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PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO THE DORCHESTER HOUSE APARTMENTS 
EXPANSION 

We the undersigned tenants of the DorchesteT House Apartmet\ts, 2480 1 ~ Street. N. W ., 
Washington, 20009 are opposed to the application of 04-~6 (the Dorchester F..xpansion). The 
expansion Will reduce the quality of life. safety and habitability. The project will increase 
congestion and result in the loss of affordable renal housing and parking. Moreover, Ulis project 
will have an adverse economic and social and impact on all residents. 

Jlts·/()" 

s \' s\~b 

I//1or,. 
3j~/o(p 
~r rtS:{ o'f 
~/1~/IJ '.r· 

.~/tr{d'& 

3-L~--ao 

· ~J·t5Jov 
osftr/~ 

.3/ ,>(o6 
z(ti/~ 
3-tr-o<e 

lgj002/011 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 04-36
125 ZONING COMMISSION

District of Columbia
CASE NO.04-36
EXHIBIT NO.125



04/2B/2006 FRI 3:31 FAX tony 

PETITION IN OPPOSmON TO THE DORCHESTER HOUSE APARTMENTS 
~AN$ ION 

We the undersigned tenan.lS of the Dorchester House Apartments, 2480 16tb Streelt N. w ... 
Washington, 20009 are opposed to the application of04-36 (the Dorchester Expansion). The 
expansion will reduce the quality of life, safety and habitability. The project wiU increase 
congestion and result in the loss of affordable renal housing and parking. Moreover, this project 
will have an adverse economic and social and impact on all residents. 
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ZONING COMMISION FOR THE DISTRIC OF COLUMBIA 

DORCHESTER HOUSE APARTMENTS EXPANSION 
2480 -u;m STREET, N.W., 
W ASIDNGTON DC 

CASE04-36 

ADDITIONAL TEST,JMONV ON BEHALF OF 
DORCHESTER HOUSE TENANTS 

At the previous hearing held on March 30, 2006 before the Zoning 
Commission during the landlord's presentadon there was a feeJ,ing of deja' vu- aD 
over ap.in. A rleh powerfUl la,ndlord with his hired experts and high prieed lawyers 
against pro se tenants. Quite frankly I felt rather discouraged. Conseq••tJy l had 
planned to just read IQ.Y submitted testimony into the record and eaO it a day. My 
hope continued to deeline with the testimony of the office ofP:a.uning in support of 
the landlords. However my hope began to grow when the cross examinatioo of the 
landlords' testimony by the Zoning Commissioners oecarred. My hope continued to 
rebuUd by listeumg to the testimonies of Christine Sawn of the National Planning 
Commission, S. Batra from the Reed-Cooke Neighborhood Association and that of 
our ANC-lC Commissioner. However my hope really soared when the ANC 
chairman Ml-. Roth did a :masterfUl job at reveaHng the weaknesses in the landlords' 
plans and presentation. We the tenants of the Dorchester Rouse wish to thank tbose 
presenters very mueb for their support; we are very grateful to you. 

Several other things dawned ou me d1irlng tbe bearing most obvious were the 
following; 
1]. There was a general lack of details and specifieity in the maps displayed by the 
laJtdlords making .it difficult to fully realize the extent of the proposed ehauges. 
2] How little IDformadon the Dorchester House tenants bad going into the 
hearing in spite of the faet that Dorchester Tenant Association (DT A) president 
Elinor Jolmson bad $&de a request for said information; her request was ignored. 
Landlord entered into the record that the t'ea&on tbey did not meet with the tenants 
was because they were in a lawsuit regarding the eleet:lon of oflieers. We beUeve 
that the landlords is just making excuses beuusc during that period we had a court 
agreement that while things were being sorted out in mediation the status quo of the 
DTA was to be maintained. This meant that If the landlord really wished to meet 
with Dorchester tenants they eould have done so through CampbeU Johnson, the 
president ofDTA at that time. Besides our election took plaee sinee October, 2005 
yet no a~pt was made by the landlords to eontaet us about meeting. It was we 
who eontaeted the landlords requesting a meeting. We were then infonned that 
landlords wiU not meet us in the building; we had to qree to me at another location 
some bloek$ away. That manouever was not lost on tenants; it was clear to us that 
landlord wish to minbnlze the pardelpatlon of tenants at the meeting. Some of us 
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attended the meeting anyway in spite of the faet that it was only a few days removed 
from the Zoning Commission h..,mg Meny tenants did not attend. 

