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Pursuant to notice, the Zoning Commissio for\the District of Columbia held pubhc hearings on
July 24 and 28, 2003 to consider applicatio s from Capper/Carrollsburg Venture, LLC, the
District of Columbia, the District of Columbia Housing Authority, and Square 769, LLC

(collectively, “Applicants™) for prelimin
unit development in Squares 739, 767, 768
of Squares 737, 799, 824, and 880, and [relat
southemn portions of Squares 768 and 882, an
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, 769,

“consolidated review and approval of a planned
797, 798, 800, 825, 8258, and 882 ‘and portions_
ed map amendments to rezone Square 767, the
d the northern portion of Square 769 to the CR
cations pursuant to chapters 24 and 30 of the D.C.

Zoning Regulations, Title 11 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (“DCMR”).

The public hearing was conducted in accordan
the reasons stated below, the Zoning Cor
conditions. (Note: A4 portion of Square NS,
applications.)
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The Applications, Parties, and Hearing
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west, 7" Street on the east, Virgis
Consisting of approximately 33 acres

included all property in Squares 739, 7

" This order corrects Condition No. 2 to add lot 30 to Sgq

ce with the provisions of 11 DCMR § 3022. For
ission--hereby approves the applications with
53 was subsequently included as part of the

INGS OF FACT

ts filed applications with the Zoning Commission for ~
oval 'of two planned unit developments (“PUDs”) that

r related map amendment for property located in
.C. and generally bounded by 2™ Street on the

n,
nia AtD venue on the north, and M Street on the south.
of land area, the PUD site as initially proposed

67, 768, 769, 797, 798, 800, 825, 825S, and 882

hare S825.

441 4" St.. N.W,, Suite 2
|-

Telenhone: 12023 7276314 Ml Address: zopne

0-S. Washington, D.C. 20001

itonindeos e g Web Stie wae dunzde e




t9

Z.C. ORDER NO. 03-12C/03-13C

CASE NOS. 03-12C AND 03-13C
PAGE 2

and portions of Squares 737, 799, 824, and 880; a portion of Square N853 was also
included subsequently. The site is [presently zoned R-5-B, except for Squares 737 and
739, and the southern half of Square 769, which are zoned C-3-C. The Applicants are
seeking preliminary review and approval for the entire PUD site, consolidated review and

. approval for Squares 797, 798, 824, 825] 825S, and 880, and a PUD-related amendment
to the zoning map to rezone Square 767, the-southern portions of Squares 768 and 882,
and the northiern portion of Square 769 to the CR district.

Prior to taking action on the applications, the Zoning Commission received a letter, dated
October 28, 2003, from the Superintendent of the District of Columbia Public Schools.
The letter requested that the Van Ness Elementary School, located on the east side of 5t
Street between L and M Streets, be| inclpded in the PUD. By letter dated November 6,
2003, the Applicants indicated their interition to include the Van Ness School in the PUD.
In the Applicant's Supplemental Post-Hearing Submission, dated November 17, 2003 and
marked as Exhibit No. 78 of the récorq, Lot 809 in Square N853 was included on the
appropriate plans. ‘

The Applicants are Capper/CarrolIsbur% Venture, LLC, the District of Columbia, the
District of Columbia Housing Authority (“DCHA”), and Square 769, LLC.
Capper/Carrollsburg Venture, LLC is a joint venture of Mid-City Urban, LLC and Forest
City Enterprises. Square 769, LLC, is a subsidiary of the William C. Smith & Co.

The purpose of the PUD is to 1mplemq t a revitalization plan at the site of the Arthur
Capper/Carrollsburg Dwelllngs a public housing community owned by DCHA. The
project is funded in part by the HOPE VI program of the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (*HUD”), which targets the replacement and revitalization of
severely distressed public housing and ﬂ cludes supportive services for residents to help
them achieve self-sufficiency. |

After proper notice, the Zoning Commission held a hearing on the applications on July 24
and 28, 2003. The parties to the| cas¢ were the Applicants; Advisory Neighborhood
Commission (“ANC”) 6D, the ANC within which the property is located; and ANC 6B,
an affected ANC that borders the PUD Site at the north along the Southeast Freeway and
Virginia Avenue, S.E., and to the east at|7" Street, S.E.

- At its duly noticed meeting held July 14, 2003, ANC 6D voted 4-0-2 to oppose the PUD.
The ANC also appeared as a party in opposition at the hearings. While recognizing the
many positive aspects of the project, the ANC's opposition was based on: (i) the taking of
approximately 15 existing private homes by eminent domain; (ii) the absence of a final
and operational Community and Suppoitive Services Program to equip the residents with
the necessary tools to assure their ability to return to their homes; and (iii) the excessive
density of the overall project.
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ANC 6B submitted a report and testified at the hearing as an affected ANC due to its
immediate adjacency to the PUD p ojecfyk. ANC 6B voted to support the consolidated
PUD but withheld support for the| preliminary PUD pending further clarification of
certain concerns. ANC 6B voiced its concern over the possible isolation of the
neighborhood and the apparent lack of open space within the heart of the site. The ANC
also expressed its uncertainty over the amenities package as it related to the recreational
facilities provided by the new Marine Barracks nearby. Similarly, ANC 6B argued that
the construction and operation of a proposed community center was not adequately
defined. Finally, the ANC urged that the heights of the commercial buildings along M
Street were too tall and would overshadow the smaller Van Ness School, the new small-
scale rowhouses of the PUD, and the nearby low-rise buildings along 8" Street, which

has a 45-foot height restriction due to the 8" Street Overlay.

Persons in support of the application included the Capper Carrollsburg On-the-Hill
Community Development Corporation (“CDC”), the Carrolisburg Resident Council,
Arthur Capper Senior Resident Council, and 20 individuals currently residing in the
Capper/Carrollsburg housing.

David Meadows, a property owner residing at 305 K Street, S.E., which is located within
the preliminary PUD boundaries and ig identified for acquisition by DCHA, initially
requested to appear as a party in| opposition to the applications. He subsequently
withdrew his request and elected to testify-as a person in opposition.

Other persons appearing in opposition to the consolidated and preliminary PUDs
included St. Paul's AUMP Church, the Committee of 100 on the Federal City
(“Committee of 100”), the Capitol Hill Restoration Society, Debra Frazier on behalf of
the Friends and Residents of Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg, Agnes Taylor, Olena Oliphant,
Burnetta Coles, Richard Wolf, Brother Chris, Paul Pumphrey, and Amil Mohammed.

I1.

12.

As a preliminary matter, the Capitol Hill

Restoration Society (“CHRS”) sought dismissal

of the applications on the ground that they were not signed by each owner of property
included in the area to be devel pedﬂl as required by 11 DCMR § 2406.5. The
applications inciude 15 private properti ;s in the preliminary PUD application for which
the owners’ signatures were not obtained. DCHA intends to acquire these 15 properties

. through-a negotiated sale or eminent domain proceedings. CHRS asserted that the lack of

required signatures rendered the ap licaj ions incomplete, and therefore that they should
be dismissed pursuant to § 2406.3.

Based on the advice of the Office of the Corporation Counsel, the Commission finds that
it may proceed with a preliminary PUD application involving privately owned property
that a government agency intends to acquire by negotiated sale or eminent domain,

- because an owner's rights will not be affected by preliminary approval. However, the
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17,

- along the Anacostia Waterfront.

. The Commisélon finds that a waiver: of tt

second stage PUD may not be processed without the required signatures of all affected

private property Owners.

The Applicants and the D.C. Department of Housing and Community Development
(“DHCD”) requested a waiver of the hearing fees for the applications. Under § 3042, the
Commission may grant a request from DHCD to waive the normal hearing fee to permit
the construction of a low- or moderate-idcome subsidized housing development, defined

as “a housing deveiopment that receives
or federal government housing subsidy
Applicants stated that the subject devel
through the HOPE VI program, and DC

funding from a recognized District of Columbia
program.” In support of their request, the
opment has been awarded funding from HUD
HA is playing a major role in the development,

which is itself a major component of city-sponsored efforts to create a major new center

The Applicants calculated the hearing fe

portion and $77,100 for the non-reside:

e for the project as $50,000 for the residential
ntial portion ($75,300 for the office and retail

component and $1,800 for a new commupnity center), for a total of $127,100 for the PUD

applications. A separate hearing fee ¢

- $28,595. Pursuant to § 3041.5, however,
" more actions, the fee charged is the great

instance, $127,100.

sxgmﬁcant portion of the proposed PUD
rate housing. Waiver of the fee applic
appropriate in light of the fact that the P

harged for the map amendment application is
in the case of an application combining two or
est of all the fees computed separately; or in this

e entire hearing fee is not appropriate, because a
consists of commercial office space and market-
able to the residential portion (i.e. $50,000 is
UD will include 695 public housing units and 50

home-ownership units receiving funding from the Housing Choice Voucher program spread
throughout the project. However, the Commission finds that waiver of the hearing fee is not

appropriate with respect to the nonreside
directs the Applicants to pay a hearing fee

At its public meeting on December 8, 2

ntial portion of the proposed PUD, and therefore
of $77,100.

003, the Commission took proposed action by a

vote of 4-0-1 to approve, with con<iltior;Ps, the applications and plans submitted into the

recor d.

The proposed action of the Zoning Cd
Planning Commission (“NCPC”) under 1
Act. NCPC, by report dated January 8,
consolidated PUDs would not adversely
with the Federal Elements of the Comy
that Senior Housing Building 2 would pl
Street, S.E., an identified Special Street

mmission was referred to the National Capital
he terms of the District of Columbia Home Rule
2004, concluded that the proposed first-stage and
affect the federal interests and were consistent
srehensive Plan for the National Capital, except
ace a blank wall above the ground floor along M
n the Preservation and Historic Features Element

of the Plan.
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18, The Commission directed the Applicants to submit a revised design for the Senior
Building planned for Square S-825, on the north side of M Street between 4™ and 5"
Streets. By submission dated February 3, 2004, the Applicants provided an alternate
proposal for the M Street facade utilizing split-faced CMU material on the lower portion
of the former blank wall and EIFS on the upper portion.

19.  The Zoning Commission took final actidn to approve the application in Case No. 03-12
on January 12, 2004, by a vote of 4-0-1. The Zoning Commission took final action to
approve the application in Case No. 03-13 on February 6, 2004 by a vote of 4-0-1.

