
Kalorama Citizens Association 

Resolution regarding Zoning Commission Case 14-11 

Whereas, proposed amendments to the Zomng Regulations currently p~nd1ng 1n Zomng 
CommiSSIOn Case 14-11 have Important Implications for R-4-zoned and other rowhouse 
neighborhoods, 
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Be it resolved that that Statement be submitted to the Commtss1on on behalf of KCA 

Adopted by the Kalorama C1t1zens Assoc1at1on Execut1ve Comm1ttee, May 31, 2015 
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Denis James, Pres1dent 

ZONING COMMISSION FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1 

Case No. 14-11 (Office of Planning.._- Text Amendments to Chapters 1, 3 and 4, 
Definitions, Maximum Height and Minimum Lot Dimension Requirement in 

Residence Zones, and R-4 Zone Use Permissions) 

Supplemental Statement of Kalorama Citizens Association 

June 1, 2015 

Summary 

1 

For reasons rooted in the 1958 Zoning Regulations, the District's R-4 and 

other rowhouse neighborhoods are especially vulnerable to destructive 
redevelopment. Accordingly, an extensive collection of Comprehensive Plan 
policies and actions call for protection of these neighborhoods. These measures 

include limiting the R-4 zone to one- and two-family rowhouses. OP's original 

June 2014 proposal would have implemented this mandate as to R-4. 

However, the amendments proposed in the pending Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking ("the current draft"), which would allow as many as four units 
matter-of-right, are flatly inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan. By 
lowering the matter-of-right height to 35 feet and placing a limitation on "pop-

backs" of ten feet beyond the wall of an adjacent structure, they would .toNING coMMISSION 

moderately constrain upward and rearward redevelopment of R-4 rowhousesPis~rtct or columbia 
But they would leave the overwhelming majority-- 80 to 90 per cent-- of~•· I t-1 -If 
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buildings still vulnerable to severely intrusive matter-of-right pop-up 
redevelopment, and, by creating a special incentive for a~sembly and 
demolition of adjoining blocs of three or more of them, newly vulnerable to 
total demolition. 

2 

Moreover, they are badly out of sync with pending proposals for R-4 in 
the current ZRR texts, which, also in implementation of the Comprehensive 
Plan, provide a means of protecting the larger rowhouses that are characteristic 
of R-5 districts, in the form of two new rowhouse zones (RF-4 and .. s) limited to 

three and four units respectively. It appears that, in written submissions, one 
but only one ANC supports retaining matter-of-right conversion of a rowhouse 
to an apartment building. For any ANC in an R-4 area that favors retaining an 
option to convert to more than two units as a matter of right, these new zones 
will provide the means for doing that, without having their position unfairly 
imposed on the other R-4 ANCs who do not share their view. 

To provide R-4 rowhouses with effective protection and bring the current 
draft into consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, the following changes 
should be made: 

Height: 

• Amend the proposed 35 foot matter of nght height l1m1t so as to allow the lesser 
of (1) 35 feet or (2) an app'ropnately worded l1m1t based on, and des1gned to conform to, 
the he1ght of ex1stmg bwldmgs on the blackface 

• El1mmate the forty-foot matter-of-nght height ltmtt for sets of newly constructed 
houses, and m all other respects reqwte them to meet the same development and 
design standards as apply to existing houses 

• If an mcrease m the height ltmlt is to be allowed by Spectal Exception, tJghten 
the cntena to be applted by the BZA by eltmmatmg subjectJve qualifiers such as "unduly" 
and "substantially" to ensure that those cntena w1ll be ngorously applied 

Conversion of rowhouses to apartments 

• Elimmate any matter of nght mcrease m the number of umts above two, as 
ongmal proposed by OP 

• If an mcrease m the number of umts 1s to be allowed by Spec1al Exception, 
restore the protective language that OP proposed for the Special ExceptiOn cntenat and 
that has now been dropped, el1mmate prov1s1ons makmg some cntena waiVable by the 
BZA, and elimmate subjective qualtfiers such as "unduly'' and "substantially'' to ensure 
that those cntena wtll be ngorously applted 

Roof structures (penthouses) 

1 OP's Supplemental Report and Worksheet of March 25, 2015, p 9 



• To reduce both the height and mass of roof structures, reqwre roof structures 
on rowhouses m histone districts and elsewhere to be set back from s1de walls l)y an 
amount at least equal to their height, as mandated by the Comprehensive Plan 

