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The Committee of 100 has previously testified about our opposition to the Mandatory Inclusiona.ry 
Zoning scheme for its cumbersome, opaque, ill-de:lined. quality a.nd its potential to upzone property 
across the District. We very much support the goal of providjng workforce housing that is 
affordable in :man,y areas of the District; we just think this is a very wrong way to get there. 

First, rd like to speak of historic districts without a.ffection. Although some of us would be guilty 
of wa.x:ing rhapsodic about preservation, these d:istr1.cts must also be viewed as mighty engines of 
economic development. Trade and commercia.l activity in historic areas command premiums; 
tourism and vaca.t:l.oning increase in these districts; universities use their cha.ra.cter to attract 
students (and their families) with an ambiance they find special. Of course canstructiOn 
businesses that specia.lize in renovation and restoration are largely dependent on these districts. 

For others, the preservation a.nd protection of our culture, architecture - our history- is in and of 
itself a value, one that is protected in a wide range of city policies in the present a.nd proposed 
Comprehensive Plan, as well as specja.lleglslation and regulation. 

Initia.IJy it was thought that historic districts could be protected from inappropriate development 
through design review, but closer examination disputes this. PUDs must be (and are) aJ.rea.dy 
accommodated in historic districts. Adding this second J.aiyer of bonus density~ truly cballenge 
even the most creative of a.rchitects. 

While OP addresses park:ing lots and open space, we are concerned as much about properties like 
gas stations and one- or two-story commercial propert;ies of comparatively recent vintage, entities 
tb.a.t would be hard to defend as contributing structures. Rep.laoing these propert;ies with double­
bonus development would not onJy be likeJy to result in out-of-cbaracter residences or mixed-use 
buildings, they would also establish a height a.nd bulk standard that could be used to argue for 
zoning exceptions on properties that do not trJgger IZ requirements. 

There is also a little addressed proviSiOn (§2606.2) which affects properties initiaJJy built with 
fewer than ten units; if within two years they add units that bring the total to ten, IZ would 
require the additional 20% development. Thus a project initia.IJy acceptable in cbaraoter and 
sca.J.e would be forced to become a. much larger development; I am not sure what a communitw 
could do to defend aga.tnst it. 

For all these reasons - and those presented earner this month - we ask that tbe Commission not 
map IZ in historic districts. We would extend this to cover a.reas that are in the process of 
appJymg for designation as historic. One of the concerns we have about rowhouse neigb.borhoods 
is the potential to subdivide two properties and create a lot large en.ougJ::t to accnmmodate ten 
units. Of course historic districts at least have the ability to oppose the subdivisions b8fore the 
HPRB (however much we resist the thought of needing to do this with a.ey fttequency). But the 
not-yet-historic districts lack this protection. 

Several communities have comparatively large lots, even for what are affeotionately called 
"starter homes." It is not hard to im~ne how irresistible subdivisions of these P1'9pel"'iies would 
be to some developers, just as surely as it is not hard to im~ne the impact such development 
would have on these stable communities of young famiJies. We would ask the Commission to 
refra.tn ft'om mapping IZ in historic districts, and in the commun1J:jes in the process of being 
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As we have previous1y oommented. the Committee of 100 vecy muoh hopes the Comm1ssinn will 
reconsider its support ofthe inolusiona.cy' zoning sobeme, period. We strongly support programs 
to provide more options for affordable housing for the Distrlot's workforce, for mid.dle-c1ass 
fiunilies, and for other District residentB unable to locate housing w1tbin their means. Tbis 
program isn't the way to a.ohieve those goals: 

• It is unwieldy, expenstve, opaque, dimoult to measure. 
• It is pegged at too bigh an income to meet needs of real District f'amiHes. 

• It will produce too few units to make an impa.ot. 
• It will result in upzoning of property citywide. 

1. There bas been testimony from advocates ofiZ that the program would have "no oost." We 
strongly disagree. The adm1n1strat1ve oosts &lone would be burdensome. You have heard from 
attorneys pra.otioing land-use law that there a.re serious doubts about the operation of this 
program, serious oonoerns about its impact on the residential market, and serious oonoerns about 
the in&d.equaoy of the moentives a.s presently framed. Addressing tbese oonoerns -either in the 
implementing legislation, a.dministrative regulatl.ons, or future ruJ.ema.k:ing8 - will result 1n maJor 
oosts yet to be measured. And the omoe of Planning tells us that, using OP's own best a.nalyses, it 
wJII produce only 170 units ayea.r. 

