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L SUBffiCT Zoning Commission Case No 05-02 -Residential Recreation Space Text 
Amendment 

Given the more advanced status of the Distnct's Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) affordable housing 
program, OP is not opposed to the Zoning Commiss10n' s proposal to eliminate the residential 
recreation space requirements. This elimination represents a potentially very sigmficant benefit to 
developers and builders - essentially marketable interior space of as much as 10% of the total 
permitted square footage (FAR) on the site, as well as a potential reduction in sometimes costly 
outdoor recreation space 

OP recommends the followmg 

• A proportionate reduction is restdential recreation space as a matter-or-right when used for 
IZ purposes, and 

• Roof-top structure requirements of Chapter 4, Section 411. allow incidental and accessory 
roof-top enclosed areas for residential recreat10n space (at present, such uses are permitted 
for swimming pools only) 

II. BACKGROUND 
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As a result of the many requests for relief from residential recreation space requrrements, the Zoning 
Commtsston, the Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA), and the public have requested reVIew an 
possible amendments to the Residential Recreation Space regulations to be more in line with current 
standards and expectations At its March 14, 2005 public meeting, the Zoning Commission set 
down a series of amendments to the recreation space zomng requirements, to establish a special 
exception process for review of rehef requests and to clartfy and simplify requirements A public 
hearing was held June 27, 2005, at which some limrted support for the changes were expressed as 
being better than existmg, but representatives of the development commumty mdicated a strong 
preference for the elimination of the regulation, or the standardization and reduction of the 
requirements 

In November, 2005, the Commission decided to not take proposed action on the OP proposed 
amendment, and discussed holding a new pubbc hearing to consider eliminating the recreation space 
requirement. The Office of Planning requested that the Commission postpone setting down such 
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action, pendmg recetpt of an additional report from the OP exammmg the reallocation of some of 
this space towards the affordable housmg provtston of mclustonary zonmg The ebmmatton or 
reduction of recreation space requirement would not result m smaller bwldmgs, but rather the space 
would become addttional residential square footage within the buildmg - some of thts space could 
be reallocated to affordable umts, whtch in combination wtth the bonus density provtded through the 
Inclus10nary Zorung program would expand the options for off-settmg and meeting the affordabhty 
requirements 

At Its March 13, 2006 meeting, the Zonmg Commission set down for a Public Hearing the proposal 
to ehmmate the Restdential Recreation Space requrrements, and, m the alternative, OP's proposal 

III. EXISTING RECREATION SPACE REQUIRMENTS 

Recreation space is currently required m the SP, CR and C Distncts, which are found throughout the 
City, although concentrated m the downtown and along major transportation corridors The 
recreation space requtrement vartes from zone to zone, from 5% to 20% of gross residential area, as 
shown on the chart below 

Chart I -Recreation Space Requ.iJ:emeJlt (all land areas are approxintate) 
total developable area %of total 

applicable zone requirement sq.ft. 1 acres developable area 

~-1, C-2-A 20% 28,475,000 653 320% 
C-2-B, C-2-C, C-3-A, CR 15% 20,240,000 465 22.8% 
C-3-B, C-3-C, SP-1, SP-2 10% 26,480,000 608 29.8% 
DD/C-2-A DD/C-2-C DD/C-3-A 

' ' ' DD/C-3-C, C-4, DD/C-5, SEFC/CR 5% 13,690,000 314 15.4% 

lfOTAL 88,885,000 2,040 100.0% 

~!STRICT (total land area): 39,296 

Each zone requires that a portton of the requtred recreation space (varymg from 50% to 70%) be 
located outside and accessible to all residents of the butldmg as external recreation space, such as on 
a rooftop or at grade Attachments from the OP Report dated February 14, 2005 regarding a more 
detatled and comprehensive revtew of extstmg recreation space regulations and the locations of 
lands mcluded in zones whtch require this space IS found are attached as background. 