The PUD Project

Overview =~ \
. \

complex, a severely deteriorated public housing project. The new mixed-income, mixed-
use development will be composed of approximately 1,650 residential units, including
707 public housing replacement units; and approximately 732,000 square feet of
. commercial space, of which approximately 30,000 square feet will be devoted to first-
floor retail uses and the balance will be pffice space. Approximately 21,000 square-feet
of additional neighborhood retail space will be located in high-rise residential buildings
along.2™ Street. The PUD site will have an aggregate density of approximately 2.21
floor area ratio (“FAR™).

20.  The proposed PUD is intended to r}place and redevelop the Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg

21.  The concept for the PUD project was developed in conformance with design guidelines
for the area established in conjunction with the District of Columbia Office of Planning
(“OP™). Standards were created for building height and programs, building lines, and
urban design to help redevelop the Capper/Carrollsburg site and the adjacent M Street
corridor in a complementary, coordinated fashion.

22.  The site is presently improved with the Arthur Capper Senior Building and Family
' " Dwellings and the Carrollsburg public housing complexes for families and senior
citizens. The Carrollsburg complex includes the Carroll Apartments at 410 M Street,
S.E. and the Carrollsburg Dwellings at 400 L Street, S.E. The Carroll Apartments, a 60-
unit high-rise facility for elderly residenis, will remain. The Carrollsburg is a complex of

28 two- and three-story townhouses containing 314 units. Surrounding the Carrollsburg
complex is the Arthur Capper Deyelo yment, which consists of 96 townhouse units, a
nine-story senior building, and th forﬂner Arthur Capper mid-rise buildings, three of
Wthh have been demolished.

23, The Generalized Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan has designated the area a
Housing Opportunity Area to encourdge affordable residential redevelopment. The
redevelopment plan provides for the replacement, on a one-for-one basis, of all the public
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24.

Description of Surrounding Area

housing units that will be demolished. ﬂhus, there will be no diminution in the stock of

available public housing units as a result of the PUD.

The site also includes a Departmeni of i;’ubiic Works (“DPW?”) facility on New: Jersey
Avenue and I Street, S.E., the Canal Blocks Park, the Van Ness Elementary School, and
several privately owned properties in SHquares 799 and 800, which DCHA intends to
acquire. 1

25.

The area surrounding the PUD site js characterized by a mixture of uses. To the south
and west are new commercial office buildings, the Washington Navy Yard, the site of the
Southeast Federal Center, and the proposed new headquarters of the U.S. Department of
Transportation. Portions of the area, particularly to the west, are underutilized and
consist of vacant land or abandoned industrial or manufacturing structures. The 8" Street
corridor is located to the east, a north-south axis that terminates at the Navy Yard
entrance. Several medium-density commercial and industrial buildings line 8™ Street,
including entertainment and auto-related uses, many of which are in disrepair. The

Southeast_—Souihwest Freeway and Virginia Avenue act as the northem boundary of the

site, with the Capitol Hill neighborhood lying to the north.

Proposed Redevelopment Under the HOPE VI Program

Existing Conditions

-26.

* The HOPE VI Program

=

The.exiétjng Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg Dwellings were construcied in the early 1940Q's
as part of a major urban renewal effort that included the Ellen Wilson Dwellings to the
north. Over the years, the public housing complex has deteriorated to a point beyond any
further practical use. The properties are economically and functionally obsolete. In an
effort to revitalize this residential |complex into a stable, mixed-income community,
DCHA sought assistance from the HOPE VI program.

27.-

The HOPE VI program requires |each grant request to include a Community and
Supportive Services Program (“CSS hich is intended to promote self-sufficiency for
lower-income families. The CSSP peprasents $29 million ($3.5 million from the HOPE
VI grant and $25,697,953 from private jources) in services to public housing and other
low-income residents of the community., Services to be provided include day care, adult
literacy and GED, computer training, and health care. Case management services will
allow each participant to have an individual service plan devoted specifically to the
participant's needs. Participation 1n tjﬁe CSSP is a requirement for public housing
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29.

Description of 'Prbiect Comgonents
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residents to gain readmittance to the coqhmunity, unless otherwise exempted because of
age, disability, or current full time employment

of the land, DCHA anticipates r pladpng all 707 pubhc housing units slated for

The HOPE V1 grant for Capper/C llsbprg is $35 million. Because of the market value
demolition.

|
The Applicants testified that, while the 35 million grant from the HOPE VI program is
substantial, that amount alone would ndt be enough to replace the 707 public housing
being demolished. Using a conservative estimate of $100,000 per unit as a replacement
cost, total replacement would require ovﬁar $70 million, roughly twice the grant amount.
Therefore, the ability to leverage other public and private resources is important, not only
to preserve public housing and affordability but also to establish a mixed-income
community with the requisite amenitie§. A critical element of that leveraging is the
ability to maximize the market value of the underlying land — that is, maximizing the
appropriate development potential nde'ﬁFhe PUD standards of the Zoning Regulations.

According to the Applicants, although the project financing is complex, the concept is
simple: HOPE VI dollars, plus proceeds from the sale or lease of land, and the investment
of private capital for the nonresidential uses will provide the necessary funding to
subsidize the one-for-one replacement of|the public housing. The Applicants will use the

value of the land's development potential to leverage another $400 million in public and

Western Portion of Site: High-Rise Apartments and Office Building

30.

“western portion of the PUD site al

rocess, the Applicants propose to develop the
2" Street, S.E., the former location of the city
canal, with high-rise rental and condominium buildings and a commercial office
structure. In order to achieve the desjred height for these buildings, the Applicants
request a PUD-related map amendment llr rezone this portion from R-5-B to CR. Square

Under the preliminary PUD approyal

767 to the north will be redeveloped with a six-story (65-foot) apartment building
containing approximately 147 units, with 6,000 square feet of retail uses... Immediately
south in Square 768, the project will cdnswt of an 11-story (110-foot) apartment house
containing 295 units and 6,000 s uar¢ feet of neighborhood-serving retail uses. A
condominium building consisting of 107 units will be located in the northem half of
Square 769, with 3,000 square feet of t}etail space. The southern portion of that same
square will be improved with a 10-story pffice building with first-floor retail containing a
total of 236,000 square feet of gross ﬂoor area.
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The Commission questioned the appropriateness of including Square 739, which includes
a portion of Reservation 17-A, and the portion of Canal Street that bisects the square, in
the preliminary PUD, because use of Square 739 might have been restricted to a garbage
disposal facility pursuant to a transfer of jurisdiction from the U.S. government to the

urisdiction plat recorded in the Surveyor's Office
does not appear to place any restriction on the use of the property. However, other
documents provided by the National Park Service (“NPS”) indicate that the transfer was
made for the purpose of allowing the District to use the property as a trash transfer site.
NPS has indicated that an amendment to the transfer instrument or the execution of a new
transfer will be required if the prope Y 19 to be used for housing. NPS also has indicated

the uses proposed Thus, the Commission finds that, subject to completion of appropriate
documentation prior to the filing of a second-stage PUD application, the District may
appropriately propose to use Square {739 for public and market-rate housing as
contemplated under the preliminary PUD,

Central Portion of Site: Low-Rise Residential and Senior Buildings

32

33. -

In the center portion of the PUD site, the Applicants propose to construct three- and four-
story rowhouses. Some of these units will be offered for sale and others will be made
available for rent, at either market rate or/at subsidized levels. Square 797 will consist of
four groups of buildings totaling 47 single-family row dwellings. Square 798 will
provide a total of 75 single-family rowhpuses arranged in five groups. Square 824 will
consist of 41 rowhouses also arranged in five clusters. Square 825 will provide 57 row
dwellings, and the northern half of Square 825S will include 13 town houses. All of the
proposed dwellings in Squares 797, 798, 824, 825, and 825S are included in the

_consolidated PUD application. The remainder of the row dwellings, which will be

located in the northern half of Square 800 and the northern half of Square 882, and which
will total approximately 121 single- aml y units, were submitted for consideration under
the prellmmary PUD application.

The central portion of the site will also include two apartment complexes devoted

~exclusively to senior citizens. A four-story building located in the southern portion of

building, while a four-story building in Square 880 will contain approximately 162 units.
The senior building in Square 880 will also include a geriatric health clinic. Both senior
buildings were submitted for review under the consolidated PUD approval process. The
Applicants have begun pre-development activities for the building in Square 880 to
construct that building on an expedited basis as a matter-of-right and in conformance
with the existing R-5-B zoning on the sjte. The Applicants are proceeding on this basis
in order to provide relocation units to residents displaced from the current public housing
complex. Thereafter, the lot on which this structure 1s located will be subdivided into

Square 825S will add approximately j138 new units to the existing 64-unit senior
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two new record lots pursuant to an agreement with the U.S. Marine Corps, which owns

the adjacent land in Square 880. 'Upo

n subdivision, the new senior building would

exceed the R-5-B density requirements on its lot. Thus, the Applicants have included this
building in the consolidated PUD Eroposal in order to allocate the density with other

properties in the PUD and bring the

uilding into compliance on the future, smaller lot.

mmercial Office Development

34.

35.°

Canal Blocks Park !

36.

37.

Two office buildings will be constructed

provide economic_support for the
Approximately 15,000 square feet

for the commercial buildings in Sq
application. The Commission finds that

in the southern portion of Square 882 and will

one-for-one replacement of public housing units.

of the total gross floor area of the buildings will be
_devoted to retail uses on the ground flodr.

The Applicant proposed a height of 110 feet

re 882, which part of the preliminary PUD approval

110 feet in height is excessive for this location,

especially considering its proximity|to the lower buildings along 8" Street. A maximum

height of 90 feet is appropriate for comm
provide a transition between the lowe
development along New Jersey Avenue.

The east side of 5™ Street between L and
Ness Elementary School, which is includ

In coordination with DPW, the Applica
known as Reservations 17B (Square 767
(Square 769, Lot 821). These blocks are

ercial buildings along M Street in Square 882 to
er scale of 8" Street and the higher density

M Streets in Square N853 is the site of the Van
ed in the PUD.

nts propose to improve the former canal parcels
, Lot 829), 17C (Square 768, Lot 810), and 17D
> currently used to house city school buses. The

buses will be removed and the Applicants will grade and seed the land in preparation for
the creation of a new urban park to support the neighborhood and serve as a link between

Capitol Hill and the Southeast waterfront.