The not so obvious observations made at the bearing were the clever games 
that were played out In the presence of the Zoi'Jing Commiuion v~: 
1] In order for the landlord to transfer 16th Street Zonlng parameters to the 17th 
Street Zoning parameters landlords made the attempt to satisfy the requirement of 
Rule 2401.3 of tile DC Mur:dcipal Regulations that ea.lls for "contiguity" between the 
two buDdings by proposing the construction of a ~imal conneetingliDk~ between 
the buDdings. In order to do so the most beautiful gardenllke green space ador.-.ed 
with matured majestic trees wiD be destroyed and wW be replaced by some 
eosmedeaUy desigued allotted green space area which pales in eomparlson to ~hat 
was there previously. It is pretty obvious that the only reason for eomtraeting the 
"minim~ connecting link" is to be able to transfer the parameters of one zone( R-5-
D ) to that of gother ( R-5-B ) so as to represent the two buildings as one: It is 
obvit;tus that huldlord Is about to eonstruet a building that is much ditJerent than the 
existing buDding; two stand alone buDding, e_ach independent of the other and 
therefo.-e the laudlords should not be allowed to qualify them as one building based 
on a "minimal connecting link", a connedion of convenience. 
21 In u. attempt to provide parking spaces during the period when the present 
parldng Jot Is not available landlords II pJanniDg to destroy not only the two other 
gardenlike green spaces along with their beautlfal shade trees but also some 
pedestrian sidewalks on the .Kalorama Road side of the Dorchester House. 
Dest;ruetion of sid~alks wm expose pedestrians, thus affected, to unsafe and 
huardous eonclidons,· In addition ·the antldpated tnlftie load plaeed on 17~ Street 
delivery entrance by the defivery trucks of Harris Teeter groeery (40 a day1 we are 
told) plus tbe Jaadlords' planned 17tb Street eotnmee to the new butlding 
juxtaposed right next to the Harris Teeter delivery si~ entnmee promises to be a 
horrendous U'not nightmarish traffic and parking problem. Besides 17lh Street is a 
narrow street with just two available Janes that are meapable of aecommodatiag 
such congestion. 
3) When the question was put the laild lord a to bow long wiD the new 
building remain a rental their only response to such inqui_ry was that et present they 
had no plans to convert to eondo. However the writing Is on the waD. Most or the 
rentals in the new buDding wW be high priced and as sueh will be out of rent 
controL Currendy landlords have already started a project to put individual meters 
in eaeh apartment and in the present Dorehester House and is about to make major 
renovatioDS to the present building that can result bi major "temporary" 
displacements and resulting in drastic changes in reuts thatwUI make the 
"temporary" displacements permanent. Connecting the dots oae ean foresee that by 
embarldng on a gradual process of displaeements followed by non aftordable rent 
inensses the landlords wfU slowly but surely make the two bulldfags one buDding 
tree froD:l rent control. Under this scenario the proposed "miDimal conneetblg liDk." 
that attempts to make the two buildings one looms large in i01portaaee. Should the 
landlords be allowed to get away witb this "false linkage" Dorchester Rouse tenants 
and others in the community wnlsuffer immensely? 
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Because of these games played out befo.-c the Zoning Commission we are 
convlneed that the landlord is tryillg to put Bpstiek (the pmes; false ameaftic8 
paekages) on a pig (their proposed plans). Aetually the games that people play 
knowingly or i~u•4vertently an have profound negative efl'eets and even miintended 
consequenec.s. The Intent of the J~~~:~dlords may have been noble. What they intend 
to do Is elear. What Is not so clear and what we who are opposed to their phms are 
trying to make elear before this august body of Commjssioaers arc the Etleets of 
their Intent on the tenan~ of Dorchester House and me.nbe.rs of the surrounding 
e9mmunity. Foeusing mainly on the Intent of their proposed plans without equal 
ecmeerns for probable Efl'eets is indeed h-respousible and even reckless. 