IV. ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS OF ADVERTISED OPTIONS 

1. ELIMINATION 

The Commission elected to advertise a complete abohtion of the recreation space reqwrements. 
Intenor space otherwise devoted to recreation space could be devoted to other uses, presumably the 
provts~on oflarger umts and/or a greater number ofumts for sale or rent Extenor recreation space 
would not be requrred, so thts space could also be devoted to other uses, such as parkmg, 
mechanical eqwpment, or green space not mtended for recreation purposes 

Includes any land m an overlay that does not alter restdentlal recreation space reqwrements 
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Summanzmg analysis, proVIded m the February 14, 2005 OP report, of recreation space reqmred I 
proposed as part of29 BZA cases heard m the 2001-2004 ttme penod, these 29 proJects would 
normally have reqmred an average of almost 15,000 sq ft of residential recreation space each2

• Of 
thts, generally half ts requrred to be external, resultmg m an average reqmrement for about 7,500 
sq.ft. of mtemal recreation space- space that under the proposed changes could be devoted to other 
marketable uses. If all of this space was devoted to housmg uruts, this would translate mto an 
average of about 1 addttlonal uruts per proJect, mcreasmg the average number of units in the proJects 
from 102 to 109 On a proJect by proJect basts, the number IS relatively small but represents a 
sigmficant benefit to the owners (as venfied by the number of proJects that seek rebeffrom the 
requirement) Collectively, though, for even just the 29 project examined, this would result man 
extra 200 dwelling units, spread throughout the District. This IS m keepmg wtth Dtstnct goals and 
obJectives pertatmng to the provtston ofhousmg throughout the Distnct, although none of these 
uruts would be required to be affordable, and for promoting active and VIbrant commumty retail I 
SerVIce areas which tend to be concentrated m areas zoned for rmxed-use development- zones 
whtch also reqmre residential recreation space 

Although elimmation of the requrrement would result m some mcrease m the number of dwelling 
uruts being proVIded, OP does not expect this to have a sigmficant Impact on serVIces, traffic, or 
neighborhood character. 

• ebmmatton of the requirement would not result m additional square footage -JUSt a 
reallocation ofbmldmg area, so there would be rmmmal or no rmpact on bmldmg form, bulk, 
or height; 

• residential recreation space IS not required m Residential (R) zones, so Its ebrmnation would 
have no dtrect rmpact on stnctly residential neighborhoods; 

• most land devoted to zones which currently requtre recreation space is located m the 
downtown area or along maJor transportation comdors whtch are typically well served by 
metrorail and metrobus so the small number of additional uruts per development would have 
minimal impact on traffic or transportation, 

• developers have mdicated that it IS likely that some developments will contmue to provide 
some recreation space to rmprove marketabtlity of developments, and 

• remammg zomng regulations pertammg to parkmg location (such as preventing parlang m 
front ofbutldmgs), lot occupancy, and yard setbacks should lrmit the conversiOn of recreation 
space at ground level to other uses m undesirable locations; 

• If used m combmation With eh IZ off-set the recreation space could help m the C-3-C and C-4 
zones to keep the balance between residential and office use 

However, it is logical that the increase m uruts combmed with the decrease m on-site recreation 
space would result in somewhat greater demands on pubhc recreation space. 

2 V arymg from a low of less than 3,000 sq ft to a lngh of more than 45,000 sq ft 
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OP proposed the following amendments to the Zonmg Regulations as they pertam to the C, SP, and 
CR Zone districts: 

1. Ehmmate the residential recreation space reqmrement for developments winch are both wtthm 
one of the applicable C, SP or CR dtstncts, and winch are subject to the Inclusionary Zorung 
(IZ) program Tlus is intended to help Insure a successful IZ program m mixed use zoned areas 
Some developers raised concerns that the bonus density provided through the IZ program was 
not enough to balance the construction costs or pressure of office development, and permitting 
the residential recreation space to be used alternatively to meet the IZ program would help 
mamtam and strengthen that balance. 

2. Permit the reduction of the residential recreation space in developments which are Within one of 
the applicable C, SP or CR dtstncts, but are not subject to the IZ reqUirements, if affordable 
housmg IS proVIded man amount eqmvalent to 25% of the total amount of recreation space 
proposed to be converted to residential use, and m conformance to the IZ regulations and 
gut de lines. 

Overall, the Impact of the OP proposed amendment would be to reduce the amount of reqmred on­
Site recreation space and to possibly mcrease the amount ofhousmg- market rate wtthm IZ areas, 
and a combmation of affordable and market rate m areas not subject to IZ reqUirements, Foe areas 
not subject to IZ, a developer would have the option of proVIding some or all of the reqmred 
residential recreation space instead of the combination of market and affordable housing. 