‘The Canal Park Development Association (“CPDA™), a non-profit entity authorized by

Act of Congress, was established to work in a joint public/private partnership with the
Government of the District of Columbia for the purpose of promoting, fundraising,
designing, constructing, and maintajning the Canal Blocks Park. Current board members
of CPDA include representatives jof William C. Smith Co. and Spaulding and Slye
Colliers on behalf of four of the nine separate owners of land contiguous to the Canal
Blocks Park. Membership is open to representatives of the remaining contiguous
landowners, as well as public entities actively participating in the revitalization of the

District’s near Southeast neighborhood
board from the JBG Companies, as dev
headquarters, and Capper/Carrollsburg \

CPDA has received commitments to join the
eloper of the U.S. Department of Transportation
‘enture, LLC.
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;

illion in funds received from Congress through

the Fiscal Year 2003 Appropriations Act/ (P.L.108-7). The JBG Companies has pledged
$2.5 million for development of the Can$l Blocks Park. William C. Smith Co., Inc., in
conjunction with the development of four parcels contiguous to the Canal Blocks Park

PAGE 10
38.  CPDA has received $5.46 million to dat
Blocks Park. CPDA has deposited $2.5
has pledged $325,000 to CPDA. id
through their participation in Capper/Carr
to CPDA. The Office of Planning has
matching grant to hold a public design cot
39.

canal area, and the Applicants will

|City Urban LLC and Forest City Enterprises,
rollsburg Venture, LLC, have pledged $137,000
committed an unspecified amount through a
mpetition.

Several studies have been conducted-for the development of a park along the former
ork {with the District and other interested parties to

bring the plans to fruition. After the transfer of Square 739 from DPW to DCHA, the
Applicants will also develop a mid- to high-rise residential building on this site.

Project Design 1

40.  The PUD project was designed to
retail, and residential uses in a coh
goals and objectives established by OP
"and programs, building lines, and urban

(the "Guidelines")..
Prehmma PUD A
41.

neighborhood and of the larger district

achieve this goal is to maintain buil mg €

relation to the existing office building in
spaces meet the well-defined edges.
intersection of 2" and M Streets as
termination at M Street of the fo
envisioned for the canal blocks.

chie
sive

Td the Applicants pertaining to building height

roval: Commercial B i d1

The Applicants’ architect testified that on
project was to continue the M Street cor

ve a high-quality composition of commercial,
urban setting. The project fulfills the design

esign elements for each segment of the project

gs in Squares 769 and 882

e of the primary urban design goals for the PUD
ridor as the primary mixed-use segment of the
within which it is located. A key element to
dgcs and established street walls, particularly in
Square 800, and to ensure that retail and lobby

The Guidelines recognize the importance of the

a significant place that establishes both the
r lcanal reservations and a gateway to the park

Preliminary PUD Approval: High-Rise Res dr;n al Buildings at the Canal Blocks

42.  The Guidelines identify the Canal rk

as the most significant spatial focus within the

neighborhood plan. This space will serv¢= as an open green area within the urban pattern

of buildings and streets, in defere

space must be carefully designed to deﬁr
At the same time, the new

reservations.

o the L'Enfant Plan. Buildings fronting on this
e both physically and spatially the former canal
mixed-income apartments that will border the
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east side should make a transition from the high-rise intensity of M Street to a more
moderate height to the north that wiﬂ complement the adjacent Capitol Hill neighborhood
and its rowhouse character. Consistent ‘with these goals and objectives, the residential
buildings in Squares 767, 768, and 769 were designed to respect their important location
on the canal blocks through appropriate heights, building lines, fagade organization, and
materials. The fagade of the buildings fronting on the Canal Park will be expressed in
tripartite organization, with the base rising two stories in height and expressing the retail
functions, the middle portion articulating the residential uses of the building, and the top
two stories defining a cap to the building through cornice lines or other architectural
devices. Balconies, pilasters, and other ¢lements will be introduced to the facades of the
buildings to create a three-dimensional quality. Buildings will be faced in brick, stone,
concrete, ietal or glass to maintain a superior architectural quality.

- Preliminary and Consolidated PUD Approval: Low-Rise Residential

43.

Consolidated Approval: Senior Residential

A major design objective for the low-rise residential buildings under the Guidelines is to
create a cohesive urban community| that| reflects the diversity of architectural styles and
forms found in the adjacent Capito]l Hill Historic District. The low-rise buildings will
incorporaté the successful patterns and identifying characteristics of Washington
rowhouse development in the new building designs to produce recognizable but distinct
features for the Carrolisburg neighborhpod. Constructed to heights of three and four
stories, the .majority of the row dwellings will be built to the front lot lines in order to
maintain the street walls, with intermittent setbacks to avoid monotonous patterns. Six
basic styles will be introduced throughout the development, which will correspond to the
hierarchy of streets in the neighborhfod.

44,

45.

Buildings

The Sentor Buildin% contemplated for Square 880 will be a courtyard structure abutting
Virginia Avenue, 5" Street, K Street, and the Marine Barracks parade ground. The size
and scale of the building is appropriate to the many other institutional structures located
north and south of Virginia Avenue,

The Senidf Building on Square ZSSiis adjacent to the existing 60-foot tall senior
building owned by DCHA. The additipn will be 45 feet in height and will establish a
transition between the 410 M Street structure and the new single-family structures to the
north. ‘

Existing and Proposed Zoning

46.

The majority of the subject site is located in the R-5-B district, with a portion of Square
769 located in the C-3-C district. The|R-5-B district is a moderate height and density
zone that permits all types of urban residential development, including single-family




47.

Development Incentives and Flexibility

48.
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permitted in the R-5-B district is 50 feet with no limitation on the number of stories.
Residential development may achi#ve d maximum density of 1.8 FAR. The C-3-C
district is a medium-high density ¢ mmbrmal area designed for office, retail, housing,
and mixed-use developments. Buildings| may be constructed to a height of 90 feet, and
achieve a density of 6.5 FAR for residential or commercial uses, with a total maximum
density of 6.5 FAR for any develop

dwellings, semi-detached houses, row d\gellings, and apartments. The maximum height

The Applicants requested a PUD-related map amendment to rezone from R-5-B to CR
the entirety of Squares 767 and 768; the northern half of Square 769 between 2™ and 3"
Streets, beginning 145 feet north of M Street; and the southern portion of Square 882
along M Street for a depth of approximately 145 feet. The CR district is a mixed-use area
designed to encourage a diversity of contpatible land uses that may include a mixture of
residential, office, retail, recreational, lig‘ t industrial, and other miscellaneous uses. The
maximum height in the CR district is 90 feet. The density for all buildings and structures
on a lot may not exceed 6.0 FAR, with not more than 3.0 FAR devoted to non-residential
uses. Additionally, the CR district requires provision of an area equivalent to 10 percent
of the total lot area as open landscaped space available for use by the general public on a
continuous basis.

The Applicants request the followi g axjeas of flexibility from the R-5-B requirements

and PUD standards: |

1

a. 0.71 FAR increase (all residential) in gross floor area over existing matter-of-right
development, which is below the B.0 FAR allowed under the PUD guidelines;

b. aggregation of FAR and lot occupancy; and

c. ~ waiver of sideyard setback for on{e lot in Square 824.

Public Benefits and Amenities

49.

The following benefits and amenities will be created as a result of the PUD project:

a. Housing and Affordable Housing. The single largest benefit to the area, and the
city as a whole, is the creation of a new mixed-income, mixed-use community
replacing a severely distressed public housing developments. The one-for-one
replacement of public h usﬂg units will maintain affordable housing
opportunities, and the infusion of market-rate housing will bring middle-income
families to an otherwise economically depressed area. Redevelopment of the
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area, including the replacement of public housing, will complement other
revitalization activities planned anﬁ underway in this area.

Urban Design and Architectu
buildings sensitively design
commercial buildings along

rowhouse character of the Capitoﬂ
. reinforces the broad and live
" boundary-defining urban wal

family and multi-family dwel
materials selected to ensure
surrounding area. The deve
units with no distinction in ex

re. The project includes a collection of mixed-use
ed fo complement the surroundmg large-scale
M Street and to respect the low-rise cohesive
Hill neighborhood. The overall composition
ly elements of the M Street corridor and creates a
1 for the public spaces along Canal Park. Single-
lings will be developed in a diversity of styles and
compatibility and quality commensurate with the
lopment contains both affordable and market-rate
temrJF design character between the two.

Landscaping and Open Space. Another aspect of the project of special value to

the neighborhood is the clearing

preparation for the creation of

Transportation Features. T
street parking and loadmg re

~includés "a total of 1,645

lof land along the western edge of the site in
a new urban park.

e proposed PUD project meets or exceeds the off-
uirements of the Zoning Regulations. The project
ing units in single-family and multi-family

welli
configurations; a total of 1,4STO pa‘rking spaces will be supplied for those units. A

total of 550 off-street parking
commercial uses included in
muiti-family and commercial
shown on the architectural ¢
roadway features: (i) a new
continuation of 6™ Street, S.E

spades will be devoted to the 732,000 square feet of
the project. Loading berths will be included for all
uses| in accordance with the Zoning Regulations, as
drawings. The project also includes several new
north-south public street, to be designated as a
will be introduced in Square 882 as a private street;

(ii) a portion of L Street betw
be re-opened; and (iii) a ne
developments in Squares 798

een the former canal reservations and 3™ Street will

private street will be created for the townhouse
and 799. The Applicants also anticipate that I Street
Square 739 by other future development to

establish the gnd street system c¢haracteristic of the L'Enfant Plan. With the
exception of the new 6" Str%et, the new streets will be dedicated for public use

will be extended west throﬁgh

either by easement or as o

pattems together with new| traffic signals and stop signs, will enhance the
transportation quahtles of the proppsed project.

Social Services and Other
proposed PUD will provide

en steets on the Highway Plan. The new street

of Special Value to the Neighborhood. The
activities contemplated as part of the HOPE VI

ses

SSP

grant, such as day care, adult litera
at helping neighborhood residents

cy, computer training, and other services aimed
achieve self-sufficiency. The proposed PUD
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also includes two senior-citizens bmldmgs one of which will house a geriatric
health clinic. ‘

f. Employment and Training Opportunities. The proposed PUD will provide a
number of employment and training opportunities during construction and
operation of the development. The Applicants, in partnership with the resident-
based Capper Carrollsburg-on-the-Hill CDC, will program and implement Section

- 3 employment, training, and contracting elements in order to take full advantage
of the construction, service, and dperational requirements of the redevelopment.

