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5241 43ni Street, NW 
Washmgton, D.C 20015 
October 5, 2005 

Re Zonmg Cormmsston Case 04-33A (Map and Text Amendments, Inclus10nary Zomng 
Overlay District) 

Comments m Opposition to a Broad Mappmg of the Overlay Distnct and 
m Opposition to the mclus10n of the Wtsconsm Avenue Comdor m the Inclusionary 

Zonmg Overlay Distnct 

Dear Ms. Mitten· 

The Office ofPlanmng Is proposmg a very broad mappmg of the Inclusionary Zonmg Overlay 
Dtstnct prectsely when It Is most appropnate to move with caution, and adopt a more focused 
mapping that Will allow for an evaluation of the Impact of this program. 

The broad, city-wide mappmg under consideration Will set mto motion a dynamic which will. 

• Accelerate the displacement of low mcome households from low-cost market rate housmg 
m neighborhoods such as Columbia Heights which are expenencmg a boom m the 
development of luxury condommiums 

• Dtsplace low-mcome households m many parts of the D1stnct to prov1de substdlzed luxury 
housmg for households wtth a higher target mcome than those displaced. 

• Prov1de the most valuable bonus densities m neighborhoods where development of luxury 
condommmms is already attractive, and where the mcreased development 1s taxmg the 
available mfrastructure 

• DIScourage the development of new and rehabthtated market-rate housmg that would be 
affordable to the households targeted by this program. 1 

As pomted out m earher testimony, there are several perverse mcenttves built mto the formulas for 
bonus densities and the associated affordable housmg reqUirements. 2 

• Smce developers can count affordable umts that are bemg provtded pursuant to federal and 
other D1stnct housmg programs toward the requrrements of this overlay, the actual 
addition of affordable units IS below the amounts estimated by OP. Many of those umts 
would likely have been produced absent th1s overlay based on the other programs that 
apply. 

1 The program wtll mcrease the profitabthty of development of luxury condommtums m netghborhoods wtth the 
highest pnces relattve to the profitabthty of proJects that would produce market-rate housmg affordable to target 
households Thts dtverts resources from those netghborhoods whtch can support market-rate affordable housmg to the 
netghborhoods wtth htgher market-rate pnces 
2 These pomts along wtth the mcenttves dtscussed m the paragraph above are dtscussed m my detatl' m the letter dated 
Apnl 19, 2006, and mcluded as Attachment 2. 
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• For some proJects, the substdtzed untts wtll actually be larger m square footage than many 
of the market-rate untts m the same proJect with the same number ofbedrooms. 

• The bonus density wtll be far more valuable in those parts of the Dtstnct where developers 
already fmd luxury condommmms to be very profitable, acceleratmg development m those 
areas, while slowmg development m other parts of the District where additional 
development would be desirable 

We need to begin this experiment gradually and evaluate and map the overlay district in 
small and carefully evaluated increments: It IS Imperative that the mappmg of the Inclusionary 
Zonmg Overlay District proceed slowly and deliberately so that we can evaluate· (1) how the 
program IS workrilg, (2) how well the provisions can be enforced; and (3) how It affects 
developers' mcentives Thts means begmnmg by mappmg small carefully targeted areas, and 
evaluating the program through time before expandmg It That IS the same strategy that was 
recommended to the Office of Plannmg by thts Commtsston ear her this year 

In reachmg thts concluswn, I also note the many other things that OP dtd not consider m 1ts 
Setdown Report or m the recently filed Fmal Report. 

• Failure to evaluate the capacity of the available infrastructure and ability to 
economically expand the infrastructure to serve the specific areas where increased 
density is likely to occur with the proposed mapping: OP did not provide any 
mfrastructure analysts that actually exammed whether the infrastructure 1s available or can 
be economically expanded m the areas where development IS hkely to occur if this overlay 
IS mapped as proposed Instead, OP refers to the Techmcal Report on Infrastructure filed 
With the draft Comprehensive Plan I have attached a copy of my testrmony, filed w1th the 
D.C Council, rev1ewmg the elements of the mfrastructure for whtch the Techmcal Report 
failed to take mto account where the mcreases in dens1ty and demand for mfrastructure Will 
occur 1f the Comp Plan IS adopted or 1f the IZ overlay 1s mapped as proposed 3 

• Failure to do a serious evaluation of the impact of a 20% increase in density on the 
scale and character of neighborhoods across the District: OP did not senously constder 
whether the mcrease m density allowed m the vanous overlay areas would alter the 
character of those zonmg dtstncts Instead, the analys1s provided by OP 1s extremely 
superficial The analysts seems to be lrmtted to determmmg whether 1t 1s necessary to 
mcrease hetght and/or lot occupancy 

• Where there 1s no need to mcrease hetght or lot occupancy to achieve the higher FAR., the 
dlscusston ends, and OP concludes that there 1s no Impact. 

• Where there 1s a need to mcrease height or lot occupancy, it appears as though 1t 1s 
generally assumed that there IS no change m the scale and character of the area, if the 
mcreased density can be achieved through an mcrease m hetght or through an mcrease m 
lot occupancy wtthout vwlatmg the minimum side and rear yard requrrements 

• OP does not address the elephant in the room: Does a 20% increase in the maximum 
size of the building change the scale and character of the surrounding area? 

• OP does not consider the impact of the increased density, and possible increases in 
height and/or lot occupancy, on the adjoining neighborhoods. OP did not even 
consider whether the 20% increase m density m commercial or higher density residential 
zones would have an Impact on low-density residential neighborhoods or rowhouse 
neighborhoods that abut those zones 

3 A copy of that fihng ts mcluded as Attachment I , below 
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The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor should not be considered for inclusion in the mapping of 
this overlay: It IS also unperattve that mappmg of the Inclus10nary Zonmg Overlay Dtstnct not 
mclude the Wtsconsm Avenue corridor For thts area, a 20% mcrease m the allowed density would 
not be appropnate to the scale and function of development m the adJommg neighborhoods It has 

' already been demonstrated that the m:frastructure cannot even support the amount of development 
allowed as a matter-of right, nor can It be economically expanded to support that amount of 
development, much less a 20% mcrease m the amount of development allowed.4 

Resolution of ANC 3E and similar resolutions passed by several community groups: In 
connection with concerns about mappmg the Inclustonary Zomng Overlay Dtstnct on the 
Wtsconsm Avenue comdor, I am attachmg a copy of a resolution passed by ANC 3E on March 9, 
2006 5 The top of the third page of that resolution contams the followmg statement 

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the ANC 3E requires that no portton of the 
Wtsconsm Avenue comdor be considered for mcluston m programs whtch grant 
bonus heights or densities " 

Thts, along with the basts for thiS statement, provided m the first pages of the resolution, clearly 
demonstrates that the ANC recognizes that the mappmg of programs wtth bonus hetghts and/or 
denstties ts mappropnate for thts area. The dtscussion at the ANC meetmg mcluded a dtscusston 
of thts overlay as well as other programs that mtght be tmpacted by thts resolution 

Other ANCs and community organiZations m the area passed similar resolutions For example, on 
February 13, 2006, ANC 3F passed a resolution, ResolutiOn 06-05, which includes the followmg 
statement: 