VIolation of Dtle 11, Chanter l4 DC Municipal Rcgglations 

Some Rides Wlder Sectious 2400 PUD) of ehapter 24 were violated viz.: 

2400.2 
Rule ealls for " ... provision of desired public spaces and amenities;" 

Violation- the proposed "desired public spaecs" are not desired by the ANC's, the 
Reede-Cooke Neighborhood Assoeiation (RCNA), the National Planning 
Commission (NPC) nor by the tenautl of Dorchester House (t-DB)-as per 
testimonies. 

2400..3 
Rule ealls for ...... compatibility w.ltb. clty wide aud neighborhood goals and 

SCIISitivtty to environmental proteetion and historie preservation objectives;" 

Violation- clearly there is little or no c:olllpatibility with the c:oneerils of ANC's, 
RCNA, NPC, and t-DH and little or no envlroamental protection as is seen from the 
dcstruetion of the vario11s green garden like spaces and matured majestic trees. 

2400.4 
Rule eaJJs for" ••• assurance of adeqQate standards for the protection of publle 

health, safety, welfare ad convenience;" 

Violation- the plaelng of parked vehicles right under the bedroom windows of some 
apartments become a serlo• health h87..a:rd during summer months when tenants 
tend to lelive their windows open to get fresh air. T-.u does not give assurance to 
those tenants in that location that adequate standards are being put in place for the 
protection of pubUe and their health safety welfare and eonvenieuees. AddldonaU:y, 
the proposed disruption of the sidewalk on the .Kalorama side of Do .-diester House 
does not •eet assvanee standards that pedestrians will view as adequate protection 
of their health, safety, welfare and convenience. 
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2401 

2401.1 
b) 

Area Requirement 

••• minimum area requirement for zoae division R-5-B Is 1 acre; 

Violatio:Q..,.. The parkillg lot area does not appear to be 1 acre. 

2401.3 ••• buDdlngs should be contiguous 

Violation - "miair-.al coDDectiDg Ji.uk" pnJposed is analogous to the landlords 
relcasbig two bird flo birds 011 us. One of tlaose birds (the lipstick bird) fties 
between R-5-B and R-5-D trying to make those two :woe districts 011e (perhaps 
creating a new zone dlstriet- zone R-5-BD -one strain of the bird flu). .The other 
bird (tlle irresponsible bird) 1Ues between the Intent of th~ proposed plans anc.l the 
probable Effects of the proposed plaDB without s~riously aclmowledging what those 
Etl'ects ean be. Pursuing Intent without adequately accounting for the Effects must 
be coD.ild.ered as irresponsible. It seems to reason that in order to avoid the spread 
of the bird Du in zones R-5-B and R-5-D we must kiD those two birds with on~ stone 
-the stone of denial of the proposed plans submitted by applicants. 

2404 Filing Requirement 

2404.9 ••• .Notice to the releva.ut parties SHALL also include applicants 
availability to discuss the proposed development with all intc.-estecl and affected 
pardes. 

Violation- This condition was never JQet by $ppliearrt. If we the tenants of the 
Dorchester Bouse through our DTA president Elinor .Johnson did not request a 
meeting with q.ppllcant we would have enterecl the hearing without meeting 
applicaDt. AppliQlnt was qtiick. to point out thd the reason for not meeting with as 
was because the DT A was engaged in a lawsuit over election of officer and perhaps 
could not wait on us to resolve the issue. Two things: 11 there wa a court 
agreement that the status quo shaD prevail wbDe we sort a solutlon to o'Dr prOblem. 
This meant that DT A was alive and was to be represented by Campbell Johnson 
untn in the Interim. So appJieaut could have address the ~p,t8 via Campbell 
Johnson. 2] New officers were~ sbice October, 2005 satisfying the med~ted 
agreement between the contending parties bringing a resolution to the eon:ftiet, but 
stiU there was no request for a meeting with O'Dt tenants was made by applieant 
since that time. SUrely 2404.9 was violated. 

In dosing I Wish to mendon that the Dorehester House tenants represent a 
cross section of America- there are HJiion, the middle aged and the young; people 
of an races, colors, religion and nationaUty. Some of u have Hved here well over teu 
years now and will Hke to continue living here. Should the landlord be allow,cl to 
move forward with their plans, iD the grand scheme of tllings many of us teoants 
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Q18Y be eventually displaced. Even right now some of'QS are beginning to feel Hke 
the last hold outs apbuit the rayages of gentrifieation. 

