggested to the applicant that they should also 

provide electric bicycle charging stations in the long term bike parking area.  Attached to this report 

are comments from DOEE, providing options for a more sustainable and energy efficient building 

which OP strongly recommends that applicant incorporate. 

(l) Streetscape plans, subject to approval by the Department of Transportation Public Space Committee 

including implementation and maintenance of the streetscape for the duration of the project for areas 

where there are no design standards; 

The project includes significant streetscape improvements including new paving for sidewalks, street 

lighting fixtures, and trees on Reed Street and the south side of Franklin Street.  This new street will 

serve residents of the development, and provide better access for area residents to the Rhode Island 

Avenue-Brentwood Metrorail station and Noyes Elementary School.  Two alleys would be repaved 

with pervious pavers.   As noted below, Reed Street is also being designed to permit a Seasonal 

Farmers market. 

(n) Park maintenance or participation in the Department of Park and Recreation (DPR) “Adopt-a-Park 

Program” for the life of the development; 

The applicant is working with the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) regarding the 

contribution of up to $50,000 to either DPR to fund services to residents of ANC 5B, or to contribute 

up to $50,000 to the Friends of Noyes Park, Inc. to fund the construction of a shade structure at Noyes 

Park (this replaces an originally proposed contribution to the creation of a dog park in the 

neighborhood).  This amenity will be delivered as part of Phase II of the Project. 

The applicant is also proffering an additional $50,000 contribution to either the DC Department of 

Parks and Recreation or the Friends of Noyes Park to fund the labor and materials for the expansion 

of the garden area in Noyes Park.  

(o) Transportation infrastructure beyond that needed to mitigate any potential adverse impacts of the 

application including, but not limited to, dedication and/or construction of a public street or alley; 

maintenance of a street median; or provision of a public easement for a pedestrian walkway that 

would not otherwise be required; 

The proposed project includes the realignment and reconstruction of Reed Street alley as a street, and 

its connection to Franklin Street, NE., as well as new sidewalks and streetscape improvements.  These 

are significant.  Additionally, the Applicant would repave two alleys with a pervious paver system, 

improving stormwater management and providing traffic calming.  The Applicant has committed to 
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DDOT to provide a number of other improvements and mitigation (list provided in Exhibit 3).  The 

Applicant is also proposing to install a Capital Bikeshare station. 

(q) Uses of special value to the neighborhood or the District of Columbia as a whole; and 

The applicant is proposing to provide $100,000 to Noyes Elementary School, located in the 

immediate neighborhood, to upgrade the auditorium, science garden, science lab classroom or other 

projects.  Some of the funds would also go to the Parent-Teacher Organization for special trips or 

provision of electronic learning equipment for classrooms.  This would be provided prior to the issues 

of a CofO for the first stage of development. 

The applicant is also proposing monetary contributions to various community organizations, most of 

which would be provided prior to the issuance of CofO’s for the first phase of development.  While 

all of these are commendable and will improve neighborhood services, Subtitle C § 305.5 does not 

allow them to be considered as part of the benefits and amenities proffer.  They are listed below and 

described in more detail in the applicant’s filings: 

• $50,000 to deliver in Phase one, and an additional $50,000 prior to delivery in Phase II to 

Greater Brookland Intergenerational Village, a grassroots nonprofit, to fund the Age Well 

Together Initiative for one year.  

• $30,000 prior to deliver of Phase one, and an additional $30,000 prior to delivery of Phase II 

to the Village of Brookland Traditional Public Schools, a non-profit organization which 

engages with traditional public schools in the community, for the provision of learning 

resources for local schools. 

• $23,300 to DC Doors, Inc. to benefit the Nature Spot Wellness Clinic within the DC Doors 

Drop-In Center for Homeless Youth. 

• $20,000 to Mary House, a community-based transitional organization that has provided 

housing and support services to low-income immigrant and refugee families for over 35 

years, to cover housing and social services for three families residing in ANC 5B. 

(r) Other public benefits and project amenities and other ways in which the proposed PUD substantially 

advances the major themes and other policies and objectives of any of the elements of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

The applicant is proffering to design Reed Street to accommodate a seasonal Farmers Market, in 

coordination with FreshFarms, a non-profit based in Washington, DC that promotes sustainable 

agriculture and improves food access and equity in the Mid-Atlantic region.  The provision of better 

access to fresh, healthy food is supported in the Comprehensive Plan.  The Applicant will also 

contribute $140,000 for the start-up costs associated with creation of the seasonal Farmers Market, 

estimated to fund up to five years of operations.  The Applicant will also provide a designated storage 

room within the Project for use by operator of the Farmers Market, and access to electrical outlets and 

a hose spigot.   