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that ANC 3F recommends and strongly urges 
that no portton of Van Ness/UDC or the Wtsconsm A venue Comdor be considered 
for mcluston m programs which grant bonus hetghts or densttles;" 

( 

On January 27, 2006, Fnendshtp Neighborhood Assoctation passed a resolution, which mcludes 
the followmg statement 

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Fnendship Netghborhood Assoctatlon 
requrres that no portion of the Wtsconsin Avenue corrtdor be constdered for 
mcluston m programs whtch grant bonus heights or densities;" 

Attachments To be provtded at October 5 Heanng 

Smcerely, 

Martlyn J. Stmon 
5241 43rd Street, NW 
Wasbmgton, DC 

Attachment 1 Testimony on the Infrastructure Report presented by Manlyn J Stmon at D C Counctl Heanng on 
September 26, 2006 

Attachment 2 Letter from Manlyn J Stmon to Carol Mttten, dated Apnl 19, 2006 
Attachment 3 Resolution ANC 3E dated March 9, 2006 

4 The Setdown Report mcluded statements about the Tenleytown and Fnendshtp Hetghts areas I dtscussed the 
analysts wtth OP staff, and questtoned some of the underlymg assumptions, m hght of the relattvely mtense zomng 
already mapped m those areas, as well as the fact that Fnendshtp Hetghts has the htghest dally Metro ndershtp tn the 
Dtstnct outside the downtown employment areas, and Tenleytown Isn't very far behmd. I was told that the Metro 
ndershtp data would be mcluded m the final report, as well as a detailed descnptton of how the housmg umts per acre 
were calculated and the underlymg assumptions about relymg only on restdential development to evaluate density at 
these stations The entire discussiOn was ehmmated from the Fmal Report, so I assume that OP has dropped thts 
pomt However, If the record remams open, I wtll submit addtttOn!ll matenals on this pomt 

5 A copy of that ANC 3E resolutiOn ts mcluded as Attachment 3 
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ATTACHMENT 1 TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT 

Preliminary Summary and Commenb on 
Final Draft TPchnical RPpm1 on InfrastructurP 

accompanying the Mayor's Draft 

Page4 of 18 

The Mayor's Draft Comprehensive Plan does not rest on a firm foundation. 
Residt>nts of tht> DJStnt't need a fact-based Comp•·ehensivt> Plan, one in which the present 
l"ODdition of the DIStrkt and tht> markt't in which it operates are carefully evaluated and 
it has been dt'termined that the infrastructure is available or l"an be economically 
expandt>d to support tht' recommendations of tht' Plan as well as the outcomes that are 
likely if the Draft Plan was adopted. 

A prelmnnary review of the Ftnal Draft Techmcal Report on Infrastructure 
accompanymg the Mayor's Draft reveals that OP has not evaluated whether tl;le mfrastructure 
exJSts to support the development that tS likely to occur tf thts document was adopted or 
whether the infrastructure can be economically expanded to meet that demand 

Majo1· Issues; 

• To the extent that thts R~rt evaluates the abthty of the mfrastrudure to accommodate the 
recomm.endattons of the revJ.Sed Comprehenstve Plan, the amount of development whtch 1s evaluated 
seems to be based on OP's statements about where development will occur, and not based on the 
recommendations mcluded m the revtsed Comprehenstve Plan for zonmg changes and mcenttve 
prognuns 

• In several m.stances, conchtstons about the ability of the mfrastructure to support the 
recommendabons of the revtSed Comprehenstve Plan are based on general trends, descnbmg the 
forecast m the revtsed Comprehenstve Plan as "modest growth," [See, for example, page 4] and does 
not take mto at'count the specdic recommendanons for mcreased growth along parbcular comdors or 
m partJ.cular sectlon& of the Dlstnct 

• In many mstances, the Report notes that components of mfrastructure are deStgned for a populatlon 
that was larger than at present [See. for example, page 28 ] The Report acknowledges that rt does not 
evaluate more local capacity tssues, leavmg that evaluatlon for a case-by-case analysls as new 
development pemuts are tssued Howe\rer, the revJ.Sed Comprehensive Plan 1s proposmg maJor 
mcreases m development, and mcreases m the zonmg envelope, even m sectlons of the Dtstnct wluch 
have not seen a decrease m the number of households or lost population The plannmg whtch should 
be lhe fowdation of the revtsed ComprehellSlVe Plan should mclude an analysts of the mfrast:ructure 
capacity m areas \\>here tncreased development ts bemg coDSldered, and a detenmnatlon of whether 
that capacity can be economtcally mcreased 

• To the extent that the Report dnlls down and looks at spec.tfic mfrastmcture Issues, 1t does not 
COllSlder the capactty of the dtstnbubon networks, 1 e , the ptpes, condwts. W!Tes, etc , that bnng the 
ubhttes to one ne1gb.borhoods and busmess centers. or the capaaty of the separated samtary sewer 
In consuiermg areas m wluch the mfrastructure capacity mtght be madequate, the Report does not 
consider whelher 1t ts economtcal to mcrease the capac1ty, or whether It would be more approprtate to 
control or redtrect <W.•elopment The Report does not cons1der the wpact that expandmg capacity 
nught have on Dtstnct netghborhoods For example, tt does not constder whether res1denbal 
netghborhoods wtll be wpacted With addrttonal or larger utility poles on naghborhood streets, by a 
ueed to heavy-up electnc seCVJce to serve adjotmng new restdenttal or con.unerctal development 

Billl6-876, TestJmony ofManlyn J SIIUOil, Sept 26, 2006, Appembx on lufiastructure Report Page 1 of6 
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ATTACHMENT 1 TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT, page 2 

Examples: 

• The baste prennse m tins report ts that, because there bad been fewer residents of the 
Dlstnct m 1950, 1t ts not necessary to constder the capac1ty of the m.frastructure. but only 
necessary to meet mamtenance and replacement needs. See the followmg example from 
page one of the Report [empbasts added] 

-

Li1ce JD8IlY o1da' hsstoac CJ'I:les. the Dt.stu.ct $\1&n &om ap~~ ~. same pod:lOGS of 
wtDeh 1ft owe a ceatmy old. The cemra1. cllaiJea,ge faeed by the Dlstnd as not that of capar:rty 
blat one ofmeecaq •mtM!ame llld replacemellt ceeck. Ia tic!. the mtJ:Dber of housebolds ua the 
aty today is not svbs~ dl:fleJeat thaD st was ua l9SO. though daeR ta 230.000 her 
reuclerds. COiiSeCl1iilitl~ is paerally in pJac:e to &VfJJIOd BddliiOiiil powtb. 
With some ~ at specax locattous Where aevetopmem ilid aot pte\'1011S1y exiSt. 'lbe 
conveyaaee iysteiili iid liCilitieS, Jiriiiilii, are $Ubiim& fiOii itriidiilil &firiOiih&i iiad m 
Deed of Dpdicam rebabdrtataoa, modermzataon, ami apaasiaa as agms compoaeata a,pptoacb 
tbe ead ofu.setbl life. DIStnd agem:ses 11nWto balam:e the uee4 for ID1IIIeclaate system uppadei 
wsdlloag teJ:m plamUag ami Dmdmg strategieS to bolh 8ClCIQiiiiNodate the mcre&Sed cJemaJds IIIJd 
pnonuze uupove:mt::.ms ~ the lll't!IIS wllele the aeeclm most Slplficaat. mclnclmg m those 8ll!llll 

that have DOt beea pPMOUSly cleve1opecl fat more DdeDSe uses. 