. “The goal of the federal Section 3 Brogram is to create meaningful contracting and
~ job opportunities for minority and [disadvantaged small businesses and individuals

-~~~ from the area being redeveloped. | It is contemplated that long-term employment
opportunities will accrue inﬁ the  workforce development associated with the

732,000 office and retail space, and the additional 21,000 ground floor retail
space along the former canal blpcks. The project will provide employment
training opportunities through a Local, Small and Disadvantaged Business
Enterprise (“LSDBE”) Agreement and a First Source Agreement.

g. Neighborhood Oriented Retartl and Service Uses. The PUD project includes
neighborhood-oriented retail service uses to support the residential
community. Approximately 21, OO% square feet of nelghborhood retail space will
be located in high-rise remden*lal buildings along 2™ Street, S.E.

The Commission finds that the prOJeiLt is ‘ cceptable in all proffered categories of public
benefits and project amenities, and is superior in public benefits and project amenities
relating to urban design, landscaping and open space, housing and affordable housing,
social services, job training and emp! ymdplt opportunities, and transportation measures.

Comgllance with PUD Standards ‘

5!.‘

ompliance wnth the Cogxgrehenswe Plan

52.

Underthe PUD regulations, the Coanml< sion must “judge, balance, and reconcile the
relative value of project amenities and public benefits offered, the degree of development
incentives requested and any potential adverse effects.” 11 DCMR § 2403.8. Given the
level of project amenities and public benefits, the Commission finds that the development
incentives are appropriate to increase the overall residential density by 0.71 FAR, to
permit a height of 110 feet along the east side of the Canal Blocks Park and for the 250 M
Street office building, to allow the aggregation of lot occupancy and density over the
entire project site, and to waive the sideyard requirements for one lot.

The Project is not inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan as follows:
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The Generalized Land Use Map for the District of Columbia designates the 14-
block area that is the subject of the PUD for residential and commercial land uses.
The eastern portion of the site is diesignated for medium-density residential uses,
which is characterized predominantly by multiple-unit housing and mid-rise
apartment buildings but which zfils_o may include low- and moderate-density
~housing. ~ The western portion of the site along 2™ and M Streets, S.E., is
designated for medium high-density commercial uses, where the predominant use
is a shopping and service area that generally offers the largest concentration and
variety of goods and services outside the Central Employment Area. The block
“"bounded by 5", 6™, K, and L Stregts, S.E., is designated as a District government
_park; recreation or open space area,

" 'The PUD project is consistent with these land use categories through its provision

of low, moderate-, and medium-density residential uses in the eastern two-thirds
of the project site, and commercial office and retail development along 2" and M
Streets, S.E. The overall density will be 2.21 FAR. The Generalized Land Use
Map designates the site as the Capper/Carrollsburg Housing Opportunity Area
(Area No. 14). S

"The project meets the polici‘ S oﬁT the Housing Element by stimulating a wide
range of housing choices through the production of new units for a variety of
household types, including thi extension of affordable homeownership

. opportunities to low- and r oderate-income "households and the provision of
.- housing assistance to low- ot fixed-income homeowners. The proposed PUD will

not only replace obsolete, non+functional housing with modern dwellings, but will
provide one-for-one replacement of public housing units demolished in
connection with the redevelop?(nenﬁ.

The proposed PUD fosters the Economic Element by revitalizing the M Street,
S.E., corridor with commercia offﬂce space for businesses aftracted to the area by
the Southeast Federal Center‘ immediately south of the site and its anticipated
major tenant, the U.S. Department of Transportation. The mixed-income housing
will enhance and stabilize the fesi lential neighborhood, while the CSSP activities
will provide for economic development and self-sufficiency programs that
promote the economic deveLopment policies of the Comprehensive Plan to
prepare its- labor force with the education and occupational skills to participate
effectively in the District's eccﬁn}o Iy and to provide affordable, quality child care
for parents to enable them tp \I/j)rk, seek employment, complete school, and
participate in job training programsj}

The PUD project enhances and supports the Urban Design Element of the
Comprehensive Plan through the replacement of the existing barracks-style public

i
[
|



Z.C. ORDER NO. 03-12C/03-13C
CASE NOS. 03-412C AND-03-13C

PAGE 16

" and the proposed Southeast Feds

. The PUD fosters the policies
proposed development attractive in terms of access and internal circulation. The

and afternoon peak travel periods.

housing complex with a mixeiuse mixed-income community patterned on
neighboring Capitol Hill. The new neighborhood plan 1espects features of the
L’Enfant Plan, including the Cartesian street grid from 2™ to 7" Streets and M
Street to Virginia Avenue, ¢ tabl shing a street volume and building massing in
keeping with the District’s 1barj character. The L’Enfant Plan street grid will

. also be enhanced by the intr duchon of a new public street, 6™ Street north of M
‘Street, and by beginning the transformation of the former canal right-of-way at
. Reservations 17 B, C, and D from their current use as a bus parking lot to a

passive park. The proposed redevelopment will establish a positive image for the

former distressed public houjing gommunity.

-.. The proposed PUD meets the goals of the Land Use Element by eradicating urban

blight created by deteriorated public housing and replacing it with higher-quality
residential units of varying types in the Capper/Carrollsburg Housing Opportunity
Area. The design of the proposad development will enhance and revitalize this
residential segment of War 6, thereby stimulating new development and job
opportunities. |

f the Transportation Element and makes the

development site is easily accessible via M and South Capitol Streets as well as

~other major roadways that provide access to Downtown and to the broader
.. metropolitan region. The site is situated in close proximity to the Navy Yard

. . \ -y
Metrorail Station and along several bus routes. There are several nearby existing

and planned employment centers,iincluding the Capitol Hill area, the Navy Yard,
ral Center. Several schools and community-

serving facilities are located within the immediate area as well. Finally, the
proposed development will include local-serving retail and a new community/day
care center. Together these [factors will significantly reduce the trip generation
and related impacts of the proposed development, particularly during the morning
1 The introduction of new private and public

streets to serve the residential enclave will also help separate local traffic from

_ through traffic within residential| neighborhoods and complete segments of the

street system necessary for s Qotﬂ] traffic flow. Sufficient parking is provided by

- the approximately 2,000 of street parking spaces and approximately 480 on-

street spaces proposed in the PUD area. The parking spaces will be distributed
adequately to serve the projected Tmands for the various land uses. The roadway
improvements planned for the evelopment area will enhance vehicular and
pedestrian-access, c1rculat10n+ and' safcty

The PUD-project is consistent w1tl’h the Ward 6 Element in the following ways:

ﬂ
w\
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(1)

(i)

(iii)

The proposed PUD furthers the Ward 6 Economic Development Element
through the introdujrtion of new commercial office space and retail
services along the M @ Street corridor to support the mixed-use
neighborhood. The proposed development will also stimulate economic
activity by attracting new businesses and households to the area.

The PUD project dirgctly supports and achieves objectives of the Ward 6
Housing Element by replacing the existing severely deteriorated, obsolete
public housing units at Capper/Carrollsburg with a new residential

~.development that mirrors; the variety of housing types in Ward 6. The
- HOGPE VI project will enhance neighborhood stability through home-
.ownership opportunities

d units geared toward a mix of income levels.
The replacement of units on a one-to-one basis further achieves the goals

rate-income families.

of the Ward 6 Plan by r %amtainmg the number of public housing units

available to low- and mod

The proposed PUD meet
Element through traffic

the objectives of the Ward 6 Transportation
nagement measures that include the creation of

(iv)

new public and priy
appropriately located
abundance of on- and
public transportation
the residential, comm

The plan and design

Design objectives thr
in the vicinity so as

incorporation of vari
the diversity that is at
design features will b
including brick and si

ate streets to serve the residential enclaves with
| tra fic controls throughout the PUD site. The
offﬁstreet parking spaces and the close proximity of
will encourage the smooth flow of traffic to and from
erci | , and retail nodes of the development.

of the proposed PUD responds to the Ward 6 Urban
ough residential design derived from other structures
to preserve the character of the neighborhood. The
pus design elements into street elevations continues
N mt#gral part of Capitol Hill townhouse blocks. The
S complemented and enhanced by building materials,
iding in a variety of colors. The new Senior Building

* that abuts Virginia Avenue on Square 880 is similar in rass and scale to

the many institutional buildings located along its length within Capitol

~Hill. The articulation of the building's design is consistent with the overall

architectural vocabulary of the neighborhood. Conversely, the new Senior
Building along M Street, 4djacent to the existing apartment building at 410
M Street, S.E., adopts a more modemist language. The careful placement
of the various buu‘(ﬁng types and programs ensures a compatible
relationship between corﬂhmermal and residential uses. The new office
building-at the comerL of 2™ and M Streets, including approxnnately one-
third of the new commer¢ial space, will abut a new 110-foot residential
building. Design guidelines for both buildings, as well as a public alley
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that separates them, ensure an appropriate relationship between the two

buildings. |
|

The PUD includes | the | comprehensive reconstruction of streetscapes
within the project boundaries in support of a primary urban design goal of

the Ward 6 Comprehens
streets include the r

ive Plan.
ement of existing sidewalks, trees, lights, and

Improvements to existing residential

grass strips. Improvements also include a variety of designs for the front
yard space between the sidewalks and the new rowhouses. The variety and

quality of the front yard
character typical of those

Capitol Hill Historic District,

improvement over the det
streets. The maintenance

‘areas will endow the new streetscapes with the

found n the rowhouse neighborhoods of the
which will constitute a substantial
eriorated and institutional character of existing

| of a significant portion of the new front yard

spaces, specifically those ‘associated with public housing rental units, by a
private managementhompany will ensure a high standard of safety,

security, and quality

f appearance in the public spaces in the future. The

(V)

community association for the townhouses will maintain the landscaped
areas within its residential development area, thereby ensuring the
attractive appearance of all segments of the PUD.

The proposed PUD meets
by replacing obsolet¢ and

the objectives of the Ward 6 Land Use Element

severely deteriorated public housing units with

modern new facxlmcs oh a one-to-one ratio, thereby maintaining the
general level of reSId\entlal uses and densities. The rowhouses, apartment

buildings, and commerci

BN

| office structures all mirror the existing heights

of corresponding bu'ldin% types in the immediate vicinity of the project
site and Ward 6 in gekera].

Ofﬁce of Planning Report

53,

Office of Planning recommended

conditional approval of the PUD. OP strongly

By report dated July 16, 2003 and throu}h testimony presented at the public hearing, the

"supported the applications and found that the proposed PUD is not inconsistent with the

Comprehensive Plan and the Gener

Land Use Map. While noting that the Map

raliz
does not clearly designate the PUD ajfas for mixed uses, OP concluded that, when
viewed as a whole, the PUD achieves ithe type and scale of uses the Land Use Map

supports for this area. The Commlssxoh concurs in this assessment.