In summary, OP finds that the benefits and amenities proffer of the applicant is acceptable, in that it 

contains a significant number and scope of items that will benefit the community, the city as a whole, and 

the new occupants of this development.   

Specifically with regards to the rental dwelling units proposed at 80% MFI, when units to be provided at 

less than the required MFI amount are offset by units being provided at more than the IZ required MFI 

amount, this does diminish the “value” of the lower IZ units to the PUD benefits and amenities package.  

OP would typically not support this as part of a benefits and amenities package.  However, in this case, 

OP considers the benefits package, as a whole, to be acceptable and commensurate with the flexibility 

gained, because of the nature and extent of the many items in the entirety of the package, which is how a 

benefits package is to be assessed.   

https://online.encodeplus.com/regs/washington-dc/doc-view.aspx?pn=0&ajax=0&secid=338
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VIII. AGENCY COMMENTS 

OP circulated project information to District agencies.  In addition, OP arranged an interagency meeting, 

inviting representatives of all notified agencies to participate.  To date, OP has not received detailed 

comments from these agencies. 

DHCD:  By email, DHCD noted that it “has no objections to the proposed PUD and appreciates that 

15% of the square footage will be set aside as affordable, with some units at 30% & 50% MFI. As 

we discussed, since the IZ requirement for rentals is at 60% MFI, the 80% MFI units will not be 

counted towards meeting the IZ set-aside requirement, but will be IZ units. The development team 

indicated that the 80% units are in addition to the IZ set-aside requirement and are provided in 

response to community input.” 

DDOT:  It is anticipated that the Department of Transportation will provide comments in a separate report 

prior to the hearing.    

DOEE:  Provided comments for attachment to the OP report. 

No other agency comments were submitted to the record or to OP prior to the filing of this report to the 

record. 

IX. ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION COMMENTS 

As of the date of this report, a memo from the ANC has not been submitted to the record.  However, a 

memo from the SMD 5B04 Commissioner in support of the proposal is provided at Exhibit 41. 

X. COMMUNITY COMMENTS 

Public comments, all of which are from area residents in support of the proposal, are provided at Exhibits 

25, 27, and 34 through 38, 40, and 42.  The Brookland Neighborhood Civic Association submitted 

comments in support at Exhibit 43.. 

 

 

Attachements: 

1. DOEE Comments 
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DOEE Comments Attachment 1 

DOEE Development Review Comments 
ZC 22-04: Hanover Reed Street 

DOEE recognizes the applicant’s commitment to certify the project at the LEED v4 Gold level and 

appreciates that the applicant is using the LEED Homes: Multifamily Midrise rating system, which is best 

suited for this project and offers the greatest benefits for future residential tenants. DOEE encourages 

the applicant to pursue environmental benefits beyond the LEED rating system. The following 

recommendations are intended to assist the applicant with incorporating sustainable design and 

construction strategies that will yield higher LEED scores and minimize the project’s impact on the 

environment. 

Many of these strategies can be financed with no upfront cost through DC PACE. The DC Green Bank and 

the DC Sustainable Energy Utility (DCSEU) also offer innovative financial products and technical 

assistance to help projects gain access to capital. To learn about project-specific financing options, 

contact Crystal McDonald at cmcdonald1@dcseu.com or complete DCSEU’s Custom Rebate Form. 

Energy Performance and Electrification 

If the applicant is looking to increase their commitment to sustainability, some of the most significant 

gains would be in the areas of energy efficiency and maximization of on-site renewable energy, both of 

which are District priorities. Maximizing energy efficiency at the time of construction will more cost 

effectively assist in meeting Building Energy Performance Standards (BEPS) in the future. The BEPS 

program was established in Title III of the Clean Energy DC Omnibus Act of 2018. The Act states that 

starting in 2021, owners of buildings over 50,000 square feet that are below a specific energy 

performance threshold will be required to improve their energy efficiency over the next 5 years. Projects 

below the performance threshold will be able to choose between a performance pathway, which 

requires that they document a 20% reduction in energy usage over the 5-year compliance period, or a 

prescriptive list of required energy efficiency measures. The next BEPS will be established in 2027 and 

again every six years, and the compliance threshold will increase each cycle. New projects are 

encouraged to maximize energy efficiency during the initial design and construction in order to meet 

BEPS upon completion. 

