
9/25/08 Testimony of :Barbara Kahlow 
on ZC Case No. 08-06-1 -Comprehensive Zoning R~gulations Rewrite: Height 

I, Barbara Kahlow~ live at 800-25th Str~ N.W. I am testifying on behalf of the West End 
Citizens Association (WECA), the oldest citizens organintion in the Foggy Bottom-West End 
area. The WECA is primarily interested in maintaining and improving the quality of life for the 
existing residential community in Foggy Bottom-West End. 

To better understand the impact of today' s proposal~ if the proposed new height regulations were 
in place, they would have prevented some of the adverse effects to be imposed on our 
community by the recently-approved massive development by the George Washington 
University (OWU) for the site of the former OWU hospital, known as Square 54. On 11120/06~ I 
testified for the WECA in opposition to OWU's development plan for Square 54 (''Consolidated 
PUD and Related Map Amendment for ~quare 54/' Case No. 06-27). We raised a host ofissues, 
including about.height. On 5/3/07, I updated our testimony before the National Capital Planning 
Coinmission (NCPC). Here is a section from our NCPC testimony: 

l 

l 

1. Does GWU's application Violate the Height of BuUdings Aet of 1910? 

The answer is "yes." It would set a precedent for excessive h~ight off the main avenues 
ofDC1

• Current DC zoning (R-5-D) provides for a ~um height of90 feet in all 
parts of Square 54. GWU's Appllcation to the Zoning Commission (5/30/06, pp. 10-11) 
identified three sqmrate buildings .... one commercial building fronting on Pennsylvania 
Avenue and Washington Circle and two residential buildings along I Street. Later, GWU 
asserted that there is only one building, thus allowing the height for all three buildings to 
be measured from the higher frontage on Pennsylvania Avenue. The National Capital 
Plamiing Com:inission (NCPC) Staff Report (p. 1 ft) determined that there are two 
buildingS (one commercial and one residential). To allow additional height, NCPC staff 
conSidered the two residential buildings to front along 23rd Street even though the 12-
Story residential building in the Southeast comer (along 22nd and I Streets) is separated 
by a wide courtyard from the separate 12-story residential building in the Southwest 
comer (along 23rd and I Streets). A look at the documetltation shows two separate 
residential buildings. 

OWU's plan was for a 147-foot height composed of 122 feet from the sidewalk With a 
25-foot "outdoor room" above the top story in the Southeast comer of 22nd and I Streets. 
The building at the Southwest comer of23rd and I Streets has a 125-foot height from the 
sidewalk. It is UQ.clear if the "outdoor room" is included in the latest revised design. 
Using its all-one-building logic by using Pennsylvania Avenue as the frontage, GWU 
says that the Southeast comer height would be 110 rather than 122 feet. The Southwest 
comer would then be 110 rathet than 125 feet. The NCPC Staff Report (p. 5) indicated 
the maximum allowable height for buildings along 22nd and I Streets is 110 feet and 
along 23nt Street is 120 feet. Thus, the WECA believes~ to meet the requiretnents of 

1 M its 3/l/07 deciSion meeting on the "Consolidated PUD and Map Amendment for the GWU Campus 
Plan 2006-2025," NCPC's GSA Member asked if any of the proposed PUD si~ to be rezoned to C-3 
(which allows height up to 130 feet) could be sold for non-GWU uses. The answer provided was 
inaccurate. In filet, after one of the PUD development sites Within the campus boundaries was developed 
by GWU to 110 feet, it could be sold for non-univerSity use and the new owner could add height to 130 'reet 
as a matter-of-right 
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the Height of Buildings Act, the second residential building in the Southeast comer of 
22nd and I Street should be no higher than 110 feet ~d without an "outdoor room." 

With one exception, the buildings around Washington Circle and to its West in the Foggy 
Bottom-West End residential area are no higher than 90 feet. As one goes aroUild the 
Washington Circle, the buildings at the North of the Circle include the low-scale, 
landmarked Schneider's Triangle townhouses and the 3 Washington Circle 
Condominium; to the West, the 90-foot GWU hospital; and, to the Se>uth, the two 85-foot 
GWU dorms on I Street. In addition, the WECA requested and GWU committed but 
failed to present full shadow studies, as normally required both by the DC Board of 
Zoning Adjustment and DC Zoning Commission in cases impacting issues of residential 
safety or sufficient air and light. The proposed buildings for Square 54 could 
significantly block light and air for the residences surrounding Washington Circle, 
individuals passing through the Circle, and the historic Circle itself. 

The Office of Planning's (OP's) Height proposal addresses some but not all of the issues raised 
in our Zoning Commission and NCPC testimonies. Recommendation 4 would clarify tbe 
number of buildings involved since it requires a physical connectioQ. on "at least half of the 
shared floors." Under Recommendation 4, GWU's pbm would have been determined to have 
three buildings (one commercial and two residential), as the WECA had argued. The effect 
would have been a 12-foot reduction in height (from 122 to 110 feet) for the residential building 
at Z2nd and I. So, we strongly support Recommendation 4. 

Recoinmendations 9 and 10 raise problems. Recommendation 9 would allow roof-tOp 
"Amenity features," including "communal enclosed rec.-eation space," to exceed the height limit. 
Therefore, a scaled down version ofGWU's proposed 25-foot high "outdoor room," if used for 
recreation purposes, would have been allowable. Reeollllilendation 10 says ~·space enclosed by 
walls on a roof ... shall not count toward overall building FAR" and may not e~ceed 20 feet. 
The WECA believes that "communal enclosed recreation space" sho\lld not be allowed to exceed 
the height limit and, if allowed, should be included in th~ overall building FAR. 

Recommendations 3 also raise problems. Recommendation 3 defines "Residence street" as 
containing residential property in a low to moderate density zone or any block with 100010 
residential use. Much of Foggy Bo~m-West End includes mixed use properties, such as those 
zoned SP-2 and CR. So, Uilder Recommendation 3, blocks with any mixed~ propenies wouJd 
be treated as "business stteets," which would allow for more beigbt. Such a determination could 
adversely change the entire character of a block. 

We also have a COIDJDent on the unpublished (OP's 7/10/08 report) text fot tonight's hearing, 
which i$ referenced in the hearing notice. We oppose the following amplification of 
Recommendation 11: "permit .... amenity features located entirely within an ornamental f'eatwe 
to be relieved of setback requirements" (p. 32). Lastly, we are encotmJg~ by OP's statement 
that "Further study is needed to determine setback requirements that would strike the appropriate 
balance between allowing some structures atop low and moderate density buildings, specifically 
rowhouses, and minimizing light, shadow, and visual impacts of those structures" (p. 33). In 
fact, we recoiiUllePd that tlie Conmdssion require shadow studies whenever the community 
expresses concerns about blocked air and light. 

Thank you for your consideration of our views. 
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