The Generalized

Land Use Map adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan shows that most of the PUD is
included in the medium-density, res iden.qrial land use category. The DPW site at New

Jersey Avenue and I Street and the

and 2™ and 3" Streets are incliided in

southern half of the blocks between L and M Streets
he medium-high density commercial category.
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54.

55.

56.

The site of the recreation center is inc¢luded in the parks, recreation and open space
category. The Generalized Land| Use Map includes the project area in a housing
opportunity area. The proposed Project iis consistent on an overall basis with these land
use designations. The overall density for all residential uses on all the property included
is 2.28 FAR, which falls between | the matter-of-right levels of the R-5-B and R-3-C

districts. The overall density for al retdﬁl and office uses on all the property included is

0.83 FAR, less than the matter-of-right idensity in the lowest density commercial zone.

That density is concentrated in two locahons along the Canal Blocks Park and along M
Street across from the Navy Yard. ‘

OP' further concluded, and the Co mJQ%sion finds, that the location of the two office

‘buildings proposed for Square 882 are also not inconsistent with the Comprehensive

Plan. The office buildings are logigally located along the M Street corridor as a result of
the commercial development that has already begun to line M Street and the proposed
office development at the Southeast Federal Center.

not inconsistent with the major themes and
, and stated that the PUD provides an “almost

a. Vesting of the consolidated PUD pnor to approval of the second-stage PUDs;

b. The Apphcants submission |of a table and plans demonstrating parcel-by-parcel
compliance of the consolidated P*JD with the Zoning Regulations and any relief
needed;

¢.  Clarification of the CSSP an si1ﬂilar funding the Applicants or other agents will

provide to future PUD residents in excess of the support services currently
_provided to Capper-Carrollsburg residents;

d. Provision of decks with a 1 ininium depth of six feet, instead of the proposed
four-foot depth, wherever po sibldt;

e Completion of detailed arrangements for public access to playing fields on

Reservation 19-A prior to approval of any second stage PUDs;

f. Clarification of the Applicants™ }hirect' and in-kind contributions to the Canal
Blocks Park, exclusive of land value;



Z4.C. ORDER NO. 03-12C/03-13C
CASE NOS. §3-12C AND 03-13C

PAGE 20

Provision of granite curbing and brick gutters for both sides of the eastern section
of 2" Street between I and M Streets, the new 3" Place and all other new private
streets, and any public streers that require reconstruction due to the impact of the
PUD’s development;

. The Applicants’ receipt of approval from the District Department of

Transportation (“DDOT”) for location of the new private street, 6" Place;

Provision of additional 'mformatipn concerning agreements with the CDC on pre-

"apprenticeship and other skill-building programs for neighborhood residents; and

Provision of 14-foot ﬂoor—tﬂ-ﬁn‘sﬁed-ceiling heights for all ground floor spaces
programmed for retail use in|the CR zone.

57. Inresponse to OP's recommendatiorfs, thk Commission finds as follows:

a.

Vesting of the consolidated PUD}E before approval of the second-stage PUD will
help ensure that the PUD does nqt languish. The Commission finds it appropriate

... to require that the Applicants not file an application for second-stage approval

ated PUD has been recorded.

until the covenant for the consoli

" The Applicants have provided, :%through the testimony of their expert in land
- planning and in their postrheaning submission, sufficient clarification of the

parcel-by-parcel compliance of the consolidated PUD with the Zoning
Regulations. The Applicants have requested flexibility from the R-5-B standards

“to allow for an aggregation of density and lot occupancy and a waiver of the
- sideyard setback for one lot in Square 824. The Commission finds this minor

flexibility appropriate in order to bccoxnplish the laudable goals of this project.

_ '_T'he Appliéants provided, in heir}post-hearing submission dated August 14, 2003,
" clarification of the CSSP and similar funding in excess of the support services

currently provided to Capper/Carrollsburg residents. The HOPE VI program
allows allocation of up to 15 percent of the grant for CSSP activities, or in this
instance $3.5 million. This amount serves to leverage additional in-kind services
at a projected value of $25.7 million from 40 different organizations for services
including job readiness and skilled training programs; community empowerment;
business development for| entrepreneur start-ups; GED attainment; youth
education and recreation; homeownership; senior services; family services;
regular community events; exef¢ise and recreational programs; meal services;

- utility payment assistance; t#ansponation services for senior citizens; and access

to health insurance.
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d. The Applicants will provid; decks with a minimum depth of six feet on each
public housing unit, except on certain corner units where decks are not possible.
The market-rate housing will include decks with a minimum depth of four feet,
except on certain corner unit Whére decks are not feasible.
.e. . The Applicants have agreed ‘to provide detailed arrangements for public access to
playing fields on Reservatlorr 19 1’\ before the approval of any second-stage PUD.

f. The Applicants have provnd%d clhnﬂcatlon of the contributions to the CPDA, as
described in Fmdmg Nos. 36‘ and 37.

g. The Apphcants baseline str%etscbpe section is a concrete curb and gutter, a five-
foot planting strip behind kthe chrb and a six-foot concrete walk. Certain
enhancements will be made to M Street and 2" Place, two special streets within
the PUD, where exposed aggregdte concrete, concrete pavers, London pavers, or
brick pavers will be used. The Applicants have committed to provide
enhancements to the baselm maﬁenals should the budget allow, first to 3™ Place,
and then to 3™ and 4™ Streets, respectively. The Applicants will also continue

_ discussions with DDOT for the second-stage PUD on the necessary street
_ repa1r/repav1ng, and will replace materials in-kind as a result of any damage
* during construction, consistent with the DDOT standards. The Commission finds
that these streetscape improvement efforts are appropriate for the proposed PUD.
“h.”  The Commission concurs th%t the Applicants should, as part of their continuing
. discussions with DDOT, c?ordibate on the appropriate location for the new
. private 6™ Place. ‘}

1. Through their post-hearing submission, the Applicants provided additional
information on the pre-apprenticeship and skill-building programs for
néighborhood residents to be cooﬂdinated by the CDC.

J. The Commission concurs with OIﬁr that 14-foot floor to finished ceiling heights are
appropriate for all ground f}(}mr s[paces in the PUD programmed for retail use in
the CR zone. The Commission credits OP’s testimony that retailers have
con51stently stated that the a dltldbal height is necessary for quality retail.

Other Government Agency Reports ‘

its general support for the applications. DDOT concurred in the Applicants assessment of
vehicle trips generated by the development and agreed that the area road network would
operate at an acceptable level of service. DDOT expressed its preference that, to the
extent possible, all current private stree‘is in the project area be made public. DDOT

58. By report dated July 14,2003 and th{ough testimony at the public hearings, DDOT stated
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59.

60.

61.

62.

-and other public realm elements.
~ PUD’s “main street” — should use rick sidewalks, granite curb and alley aprons, brick

further stated that any new street mpst be built to District specifications and the
Applicants agreed to comply with tnFs rquuirement.

DDOT further recommended that, t the; extent financially possible, that the Applicants
should use high-quality streetscape materials for the sidewalk, curb, gutter tree boxes,
pamﬂlcular DDOT stated that the new 3" Place — the

gutters, bluestone pavers, and other attrdctive elements. DDOT also recommended that
the Applicants treat the existing streets lltn accordance to their relative importance in the

. development. The retail areas along the Canal Blocks, for example, warrant brick

sidewalks while, in other areas of the ﬂro;ect brick header rows may be a lower cost
alternative. DDOT concluded that its rebommended improvements over the Applicants’

proposed landscape plan would serve téb knit the new neighborhood aesthetically into
Capitol Hill.

| 'i

With respect to the operation of specific streets within the development, DDOT stated
that it had no plans at present to reconstruct and reconnect I Street between 2™ Street and
New Jersey Avenue, but that the connegtion was not necessary for traffic operations to

|

" continue at acceptable levels. DDOT e pressed a preference that any private street be

dedicated as a public ‘street, including the easternmost 2n Street (also known as Canal
Street). The Applicants stated that [the proposed new 6™ Street at M Street would not
align with the existing 6" Street to the south by approximately 85 feet due to
underground utilities. Because DDOT requires that such offsets have a minimum
distance of 100 feet, this street will be pjwate DDOT stated that a “pork chop” shaped

médian at-M Street would help prevent cars from making unsafe and illegal movements
from 6" Street, and the Applicants agreed to institute this traffic measure.

DDOT concluded, and the Commi siof:ﬁ finds, that the amount of street and private
parking provided for the PUD is ade uatd\.

DDOT recommended that the traffic skudy include additional analyses of measures
needed to accommodate the increased pedestrian traffic generated by the PUD project.
Through their post-hearing submission dated August 14, 2003, the Applicants’ traffic

~¢onsultant, O.R. George & Associates, p?rowded the requested information. The traffic

consultant ¢oncluded that the existing medestrlan sidewalk and crosswalk system can
adeqiiately accommodate the pr JCCt¢d pedestrian volumes and flow patterns.
Nevertheless, the Applicants will undertake certain improvements to protect pedestrian
safety, including ensuring that the area’s sidewalks are in good condition and provide
clear widths in the range of six feet; pﬁovide clear curb environments at the internal
intersections; provide eight-foot rosswalks at all intersections instead of the
recommended six-foot width; and ensure that "all-way" stop control is provided at the
internal intersections. The traffic consultant concluded, and the Commission finds, that
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these proposed improvements will ensure that the projected/future pedestrian volumes
and flow patterns are accommodated with efficiency and safety. The improvements will

also have a positive impact on the safety of other uses of the roadway and pedestrian
facilities.

Contested Issues ‘

: 'Acquigition of Private Properties ‘

63.  The Applicants testified that, as pﬁ\ of the overall development plan for the PUD, 20
privately owned properties in Squares 799 and 800 are to be acquired either through a
negotiated purchase or through eminent domain. Of the 20 properties, which represent
approximately two percent of the to‘i\al pfoject area, nine are owner-occupied and 11 are
held by absentee owners. | 3

64.  The 20 properties that are to be acquir¢d are necessary to achieve the redevelopment
plan. Square 799 will be bisected by the new 3" Place, with houses lining both sides of
the street and turning the corners to also front on K and L Streets. The full and partial

-“acquisitions are required to accomknod te the number of units programmed for the
eastern half of the square and to provide rear access to the garages in those units.