• Wlule the Report clatms to analyze the ~owth from projected land use changes, that isn't m 
evtdence m the Report. It appears as though the Report is based on demand proJectlons 
asswmng 100.000 new rest dents, wtth the geograplnc dtstnbutlon described by OP wtthout 
regard for zonmg changes that are We ely to follow the adoptton of the draft maps or the 
recommendations for bonus densttles and other mcenttve programs. See the following 
descnption on page 3 of the Report along wtth contradlctory descnptlon on page 4 
[emphasis added] ' 

2.1 ME'IBODOLOGY 
Pmpanlt&oD of tb1S tec:bmca1 repon for lDfraslrudDte Ul tbe Dsstm:t mwlvecl6:u ma.JOl' resealdl 
1aslcs pepaatloa of a base1me report, aualySis of powth fiom proJedecllaDd use cbauges. the 
usessi'DIIlt of the existislg mftulncmre to meet projeCted dem•nds, aDd developa:u!Dt of 
~to help meetpiOJecteclgrowthlll!id assoaated demaml. 

on 8SIOCiBtiil giOW1Ii; aet8iltid iil1bl1liBtiOD on prDJeaed ifiDiiiiii em a blOCk-bj':tliOCi '6l5iS 
WQQfd fii iilijiiiil'\ iifiidi 1' riiiiiiifiJ ri6f m•lifili-

Tbe analysis has not been done to determint> whetbt'r there are additional "site­
specific" infi'astrurture needs. Before adopting a document that recommends major 
increases in density in certain sections of the District, it is necessary to determine 
whether the infrastrncture can support the development that is Ukely to occur with 
implementation of that Plan or whether it is economic to expand the infrastructurt' in 
areas where it might not be adequate to support the recommended changes in zoning 
and other incentives fo1· denlopment. 

Bill16-876, Tes1Un011y ofManl)on J Sunon, Sept 26, 2006, Apperubx on Infrastructure Report Page 2of6 
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ATTACHMENT 1. TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT, page 3 

• Potable Water: The Report, apparently, does not mclude any analysis of the speclfic 
recommendattons of the Mayor's Draft of the Comp Plan, but mstead sunply states that the 
proJected growth ts close to that wluch was used m the most recent W ASA proJections 

• Each of the statements that the DlS1nct will work proacttvely to ensure that mfras1ructure ts 
where it IS needed to meet future demands tgnores the reqwred analysts to determme 
whether the mfrastructure can economically be added to the particular sectors 

• The ttme for thiS analysts IS m the plannmg process, before puttmg into place the revtsed 
Comp Plan that will dtrect new development to these areas where we cannot be certam that 
the cntlcal infrastructure can be economtcally expanded to senre the new restdents at those 
locations 

See followmg quotes from Report at pages 28, 30 and 34 [emphasts added] 

S.LU Potable Water Distribution 

In general, d&stnb'ObOD system capaetty u not an usue m k Distm:t The des1p of the 
~ was based on a populataon that at cme tuDe was muc:.h larger 1han at presem 
Tirerp will lilre'J' be stmet-spenfic cap•nty mpes related to RJl"""sng deveJnpment m 
prerioncq yac:ant 110!4' hl8 tl!ese ISS!• .,... cml;y be eya1pated "" a rase.bJ..case bastS •s f1f1W 

4eve1opmeDt penmts mmtre site useumea.ts, W ASA approaches capaa.ty tssues more 
C~\'ely by evaluating curreDt aJid iJtunt l)stnc:t.WJ.de o.eeds 8Dd CODCel'IJS by water 
S<I!I'VICe 1111!8 (Fapre 5.2) As DOted m Sectsoo 4 0, the most :ecem water demaad projecbODS 
1tom tbesr 2002 Water System Faahl:aer. Plllll are reasonably close to demand tbat would be 
p.rojeeted hm gJOWth auwnecl m the Compreb.e.as.lw Plata. ad the e">'B1uattOD foe each service 
area from the 2002 plan remams vabd. The evaluatJ.on for each sen'Jce ss SIIIIIIDIIIIZed as 
ibllows. 

5.l.l PLA!omD PorA.BLE 'WAIEil SYs'nu hlrltovDmmi 

l'he emliQg v.'ater sptem supports the omna·s future aeeds for water The ma.JorUy of the 
plalmed uapovemeats to be made to 1he water system m WASA's Capstal Improvemem 
Program iln'Oh-e DOmllll mamtenaoce awl upgrades to llieep pace Vt'lth populatton grow1h ad 
uew dew1opmeDt. This mcludes 1be additioa of uew water ttorap facihties, mcreasm.g the 
capaaty of eed8in water mams, aod up.....,. pump stabons. The I.eacl Sentce Jtepl........,t 
ProtPDl remows lead pt.pes ltom lbe d.tstri.buboll system u4 amproves water qualdy for &be 
pBbbc: 1"'u.s. Ul additaoD to re.mcmDI ~ dead eack, -other water qgabty aa.cJ 
Rliabihty proJects that WASA IS nnpl......ntmg. wd1 UllpiOW the water system further -
easure It eoalmnes to meet die Dt.sfnct••llll&Cia. 'Drat Slid, tbe Dla&Act ll&\llt OODSi.cJeftlle po&eDtaal 
nnpacts of fmpre fteW desrelopmenf and I!JCre!!Sed ""m•g' m Mp8$ of redeveJnpmenf 
!nwJtahzatum aqd wodc pmacbvelf to emgre tl!at water m&amw gge will be able to meet tbl!l 
potegtsaJ future ............ 

5.LS ADDI1'IoNAL l'oTABLE WATDt~NntAs1'auc'nJB ~ 

The deCuJecl W ASA au!yus that s die besu of the CIP ss based on smUlar growth proJecuns 
1br walK demaud as for the Comprehelwve Plan as well as a CUQ.'l!J.It aaessDlJ!Dl ofproblem$1111d 
conMcm 1'bese lead to the ecoclu.stcms 1bat 1'b11ow. 

()moaJI 

Geaetally. tbe overall pompmg. storage aad large tnnsmmoon water mai:u appear to be 
adequa1e to support 1he projeded land use c:hange. The small dtameter water mama ami 
appmte.DaDCti servmg mdivtdual street 8lld blocb may need to be Hhablhtated or replaced to 
JUppOrt the chaDps A detailed aaatysu of the SJdiastrudure local to lhe deveiop.al!at area will 
be requuect to comment ftlrthet on the ~ .aeeded. A bnef clescn.PtJ.on of the 

Bslll6-876, Testunony ofManlyn J Sunon, Sept 26, 2006, Appesubx on Infrasttucture Report Page3of6 
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ATTACHMENT 1: TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT, page 4 

• For example, the Amled Forces Retuement Home reqmres an extenston of the water 
mams to the area No analysis has been presented on the capacity of the water mams that 
are to be extended and whether they can handle the projected addJ.t10nal reqmrements 
This cannot be done on a case-by-ease basi§, but need to be evaluated now, during 
the basic planning process. 