We would encourage District actions that would put the resou.rces that would otberwise be 
drained by this untested but higb.1y impa.ott\11 program into other programs that oan produce 
predictable results, and that oan. be ma.naged. flexibJy to minimjv,e harm. Perhaps there is a role 
for lotteries targeted to speaitlc workforce groups. But we should at least lmowwhat the subsidy 
oost per unit will be, fully acknowledging ad.m1nistra.t1.ve and other oosts. 

Beoa.use tbe implementing legislation currenty before Council is, Ja.rgely, a blank oheok for the 
Exeouttve Branch to desig.D. the opera.t1ng rules for this program, the public bas no a.ssura.noes at 
a.1l about what this program will look like, how muoh it will cb&nge neigb.borhoods, what ha.rm it 
w1ll do. 

2. The proposals used by OP in oommunitN meetings utilize area median inoome to set the 
thresholds for eligibility. Tbis forces a District program intended to help our work:tbroe find 
housing to use a sta.nda.rd that include four of the weaJ.tbiest counties 1n the nation. The a.tta.ohed. 
ohart from this morntng's Wasbmgton Post shows tbat the same sized family that bas a med.1an 
income of $94,610 bas a Distrlct counterpart famiJywhose tnoome is just $47,221. The current 
tbl'esholds will make ellglble the ovet•wheJming maJority of Distrlot families, many of whom would 
not need subsidies to find housing. For whom is this program really designed? 

J.i'urthermore, by inoluding the lifetime oooupan.cy, these units oould be purobased. by new ooJJ.ege 
graduates whose inoom.es start compa.ra.tively modestly and be kept through au the years of 
income growth. OP staff oounters this with their belief that such professionals would not want to 
Jive in these quarters, an odd defense of a program they sponsor. In real Hfe, one oan.look at the 
stnnmng experlenoe of New York City's Peter Cooper Village and Stuyvesant Town, where 
generations of famines have enJoyed the submarket housing. 

3. '.l'brougbout this process, the Committ.ee bas asked OP to cJarjj)' its demogra.pbic data. In 
the 2000 Census, the DiBtrlct deo.lal'ed that a.1l college and university students were, 1n fact, DC 
residents. In prior Census a.naJyses, these individuals were allowed to complete their own forms, 
d.eoJ&ting tbslr residences to be where the individual cla1med. By malring this ohange, an 



est1ma.ted 70,000 persons were added to the population base, skewing it in wa.ys that directly 
affect this proposal (a.nd many, many others). Attached as well is the poverty map included in 
the latest OP report on 04-33A, which shows b1gh poverty rates in west Georgetown. as well as 
Foggy Bottom. 

We have asked to see these number d.isaggregated., not cbal.lenging whether it was proper to make 
the reclassification. Because this population group is overwhelmingJy single-member households, 
without children, with low personal incomes, any a.naJysis of household size or other social 
parameters is seriously d1storted.. What would District median income be if this cohort. were 
reported separately? What level of need for subsidy would we have to respond to? 

4 . The IZ program is des1gned. to be used in colijunction with PUDs, a double-dipping of 
bonuses that e:xa.cerba.tes the potential for disturbingly high upzoning of properties in residential 
communities. OP has not provided even its best-case scenario for how this combination of bonus 
programs ca.n be kept from wrea.k:ing havoc on residential communities, With extraordinary 
potential for destructive increased density. 

In closing, we ask that any Zoning Commission decision to go ahead with mapping outside the 
historic districts pa,y extremely close attention to how the implementa.ti.on is represented. 
Implementing such a.n untested. scheme on maps by zone district is a blunt instrument. In the 
name of simplicity, OP rejected over~ that could be crafted to avoid particular harms, we a.re 
left. with maps which, while attractive in a graphic sense, are very imprecise at the margins. Our 
criticisms of the Comprehensive Pla.n maps need citation again here, since offering both IZ a.nd 
PUDs - a one-two punch of upzoning - may be atfected by the precise placement of a line of a 
particular color. 

It would take tremendous courage to reject a politically popular ( a.nd correct) progra.m, but we 
would hope the Commission can do just that. We can do better for those needing lower-cost 
housing. We can do better for those whose taxes Will pay for it. Both communities, a.nd the 
developers to whom it will be left to deliver the properties, deserve more than the chalk outline 
that is before Council The Commission can fix that by postponing any mapping of this rule. 
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Map 10. Poverty Levels by Census Block Groups, US Census (see Appendix Map X for 8.5xll). 