***** 
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1. The District's R-4 and other rowhouse 
neighborhoods are especially vulnerable to destructive 
redevelopment 
As we noted 1n our testimony on the Penthouse case, 14-13, there are three 

pnnc1pal reasons why th1s 1s the case, havmg to do w1th the h1story of residential zomng 
1n the D1stnct, marketplace economics, and the des1gn charactenstlcs of rowhouses: 

First, rowhouse neighborhoods are generally overzoned. In the 1958 Zoning 
Regulations, the rules for the R-4 and R-5 d1stncts - covenng large portions of the c1ty­
built 1n a b1as toward treat1ng row house areas as Irredeemably blighted (wh1ch for some 
at the time meant "tqo black") and as gnst for the redevelopment m1ll They therefore 
Imposed substantially h1gher heights and greater densities than were reflected m the 
row house neighborhoods as actually bu1lt (For example, the Regulations ongmally 
described all of R-4 as an Urban Renewal area 1n wh1ch "substandard bu1ldmgs" should 
be demolished and replaced by apartments, wh1ch could be done as a matter of nght 
Twenty-five to thirty-fiVe-foot h1gh row houses were often g1ven he1ght llm1ts rang1ng 
from fifty to mnety feet Many two- and three-story dwellings ended up With no limit on 
the number of dwelling umts they could contam, and w1th allowable floor area greatly 
exceeding the1r ex1st1ng s1ze ) 

Th1s zomng made them especially attractive targets for redevelopment, either by 
mass demolition or by add1t1on of marketable space to IndiVidual buildings by expans1on 
upward and outward 

Secondly, expansive redevelopment of individual buildings is peculiarly 
destructive in row house neighborhoods. From the pomt of v1ew of architectural 
1ntegnty and neighborhood character, rowhouse neighborhoods are peculiarly 
vulnerable For them, what IS important both aesthetically and f4ncbonally, IS not JUSt 
the md1v1dual row dwelling but the row 1tself It IS a spec1al vulnerability of th1s 1comc 
form of urban des1gn 1n our city that a thoughtless change to the mass of one row house 
can automatically both directly dimmish the llvab1hty of 1ts 1mmed1ate neighbors and 
rupture the 1ntegnty of the whole row And th1s 1s true even 1f the alteration doesn't nse 
to that level of cartoomsh excess that many row house "popups" have ach1eved Each 
time th1s happens, the harm IS, 1n practical terms, Irreparable and both the 
neighborhood, and to that extent the c1ty, are Impoverished 

Finally, the market increasingly incentivizes popup developers to exploit 
the gaps between zoning standards and rowhouse neighborhoods as built. It was 
only decades after 1958, w1th an mcreasmg D1stnct population and a rapidly 
acceleratmg housmg market, that the destructive effects of redevelopmg row houses to 
those' more lement standards that there zomng allowed began to reach s1gmficant 
proportions and eventually something hke epidemic - proportions That acceleratmg 
assault on our row house neighborhoods 1s the pnnc1pal reason why there is so much m 
the Comprehensive Plan about preservmg them 



2. Accordingly, the Comprehensive Plan mandates the 
protection of rowhouse neighborhoods generally and R-4 
neighborhoods specifically. 
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The ComprehensiVe Plan 1s replete w1th prov1s1ons that make 1ts policy w1th 
respect to the future of Washmgton's rowhouse neighborhoods unmistakably clear the 
scale, character and architectural 1ntegnty of those neighborhoods, as well as their role 
m providing housmg for larger households, are to be protected, and changes m zonmg, 
mcludmg downzonmg to reduce denstty and better conform development standards to 
the actual butlt environment, are to be an mtegral part of that protectton 

a. Camp Plan provisions on protection of rowhouse 
neighborhoods generally 

The plan calls for 

Protect[mg] the character of row house neighborhoods by requmng the hetght 
and scale of structures to be conststent wtth the existing pattern, constdenng 
addttlonal row house netghborhoods for "htstoric dtstnct" destgnatton, and 
regulating the subdiVISion of row houses mto multiple dwellmgs Upward and 
outward extension of row houses whtch comprom1se thetr des1gn and scale 
should be dtscouraged 2 

And agam, 

Generally d1scourage[mg] mcreases m res1dent1al density resultmg from new 
floors and roof structures (w1th add1t1onal dwellmg umts) bemg added to the tops 
of extsting row houses and apartment butldmgs, particularly where such addlttons 
would be out of character wtth the other structures on the block Roof structures 
should only be perrmtted 1f they would not harm the architectural character of the 
butldmgs ,on whtch they would be added or other butldmgs nearby 3 