See followmg excetpt from the Report at page 35 

At the A.mled F~ Retal!lllell.t Home, the waterhaa m lhU. lft!a 1ft! not owmd open.ted or 
mamtamecl by W ASA. ami dDs area lias bmsted water &el'VIU! due to present 1aDtt uses Hldudjgg 
a paTr<eyard and golf course. The se:mce to thts aaea would requae eKtea.SI.OJl of water maio:& 
edber from Sec:o.ad HiP 01' Thud HtJb Service Atea 

• Sewer System: The text of the Comp Plan would provtde for massive mcreases m the 
allowed denstty m the Rock Creek West section of the Dtstnct Thts ts in addition to the 
thousands of additional housing units that can be added m this area as a matter-of-nght. 
The Report does not evaluate the additional development that would occur tf the Mayor's 
Draft of the Comp Plan was adopted 

• It appears as though only lumted growth was evaluated for Rock Creek West Thts ts not 
consiStent with the language and maps m the Mayor's Draft of the Revtsed Comp Plan. 
and tfthe evaluation ts based on lumted growth, the language of~ Comp Plan should 
be revtsed to reflect that the zonmg envelope should be lumted so that only !united 
growth will be generated m t1us area, and the maps should be redrawn to reflect the 
zonmg that would be consistent with that statement 

See followmg excetpt from the Report at page 40, emphasis added 

West ofRpckCmJt M 

1he exH1IIlg separated sewer systesm have acleqaaie traDsaussioD capaCity tOr the au.Ucipate4 
laa4 use c:bmps m thiS area It as .........Wto DOte that there as ODly lim&tecl fP!l!h !lldaapa!ed 
in dWI aaea, Wlda oaly smatl areas 8!!li&:p!ed to e!f"!'MM laD4 ase du!age&. However. tocatmd 
adddtoDs or pspelu1e iDetales may be aeede4 to acc:OJIIIDOdate the projected flows of tbtare 
clevel.opmeal depeadiDg 011 dlelr SIZ8 aad deasrty 

Bill16-876. Testmlony ofManlyn J SUDOD. Sept. 26, 2006, Appendix on Infrastructure Report Page4of6 
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ATTACHMENT 1· TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT, page 5 

• Powrr System: The planning process should mclude a detemunatlon of whether rt is 
necessary to heavy-up the power supply commg through our res1denttal neighborhoods 
m order to proVIde addrtlonal power for new development 

• In addltlon, proposed locations for new substanons should be part of the planmng 
process. not left for later to be done on a case-by-case bas1s 

• There needs to be more gmdance With respect to the feeders and whether they will be 
routed through the neighborhoods or generally restncted to the comdors. 

See followmg excerpts from the Report at pages 46 and 47, emphasiS added. 

Pepco as also aracreumg capacity at thaee UIStuJ8 substatsom by a4dmg irlUisi'onlleR llldlor 
supplies. Em.stmg Sllbstatums will be expmded to sene the "P Street. U Street Corndon, 
Howard Uaiwmty TOWD Center, 8Dd Histone Ameostr.a As ibJ beyoad the ten-year honzGa., 
Pepco Will sate aacl COIISUUd subttabans to telteve 0'\--edoads of t~e~Jbbormg suhstatu:m. 
Substations will be strategu:ally ssted m 1oa4 growth c:eaten to rehe\<e the ovedoadec! 
fiu:ihty(aes) p1ns adjaceot fBaJmes that are approad.uDg 100% of thea" substation c:apaa.ty Pepco 
C8lmOt detename at dl15l biDe die locahmls of DeW subltataOD.l beyoad the tliiD-year hoozoG wdh 
my degree of c:ertauJJy 

5.J.J.J l'lamledl'eederllafrastnlc:lur ~tl 

Io agards to feeder eapaaty, an oew servaces will requue some degree of aew feeder 
iiifiUirilCiill BeCil1iSi most oew diVilOfiiDems are JeqUil'eil to liiVi 1iDdeljJ01iJila diS1iibiiiiOii 
SjitiiiS; 1t can be expected 11ii't uw cOild'liiti, ciltiles, iiid iiitiSi1dliCi or paa:iilCiililtt 
II atiiih iriien ws!l 6ii! ri!ipiitM fiit ifiJ firi• ilj!itjlnptiii!rit PiibB.C IJmily EfiHmems are Olfiii 
aeedecl to provide buned dlstrihuboa systems uwde mulb-bu.ilcfmg developmems. Deue 
CQIIIIDt!I08l or JD111ts-fium1y residential ~ will oftm aquire the eDeDSIQil of uw 
mamlape ~ feeder grcups.. oftea ia aew duct bauD. New duct baDt comtnactiaD 
&eqans dagp.lg m fhe suem or sadewlb Less dease commercia1.S resideDtr.al developmeat 
not m tbe dowmowa area could teqDtR~ tbe extawaa of owrbead or mlderp:nmd mamlme 
&eclers 8lld possibly mstallaboll of aew coadmt Eeeders mq need to be extended aD die 'Wa¥ 
ftpm a subsfatton up tn erne to two tDtles away 

Bill16-876. Tes1unoay ofManlyn J SUDOD, Sept 26, 2006. Appembx on Inftastmcture Report Page5of6 
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ATTACHMENT 1 TESTIMONY ON INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT, page 6 

• Natw-al Gas Distribution System: There seems to be no analysJ.s of whether the 
natural gas dlstributlon system has suftictent capactty for the new development that 
would be assoc1ated With the language and maps of the Mayor's Draft Comprehensive 
Plan 

See followmg excetpt from the Report at pages SO 

5.3.5 NATIIRAL GAS COMSTIIADm AD lssl1£s 

Rairlatialaad Coauaemal 

The auesliDU!Ilf fiDds tbat Jl8lUnl1 gas u respoadmg to rDitdl2t upal& UDder tbe spDI" of Pubhc 
Semc:e CommmioD po&eies to pomote competdloD.. Natuml gas idastructare $boule~ be 
CODSiderec1 in telattcm to &pecafic proposecl cfevetopmeat l1lld allowed to compete With other 
altlmabves (suc:b as eJec:tnaty, wnless taecammumcatlolls, aDd otlll!r opttom) foe pnn.idiug 
comparable semces 

• Developers Fees: It IS not acceptable to thmk about the limitations of the exiStmg 
mftas1ructure only when the first large development where demand exceeds the avallable 
capacity is proposed ThiS Ignores the development that can occur as a matter of right 
wrthm the commercial areas and the adJoming reSidential neighborhoods as well as the 
natural growth m demand for the elements of the mftastructure as famlhes grow and as 
mcomes increase New development whlch will cause the adjommg areas to exceed the 
capacity of the extstlng mfrastructure as demand grows Wlthm the neighborhood should 
be controlled when appropnate or assessed the cost of upgrading the mfrastructure If it 1S 

detenmned that the new development does not otherwise have a negative lillpact on the 
Sllll'Ound areas. The proposal to use developers fees to fully address these ISsues, and 
only after the brealang pomt has been reached ts not suffiCient 

See followmg excetpt from the Report at pages 55 

6.1.3 DEvEI.ola.FDs 

As developers sdea1lfy poteDtaal prOjeCt Sltalaa4 begia to dewJop Slte-specifi.c p1aas. tbey ~ 
tllce bmdatioas Will tbe eKUtalS uafraaUuelure (to mclude .... water dislr:a'bubOA 1iDes,. 
saDdaly sewer haes, sto.nawatec lines, electnaty udias1rac:tare. etc.) oa or adjacem to tb.e ate. 
Que way to reduce com to utibbes aod the:tr COIDS1IIDI!IIS woulc1 be ibr 4evelopen to pay SUIQe or 
aD of die costs to Pepco or WABA anoa.alell widl ei1ber ........,.din.g ... to the proJeCt Slte or 
uppadaD; ... ~ utaJibes to tbe specifieatt.oas DeCeS8IIJ')' tb.r thar proposed proJeCt. 