65.  ANC 6B testified in opposition to the achuisition of the 20 properties for the HOPE VI

“project. - The ANC stated that the acquisition plans set a bad precedent for the overall

stability of neighborhood and would force homeowners out of their community and place

a Tinancial burden on them. ANC 6B noted that the housing prices for the new

replacement units might be beyond ‘the reach of the displaced homeowners that would

like to return. The ANC further urged that a “right of first refusal” to return does not

guarantee that the homes would be within the financial means of the property owners
without some form of guarantee fron{ DCHA.

66.  The Commission also heard testimony in opposition to the acquisition of the designated
' propérties from David Meadows and from the Capitol Hill Restoration Society. David
- Meadows, the owner and resident pof a: rowhouse at 305 K Street, S.E., one of the
. properties to be acquired, testified that his house, built in 1903, had historic merit and
thus should not be demolished; that [DCHA presented deliberately misleading and
inaccurate statements regarding the number of properties to be acquired, placing owners
at a disadvantage; and that DCHA failed to demonstrate a critical need for the properties
and did not explore reasonable alternatives to acquisition. The Capitol Hill Restoration
Society argued against the acquisition ahd demolition of properties that have historic

merit, which it stated should be renc)\)ated /mstead.
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67.  Paul Rowe of DCHA and Harry Sewell, on behalf of the Applicants, responded to these
contentions. They stated that the project entailed considerable planning to ensure that the
number of properties to be acquired |was kept to the minimum necessary to proceed with
the HOPE VI redevelopment plan. Tllle Applicants stated that all affected property
owners received a letter dated April 23, 2003, advising them that the subject property was
to be acquired as part of the Arthur Capper HOPE VI project awarded to DCHA in
October 2001, and that because federal llnanmal assistance was involved in the project,
acquisition would be governed by the Urpform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
‘Acquisition Policies Act (“URA”) of!1970, as amended. Consistent with URA
‘requirements, the Applicants will use .the results of an appraisal as the basis for
determining “just compensation,” defined as an amount not less than the appraised fair
market value of the property. | Farilies, individuals, businesses, or nonprofit

. organizations displaced as a result of the process may be entitled to relocation assistance
if they are found eligible under Title II of ~URA

68.  The Applicants, in their Supplemental : ost-Hearing Submission dated November 17,
2003, committed to explore whether more of the existing buildings can be retained in
private ownership. The Commission urges the Applicants to continue to work on the

. design of Squares 799 and 800 wit thelgoal of saving as much of the existing private
housing as poss1ble

69.  While recognizing the difficulties ca sedlby the acquisition process on property owners,
the Commission is required to evaluate the Applicants’ proposal relative to the provisions
of chapter 24 of the Zoning Regulations; its authority does not encompass the ability to
limit or-restrict the acquisition of propefties by agencies such as DCHA. However,
under the conditions of this Order, s comﬁ -stage approval cannot be considered without
the required signatures of all affected private property owners.

Ability of Displaced Residents to Return to the Nkw Community and CSSP

70. 'Numelous res1dents testified in opp Sltl(lm to the proposed PUD based on the lack of
assurances that displaced residents oulnll be permitted to return to the new HOPE VI

’ development Debra Frazier, representative of the Friends and Residents of Arthur
Capper/Carrollsburg, stated that the one-for-one replacement of public housing units
involved income tiers that severely limited the ability of residents earning up to $20,000
per year from returning to the new community. Based on information received at a
meeting two years ago, Ms. Frazier stated that only 35 percent of units would be
available for that income range. Th renllxaining 65 percent of units would be available
only to residents earning at least 90 percent of the Metropolitan Statistical Area median
income, or approximately $64 OPO B%cause this far exceeds the income level of
Capper/Carrollsburg residents, Ms. Frazier concluded that the vast majority of current
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71.

72.

73.

tenants would not be able to return tp the community. Agnes Taylor and Olena Oliphant
supported Ms. Frazier's comments \and likewise objected to the lack of guarantees to
return for existing residents and to the types of assistance available for relocation.
Brother Chris, a community activist, objected to the displacement of low-income families
without guarantees that those earning between $5,000 and $20,000 annually would be
allowed to return to the new community.

At the hearing and through evidence submitted to the record, the Applicants described the
relocation process and the public resources available to residents to assist in their return.
To_be eligible to return to the HOPE VI site, an original resident must meet certain
criteria under HUD’s “Family Self-S ufﬁdtlency requirements. The primary requirement
is for residents to participate in the GSSP, which helps with employment training, finding
work, building assets, and eventually reolocatmg out of public housing. Other criteria
established by DCHA require good standing as an existing public housing resident,
including credit-worthiness or an agreement to pay any rent in arrears.

According to DCHA, residents have [two primary resources to accomplish relocation: (i)
housing choice vouchers (“HCV”), which require residents to contribute a certain
percentage of their income toward rent, with the rest subsidized through the voucher; or
(11) other public housing units. Of the 17"1 households being relocated during Phase I of
the PUD project, 116 have elected HCVs| and 55 have elected to relocate to other public
housing units. None of the displace reqxdents will experience a reduction in their rent

subsidy. In order to return to the community, the resident must either be gainfully

émployed or Jn a training program un#ess otherwise exempted by age or disability.
Training programs are available through | )the CSSP, which has been approved by HUD.
DCHA testified that the CSSP is currently in the case management stage for families to
be relocated during Phase I. The case management stage includes an assessment of the
needs of each individual, any obstacles that might prevent a person from returning to the
community, and the best means to overcome the obstacles, by providing the training or
programs to address issues.

Several witnesses expressed conce oveﬁr the adequacy of the CSSP in providing job

~services and helping residents re-enter the HOPE VI community. ANC 6B testified that

residents are being asked to sign an agreement to abide by the terms of the CSSP without
those terms being fully developed. The ANC argued that the CSSP must in place prior to
the relocation of residents out of the community. The Committee of 100 urged the

* Corhmission to scrutinize the $29 milliod in social service benefits in the CSSP on the

belief that most of that money does not cohstitute new contributions but is money already
paid for services to which the residents ar¢ currently entitled. As such, the Committee of
100 concluded, it should not count as a beq@eﬁt of the PUD.
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The CDC expressed the desire to create a community covenant whereby the developers
agree to commit to jobs for the current residents instead of just relying on the LSDBE and
First Source Agreements. The CDC described the types and numbers of jobs to be
created as a result of this development, stating that approximately 350 jobs are
anticipated during the predevelopment and the first phase of construction with an

. additional 1,100 jobs for residents, ptimarily in the construction field, created in

collaborations with other developers and|employers in the area. The CDC further stated
that it has already entered into an agreement with a case management firm to work with
individuals and families during the relocation process to assess and 1dent1fy any
necessary job training or social support and link those residents with the service providers

" that have committed to be part of th: HOPE V1 process.

The Commission finds that the Ca per/Carrollsburg HOPE VI project is unique in its

scope because it calls for the one-for-one

replacement of all existing public housing units.

The Commission also notes that the (USSP will help maximize that opportunity by

providing training and programs t

~overcome the obstacles that these residents and

families may face. The Commission finds that the services and monies already allotted to
the CSSP represent a significant prpject amenity and a benefit to the community as a

. .whole, but that issues pertaining to the operational parameters of the HOPE VI program
- _.and its relocation policies are properly addressed to HUD and DCHA. The Commission

finds that the CSSP is adequately funded|and the service providers sufficiently identified

to provide the type of support necessary

to help residents attain gainful employment; to

offer counseling, guidance, and other sefvices to help sustain that employment; and to

-and 'that the CSSP is already functioni

'f"ppovxde the necessary tools to help| residents achieve self-sufficiency. In response to

issues raised by ANC 6B, the Commission finds that the assessment phase is underway
ing prior to the relocation of any residents.

76.

77.

- 6B testified that less than two

Several witnesses in opposition to the pi;oposed Capper/Carrollsburg HOPE VI project
questioned the wisdom of demolishing pd\bhc housing that was recently renovated. ANC
ears, ago, several buildings were renovated and
rehabilitated pursuant to a court rder‘; and the court certified that the work was
completed and acceptable. David Meadows also questioned why functioning and
inhabited units would be slated for demolition.

The Applicants responded by stating that the renovations were designed to keep the
affordable units in service and habitable, but the work did not address long-term
structural problems. In DCHA's judgment, ultimately concurred with by HUD through
the award of the HOPE VI grant, demolition and replacement of functionally obsolete
buildings was the most practical|and ecqnomically feasible solution for the long term.
The Carroll Senior Building, being the least distressed of the existing buildings, is being
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retained. DCHA submitted to the :ecor“d excerpts from the HOPE VI grant, as well as
engineer's certificates, documenting the dilapidated conditions of the buildings that
qualified the property for demolition and redevelopment under the HOPE VI standards.

Based on this evidence of record, the Zoning Commission finds that the renovations of
certatn units were a temporary measure and that in order to achieve the long-term goals
of affordable housing for the city, DCHA exercised its authority in determining that
demolition of all but the Carroll Senior Building is necessary under the HOPE VI
~program

Dcn51tv and Lack of Open Space \

79.

80.

8l

I
ANC 6D,”ANC 6B, and the Committee pf 100 argued that the proposed project was too
dense and did not provide enough open space. ANC 6D contended that there is already
an overwhelming amount of commercial density proposed in near Southeast and
Southwest. ANC 6D further noted that the number of residents would more than double,
resulting in taller buildings and rowhouses without front or back yards. ANC 6D
estimated that the development would result in lot coverage of essentially 100 percent
with minimal parking. ANC 6D ant c1paked that the projected development would not be

- ablé to accommodate. grocery and other t“etall services necessary to maintain the vitality
of the neighborhood.”

ANC 6B similarly objected to the lack of open space, noting that the Canal Park and
Marine Barracks fields were at the dges\ of the development and would not compensate
foF the dearth of space at the heart of the Tpemdentlal community. ANC 6B suggested that
all residential decks should be a minimum of six feet deep to help alleviate this problem.
The Committee of 100 also objected to thl‘}e lack of greenery, play spaces, and recreational
places for family social life, and suggested a 10-percent reduction in the number of units.
It further noted that the recreational pppartunities at the Marine Barracks fields were not
being realized, despite a Memor dum of Agreement, because events were being
cancelled at the last minute. ‘

In response to these assertions, the pp]mcants provided documentation evidencing that
the proposed density of the PUD project is consistent with the density of surrounding
neighborhoods. At 2.21 FAR, the overall residential density is less than 25 percent more
than the density permitted in the existing R-5-B district, but still less than the 3.0 FAR
allowed under the PUD guidelines The requested density would accommodate an
increase in the housing supply while|replacing the same number of public housing units.
Based on the Applicants’ calculations, the 1,645 units over the net acreage of the site

equates to approximately 75 units per net acre. This is consistent with the existing
density of developments in the former tfouthwest Urban Renewal Area, which mixes
townhouse and high-rise buildings together, including Tiber Island at 99 units per acre,
Harbour Square at 71 units per acre, and\i Waterside Towers at 100 units per acre. The
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density of the consolidated PUD, jat approximately 51 units per acre, is similar to
developments on Capitol Hill located in both the R-4 and R-5-B districts. Examples
include Potomac Gardens at 56 units per acre, and the Lincoln Park area, which averaged
approximately 47 units per acre in the 26 squares studied.

