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I would like the Board of Zomng to reconsider the lowenng of the by-nght he1ght hm1t m R-4 zones from 40 feet 
to 35 feet Th1s modified regulation w111 add cost and/or hm1t opt1ons for homeown~ffl!tiM'f9 f<f3E!Xlp}qd3!ef 2 homes without any pos1t1ve externaht1esl 

The goals accordmg to Office of Planmng are to hm1t the more Incongruous additions and cut the econom1c 
mot1vatJon to add on as high as poss1ble As to the first goal, one 1s no more or less capable of bu1ld1ng an 
mcongruous addtt1on up to 35 feet than they are to 40 feet The he1ght does noth1ng to add nor detract frum the 
congruity of the addrtton In fact, rt's entirely poss1ble that the lower he1ght hm1t m1ght actually exacerbate 
undesirable des1gn when combmed wrth space constraints of small lots There are already ex1stmg protections 
of facade and street v1ews m h1stonc d1stncts That should be suffictent 

As to the second goal, 1t 1sn't clear why the board of zomng or office of planmng would want to cute econom1c 
mot1vat1on to expand homes or 1f 1t IS even poss1ble No matter what the hmrt is, people Will be motivated to 
build as h1gh as poss1ble, that's JUSt econom1cs People Will sttll be motivated to bu1ld to 40 feet, 1fs JUSt that 
now they'll have to pay more to do so 

Even 1fwe look at the pohctes that the OP c1ted m the1r July 17, 2014 presentation to the Board of Zomng, 1t 
1sn't apparent that th1s pohcy Will help to ach1eve those goals It won't prevent the addition of floors called for m 
LU-2 1 9 or protect the character of row house neighborhoods as called for 1n LU-2 1 7 smce the 35 foot hm1t 
w111 st1ll allow for "pop-ups • To any extent that 1t does, the rule w111 contradict policy H-1 3 1, srnce 1t w1lll1m1t 
row house neighborhoods from expandmg their homes to accommodate "famfi1es w1th children • 

Th1s lower hm1t Will create three less desirable chotces for current homeowners It w1ll allow homeowners to add 
a th1rd floor at the same cost as 1t can be done now, but of lower qualrty, add a th1rd floor of equal qualrty as 
allowed now, but at a higher cost, or add a floor of lower quality at a higher cost It IS difficult to understand how 
any of these outcomes represents one that benefits anyone It 1s not clear how th1s lower he1ght hm1t allows the 
board to protect any pubhc Interest or to ach1eve any commumty goals 

Other hm1ts, such as those on blocking ne1ghbonng solar panels, are clearly designed to balance competing 
pubhc rnterests But rt's unclear what public rnterest th1s IS defendrng It IS, however, perfectly clear that rt 
comes at the expense of personal property nghts, someth1ng the board should recogmze as a real public 
mterest In addrt1on the test proposed for the spectal except1on 1s extraordrnanly subjective Thts rule IS over­
broad and should be rejected 

DaVId Cranor 
307 Kentucky Ave SE 
WDC20003 

z:;t.UHd~~ 

ZONING COMMISSION 
District of Columbia 

('ASE NO. 14-II 
~X HI BIT NO. ~ I 4 

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

Case No. 14-11

Deleted

ZONING COMMISSION
District of Columbia

CASE NO.14-11
EXHIBIT NO.214