Bill16-876. Tes11mony ofManlyn J Sunoo, Sept 26,2006, Appendix. onlnftastructure Report Page6of6 
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ATTACHMENT 2 LETTER ON lNCLUSIONARY ZONING, DATED APRIL 19, 2006 

ZC Case 04-33 Proposed Rnlemakmg- Text Amendments -Incblslouary Zomng 

Carol Mitten, Chamnan 
Zoning CommisslOll 
Distnct of Columbia Office of Zowng 
smte 21 o-s 
441 4th Street, N.W 
Waslnngton, DC 20001 

Apri119. 2006 

Re Zomng Commission Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
Case 04-33 (Text Amendment- Inclustonary Zonmg) 

Page 1 of6 

Whlle many people believe that there IS a need for more affordable housmg, there are many 
senous problems wrth the text amendment proposed by the Zomng Connmsston. The baSic 
problems cannot be solved by tinkenng '\\'lth the proposed language The proposed text 
amendment does not take mto account the basts for current zomng and the zonmg envelope m 
many parts of the Dtstnct, particularly m commeraal and higher density residential areas near 
Metrornil statlons. m rowhouse netghborhoods m the mner aty. and m netghborhoods that 
mclude histone apartment bwldmgs The proposed text amendment will also have sigmficant, 
and unmtended, negat1ve consequences that had not been addressed 

• The proposed text amendment JgDores the ve1'Y basis for CUITent zoning limits. First. 
and most unportantly. the proposed text amendment IS based on the erroneous assmnptton 
that cUITent zomng regulabons and zoning maps were not destgned wtth constd~bon of the 
character of the respective dtstnds, the suitabihty of each dtstnct for the uses permitted m 
each dlstnct, and encouragement of the stability of dlstncts and of land values m those 
distncts and m adJommg netghborhoods, as reqmred by the zoning regulabons 

Instead, the basis seems to be the clearly false assumption that large mcreases m denSity can 
be allowed and encouraged m many areas across the Dlstnct, and that those mcreases will not 
have a negative impact on the character or stability of those dtstncts or the smrounding areas. 

• 20o/o bonus densities would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan near Metro 
stations. The premise behind this proposal ignores the fact that zoning near some of 
those stations is already relatively intense and takes into account the existence of the 
Metro stations. Advocates of thls text amendment have recommended that mclustonary 
zoning, wtth bonus denstb.es, be apphed near transit, and, m particular, near Metro stations 
However, they have f.uled to take tnto constderab.on the fact that, for some Metro stattons, 
the surroundmg blocks already have relattve mtenstve zomng, and that the development even 
to the cUITent density hmlts would have a large negative unpact on near-by low-denstty or 
moderate-density restdentlal neJ.ghborhoods 

In addlb.on, for some Metro stations and "corridors," 1t IS already clear that the infrastructure 
cannot support the development currently allowed A 20% increase m the allowed density 
will unpact school crowdmg, traffic congestion and demand for on-street parldng In 
addition, no analysis has been done to determme whether the water and sewer mfrastructure 
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ATTACHMENT 2 LETTER ON INCLUSIONARY ZONING, DATED APRIL 19,2006, page 2 

ZC Case 04-33 Proposed Rulemakmg- Text Amendments - Induslomry ZDwng Pagel of6 

can support the population mcreases m those parts of the DIStrict that have not seen a 
reduction m the number ofhouseholds Yet. when asked to mclude an mclUSionary zomng 
scenano m the Infrastructure analysts for traffic on Upper WtSconsm Avenue, where OP has 
specifically recommended that mclusionary zomng be appbed, OP refused to consider 
mcludmg a scenano that exa.mmed mclUSionary zonmg bonus densttles 

• 20% bonus densities would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan in many areas 
of the inner city. This IS particularly important m areas With rowhouses, and the proposed 
bonus densttles would be in confhct wtth the Comprehensive Plan land use map It IS also 
unportant m areas With apartment bmldmgs whose destgn IS truly histone Extensions on top 
of these bmldings or through lot expanston would rum the wonderful exiSting architecture 
and be change the fabnc of the neighborhood for the worse 

• The proposed text amendment is not designed to, and wDI not, achieve the goals 
expressed by many of the individuals and groups that have expressed support. While 
many supporters of these inclusionary zonmg believe that this proposed text amendment, 1f 
approved, will bouse thousands of the Dtstnct's poorest, it ts clear that that ts not the target 
population for thiS text amendment The target population for all of the mclUSionary umts m 
the zone dtstncts that are most likely to be attractive to developers and half of the 
mclusionary units m all other zones IS well above the me<ban mcome of the Dlstnct 

For developments located m CR, C-2-B through C-3-C, W-2 through W-3 and SP zone 
dlstncts. all of the mclusionary umts will be set aside for households With mcomes up to 80% 
of the Metropobtan StatiSttcal Area med1an mcome For 2004, that would have been 
households with mcomes less than $68,320, and m that year. over 65% ofl>lstnct households 
had mcomes below 800.4 of AMI ' 

For developments located m R-3 through R-5-E. C-2-A, w-o and W-1, half the umts will be 
set astde for households With mcomes less than 80% of AMI. The other half of the umts 
would be reserved for households With mcomes less than 50% of AMI For 2004, that would 
have been $42,700, and over 45% of Dlstnct households had mcomes below 50% of AMI. 
The bon's share mclusionary units, all the mclusumary umts m the areas With the higher 
zoning lumts and half of the inclustonary units m other districts, would be set wde for 
households whose mcomes are over SO% of AMI. These umts would go to households 
whose mcomes exceed that of over 45% of District households 

In other words, nearly half the households m the DIStrict have mcomes below those of the 
households that W1ll receive the opportumty to pmchase or rent most of this subsu:hzed 
housmg, and rnven the mcenttves faced by the developers to Sell or rent inclusionary units to 
households at the high end of each category, the income for households recelVlilg thls 
subsidy for the bon's share of the umts will approach $71.400 J>e1 year, and far exceed the 
median income of the Dtstrict 1 

1 For 2005, the followmg mcome Imuts for all of mcluuonary umts m all of the Ingber mmog category areas and 
half of the umts m the other areas would have been. 

