
May 26,2015 

Zoning Commission 
Office of Zoning 
441 4th St. NW, Suite 200-S 
Washington, DC 2000 I 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Commissioners: 

Emma T. Lavoie, PhD 
Daniel R. Lavoie 

44 W Street NW 
Washington DC 2000 l 

etlavoie@gmail.com 
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I thank you for this important opportunity to submit comments in strong support of the 
proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Districts. The unit 
block of W street NW where we live 
has just experienced the first (42 W 
St) of at least five planned 
conversions of single family homes to 
multi-unit condominiums. 

With this letter we show strong 
support for: 
• Immediate implementation of the 

rule 
• Support that no new building may 

extend more than l 0 feet beyond 
either adjacent neighbor's rear wall 

• Support for no structure exceeding 
35' in height 

We write from a specific experience 
and significant impact of a condo 
conversion adjoining our home at 44 
W Street NW. I implore the Zoning 
Commission to act quickly on this 
rule making and make the final rule 
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the impact they are having. 

effective immediately. Many District homeowners in 
rowhouse neighborhoods are plagued by pop-ups and 
need help now. 

Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and 
change is overdue. Please make the final rule 
effective when published and do not grant any 
exceptions for permit applications that have not 
been approved. Those applications should be 
reviewed under the new R -4 zoning rules. Otherwise, 
D.C . homeowners will suffer even longer at the hands of 
opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s 
rowhouse community residents. Developers are 
profiting on our communities in DC but are from 
outside DC and as such do not engage on or care about 

We support the conditions in sections 330.7 and 330.8 even though we do not support 
matter-of-right conversions of rowhouses to apartments. The language in sections 
330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should be clarified to prevent misinterpretation. The language in 
section 330.7(h) could suggest the addition could extend 10 feet past the 
furthest rear wall of any rowhouse. It should be clear that an addition must 
not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adjoining 
rowhouse. These conditions also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two­
unit. Flat conversion by developers is prevalent in R-4 and often include extensive rear 
additions. This obstructs the light, air and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out 
of character with these neighborhoods as shown in the photos in this letter. Thus, 
protection for homeowners is needed for conversions to two-units. As a result of the 
conversion next to us at 42 W Street Nw, a twenty foot wide, forty foot+ high wall 
(including roof deck) was built from back behind the rear of our building along our yard. 

•This wall completely blocks all morning light to our 
yard 

•Impedes our view outdoors (see photo) 

• Increases rain run off to our property that we have to 

manage in flood prone Bloomingdale 

• Blocks all access to a -1 0 foot section of our property 
wall which was accessible prior to construction and 
prevents any maintenance. 

Further, we strongly support section 336.6 . In 

addition to the impacts on us at 44 W St NW described 
above resulting from conversion of a small single family 
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home to a three-urut condo bwldmg. As a result, the hght, pnvacy or use and enJoyment, 
have been unduly compromised (pertrumng to 336 6, parts a and b), and the character 
scale and pattern of our block have been substant:Ially changed (pertaJ.mng to 336.6, part 
c) We now 

• Are overlooked by three balcomes and a roof deck 

• Have reduced solar power potent:Ial (pertaJ.mng to 336 4) 

• Have lost shade and enJoyment of bushes and trees removed from the neighbonng 
property and 1/3 of our mature sycamore tree removed contnbut:Ing to increased run 
off and decreased plant absorpt:Ion (although permeable paVIng reqwred, the ent:Ire 
rear 'yard' of 42 W Street NW has no plants on It where sigmficant green space had 
been previOusly). 

• Are dealmg wtth a wet porch and entrance way every t:Ime It rains because removal of 
the porch roof at 42 W St NW enabled the developer to bwld farther out back 
Presence of the neighboring porch roof kept our porch dry as our porch roof kept the 
#42 porch dry. All 35 other homes on the south side of our block have porch roofs 

We support reducing the height of bwldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet Tms should not rmpact 
most homes in R-4 as the Office of Planmng found that 94 4% of homes m R-4 are 35 
feet or less. We do not support a maxunum height of 40 feet for new construct:Ion of 
three or more adjoinmg rowhouses bwlt concurrently This could ent:Ice developers to 
raze eXIst:Ing rowhouses to construct new bwldmgs These also should be hmlted to 35 
feet 

We strongly dlsagree wtth the proposed rule permitt:Ing matter-of-nght conversiOns of 
rowhouses to apartment houses Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be 
converted to an apartment bwldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJommg homes have 
been damaged from these conversiOns, and damages to neighbonng,propert:Ies will not 
end u conversions are allowed to continue unabated ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of 
single-famliy homes because families are compet:Ing wtth developers who have cash and 
can close with no contmgenoes In addlnon, rowhouse convers10ns to muln-famliy 
bwldmgs reduces the avallability of smgle-famliy homes ana the number of families hVIng 
in D C Matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses should be hmlted to two-uruts 

It IS Important to note that the owner of #40 W St NVv, Mr Ted Thomas, had to resort 
to selling to the developer/owner of #42 W St because that developer caused damage to 
the party wall These situat:Ions favor the developer to get a good pnce and bwld more 
condos We will now be neighbors to SlX umts where two once stood A dramat:Ic change 
to our neighborhood and mcreased pressure on electncal, storm water mfrastructure and 
mcreased parking burden (m a netghborhood where all three are alread:v strruned) 

' ' 
Because the propert:Ies on the umt blocks of W and V street NW are on large lots we are 
a target to developers Residents on these blocks buy for the large yards and adequate 
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smgle family homes Enablmg profit onented developers to drasttcally change our 
commumty reduces the value and enJoyment of the restdents m the btggest financtal 
investment of the1r hves, the1r home These developers are not our netghbors and do not 
respect us as neighbors These condo conversions do not asstst m DC housmg needs -
famdtes needs homes and yards, not 2 bedroom luxury $600,000+ condos 

Approvmg thlS proposaltmmedtately 1s necessary to matntam the enJoyment an hvab1hty 
of our commumty and our mvestments 
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