The Commission is persuaded by testimony of the Applicants and by the need for a
sufficient level of density to support the: one-for-one replacement of the existing public
housing units that the overall densit an«ii the types of housing provided are appropriate.
The Commission finds that the corﬁparlson of densities of surrounding areas
demonstrates that the density proposed under the preliminary and consolidated PUD
" applications is reasonable and will p: Gwct'enough open space to support recreational and
other family social activities. The Commission finds no evidence of record to suggest
that that the PUD cannot thrive at
neighborhoods in the Capitol Hill an

a d;&,nsﬁy similar to that sustained in other stable
Southwest Urban Renewal areas.

ct'

ANC 6B and the Committee of 100 contésted the proposed height of buildings along the

. eastern end of M Street as too tall. They ¢contended that, at a proposed height of 110 feet,
‘the office buildings in the 600 block of M Street would loom over the neighboring Van
Ness School to the west and overshadow *Lhe proposed new rowhouses to the north. ANC
6B stated the height would be incons sten¢ with the 8" Street Overlay, which limits height
to 45 feet along 8" Street. The ANC suggested that such buildings would be more

. »appropnately located within the boundanc#s of the PUD along New Jersey Avenue, which

pemms a helght 130 feet i

The C ommission is concerned about the’ ‘height of 110 feet proposed by the Applicants

for the 600 M Street office buildings in $quare 882. These buildings would be located

immediately adjacent, with little setback, to low-rise townhouse dwellings to the north
“and at the eastern limit of the project along M Street, offering no opportunity to transition

to lower heights to the east. The Commisbion is not persuaded by the testimony of OP or

the Applicants, and instead finds that a,maximum height of 90 feet is appropriate in

Square 882 at this location. The designs bf the office buildings proposed for Square 882
- will be'subject to further review in a second-stage PUD application.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Pursuant to the Zoning RegulationsLthe PUD process is designed to encourage high-
quality development that provides public Hbeneﬁts 11 DCMR § 2400.1. The overall goal
of the PUD process is to permit flexibility of development and other incentives, provided
that the PUD project “offers a cdnmmend‘ ble number or quality of public benefits, and




Z.C. ORDER NO. 03-12C/03-13C

CASE NOS. 03-12C AND 03-13C
PAGE 29

that it protects and advances the p‘ blic health, safety, welfare, and convenience.” 11
DCMR § 2400.2.

Under the PUD process of the Zoning Regulations, the Zoning Commission has the
authority to consider this application as a consolidated or a first-stage PUD. The
Commission may impose development conditions, guidelines, and standards that may
exceed or be less than the matter-of-right standards identified for height, FAR, lot
occupancy, parking, and loading, and for'yards and courts. The Zoning Commission may
also approve uses that are permitted as special exceptions and would otherwise require
- approval by the Board of Zoning Adjustment.

The development of this PUD project will carry out the purposes of Chapter 24 of the
Zoning Regulations to encourage well-planned developments that will offer a variety of
building types with more attractive and efficient overall planning and design, not
achievable under matter-of-right dev lop)&nent.

The proposed PUD meets the mlmmurq area requirements of § 2401.1 of the Zoning
Regulations. ‘

The PUD is within the applicable height, bulk, and density standards of the Zoning
Regulations, and the height and density vﬂ/ill not cause a significant adverse effect on any
nearby properties. Residential use is approprlate for the site, which is located within a
~ Housing Opportunity Area: The co ex*pal office and retail uses are also appropriate at
the perlmeter of the site, in close proxi 1ty to mass transit. The site of the community
center is likewise appropriate, ‘desi ated fin the parks, recreation and open space category
on the Generalized Land Use Map. The impact of the project on the surrounding area is
not unacceptable. The proposed |development has been appropriately designed to
complement and respect existing adjacent buildings with respect to height and mass.

The Commission may process the| preliminary PUD application involving privately
- owned property whose owners have not signed the application, because a government
agency intends to acquire that pro erty by eminent domain or negotiated sale, and
~ because an owner's nghts will not be/affe¢ted by preliminary approval. The second-stage
PUD may not be processed without the required signatures of all affected private
property owners.

The PUD applications meet the contiguity requirements of § 2401.3.

The applications can be approved with conditions to ensure that any potential adverse
effects on the surrounding area from the dpvelopment will be mitigated.
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9. The project benefits and amenities, particularly the provision of housing, affordable
housing, and neighborhood-serving retail, are reasonable for the development proposed
on the site. The PUD responds to the surrounding residential and commercial
developments.

10.  The Applications seek an increase| in height and the aggregation of density and lot
" occupancy, as permitted by 11 DCMR §§ 2405.2, 2405.3, and 2405.4. The project
benefits and amenities, particularly the provision of housing in a Housing Opportunity
* Area, the creation of a new urban, mixed-use mixed-income community, the one-for-one
replacement of public housing units, the recreation and open space including the Canal
Blocks, the employment training, and social services counseling, are all reasonable trade-
offs for the requested development flexibility.
11.  Approval of this PUD is appropriate P)ecapsc the proposed development is consistent with
the present character of the area. |
|
12.  Approval of the PUD and related change in zoning is not inconsistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.

13. -..Tfhe’CommiSSion is required under D.C. Code Ann. § 1-309.10(d)3)(A) (2001) to give
© “great weight” to the issues and concern§ of the affected ANCs. As is reflected in the

Findings of Fact, the Commission has carefully considered the testimony and evidence
submitted by ANC 6D and ANC 6B.
i

14.  The applications for a PUD and I‘elatdid map amendment will promote the orderly
development of the site 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.

15.  The applications for a PUD and related map amendment are subject to compliance with
D.C. Law 2-38, the Human Rights Act of 1977.

In consideration of the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Zoning Commission
for the District of Columbia orders APPROVAL, consistent with this Order, of the Applications
for (1) preliminary review of a Planned Unit Development; (2) consolidated review of a Planned
Unit Development; and (3) a Zoning Map amendment from R-5-B to CR for certain designated
portions of the Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg HOPE VI redevelopment site. The Commission
waives a portion of the hearing fees for thes applications, so that the Applicants are required to
pay a fee of $77,100. This approval is subjecﬁt to the following guldehnes conditions, and
standards: SRCEE I
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The preliminary approval of the PUD shall apply to the following properties: Square 737,
those portions of Lot 814 and Reservation 17A that lie south of the southern right-of-way
line of I Street extended; Square 799, Lots 20, 27, 28, 29, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 50, 803, 805, 807, 808,809, 816, 818, 819, 825, 826, and 827; Square 800,
Lots 25, 26, 27, and 28; Square 824, Lots 37, 38, and 39; Square N853, Lot 809; Square
880, Lot 24; Square W881, that part of Lot 800 within 132 feet of 5 Street; Square 882,
Lot 76; and all of Squares 739, 767, 768,769, 797, 798, 825, and S825.

824; Lots 37, 38, and 39; Square S825, Lots 30, 31, 32, and 33; Square 880, Lot 24; and

The consolidated approval of the IJFD shall apply to the following properties: Square
all of Squares 797, 798 and 825.

A PUD-related map amendment shall rezone the following properties from R-5-B to CR
upon completion of the second-stage approval of the PUD: Square 769, that portion lying
more than 145 feet from the northern right-of-way line of M Street (including a portion of
Reservation 17D); Square 882, that portidn lying south of the midpoint of the Square; and
all of Squares 767 and 768 (including Reservations 17B and C).

The second-stage applications for ppréval of the PUD shall be based on the plans
prepared by Torti Gallas.and Partners, dd‘hed May 27, 2003, marked as Exhibit No. 19 in
the record of Case No. 03-12, in udir#g the revisions from the Supplemental Post-
Hearing Submission dated November 12, 2003 to include the property of the Van Ness
Elementary School (the "Preliminary Plans"), as modified by the guidelines, conditions
and standards herein. |

The project in its entirety shall include a maximum of 1,645 residential units, a maximum
of 702,000 square feet of gross floor area of office space, a maximum of 51,000 square
feet of gross floor area of retail space, and a community center including approximately
- 18,000 square feet of gross floor area. The distribution of uses and densities shall be as
shown on the Site Plan Development Data, Sheet S-3.1 of the Preliminary Plans.

- A minimum of 695 of the residential units shall be devoted to public housing, including
300 units in the two senior buildings, A minimum of 50 units shall be home-ownership
Section 8 units under the HUD program.

The overall maximum permitted residential density shall be 2.21 FAR across the project
as a whole, for a maximum permitted gross floor area of 2,092,081 square feet, including
the community center. The overall maximum permitted office and retail density shall be
0.80 FAR across the project as a whole (1,87 FAR based on the land area to be zoned C-
3-C and CR), for a maximum permitted gktommercial gross floor area of 753,000 square
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10.
11.

12.

13.

feet. The project shall also inclu e the density currently contained on the Van Ness
Elementary School site in Square 853N.

Except for roof structures, the maximum permitted heights shall be as follows:

a. For the office buildings in Square 769: 110 feet;

b. For the office buildings in Square 882: 90 feet; |

c. For the apartment buildings in Squares 768 and 769: 110 feet;
d.  Forthe apartment building in Square 739: 130 feet;

€. | “For the dapartment building |in Square 767 and the existing senior apartment
building in Square 825: 65 feet;

f. For the senior apartment building ﬁn Square 880: 50 feet;

2. For the remaining residential buildings: 45 feet;
h.- For the community center buillding;: 25 feet; provided that:
o
1. Roof structures may exceed the maximum permitted building height up to a

~maximum of 18 feet, 6 inches above the roof on which they are located, in
"dccordance with the provisio s of the Zoning Regulations.

The overall lot occupancy for the re 1den1tla1 buildings in ) the project shall not exceed 54
percent.

The design of buildings in the project shall comply with the Urban Design Guidelines set
forth in the Preliminary Plans.