For a famdy of three, this would be $64,300, and for a famdy of four. thts would be $71,400. well above 
the Dl.stnct's mechao mcome of$55,750 
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• Tbe proposed text amendment would create a perverse dynamic, accelE"rating the 
already rapid pace of development of luxury condominiums, discouraging development 
of affordable market-rate housing, and discout'Bging substantial rebabilltatlon of 
existing structures. The proposed text amendment tf adopted, would create a perverse 
dynamic. where more valuable bonus densities will be awarded to developers of luxury 
c:ondonnmmns m netghborlloods where development ts already qmte profitable. while 
granting far less valuable bonus dens1t1es for rental bUlldmgs, and condonnmmns m 
netghborhoods where market-rate tw.lts would be affordable to the households ~eted m 
these proposals 2 

Smce the Office of Plannmg had done alltts analysts based on average costs and market-rate 
pnces, rather than exammmg dtfferent costs and pnces, OP has fatled to constder the 
unportant dynamtc that wtll be put m place by this mclUS1onary zonmg proposal The text 
amendment provtdes stgmficantly larger bonuses for butldtng luxwy condominiums, 
particularly m the first category of zonmg dlStnct, than for other proJects. The bonus denstty 
ts most valuable m the netghborlloods with the highest condomnuum prices per square foot, 
and therefore Wlll dtvert developmettt from netghborlloods that can benefit from 
development and accelerate development of luxury condonnmmns m other netghborlloods, 
some of which do not have the Infrastructure to support that development and some of whtch 
are close to areas that will clearly be negatively liilpacted by these generous mcreases m 
densrty. 

A spectfic example, usmg the OP's proposal was provided m my earher comments filed last 
summer.3 

2 For steel and concrete developments, approxuoately 40% of the boous density will be allocated to affordable Ulllts 
[See §26032.] For each affordable 600 square foot umt provlded, the de\.llloper rmght make an addtuonal profit of 
ovec $650,000 m lngh pnce Delghborlloods, over $450,000 m average pnce ne1ghborboods, ~ $400,000 m low 
pnce ne1ghborhoods 
3 In my earber COIIIIlleDts, I prOVIded the followmg example The proposed text ameodment has shgbtly chfferent 
reqwrernents and bonus denSJbes. but the same prmaples apply 

"Wllh the OP proposal, a 600 square foot a1foldable apanment would seD for S205,600, or approxunately $342 a square fbot 
OP estuDates the avaage cost ofbwldmg the mnt at $120-130 a square !bot, and smce the umt can have less expemwe fimsbes, 
tt lll1ght haw below-average costs Smce a bonus clensJty ts bemg prowled, there ts DO addmonat .land cost assonated WJth tlus 
UDJt and for the 600 SF, the developer will make a profit of ovu $127,000 Yet. m order to make the devdoper whole, for 
prOVldwg tlus "'affordable" UDJt, on winch he malres a substantial profit, the Oftice ofPJamnng proposes to allow an add1tloDal 
bonus dens1ty to allow an addltlonal600-900 square feet ofmatket-ntte housmg. At current pnces, luxury coodommmms m 
some areas for wbtch OP IS proposmg applymg tlus rule, the addJhonal market-tate housmg can be sold for $585,000-765,000 for 
each 600 SF one-bedroom affOrdable CODdommmm provlded Wbile the cost per square foot of the luxuty c:ondomunums mtght 
be greater than the avenge cOJIStnJctlou costs, tt ts clear that the bonus densJty allows the developer to make a profit on the 
affordable mnt and a substantial profit on the marlret-tate luxury mnt, wll1ch can also be built Wlthm the bonus densrty There IS 

DO land mpured for these mnts, smce absent the bonus assoaated With the mandatmy mduslona:ry zonmg proposals, these umts 
would exceed zomng 1umrs Further, con1:raly to the assumptlons made by the Oftice ofPialmmg, the addmonal cost assooated 
wtfh these umts should be evaluated at the margma1 cost of CODStruct1oD. Le, at a tate per square foot which IS below the average 
cost of CODSII'Ud10!l, rather than at the average cost per square foot The margma1 cost per square foot ts below the ~cost 
per square foot, smce the average cost per square foot~ many fixed costs, and, thus, does not accurately reflect the cost of 
a 20"A. l.llCm.se m the st.ze of a buJldmg under consuucnon. ·• 

"However, for non-luxury condonunmms or for coodommrums m Delghborhoods that command a lower pru:e per square foot, the 
bonus IS much less valnable The proposals. If adopted, wdl prow:le a Jngbfr mcenD\'1! to develop lumry condolllJDJUIDS m the 
nesghbodloods that command the Jnghest pnces per sqnare foot For rental builiimgs, the bo.ous 1s substantWly less v.lluable 
Thns the proposals. If llllplemarted, would sluft development ftom rental buil~ to COD.dommmms For n:batnhlatlon, tt DUght 
be dJffu:ult for the developer to reahze the bomJS clensJty Therefore, If the market-rate pnces or rents for umts m the 
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• The provisions requiring that affordable units in condominiums be offered for sale [See 
§2605 1] reduce the UkeUbood that the affordable units will remain affordable and that 
qualifying houst'holds will be occupying those units. For-sale umts are less likely to 
remam occupted by qualifymg households smce the ehgiblhty reqwrement 1s only m place 
on the date that the condoDllillum ts purchased. The quahfymg purchaser might subsequently 
graduate law school or change careers and see a dramatlc mcrease in mcome. In adchtlon, 
effective enforcement of the purchase ehgibthty conditions 1s vutually unpossible. espec1ally 
on resale As shown below, conditions on leasmg the subs1<bzed condominium are also 
UDpOssible to enforce 

• For projerts with a large variation in square footage for comparable units, the 
affordable units wiD be requiftd to be larger than some of the market rate units with 
the same number of bedrooms, since the text amendment requires that affordable units 
have a gross Door area no le.ss than 95o/o of the average size of the compa~·able ma1·ket 
rate units. (See §2605 7] For example, at Chase Point a condommnnn at 5401 Western 
Avenue, there are 75 two-bedroom umts accordm.g to the developer's web-s1te The square 
footage ofthose umts ranges from 1,070 square feet to well over twtce that amount 1b.e 
average square footage of the two-bedroo~ units 1s 1,766 square feet, and 95% of that 
average square footage ts 1,678 square feet. The proposed text amendment would reqwre all 
the mclustonaty zonmg two-bedroom units to be at least 95% of the average, or at least 1,678 
SF m thls example 

For the Chase Pomt PUD, 35 of the 75 two-bedroom umts are smaller than 1,678 SF. the 
mnnmum SIZe of an affordable umt If this proVIsion were to be apphed So If a bwldmg 
sunilar to Chase Pomt were covered by thts text amendment, the affordable two-bedroom 
umts would be reqwred to be larger than 35 of the 75 market rate two-bedroom umts 

Does the Zonmg Co.llllll1SSIOD. really mtend to regwre that subsuhzed 001ts m some protects 
be lai:ger than magy of the market rate 001ts with the same number of bedrooms? 

• The propost'd text amendment spt'Cifically provides that the developer can include units 
that are provided pursoant to federal and other District hoosmg programs towards the 
incloslonary zoning requirement. [See §2605.3] 

With this provision, a substantial number of units covered by the induslonary zoning 
requirement would have been provided absent this requirement, and the developer is 
being provided a nry valuable bonos density~ at the expense of the sUITOnnding 
neighborhoods, with absolutely no pubUc benefit whatsoevu. 