The other night some tenants of the Don:hester House braved the night to 
attend a meeting wit{l Mr. Hoskinson that he sdlednled some bloeks away from the 
Po rebater House. 1 was re811y toQched by a teu,JQlt who came to the meeting In a 
wheel chair aad a~mpanied by his wife. At the end of the meeting some of as 
raiHed arouoci the wheel ebalr partieipant and walked he and bls wife safely back to 
tbe builcUng. In the group soinc us were young, some not so young, some white, 
some bladllndividuals; for sure none of us were rich. We were just a group of 
tenants who cared for each other and who ~ro for our home. 

FIDally we understand that of course the landlord is within their rights to 
bulld a separate buUt:liq on the par.kiJaa lot under the zoning laws governfng that 
zoning area. However we strongly disagree with l.a:Qdlords' .-eqnest to do otherwise. 

On behalf of the teDaDts of the Dorchester House we wish to thank the 
members of the Zoning Commission for giving us aa opportunity to voice our 
opp~ition In this matter before you. 

Submittetl by: 

Rudolph Douglas. 
Member of Board of Direetors 
,Porellester Tenant Assoelatioa 
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ZONING COMMJSION FOR THE DISTRIC OF COLUMBIA 

DORCHESTER HOUSE APARTMENTS EXPANSION 
2480-16"1 STREET.N.W., . . . 
W ASBINGTON DC 

CASE04-36 

REASONS FORDJSALLOYING THE PROPOSED 
DORCIIF;STER HOUSE EXPANSION 

On behalf of residcilt tenants of tb4t Dorchester House the following 
argumeuts are offered as to why tlle Zoning CoJDJDissiou Should Not Allow the 
zoning amendments requested by the landlords. · 

PREAMBLE 

Many of the current tenants moved in the .Dorchester House for its beautiful 
external appeal'@ce, tbe spacious apartments, the wonderlullaadseapblg with large 
age old trees arid deligbtful green gardens. To an onlooker, it is almost as though 
the Dorchester Bouse should be deel,ared • historic site. 

However If the landlords have their way before the Zoniilg ColllJDbJsion. 
those beaadfuJ. trees will be go~e so also will the green gardens spaces as we know 
tbem siuce the landlords intend to replace tbem with "green spaees" we do not 
appreciate. In addition the few remaining affordable apartments are programmed 
for exdnelion since the present ap~ents are due for a luxury upgrade iD order to 
daarge present tenants more reut. Apparently not only is the bnage and ambience 
of the Dorchester House as we know it ID serious Jeopardy ))u.t also many tena11ts 
who are senior and those on fixed. income stand to be displaced by the .landlords' 
future plans for the present Do.rehester Hou.sc. Besides these proposed ehanges U. 
the laudseape of the yard area amounts to the violation of our leases whiela we 
signed with the ~peetation of enjoying the ambienee of the shade trees and green 
gardens. 

Parking Problem 
It is to be expeeted tbat with adc:Qtional tenants enter the Dorchester 

eontplu, parking fOr those tenants who may not be able to aft'ord tbe fee for 
parldng ID the garage wm be on the streets. At present the streets around tbe 
p:.-oposed buildmg complex is at a saturation point where parking is c:oneem. The 
question then is where tbose people are going to park. 

.Another point is during the destruetlon of the present parking lot and the 
construction of the new facility where wm tenants park? 1 beHeve landlords plan Is 
to create a new parking lot on tbe Euclid stnet side near to the sixteeu street side, 
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right under the windows and outside the patios of tenants in that area of the 
builcUng. This is one e:xample of the resultant destruction of green garden spaces 
and the fa.Diilg of aged old tnes. Here, there is a Jack of assurance that adequate 
standards arc put in place for the proteetion of tenants' health safety because of the 
potential of excess exhaust fume and vehleular noise in close proJdmity with 
apartments. Surely this plaaned parking area is not a desirable public spa"" 
Excavation of the last remaining garden space wiD occur In order to construct the 
underground garage. NeecUess to say, once more matured shade trees wUl be 
saerifieed. When earth surfaces are replaeed by concrete or odler artificial surfaces 
the heat :rro_.. the sun is not absorbed but Is refleeted back causing a rise m 
temperature of the aft'eded area a,nd ~Qore water run oft' to the surrounding areas 

