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I have been a restdent and homeowner m the Dtstnct of CoJwnbta for over 10 years l 
presently live m a condommtum tn Ward 2 I am writing to express my support for your 
proposal to change the zorung regulattons to hmtt pop--up developments tn R-4 D1stricts There 
is much good in thi& proposal, but there are key 1ssues that I have looked mto that 1 would hke 
you to constder below 

Amendments Pertummg to Ma.nmum Hetght 

I support the proposal to reduce the maxtmum height in R-4 from 40 feet to 35 feet as a 
matter--of-nght Many pop--up developments are taller than existing homes m the netghborhood. 
This height dtfference reduces hght and atr to adjotmng properties and may decrease the rate at 
wtnch snow melts from the roofc; of adJonnng properties, which could cause d.arnage to flat roofs 
I support alloY.'tng an mcrease to 40-feet by spectal exception provtded the upper addition does 
not ha\'e a suhstanttally adverse Impact on the use and enjoyment of adJommg properties. An 
adjommg property owner should be pennitted to present cvtdence to the Board of Zoning 
Adju&went tf such owner beheves the upper add.itton would have a substantially adverse tmpact 
on the use and enjoyment of hts property 

Amendments Pertammg to Converswn oj &ructures m R-4 Dbl'lrlCts to Apartment Houves 

I strongly support the repeal of §330 5(e) to prevent res&dennal structures m R-4 Districts 
ftom being converted to apartment houses l do not belteve tins provtsion should be retained 
under any ctrcumstances. While I understand the destre for flexibility. the result of retaining thts 
proviston would be a oontinuatton of pop-up constructton m rowhouse neighborhoods 
Developers have found a loophole m the current zoning regulanons that has allowed them to 
f?Onvert rowhouses to multJfamlly umts as a matter*of-right I urge you to close this loophole by 
elimmat.mg all converstons of restdenttal structures to apartment houses in R-4 and not grant any 
reliefby special exception 

' 
1 support the mcluston of new §336, especially the prolubitton on convertmg a rowhome 

to an apartment house (§336 2) The converstbn of a rowhouse to an apartment house is out of 
character wtth other rowhomes on the block Moreover, ~ucb convemons could result m1N c 

. ZON ~ OIU\Ji' '011 
structural and other damage to adjommg propertJes Many of the Dtstnct's rowhomes •m~JA, 1, ,,,, , , 

over 100 years old and cannot withstand the stress of additional load and chan@eS !<UlAo 14-( ( 
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fouru:Iattoo. l support a cnnstderation of the effect any addttton would have on abutting or 
adjacent properties (§336 4). Many pop-up developments se\>erely restnct the hgbt. au and 
privacy of netghboring properttes Thts ts enormously unfa1r and damagtng to nearby restdents 
and undoubtedly has a negative 1mpact on property values An adjouung property owner should 
be pemutted to present evtdence to the Board of Zomng AdJustment if such owner beheves the 
addition would have a substanttall} adverse nnpact on the use and en;oyment of h1s property 

l recommend two changes to §336 Ftrst, I suggest adding a requirement that any 
addttion must not restrict an adjommg property owner from full access to his property. Second. I 
recommend reducmg the lot occupancy reqwrement tn §336 6 from 70% to no more than 60o/o. 
A mwumwn lot occupancy of70% would result m little ~'IVJous surfuces on the property. It is 
rmporta:nt to remin pervtous surfaces to reduce pollution and storm water run-off in the Dtstrict 

The proposal allows spectal excepnon relief from the nummum requm~ment of 900 
square feet per dwelling unit I do not support thts change because tt would provtde an mcentive 
for developers to seek maxnnum profit by crowdmg multrple, small umts into an apartment 
house on a lot too small to accommodate them Thts would further reduce parking in many 
netghbothoods and increase denstty Under no circumstances should OJ? and ZC permit a 
restdenttal structure to be converted to an apartment how~e. espectally 1f the mmtmum of 900 
square feet per umt can be \vaived b)' special exception. 

Spec1al Exceptwn Relief 

r strongly recommend that any relief sought by special exception require mput from 
adjotnmg property owners, the ANC and the commumty 

In closmg, although tlus does not personally affect me at my current home, tt does affect 
two different h.omeo·wners in the District that are fnends of mme. Further, .I am planmng to move 
from my condonunium to a townhorne or a detached horne w1thm two years. I am now 
concerned that buying a townhome ma:y become too nsk} I would like to stay and do my part by 
hving, workmg. and supportmg the commumty here. but am not sure 1t ts the correct long-term 
dectsion for me. If you take a strong enough step and act quickly on th.J.s complex issue. I Will 
hkely continue to be a long-term homeowner m the Dtstnct 

l commend OP and ZC for thls effort to hmll pop-up development and urge you to act 
qutckly and make the deciston that no more pemuts for pop-ups/pop-hacks and conversion be 
possible untd the ZC issues 1ts final rultng on tins matter, i e a moratonum, as 'Suggested by 
Muriel Bowser m a letter to the DCRA lnterim Dtrector m July, 2014. Every day of delay 
results m more pop-ups and ergo substantial negative consequences to DC res1dents 

Smcerel}, 

~/.C) 
Davtd Hintz 