• Ill addition to granting bonos densities, fo1· certain zoning districts, the text amendment 
recommends increast'S in the allowed lot occupancy and/or increases in the allowed 
height. 

The increase in the aUo1nd Jot oct'opancy is partit'o1arly problematic, since it ts appUed 
to the most intense zoning districts, wbe1·e lot occupancy Umits are critical to 
maintaining a pleasant, waJkable neighborhood. 

rehabilitated bwlcl.mgs are greater than the pnces or rents for the affimlable Ull1tS., developers m1ght be deterred from some of 
those prOjeCts " 



ZC Case 04-33A, Manlyn J S1mon, October 5, 2006 Page 14 of 18 

ATTACHMENT 2 LETTER ON INCLUSIONARY ZONING, DATED APRIL 19,2006, page 5 

ZC Case 04-33 Proposed R'lllemakmg- Text Amendments Im:IIISionary Zomng Page 5 of6 

• Enforcement of conditions to maintain the affordability status of affordable units is 
difficult, and enn if tbe conditions are enforced, tbe affordable condominiums created 
in tbese programs will not remain part of onr affordable bousing supply. I had attached 
to my earlter comments an excerpt from a filmg m ZC case 02-17, which descnoed some of 
the problems associated With selling condominiums far below market pnces as a way of 
provu:lmg affordable housmg The filing understates the 1ssue, smce the comparable market 
rate umts have been sold for over $650,000, rather than the $370,000 assumed in the fibng 

In that fihng, examples are giVen ofhouseholds that would quahfY for the affordable unit, but 
whose mcome followmg purchase ts substantially higher Examples mchlde a law school 
student, who will start a new JOb as an assoctate the followmg year, wtth an annual, salary of 
$120,000 a year, a lugh-mcome mdlv](lual, who had taken 6 months as leave-Without-pay, 
but will be retummg to his or her regular job at the end of that penod, and a household With 
an income that vanes from year-to-year, but apphes for the affordable unit m a year m which 
the household income was relatiVely low 

In that fihng, 1t 1S also shown that there are three major areas where enforcement ts necessary 
and ts tnfeastb1e (a) the conduct ofthe tmtiallottery, (b) the conduct ofthe marlceting of 
each unit on resale, and (c) a determmation that the resale of each umt 1S at no more than the 
maximum allowable pnce and that there are no stde-arrangements that allow the seller to 
obtam a higher value than the contract price. For each of these areas. specific examples are 
g~ven showmg ways m which the goals of the program can be subverted, and how there 1S no 
feastble enforcement mechamsm to deter those strateg~.es 

• The target households that will beneljt most from the OP program can aft'ord existing 
housing m any oftbe Dist11ct's eight wards. As noted above, for condomimum , 
developments, which are most profitable m current market condltJ.ons and encouraged by the 
fact that the value of the bonus density 1S hlghest for condomtn1ums. espectally m zonmg 
dlstncts where OPts recommendmg that 100% ofthe affordable umts be sold to households 
whose mcome ts up to 80% of the medlan mcome for the Metropohtan area. For a faunly of 
three, at 30% ofthetr mcome, the household can afford to pay $1,607 a month. For a fannly 
of fum, tt would be $ L 780 a month. 

A recent check of the ltstmgs at Washmgtonpost com for neighborhoods in Ward 3 showed a 
large m.nnber of units. mcluding some accessory apartments, near the lower of these two 
costs One budding m Ward 3 hsted 10 one-bedroom umts available, half renting for $1250 
a month and the other half renting for $1350 a month, as well as a large number of studios 
renting for $980-$1070 Other bmldmgs hst apartments m those pnce ranges but didn't 
pfOVIde unit avallablhty tnformatton. In addltton, many accessory umts m low-density 
neighborhoods m Ward 3 advertised apartments m these pnce ranges 

Accordmg to a recent Fanrue Mae Foundation report, the median advertised rents in the 
DlStnct were $900 for a studio, $1.150 for a one-bedroom, and $1,750 for a two-bedroom 
unit, With half of the advertised apartments renttng for less than these amounts Accordmg to 
that report .. The median rent for a one-bedroom umt m Northwest Washington was $1,208, 
compared With $773 m Northeast, $588m Southeast, and $1,100 m Southwest For 
Northwest netghborboods with more than five ads. the highest median one-bedroom rents 
were m Kalorama at $1,600, followed by Cleveland Park at $1,500 and Dupont CJrCle at 
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$1,475 The lowest rents for a one-bedroom Wllt were mads that descnbed their 
netghbothood only as "Southeast." Wlth a medtan rent of$572" 

• Tbe Distrtct has available and has used a number of more ellective programs for 
providing affordable housing, and for facilitating home-ownership. Ellen McCarthy bas 
descnbed a number of effective programs that the Dlstnct has used to proVIde affordable 
housmg, to asSist in the rehabthtata.on of ex1stmg bulldmgs. and to facilitate home ownership 
EXlSfm.g programs encouraging home ownership mclude the DC Employer ASSISted Housmg 
Program, winch proVIdes grants and deferred loans for employees of the District of Columbia 
government who are first tune homebuyers, and the DC Metropolitan Pohce Housmg 
Asststance Program, which provides assistance for down payments and cloSlDg costs, as well 
as mcome tax credits and real property tax abatements, for members of the Metropohtan 
Police Department There are also programs which provide :financmg for low-moderate 
mcome mdtVIduals and tenant groups exerc1smg thetr nghts under the Right ofFU"St Refusal 
law, programs which provide assistance to communtty development cmporatlons and other 
non-profits that develop affordable housmg, programs to 8ld m the purchase of tax­
delinquent propertles and DHCD foreclosmes. and programs for rebabilttatton, rep81f and 
handicapped access unprovements for owner-occupied housing Wrth the exception of the 
prOVlSlon of affordable units as an amentty of planned umt developments, which shares many 
of the problems descnbed above, the programs descnbed by Ms McCarthy represent a better 
approach for addressm.g affordable housmg concerns 

Smcerely, 

Marilyn J. Simon 
5241 43m Street. NW 
Washington, DC. 
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ADVISORY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION 3E 
TENLEYTOWN • AMERICAN UNIVERSITY PARK • FRIENDSHIP 

HEIGHTS 
5425 western Avenue NW 

SUite 219 
Washington DC 20015 

Tel 202-244-0800 

RESOLUTION OF THE 
ANC3E 

REGARDING THE PROPOSED REVISED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
March 9, 2006 

WHEREAS the Comprehensive Plan 1s a legal document that proVIdes pohcy and planntng gutdance m 
the Dtstnct of Columbta on the phySical development and redevelopment of the ctty, and 

"\\'IIEREAS the Comprehenstve Plan will detemnne the Dtstnct's land use pobctes for the next twenty 
years, and 

'\l'HEREAS Ward 3 IS a developed area wtth a network of established netghborhoods, 

WHEREAS the current Ward 3 Element of the Comprehenstve Plan mcludes a maJor theme of 
"protectmg the Ward's restdenttal ne1ghborhoods," [§ 1400 2 (a)] and "tt ts a maJor theme of the ward 
plan to protect and mamtam the low-&nstty, htgh quahty character of the ward," [§1400 2 (a) (2)], and 

·wHEREAS the current Ward 3 Element of the Comprehenstve Plan tncludes a maJor theme of 
"controllmg redevelopment"[§ 1400 2 (b)], and 