In line with the District’s goal of carbon neutrality and the objectives of the Sustainable DC 2.0 and Clean 

Energy DC plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, DOEE encourages the applicant to design the 

project to be fully electric (i.e., eliminate the on-site combustion of fossil fuels) in the residential portion 

of the project, at a minimum. DOEE and DCRA are evaluating options to include building electrification 

requirements in future code updates. Building electrification involves powering all building appliances 

and systems (e.g., domestic hot water, heating equipment, cooking equipment) with electricity rather 

than fossil fuels (e.g., natural gas or fuel oil). Efficient electric systems reduce indoor air pollution caused 

by combustion equipment and can save on operating costs, especially when coupled with solar energy. 

All-electric buildings can also save on construction costs by avoiding the need to install gas piping. It's 

easier and more cost-effective for new construction to be designed with electric systems than it is to 

retrofit buildings later, so DOEE strongly encouraging projects to evaluate electric options as part of 

their initial energy modeling exercises. For more information about building electrification in the 

District, visit this resource page created by the Building Innovation Hub. 

https://dcpace.com/
https://dcgreenbank.com/
https://www.dcseu.com/
mailto:cmcdonald1@dcseu.com
https://www.dcseu.com/commercial-and-multifamily/start-a-project#get-started
https://doee.dc.gov/service/building-energy-performance-standards-beps
https://sustainable.dc.gov/
https://doee.dc.gov/cleanenergydc
https://doee.dc.gov/cleanenergydc
https://buildinginnovationhub.org/resource/get-started/building-electrification-in-dc/
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DOEE commends the applicant for installing EV charging stations for 10% of the project’s parking spaces 

and EV-ready infrastructure for an additional 10% of the parking spaces, in accordance with the EV 

make-ready parking requirements of the Green Building Act. Given the current rate or EV adoption, 

DOEE encourages the applicant to consider installing more EV infrastructure during the project’s initial 

construction to account for a greater prevalence of electric vehicles at time of occupancy. One study 

found that the cost to install EV capable infrastructure during new construction is four to six times less 

expensive than during a standalone retrofit. The 2017 DC Green Construction Code provides some 

suggested thresholds for the provision of supply equipment and make-ready infrastructure. EV 

resources and information about available incentives are available at doee.dc.gov/service/electric-

vehicles-resources. 

Net-Zero Energy 

Clean Energy DC, the District’s detailed plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, calls for net-zero 

energy (NZE) building codes by 2026. DOEE encourages the project to explore net-zero energy 

construction/certification ahead of this planned code requirement. An NZE building is a highly energy-

efficient building that generates enough on-site, or procures acceptable offsite, renewable energy to 

meet or exceed the annual energy consumption of its operations. NZE buildings can benefit both owners 

and tenants through significantly lower operating costs, improved occupant comfort and improved 

indoor air quality.  Under the 2017 District of Columbia Energy Conservation Code, projects can use 

Appendix Z as an alternative compliance pathway, which provides a working definition and guidance for 

NZE. 

DOEE has published a Net-Zero Energy Project Guide, a Multifamily Guide, and an Integrated Design 

Charrette Toolkit to assist project teams with planning, designing, constructing and operating NZE 

buildings. These and other resources can be found at doee.dc.gov/service/greenbuilding. 

For the past few years, DOEE has offered grants to projects exploring NZE design and other innovative 

green building approaches. Case studies and final reports from some of these projects are available at 

here. 

If the applicant is interested in NZE construction, either on this project or future projects, DOEE can be 

of assistance. Please reach out to Connor Rattey at connor.rattey@dc.gov for more information.  

Solar 

DOEE commends the project for installing solar panels to generate approximately 1% of the project’s 

total energy use. DOEE encourages the applicant to further consolidate rooftop mechanical equipment 

in order to maximize space for on-site solar energy generation. DOEE recommends consulting with an 

expert from DCSEU to learn about custom rebate options and other financial incentives for renewable 

energy and energy efficiency measures. 

Maximizing solar energy production will contribute to achieving the District’s goals to rely on 100% 

renewable electricity by 2032 and increase local solar generation to 10% of total electricity by 2041. 