Should a developer wtsh to construct neither the recreation space nor the affordable housmg, a 
variance would be needed from the Board of Zorung Adjustment, Similar to the existing situation 

Wlule OP feels that this may be a reasonable solution, we acknowledge that it would not, in the end, 
result in a sigruficant number of affordable uruts. For example, agam usmg the aforementioned 29 
BZA cases analyzed m earlier OP reports, 1f all 29 developers dectded to provtde housmg tnstead of 
recreation space, of the approximately 15,000 sqare feet of area reqmred to be devoted to residential 
use, 3,750 square feet would be devoted to affordable housmg 4 

However, OP also notes that a detailed economic cost I benefit analysis comparing the options of 
providmg the recreations space, or providing the housing (including affordable housing) has not 
been completed -It may be that, under tlus option, some developers would prefer to proVIde the 
recreation space rather than the affordable housmg. 

3 

4 

The Zonmg Commtsston has approved the IZ program, and ts currently m the pubhc hearmg stage of estabhshmg 
where m the Dtstnct the program should be apphed Throughout thts optlon, OP assumes the adoptton of mappmg 
for the IZ program. For a detaded descnptlon of the IZ program, refer to Zomng Commtsston Order 04-33 (May 
18, 2006), whtch created a new zonmg regulation Chapter 26, Inclus10nary Zonmg Also refer to the OP report 
regarding the proposed mappmg of the IZ program, dated October 5, 2006 
On average, the 29 proJects requrred the provtston of 15,000 sq.ft. of recreation space Ofthts, about~ ts requrred 
to be external, although the regulations allow all of tt to be external Assummg that about ~ of the requrred space 1S 

mtemal and provtded as housmg mstead of recreanon space, the total mtemal area 1S 7,500 sq ft., of whtch half 
would be affordable, or 3,750 sq ft. 
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The OP proposal includes a recommendatiOn for a mmor amendment to the roof-top structure 
requirements of Chapter 4, Section 411, to permit incidental and accessory roof-top enclosed areas 
for residential recreation space, as currently permitted for swimming pools. 

If the CommiSSion decides to further conSider the option to ehmmate the requrrement, OP would 
propose that this one element of the OP proposal be adopted Although recreation space would not 
be requrred, rooftop recreation space is often desirable and of benefit to building residents. The 
District IS somewhat unique m that the relatively level skyline and the relatively low buildmg 
heights allow for meanmgful and desirable rooftop space. The proposed mmor amendment would 
not sigruficantly encourage the proVIsion of such space, but If proVIded, would make such space 
more usable and enJoyable 

V. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

OP recogruzes that the existing residential recreation space requirements are, in many ways, 
problematic and m need ofupdatmg to current standards and expectations. Internal (and even 
external) recreation space IS often considered an expenSive luxury contnbutmg to the cost of 
housmg, sometimes contrary to District obJectives to encourage greater use of public space; and not 
seen as a significant benefit to the residents Many developers have mdicated that some recreatiOn 
space, appropnate to the specific area and the target market, is likely to be provided in many 
developments, but that the market should dectde the amount and type, not zomng regulations. 

OP's original proposal was for minor amendments to residential recreation space, pending 
completion of a broader study involving OP, the Department ofParks and Recreation, and the 
National Capitol Planmng Commission study to assess park and recreation space needs and 
proVISion throughout the DI.stnct. It was thought that this study may lead to proposal for the 
establishment of an Impact fee program, whereby new developments would contnbute towards the 
proviSion of new parks and open space. Many concerns with this course of action were rmsed, and 
the Commission decided to not proceed with this proposal, and to re-advertise a proposal to 
ebmmate the requirement. Developers would, Instead, be able to devote space currently reqwred to 
be recreation space to such uses as additional marketable restdential space. OP requested that the 
Zomng Commission advertise, m the alternative, a proposal that would tie recreation space 
reductiOn to the provision of some amount of unitS set aside as affordable. 

OP recommends the followmg 

• A proportionate reduction IS residential recreation space as a matter-or-nght when used for 
IZ purposes, and 

• Roof-top structure requirements of Chapter 4, Section 411 : allow mcidental and accessory 
roof-top enclosed areas for residential recreation space (at present, such uses are permitted 
for swimming pools only) 
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