GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS
BUILDING AND LAND REGULATION ADMINISTRATION
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MEMORANDUM =
5

TO : Madeliene H. Robinson —~3

Acting Director
Office of Zoning

./”2

FROM : Joseph F. Bottner, Jr. -
Zoning Administrator 3

SUBJECT : Zoning Commission Case No. 93-9C
amendment at 21lst & H Streets, N,V

UD and Map
. - GWU/WETA)

First, my'apology for being tardy in responding to your
memorandum dated November 15, 1993, relating to the above
referenced subject. I do request to Zoning Commission to

waive its rules and practice to allow this reply to become a
part of the record. ’

I have reviewed the document you enclosed with your
memorandum. My purpose in the review was to provide S
comments with respect to the Height of Building Act:of 1910.

It is my view that the building in the area of "Studio A"
"in conflict with the "height of building" as regulated by
the Act of 1910. The Act of 19810 allows the height to be
"measured from the level of the sidewalk opposite the middle

of the front of the building to the highest point of the
roof.

is

When the question on the height, as well as mechanical
equipment was first presented, I was under the impression
that it wWas identical to the property a 0 First Street,
N.E. However, upon retr1ev1ng the files fonr 110 First
Street, N.E., I realized it is not identical.

The setback requirements of a roof structure under ™~
provisions of the Act of 1910 have always been interpreted
by the Zoning Division as being required to set back from
the property line which adjoins a street, The setback of

ZONING COMMISSION

EnﬂmTlW;




a roof structure under the Zoning Regulations now requires
roof structures to set back from the exterior walls.
Consequently, it is my opinion that the Zoning Commission,
under a Planned Unit Review, does have authority to waive
the setback of a roof structure from a property line which
does not adjoin a street.

cc: Peter Maszak



Gouernment of the Bistrict of Colwmbis

OFFICE OF THE CORPORATION COUNSEL
JUDIGIARY SOUARE
441 FOURTN 8T, MW,
WASHINGTON, D, € 2000t
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T0: Madalians H. Robineon R *
Director, Office of Zoning DA P
. : Y oh el
FROM: Pater fseged ssak =" a
Assistant Co tation Counssl g
BUBJECT: Haight Act of 19103 Iasues Raised ‘in Zoning

Comnisaion Casa No. 93-9C (GWU/WETA PUD)

Tou have requasted our advice concezning tha compliapce
of the above project with the 1910 Eaight Act, D.C. Code 8§ S5=405
(1992). We are sdvised by tha O0ffice of the Zoning Aduinistra~
tor that the above project complies with his intstprataction
of the Zoning Regulations and with priocr adainistrvstive practice
of his O0ffice. Ve also understand that the Zoning Admindiecrator
will sdviee you about his interpretation of the Haight Act of
1910 as 4t applies to .tha abovs case. PFinally, we undervstand
that thare 4is adninistrative precedeunt by the 2oning Adminis-
trator supporting his interpretation.

In tha avant that you require further legel reviav of the
abova issues, pleasa countsct this Office at 727-6240. The 0ffice
of the Zoming Adainistrator has not rasquested legsl advice
cn this natter at this time.

ccs James Randall, oCc