DOEE has issued guidance on how to successfully incorporate solar into green roofs on pages 41 & 42 of 

the 2020 Stormwater Management Guidebook. 

https://code.dccouncil.us/us/dc/council/code/sections/6-1451.03a
https://code.dccouncil.us/us/dc/council/code/sections/6-1451.03a
https://caletc.aodesignsolutions.com/assets/files/CALGreen-2019-Supplement-Cost-Analysis-Final-1.pdf
https://dcra.dc.gov/page/dc-construction-codes
https://doee.dc.gov/service/electric-vehicles-resources
https://doee.dc.gov/service/electric-vehicles-resources
https://dcra.dc.gov/page/dc-construction-codes
https://doee.dc.gov/service/greenbuilding
https://doee.dc.gov/node/1144081
mailto:connor.rattey@dc.gov
https://doee.dc.gov/swguidebook
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Climate Resilience  

In order to prepare for the impacts of climate change, including increased flooding and extreme heat, 

DOEE encourages the team to assess how climate change will affect the project and to incorporate 

resilient design strategies. As part of the Climate Ready DC Plan, DOEE released Resilient Design 

Guidelines to assist project teams considering climate resilient design.  

Extreme heat poses serious health risks to individuals and is the leading cause of climate-related deaths. 

Extreme heat also damages buildings by overburdening cooling and electrical systems, deteriorating 

surfaces and increasing risk from termites and other insects. The impacts of heat are exacerbated by the 

Urban Heat Island (UHI) effect.  

The UHI effect occurs in areas where sunlight is absorbed and retained by paved surfaces and roofs. This 

absorbed heat is combined with heat released by technologies such as air conditioners and automobiles 

to create an “island” that is significantly warmer than surrounding rural areas. The presence of trees and 

vegetation can help keep temperatures cool by deflecting radiation from the sun, providing shade, and 

releasing moisture into the atmosphere. Neighborhoods with fewer trees and greater concentrations of 

impervious surfaces (or water-resistant surfaces such as pavement, buildings, and roads) absorb and 

retain more heat.  

The applicant should consider designing this project based on future climate projections instead of 

historical climate data. DOEE’s Climate Projections & Scenario Development showed that summer 

temperatures are projected to increase by up to 10 degrees over the next 60 years. The number of heat 

emergency days each year (i.e., days with heat index above 95°F) is expected to more than triple by 

2050. By 2080, the District could see as many as 75 heat emergency days.  

To mitigate the risks of extreme heat, applicant should incorporate strategies that reduce urban heat 

island effects and prepare the project for higher temperatures. DOEE’s Resilient Design Guidelines 

include best practices and additional resources about numerous strategies, including:  

• Vegetated roofs and facades  

• Cool roofs and cool or reflective pavement 

• Planting of climate-adapted tree species (see WashingtonDC_TreeSpeciesVulnerability.pdf 

(forestadaptation.org)) and annual tree maintenance plan 

• Termite-proof barrier materials in foundation and connections between foundation and above-

ground structure to protect against migrating wood-boring insects as the climate warms 

• A continuous air barrier in the building envelope 

Additional DOEE Climate Adaptation and Preparedness resources are available at 

doee.dc.gov/climateready. 

Green Area Ratio and Stormwater Management 

DOEE encourages the applicant to maximize rooftop solar energy generation and to consider purchasing 

stormwater retention credits (SRCs) to meet some of its stormwater requirements offsite. SRCs 

purchased from the municipal separated storm sewer system (MS4) are more environmentally 

beneficial than those from the combined sewer system (CSS), which is where this project is located. 

Stormwater runoff in the CSS gets treated at the District’s water treatment plant, while stormwater in 

the MS4 gets discharged, untreated, into local water bodies. Purchasing SRCs from projects located in 

the MS4 can support stormwater management strategies that are reducing the amount of untreated 

https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/CRDC-Report-FINAL-Web.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/CRDC%20resilient%20design%20guidelines_FINALApproved.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/CRDC%20resilient%20design%20guidelines_FINALApproved.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/CRDC%20resilient%20design%20guidelines_FINALApproved.pdf
https://forestadaptation.org/sites/default/files/2021-07/WashingtonDC_TreeSpeciesVulnerability.pdf
https://forestadaptation.org/sites/default/files/2021-07/WashingtonDC_TreeSpeciesVulnerability.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/climateready


Office of Planning Public Hearing  Report                ZC #22-04, Hanover Reed Street PUD  

July 11, 2022              Page 20 of 21 

water flowing into the Districts creeks and rivers. For more information, please visit 

https://doee.dc.gov/src or email Matt Johnson at src.trading@dc.gov. 

DOEE is prepared to meet with the project team to discuss GAR and stormwater opportunities on the 

project site. To set up a review meeting with the stormwater team at DOEE, please contact Ayende 

Thomas at ayende.thomas@dc.gov. 

