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Z .C . ORD
CASE Nn .
SAGE 2

532

includi_ncT affiece, retail, pausing, and
maximum height of ninety feet, a ma~simum
(FARE of 6 .5 ~~or_ residential and other
maximurr~ lot accupancl; of one hundred

The C-4 District is the dowxrtawn core aamprising the retail
and office center=> for both the District of Columbia and the
metropolitan area, and allows office, retail, housing and
mixed uses to a maximum height of 110 or 13Q feet, a maximum
lot occupancy of one hundred percent, and a. maximum floor_
area ratio (FAR} of 8 .5 ar 10 .Q, with the maximum height and
FAR based upon the width of adjai~.ing streets .

~`he zoning pattern immediately north, south, east, and west
of the site is HR/C-3-C . I'a.rther north is HR/SL?-2, fas~ther
northeast and_ east is C-3-C, HR/R-5®D and FiRJSP-2, and
farther west and south is C-~ .

off-site hour

uses to a
oar area ratio
tted uses,

cent .

site appears to be in a 12igh-density mixed.-use area,
ac:cardinq to the "Generalized. Land tT=;e maps" of t~~re
Comprehensive flan for the Motional Capital, that calls for
bath oc~mmercial and residential uses . Additionally, th~v~
hauling opportunity area ie northeast of the si.t.e and Mount
Vernon Square along 7t.h Street, according to the Residential
Land. use policies ma~> of the Comprehensive Flan .

e District of Columbia Gffice of F1,.anning {OPT, by prelim°
nary report d.a.ted April 30, 1987, recommended that the
Zanin.q Commission authorize the scheduling of a public
hearing . OP believed that the following were issues of
cancerne

1.ow and madez°ate income housing eleswhere
area ~~ratzld satisfy the mixed l.ise designatian~

On N1ay 11, 1.38?, at its regular monthly meeting, the
District of Columbia Zoning Commission considered ~.,~hether_
authorize the scheduling of a public hearing far the case .

2 .

	

the contribution for aaauisition and rehabilitation of
would oansist of $1 .15 milliorrP and

the pausing, transportation, and economic devel_apmerzt
elements are mast imparta.nt in the case .

Na other letters in support or apposition were received .

Advisar~T Neighbar?~raod Commission - 2C, by report dated Tay
7, 1987, voted to recommend the autYr.ar1_zatian of a public
heari :~rg, but did not state any issues and cancerne as the
basis far its recommendation .
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Upon consideration of the <~pplication acrd the views of OP
and ANC

	

2C ~

	

it is the opinion of the Commission that the
application requests an exclusively cammerciai level a1= FAR
that is not compatible Faith trae level oL- development
perzn~_tted by the zoning of the i_mzz~ediate area . The
Cazr~zn~_ssian further believes that the application
sufficient meri+~: to be set do~~,~n for public hearing .

The proposed develapzr~ent is not a significant improvement.
avex° that which coLZ.ld be done as a zzzatte~_~°of°right .

The HR/C-3°C. district
which would establish
midst of the HR
compatible zoning .
inconsistent wife the
of the Zoning Regulations,
spat zanin.g .

The Commission is mindful of the x_°ecammendatians of the
Office of Planning, but believes the subject application, as
filed, is not. in the best interest of the District of
Ca~_umbia, is incansistent with the intent and purpose of the
Zoning NIap and Zoning Act, and is incansistent with the
Comprehensive Plan far the I~Iatianal Capital>

Commission . believes that it would be apprapr_i_~.te to
consider a lower FEAR, retention of the existing zoning, and
the development of residential or hotel uses in the
immediate areas that are consistent with the provisions of
Tita_e
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Based on the foregoing reasons, the Zoning Commission
t.herefare orders that the application i.n Z .C . Case Ivo .
87°l9C be DENIED a public hE;aring, ~a~.thaut prejudice .

Vote of the Gommissian taken at its ~:>ublic: meeting of May
ll, 1987$ 3°2 (Commissioners George M . White, John G .
Parsons and Lindslelr Williams to deny without prejudice
Maybela_e T . I3ennett and Patricia N . ~Iathews, apposed~ .

z~~NDSZ,E~ ~, zIJ IA^~~S
an
Camm~..ss ~_on

zcorder~~?,tEBl8

should be prater,ted from ar~~endments
islands of incansistent caning in +,she
ay District, and removed Pram
°4 zoning would therefore be
tent and purpose of the text and map

az~d would c,orzst.itute unreasonable
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Fxectative~ Director
Zoning Sec°retar