WHEREAS the 5 ANCs and the surrounding commumty affected by the Upper Wtsconstn Avenue 
Comdor Study (UW ACS), a stnall area plan developed by the Office of Plannmg focused on mcreastng 
the heJ.ghts and densltles and planned umt developments m the upper Wtseonsm Avenue area and 
offictally wtthdrawn by OP from constderahon durmg October 2005 due to commumty oppoSttton that 
was determmed through three well attended, moderated pubhc meetmgs hosted by the ANC 3E and 3F, 
overwbelmmgly reJected the plan m favor of retammg the extSttng Ward 3 Element Comprehenstve Plan 
protecttons and enhancements and extstmg matter-of-nght development hmtts, and 

WHEREAS the followmg orgamzahons filed comments opposmg the UW ACS Fnendshtp-Tenleytown 
Crttzens Assoctatton, Tenleytown Netgb.bors Assoctatton, Cleveland Park Ctttzens AssOctatton, McLean 
Gardens Condommtum AssOC18tton Board of Dtrectors. Commtttee of 100 on the Federal Ctty, Forest 
Hills Ctttzens Assoctahon, Fort Games Ctttzens Assoctahon, Fnendshtp Netghborllood Assocl8bon, the 
Tenleytown Histone Soctety, ANC 3B, ANC 3C, ANC 3D, ANC 3E, ANC 3F, and the Coahtton to Stop 
Tenleytown Overdevelopment strongly opposed the UW ACS and 

WHEREAS Fnendshtp Hetghts, whtch ts located m the northern half of the ANC 1S destgnated as a 
Reg~onal Center and the "Land Use' chapter of the current Comprehenstve Plan provtdes that Fnendshtp 
He1ghts, as a Regtonal Center, shall evolve tn ways whtch are compattble mth otht'T land use pohcres, 
mcludtng those for "mamtammg stable netghborhoods, nnttgattng envtronm.ental unpacts, and reducmg 
traffic congestton," [§ 1108 1 (f)] and that hetghts and denstbes m Fnendshtp Hetghts, as a Regtonal 
Center, shall be hmtted to those whtch are "appropnate to the scale and functton of development m 
adjotnmg commumttes," [§1108 l(g)] and 
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WHEREAS any senous plannmg effort must resolve cn1lcal mfrastructure and capacity lumtattous 
facmg the Upper WIScousm Avenue Comdor, such as (a) traffic conge.sbon, (b) cut-through traffic on 
local restdenbal streets, (c) lack of parkmg for eXtstmg reSidents, thetr guests and vlSltors, and workers 
and customers at local offices and stores, (d) madequate fire and emergency medtcal set'Vlces, (e) slow 
response ttmes for all emergency servtces - l e , pohce. fire and emergency medtcal serv1ces, (f) lack of 
long term capacity for Metronul to handle htmdreds or thousands of new nders at tts Fnendshtp Hetghts 
station and Tenleytown statton, (g) overcrowdmg at local pubhc schools - espectally at Janney 
Elementary School, (h) lack of water and sewer capactty; and (1) madequate parks and green space, and 

WHEREAS the current Ward 3 Element of the Comprehenstve Plan mcJudes the pobcy wtth respect to 
the Transportation element "Improvmg the level of serv1ce at street mtersecttous to 'B,' or 'C' at worst, 
IS unportant for the protection of the qualtty of ltfe, atr quabty and restdential character of the Ward,,. 
[§1404 2 (g)], and 

WHEREAS DDOT's recently released Wtscousm Avenue Comdor Transportatton Study and Fnendslup 
Hetghts Transportation Study Addendum clearly project unacceptable levels of congesbon for a large 
number of mtersecbous even m tlte scenanos whtch only tnclude a fraction of the development allowed as 
a matter of nght With current zonmg, and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the ANC 3E supports retention of the Ward Elements m 
the reVISed Comprehenstve Plan as the best means for ensunng that ctty-wtde pohctes and gwdelmes are 
tatlored to the spettfic needs of each ward and commumty and that the pohttcal offictals and agency 
employees of the Dtstnct are engaged wtth the residents m developmg laws, rules, regulations, pohetes 
and budgets that are senstbve not only to c1ty-Wlde needs but to the eqwbes represented m tlte ward plans, 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the ANC 3E opposes revtston or exclusion of the current Ward 3 
Plan language requmng preservatton of low denstty netghborhoods and commerctal areas that create 
stable and attractiVe hvmg envm>nments m the Ward, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOL \"ED that the ANC 3E requtres that the reVJSed Comprehensive Plan mcludes 
the followmg proV1S1ous 

1 The retention, m the Ward 3 Element and other secttous of the Comprehenstve Plan, of the extstlng 
protections of our stable netghborhoods from the tmpact on mcreases m hetght and denstty m adJommg 
areas 

2 The retention, m the Ward 3 Element of the revtsed ComprehenSive Plan, of the pohcy wtth respect to 
the Transportatton Element "Impro\'tng the level of servJ.Ce at street mtersecbons to 'B,' or 'C' at worst, 
IS unportant for the protection of the qualtty ofbfe, atr quahty and restdenttal cllar.M:ter of the Ward [3]," 
and 

3 The retentton of the entire WlSCousm Avenue comdor m the most restnctive land use pohcy category 
[cwrently des1gnated as the Conservatton Area m the proposed reVISton] on the Generahzed Land Use 
Pohcy Map, or any S1m1lar map, prov1s1on or language which IS developed for mcluston m the revtsed 
Comprehenstve Plan, and 
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4 The retentlon of the proVISIOns related to controlling the he1ghts and densltJes 111 Regtonal Centers and 
mmumnng the unpact of development on adJommg commumtJes currently mcluded 111 SectJon 1108 of 
the Comprehenstve Plan, 

BE IT Fl.i'RTHER R,J:SOL 'lED that the ANC 3E reqwres that no portJon of the Wtsconsm Avenue 
comdor be constdered for 111clus1on 111 programs wluch grant bonus hettdrts or dem.thes, and 

BE IT FlJRTBER RESOL \"'ED that the ANC 3E reqmres the Office ofPlanwng to conduct clty-wtde 
pubhc heanngs on the draft Revtsed Comprehens1ve Plan pnor to 1ts bang transnutted to the DC COUD.CJl, 
and that these heanngs be scheduled so that allmterested resl(ients, Ad'\<"Isory Netghborhood 
Comnusstons, ClVlC assoc18tJons, commumty orgamzabons, ~tutlonal representatJves, busmess owners, 
and others who are concerned about and affected by land use pohctes and dectston makmg are provtded 
an opportt1Dlty to tt>Sb.fy, and that the Office of Planmng re\>-"tSe the draft document m consultatJon With 
the Comprehenstve Plan Task Force based on the- heanng testJmony before the revtsed draft 1s submitted 
to the Counctl 

ANC 3E approved thiS resolution at lis regular meettng on March 9, 2006, winch '11\<'"85 properly nottced 
and at which a quorum was present The resolutJon was approved by a vote of 4-0 Comnusstoners Amy 
Hoang Wrona, Lucy Eldndge, Amy McVey and Anne Sullivan were present 

Anne Sulhvan, ANC 3E 