Deconstruction, Reuse, and Embodied Carbon Reduction 

In the Applicant’s Statement in Support: Exhibit H (Evaluation of Consistency with the Comprehensive 

Plan), the applicant notes a potential inconsistency with Comprehensive Plan element LU-3.2.4: 

Redevelopment of Obsolete Industrial Uses. While this Land Use Element seems to be focused on the 

preservation of industrial space within the District, it has additional environmental implications because 

it encourages the “reuse” of nonproductive industrial sites. 

Wherever possible, DOEE encourages the reuse of existing buildings and materials because the 

demolition of these buildings and construction of entirely new buildings is very carbon intensive. Given 

that this project involves razing the existing structures on-site, DOEE encourages the applicant to 

explore options for deconstruction and reuse or salvage of materials from the existing structure. In 

2018, construction and demolition (C&D) activities in the US generated 600 million tons of waste. The 

reuse and rehabilitation of existing buildings can reduce waste and embodied carbon. When reuse is not 

possible, deconstruction or pre-demolition salvage can divert waste from landfill and incineration and 

allow for reuse of building materials. Destruction is the process of carefully and intentionally dismantling 

a building rather than demolishing it. While this process is more time consuming than demolition, 

reusing salvaged materials can reduce construction costs, and the sale of salvaged or recyclable 

materials can generate additional revenue. Organizations like Community Forklift collect donations of 

unwanted and salvaged building materials throughout the DC region. DOEE is also working to develop a 

Donation and Reuse program and may have additional resources and information available at the time 

of project construction. The applicant is encouraged to reach out to Connor Rattey at 

connor.rattey@dc.gov encouraged if they are interested in sustainable deconstruction of existing 

structures or donation and reuse of building materials. 

DOEE further encourages the applicant to conduct a simple life-cycle analysis (LCA) to measure and 

reduce the impact of the proposed project’s structural and envelope design. An LCA is an effective tool 

to measure the embodied carbon, or global warming potential (GWP), of a building and its materials. An 

LCA can inform decisions about the selection and quantity of materials used, and can assist with 

dematerialization (i.e., reducing the amount of a given material). Dematerialization reduces 

environmental harm and saves money. 

Embodied carbon is the sum of all greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the construction of 

buildings, including materials and construction activities. It is estimated that 23% of the world’s GHG 

emissions result from construction. Most of these embodied emissions are associated with the 

production and use of concrete and steel, common structural elements. The energy savings of a high-

performance building can take decades to offset the impacts of the building’s construction. 

DOEE recently funded two grant projects focused on reducing embodied carbon through LCAs. The 

lessons learned by these grantees may help the applicant identify simple ways to reduce the project’s 

embodied carbon and understand how to conduct a basic LCA. The reports from these projects are 

https://doee.dc.gov/src
mailto:src.trading@dc.gov
mailto:ayende.thomas@dc.gov
https://communityforklift.org/
mailto:connor.rattey@dc.gov
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available here: LCA for St. Elizabeth's Building 2 Commercial Office by Hickok Cole and Embodied Carbon 

Life Cycle Assessment Assistance for Southeast Neighborhood Library by Quinn Evans. 

The US General Services Administration (GSA) recently announced new standards for the concrete and 

asphalt used in their projects. The GSA has published sample contract language that can easily be 

incorporated into an agreement with a general contractor to define procurement requirements for low 

embodied carbon concrete and environmentally preferrable asphalt. Additional guidance is available 

here. DOEE encourages the applicant to adopt the GSA standards, which can drastically reduce the 

project’s embodied carbon emissions with little to no financial impact. 

 

https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/20220124_HCA%20DOEE%20Grant_FINAL_ST%20E_Web-compressed.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/SE%20DC%20Library%20LCA%20Grant%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://doee.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/ddoe/service_content/attachments/SE%20DC%20Library%20LCA%20Grant%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/newsroom/news-releases/gsa-lightens-the-environmental-footprint-of-its-building-materials-03302022
https://www.gsa.gov/cdnstatic/Low%20embodied%20carbon%20concrete%20SOW%20language%203-29-22_0.pdf
https://www.gsa.gov/cdnstatic/Low%20embodied%20carbon%20concrete%20SOW%20language%203-29-22_0.pdf
https://www.gsa.gov/cdnstatic/Environmentally%20preferable%20asphalt%20SOW%20language%203-29-2022_0.pdf
https://www.gsa.gov/real-estate/design-and-construction/engineering-and-architecture/facilities-standards-p100-overview

