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Ms. Carol Mitten. Chair 
~nlilg Conunls$lon 
441 Fourth Street, N.W. 
Washington. D. C.~~ 

&: z. c. Q7-rS- Am:esnx:y StniCtUrea 

It was regcettable that taltimony and wrlttm submissions from dte Commim=e ci roo and from 
the Qtizens Assoclatlon of Georgetown were not available to the Zoning Commission when it 
first considered this pi'Op08ed rule. On behalf of myself and my colleagues. I apologize fur our 
part In that dra1ms1ance. 

Our deep concerns about the impact of the proposed rulemalc:lDg. hqweyer, are as strong as ever. 
The CAO board even adopted approval of testimony before the National Caplt$ Planning 
Commi88lon because of the barm.ful impact on the Georgetown National Historic I...andnuuk. 
The testimony CAO was prepared to glve at the Zoning Commission's hearing Is appended to 
rdlect the complex of Impacts that WO\Ud hatm the Georgetown community. It Is my 
understandiog that AdvJsory Neighborhood Commission 2C also adopted a strong resolution 
of concern at its m~ this week. asking the Zlnlng Commission to reconsider this rule. 

The Commlm:e ci 100 on the Federal Oty shares those concems fur the NHL but also 
expresses lts oplnlon that the broader impact on residential areas across the District will be 
harmful and wiU thWart the intended prottledons of the zoning plan. Condlluing the blending of 
R3 and R4 distrlcts, as 01-l5 proposes to do, dimJnlshes the nwnba- ofpropc;tles that wU1 offer 
the intended cbaraclcr of the more protective zone. 

Monmer, blurring the distinction between demched/seml-demched house.; and rowhouses 
would allow the densldes of the more prott'.CIX:d stmctUres to Increase by 75%. Surdy this Is a 
major change ln the zoning plan. the etTects of which require much more consideration. IJ\ 
detachcd/semktetached house in Ra, 1br example, is Umited to a 40% lot cxwpancy; the 
proposed rule would allow j'0%1ot occupancy by spedal e&oeptlon for the same property.,1 

It is true that this leniency- and t:he waiver of protrdive rear. side-yard. and other requirements 
- Is cmrendyavallahle .fiJr SD:8Ched garages. However, extending it m any number m structures 
demched tmm the main n::stdence 'WOuld increase the amount ci devdopment in what is now 
open ~ with wbat we expect wU1 be a flood of app1Jcadons fbr various types of ~ 
buildings. 
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This joint request from The Committee of 100 and the~ Association of Georgetown asks 
that the Zoning Commission pull the proposed rule for reconsf.deratlon and revision. We would 
aD look ibrwatd to working with dte OfBce of Planning to help fsshion a proposal1br the 
Commisston~ oonsideratlon that would provide more flexibUlty Without making possible such 
harm to resldendal communides. 

On suthorh'.ed endorsement of both organlmtlons that I sene, I ask that the Zoning 
Commission not grant final approval of this iUiemaldng. 

BIUbara.Zanma.n, 
Zlning Subc.iommittee 
The Committee of 100 on the Federal City 

and 

Chair. Committr:e onHistDric Preserw.don, 
Planning, and Zoning 
QtizensAssociationdOeorgetown 
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~ Alaoclatlon of Georptuwl\ 
Statemi!llt in Opposition 

Zanin& COmmilsion Case 07-35 

Monday, July 23, D1l 

The Qtizens Assodation of Georptown hu 111 higher c:wrent priority than th' protection ol open space in 
Historic Geo11etown. a National Historic LandD'UII'k. deaiJnated as havin& special IIU!8!dng and value to the 
nation IIi a whole, in addition to its significant contr(butktn to the eultural hiito.y of the D.latrld. and to the 
DlstrJet ec'.ODOII\)', 

This measure, viewed in one contmct, can be seen as an acmmmodation to modem lilestylJS. But we view It as 
an invitation to occupy ... of the pncious open space with acce&IOty buildings (not just prages, as the OP 
report~). While ament Ngtilations allow for the possibiUty of special excepticms for building 
additions of similar lot coverage, the impaet of free-.atanding structures can be much greata,:, limiting the open 
courts and side yards ancl rear yarda. 

Moreover, it coutbwes to blur the cUstindion between the two categories in both R3 and R4, apparently 
USUJ11ing that the impad 'WOUld be indJstinguishable between the categories ol (a) free-standing and semi­
detached homes and (b) townhomes. For the former category, this o.ffers a potential 30% 6anus in lot 
coverap, .&om 40% to ?()%, Whlle these are the same percentages allowed .fat attached strw:tmes in the 
amant zegulaticms, expandins their availability for these l18W and open-end.ecl \lieS threatena the 
comparatiwly Uinitecl open spa~ in bailt-out CO!IUil1Ulities. 