The project shall include a mimimum of 1,980 off-street parking spaces. The distribution

of the spaces shall be as shown on the Parking Plan, Sheet T-3.0 of the Preliminary Plans.

Landscaping treatment shall be as shown on Sheet L-1.0 of the Preliminary Plans.

Outdoor decks having a minimum width of 6 feet shall be provided for all public housing
units in Squares 797, 798, 799, 800, 24,}3825, 8258, and 882 that have decks, as shown
on Exhibit 9 of the Applicants' Post Hea}‘ring Submission, marked as Exhibit 61 of the
Record in Case No. 03-12 (the “Post-Hearing Submission”).
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iron fences in public space to define a front yard for children or personal recreation space.

15.  The Applicants shall provide a mini

for first-floor retall use.

14. At least 20 percent of the market r ate townhomes shall be provided with low wrought
um floor height of 14 feet in those areas designated

on the operational details for community use of the playing fields on Reservation 19. The
Applicants shall submit a copy of the agreement with the filing of the first second-stage

16.. . The Applicants shall use their best e forts to reach agreement with the U.S. Marine Corps
apphcatlon

(in Square 769), Square 769, LLC shall contribute $46,000 to the Canal Park

17.  Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the office building at 250 M Street, S.E.
Development Association for use in

akupg improvements to the Canal Blocks Park.

Capper/Carrollsburg Venture, LLC shall contribute $137,000 to the Canal Park

18.  Prior to the issuance of the building ermﬁt for the 600 M Street, S.E. office buildings, the
Development Association for use in making improvements to the Canal Blocks Park.

buildings facing the Canal Blocks Park, the Applicants shall clear the portions of Squares
767, 768, and 769 (Reservations 17B, C, and D) to be used for the Canal Blocks Park of

- all other uses, shall bring the site to|rough level finished grade, and shall plant the site
“with grass.

-

19. »Pn.or to the issuance of the first imﬁcate of oc,cupancy for any of the residential

20.  The Applicants shall file an applicatjon for a building permit for the community center
building in Square W881 (also known as Reservation 19) by July 1, 2005, subject to
review by the National Park Service of the proposed uses. Plans shall be submitted to the
Zoning Commission as part of a second-stage application with sufficient lead time to
allow this deadline to be met. Construction shall start on the community center no later
than 180 days after the issuance of the building permit.

.2k The ‘Applicants shall carry out the Community and Supportive Services Program, a
C summary of which is included as Exhibit 5 in the Applicants' Post-Hearing Submission.

22.  The Applicants shall abide by the terms of the executed Memorandum of Understanding
with the D.C. Local Business Opportunity Commission in order to achieve, at a
minimum, the goal of thirty-five, percent (35%) participation by local, small, and
disadvantaged busimesses in the contracted development costs in connection with the
design, development, construction, m intenance, and security for the project to be created
as a result of the PUD project.  The Applicants shall provide information regarding
available jobs created by the project 1o the Capper/Carrollsburg on the Hill Community
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Development Corporation and to ANCs 6B and 6D for dissemination to the surrounding
communities.

The Applicants shall abide by the terms of the executed First Source Employment
Agreement with the Department of Employment Services in order to achieve the goal of
utilizing District of Columbia residents for at least percent fifty-one (51%) of the jobs
created by the PUD project. The Applicants will give special consideration for hiring of
residents from the Near Southeast community. The Applicants shall provide information
regarding available jobs created by the project to the Capper/Carrollsburg on the Hill
Community Development Corporation and to ANCs 6B and 6D for dissemination to the
surrounding commumtxes

!
The propertles in the consolidated NPUIZY) shall be subject to the following addmonal
guidelines, conditions, and standardsq

a. The consolidated PUD shall be developed in accordance with the plans prepared
by Torti Gallas and Partners d ﬂihe Lessard Architectural Group, dated May 27,
2003, marked as Exhibit 17 in the record of Case No. 03-12 (the

"Consolidated Plans"), as'm dxﬁéd by the guidelines, conditions, and standards
‘herein.

b. Landscaping, streetscape, alhd exterior lighting shall be as shown on the
-Consolidated Plans. Landsctap@g, streetscape, and lighting improvements to
public space shall be in accordande with the Consolidated Plans and as approved
by the Public Space Division of IDDOT The Applicants, their successors, or a
community association shall maintain all landscaping, streetscape, and lighting
improvements in good condition.

C. The Applicants shall have flexibility with the design of the consolidated PUD in
.. the following areas:

(1) To increase or decrease the overall number of units by no more than five
percent (5%);

(i)  To rearrange the unit types and mix within each square and to reallocate
unit types from one sguare to another, provided that the design for each
square and the overall consolidated PUD is consistent with the Urban
Design Guidelines in the Preliminary Plans:

e (1) To vary the location and design of all interior components, including
partitions, structutal slabs doors, hallways, columns, stairways,
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mechanical rooms, e‘evators, escalators, and toilet rooms, provided that
the variations do not change the exterior configuration of the buildings;

(iv)  To vary the final selection of the exterior materials within the color ranges
*  and material types as proposed, based on availability at the time of
construction; and

(v) To make minor refinements to exterior details and dimensions, including

. .> --balcony enclosures, belt courses, sills, bases, cornices, railings, and trim,
or any other changes to comply with the building code or that are
otherwise necessary tg -obtain a final building permit.

” No building permit shall be issued for the consolidated PUD until the Applicants

have individually recorded covenants in the land records of the District of
Columbia, between the owners and the District of Columbia, satisfactory to the-
Office of the Corporation Counsel and the Zoning Division of the Department of
Consumer and Regulatory ffaq-s (DCRA). Such covenants shall bind the
Applicants and all successorE in:title to construct on and use the property in

_accordance with this order or amendment thereof by the Zoning Commission.

-

Notwithstanding Condition 2 d, above, Senior Building No. 1 (in Square 880)
may proceed as a matter of right if it meets all the requirements of the R-5-B

- _district applicable to the 1ot lexisting at the time the building permit is issued.

Upon recordation of the covenant, required by Condition 24d, above, for Square
880, the lot may be subdivided as set forth in the Consolidated Plans.

The Office of Zoning shall not release the record of this case to the Zoning
Division of DCRA until the Applicants have filed copies of the covenants with
the records of the Zoning Commission.

The consolidated PUD approved by the Zoning Commission shall be valid for a
period of two years from the effective date of this Order. Within such time, the

~ first application must be filed for a building permit as specified in 11 DCMR §

2409.1. Construction on the first building shall begin within three years of the
effective date of this Order.

An individual Applicant shall be responsible for carrying out those conditions of this
Order that are applicable to each specific property and shall not be responsible for the
obligations or requirements of the other Applicants.

Any application for second- -stage approval of the PUD shall include the signature of all
owners of the property involved.
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27.  The second-stage approval may be requested in one or more applications. Ifthere is to be
only one second-stage application, that application shall be filed within 18 months of the
effective date of this Order. If there is to be more than one second stage application, the
first second-stage application shall be filed within 18 months of the effective date of this
order and that application shall include a phasing plan for the remaining applications.

... Approval of the first-stage application shall be for a period of four years from the
" effective date of this Order.

28, Néﬁpﬁliéatfbn for second-stage approval shall be filed until the Applicants have recorded
the covenants required by the Regulations and Condition 24d of this Order for the
‘consolidated PUD. .

29." The Applicant is required to compl fully with the provisions of the Human Rights Act of
1977, D.C. Law 2-38, as amended, and this order is conditioned upon full compliance
with those provisions. In accordance with the D.C. Human Rights Act of 1977, as
amended, D.C. Official Code § 2-1401.01 et seq., (Act) the District of Columbia does not
discriminate on the basis of actual or perceived: race, color, religion, national origin, sex,
age, marital status, personal appearance, sexual orientation, familial status, family

. responsibilities, matriculation, political affiliation, disability, source of income, or place

of residence or business. Sexual harassment is a form of sex discrimination that is also

- prohibited by the Act. In addition, harassment based on any of the above protected

_categories is also prohibited by the Act. Discrimination in violation of the Act will not be

tolerated. Violators will be subject to disciplinary action. The failure or refusal of the

Applicant to comply shall furnish grounds for the denial or, if issued, revocation of any
building permits or certificates of occupancy issued pursuant to this Order.

Vote of the Commission taken at its public meeting held on January 12, 2004, to approve,
subject to conditions, the application for consolidated PUD approval in Case No. 03-12 by a vote
of 4-0-1 (Carol J. Mitten, John G. Parsons,| Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May in favor; James
" H. Hannaham not present, not voting).

* Vote of the Commission taken at its public meeting held on February 6, 2004, to approve,
subject to conditions, the application for preliminary PUD approval in Case No. 03-13 by a vote
of 4-0-1 Carol J. Mitten, John G. Parsons, Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May in favor; James H.
Hannaham not present, not voting).

This Order was originally adopted by the Zpning Commission at its public meeting on February
6,.2004, by a vote of'4-0-1 Carol J. Mitten, John:G. Parsons, Anthony J. Hood, and Peter G. May
in favor; James H. Hannaham not present, not voting).
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Government of the District of Columbia

orriceE or ZONING

* *

Z.C. CASE NOS.: 03-12 & 03-13

As Secretary to the Commission, I herby certify that on 0cT 0 172005 copies of this
Z.C. Corrected Order No. 03-12C/03-13C were mailed first class, postage prepaid or sent
by inter-office government mail to the following:

1. D.C. Register

6. Councilmember Sharon Ambrose
2. Whayne Quin, Esg.
Holland & Knight, LLP 1 7. Office of Planning (Ellen
2099 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. McCarthy)
Washington, D.C. 20006
3. Ken Laden, DDOT
3. Andy Litsky, Chair
ANC 6D 9, Zoning Administrator
65 I Street, SW
Washington, DC 20024 10. Julie Lee
General Counsel
4. Mary Williams, Chair 941 North Capitol Street, N.E.
ANC/SMD 6D03 Suite 9400
1257 Carrolisburg Place, S.W. Washington, D.C. 20002
Washington, D.C. 20024
5. Gottlieb Simon
ANC

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

}\
|
\

ATTESTED BY&% /]/MD/ AN 2\ 7(7 @7 ///Vl 1 |

: Smon S. Schellin
- Acting Secretary to the Zoning Commission
Office of Zoning

441 4™ St., N.W., Suite 210-S, Washington, D.C. 20001
Telephone: (202) 727-6311 E-Mail Addrédss: zoning_intotdcoz.de.gov Web Site: www.dcoz.de.gov