Conneding Building 
Clearly hpadlord is eoastnlctlng the CODDedion between the two bUilding in 

order to satiSfy the "contiguous" clause contained in Chapter24 of the District of 
ColumbiaMgnidpal Regll)ation, Title 11, section l104.3. However in so doblg sueh 
construction will negatively impact on the tenants on thllt side of the ba.Uding. The 
negative -eets U.clude excess noise and the actual displacement of some tcuants in 
that area of the buDding~ 

Rent Controlled Building-Non Rent Controlled and L.;txury Creep 
Landlord is attempting to merge a supposedly rent controlled buDding with a 

non rent controlled. The understanding is that the new buDding wDl be a luary 
apartment building with a few a:f:for.dable apartments set uida. However already 
the landlords have embarked upon the lumry upgrade of the apari(D~nts •n the 
existing apartment building with the promise that tenants wUI be ebarge market 
rates. Such on going project iD the existing buDding will lead to extensive tenant 
displacements and a gradual phasing out of the few remaining affordable rentals 
units that presently exist. All things f;Onsidu thi$ proposed merging of the two 
buUdlngs promises to be a classic case of a "luxury creep conversion" involving a 
rcntcontroUed buDding and • luxury buDding. 

R -5- B Merged With R 5 D 
The zone of the proposed new buDding is supposedly in a split uned area of 

R -5 B BDd ~ -5- D. AetuaDy it appears that the bulk of said buDding wiD be In R 5-
B; only the coimectlng structure will be in the R -5- D zone. Hence since the 
proposed 11l'Xllry aparqoents uni'JS wiD be exclusively ia zone R 5- B then the density 
for that part of the building should be what zone R 5- b density mandated to be. It 
is obvious especially when considering the landlords lnlu.I plans that the only 
reqsou the co~eeting buDding is being introduced is to make an argument for the 
transference ofR -S.. D density to 
R 5- B density and not for the eoavenience of the pubUc good as Is stated. It is our 
belief that this merger maneDver is simply a move to maximize laudlords, return on 
their investment. What it does inadvertently is it increases the density of the 
number of tenants who may Q.eed to park oa the street. We know it is Uke musical 
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chain find.inK a parldng space around the Dorchester. Some tenants decide just not 
to possess a vehicle because of the existing parkiag problem. 

Public Use- PubJie Good- Public Purpose 
When one eu,mines this proposed ven~re from the lens of the Public Use vis 

a vis Public Purpose one realizes that the majority of the Pub~ ibat may use the 
fadlldes will be the tenaut oec:upants of the c:omplex.. One then wonders what 
PubUe Pupose was the motivation for the proposed venture. Certainly it was not 
for the enhancement of the qaa6ty of li_fe of life of the tenants of Dorchester Rouse. 
Landlords are busy eourting tbe support of ov neighbors by providing amenity 
paekages to JubUee Rousing and the Meridian Park Association but the neglects to 
offer anything to Dorchester House 'i'ena.ts but grievances, ineonvenleneies, 
possible clisplacxmaent of tenant and an eventual erosion of the few remaining 
affordable rental apartments. So where Is the Public Good as far Dorchester ilouse 
tenants are concerned? It seems to be sadly ov.-looked or -.ore exactly- ignored. 

The IJpstiek- The Pig 
Landlords' willing to court the support the surrounding neighbors by 

otrerlng them -.menity packages, landlords' attempt to adjust the density of the R ~ 
5- B zone to that of a R 5-D zone and landlords' proposed solution of the parking 
problem are the Jlpstl$ (cosmetics). The Pig is tbe potential dlseomforts, 
inconveniencies, parking headaches, destruetion of aged old trees and gRCD 

gardens, displacement of tenantl by the erosion of affordable housing and the creep 
of luxury apartment conversions; all this aeeoJQpanied by a blatant disregards for 
the health welfare, safety and qu_ality of life of the present Do.-ebester bouse tenants. 

Con~luslon 
Honorable members of the Zoning it is the opinion of many tenants at 

Dorchester Roue th"-t 'Cle landlords in eonstructiug this pn»po.waJ have the Lipstick 
on a Pig. For that reason we respeetfally request that you deny the zoning 
amendnteuts sought by the landlords. 

SubmiUed by: 

Rudolph Douglas 
Member, Board of Directors 
Dorchester Teaant Association 
2480 16dt Street; N.W., 
Apartment 514, 
Wasbhapon DC 20009. 
202 806 6260. 
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