The subjedive standards Uutt ne1pb01'8 are compelled to use have rarely been useful m proving harm. 
Testimony at the reeent roundtables reganting spedal-coo:eption conditions has noted the consistent 
diasati&fadicm in residential aJIIID.1W1ities with how the terms of §.U3 are interpreted. Neighbom would 
have to prove that the pmposed new structure would "undulY' affect their light and air or that U would 
UUnchdy" mmprom.fse theJr privacy of use and enjoyment. Nowhere in the pmposed ndemaldna is there 
ctiscuaston of the collective eflect of numemus 900 sq. ft. acc:essory structures m an established cxmummity, or 
the potential effect on neipborhoocl coheslveness (as opposed to stre~pe conc:ems). 

In addition to th.e amant bu!den an neighbOJ'I to demonstrate that additions to houses are adveftle, this 
amendment would add to their bardan the raeed to prove that any acxessory stru.c:tunJ (storage shed, animal 
kennel, guest cottap, pmeroom/ clubhouse - endless possibilities) would have a "'substantially adverse a&.t 
(sic) on the use or enjoyment of any abutting or adjacent dwelling or property ... • and should not "substantially 
intrude UfC.'l the character, scale, 8lld pattern of h.DuJe& along the subject street frontage ••• " It would be 
f!l11ticipated that SUch additicmal atructutea would be in the rear of properties (not added to the side of an 
existing residence), ma.ldJI& tJds provision largely irrelevant. 

The ~ lrtegalarity of this pmpotied change is e.mhodled in §223.1, which acknowledges that the 
structures might DOt comply with as many as six provisions of the zoning regulations; extenctins this 
ncmconformity to a whole new dass of detad\ed struc:tuna urutennines the value of the intended protections of 
open space. 

Last, the Old Gecqetown Board and the Commission of Fine Arts have held to a poliqr of rejec:tbtg requests 
for addttlonal cutb • • policy we strongly support because of the way sad\ cuts remove street parking that 
is otherwise available fof aD netpbors in order to provide a canvenien~ to one Mmeowner. 

That the proposecl ~emaldng, as advertised, goes beyond even the intent of the setdown report to lndu.U not 
jast prapa but all manner of •a.xessory" buildJnp sugpsis that it may be appropriate to return to the 
drawing board for rethinking of what this provision would aDow '! lll\d destroy. 

We oppose adoption of this rule as advertised. 
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The Committee of 100 on the Federal Qty 
Statement in Opposition- Zoning Commission Case C1'/-15 

September 6, 2007 

The fact that the adverti&ecl tul.e would. aBow not just preps but aJIDUilUU!I of ~ buildinp to 
be added to existJna ~ c:overiDg a lot up to 70%, with fuU acceptance of their violation of side 
yard and rear yard provisions (IUI)O!Jg others) intended to protect neighboring properties. 

Moreover,, the blendins of B3 and R4 ZOl1l!8 violates the dear Intent of the regulations to establish 
different stal'ul~ regarding lot ~v~ §330.2 notes that "Very little vacant fand shall be included 
within tbe R4 District, since its~ purpose shall be the stabilization of remaintng one-family 
dwellinp." Jn contrast, §320.1 ibes R3 districts as MW\g both row clwelUnp and one-family 
detached and semi-detached dwelUnp and repeats the R1 use limitotions "To maintain a famlly-Ufe 
en'Yironmenf'. 

R4, on the other 'hand, permits a range of more intense uses beyond those permitted in 13, lnduding of· 
ript boarding h01U16 and lOoming houses not allowed in RS. Rulemaki:np that weaken protections lor 
single-family 20111!9 do not fu.rthet the intent and purpose of the zonb1g regulations. Usillg the 70% 
maximum lot coverase in both R3 and R4 ml$ses ~intended distindion in the regulations. 

Many neighborhoods are already having difficulty constraining illegal residential use of pH-eXisting 
nonamforming pup~ and mrriage houses; it is far more likely that &ee-atancliJts prages or 
accesso!f buildinp would be used for such purposes than wcnilcl attac:hed garages or additions. 

Similarly, aecessory strucbtret ate nl-defined and could .tnclude llllld\ highly impactful mnstmction 
and adivtty. We ask the Commission to reconsider the basis em whidt this proposal ts touncled and 
reject it in its present formulation. 
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