Further as to roof structures on row houses, the Plan explicitly mandates a setback from 
shared s1de walls 

Amend the c1ty's procedures for roof structure revtew so that the diVISion-on-line 
wall or party wall of a row house or semi-detached house ts treated as an extenor 
wall for the purposes of applymg zomng regulations and hetght requtrements 4 

F1nally, a collection of Camp Plan prov1s1ons s1m1larly calling for downzomng and other 
measures for the protection of row house neighborhoods applies specifically to the Mid­
city area, wh1ch Includes much of R-4 (see endnote below) 1 

There are two 

2 Pohcy LU-2.1.7 
3 Policy LU-2 1 9 
4 Action LU-2 1-B 

b. Camp Plan provisions on protection of R-4 rowhouse 
neighborhoods specifically 



Dpnng the rev1s1on of the city's zonmg regulations, reVIew the res1dent1al zomng 
regulations, parllcularly the R-4 (row house) zone Make necessary changes to 
preserve row houses as smgle-fam1ly umts to conserve the c1ty's mventory of 
housing for larger households As noted m the Land Use Element, th1s should 
include creating an R-4-A zone for one- and two-family row houses, and 
another zone for multi-family row house flats. 5 

and in the Land Use Element 

5 

Develop a new rowhouse zonmg d1stnct or divide the existmg R-4 d1stnct mto R-
4-A and R-4-B to better recogmze the umque nature of rowhouse neighborhoods 
and conserve thelf architectural form (mcludmg he1ght, mass, setbacks, and 
des1gn) 6 

OP responded to th1s mandate 1n two ways F1rst, by 1ncludmg m ZRR not one 
but two new rowhouse zones w1thm R-4, to accommodate larger rowhouses, these are 
the RF-3 and RF-4 zones, wh1ch are set out 1n the Comm1ss1on's current ZRR text and 
wh1ch would allow three and four umts respectively Along w1th RF-1, they would be 
available for use 1n selective downzomng of current R-5 neighborhoods where the 
zomng 1s substantially more dense than that of the ex1st1ng bUilt environment Secondly, 
OP responded to the call for an R-4 zone hm1ted to one- and two-family households by 
putting forward 1ts proposal In the current R-4 case, ehm1nabng the abilrty to breech R-
4's two-umt hm1t by converting row houses to apartments of three or more' umts 

3. The net effect of the current draft would be to leave the 
overwhelming majority of R-4 rowhouses still vulnerable to 
severely intrusive matter-of-right pop-up redevelopment, and, 
by creating a special incentive for assembly and demolition of 
adjoining blocs of three or more of them, newly vulnerable to 
total demolition. 

By lowenng the matter-of right he1ght to 35 feet and placmg a hm1tatlon on "pop­
backs" of ten feet beyond the wall of an adJacent structure, the current draft would 
somewhat moderate redevelopment R-4 rowhouses that extends the structure upward 
and rearward. But 1t would leave e1ghty to mnety per cent of them cnt1cally vulnerable 
To see why th1s IS the case, cons1der what the current draft Will allow a popup 
developer to do, matter-of-nght or through spec1al exception, as owner of the following 
highly typ1cal R-4 bUilding A two-story bnck flat-front 1ntenor rowhouse 25 feet 1n 
heaght (one of the 94.4 % of R-4 houses that are 35 feet or less 1n he1ght and the 84% 
that are two stories or less7), 17 feet wide a_nd 40 feet long, w1th a front porch, tradrttonal 
fenestration and an ornamental cormce at the top of the facade, m a row of houses of 
s1m1lar he1ght and des1gn features, not m a h1stonc d1stnct 

5Act1on H-1 3 A 

6 Act1on LU-2 1-A 
7 OP Prehmmary and Pre-Heanng Report of June 24, 2014, p 3 
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a. Matter-of-right 

Under the current draft, the developer can demolish the porch and fac;ade -
wh1ch he or she may especially want to do if the house does not extend to the bUJid1ng 
restriction line -- and replace them w1th an unornamented wall of any code-approved 
matenal extending to a height of 35 feet (§400 1 ), and then Increase the he1ght of the 
structure to 45 feet by addmg a penthouse extend1ng across the full 17 -foot Width of the 
house, 10 feet h1gh by 13 feet deep, set back a mere 10 feet from the front wall 8 The 
structure is now an anomalous mass loommg two stories above the rest of the row, all 
matter-of-nght It is clear that OPs' original proposal-- reducing the he1ght llm1t from 40 
feet to 35 -- was too t1m1d For a zone 1n which the overwhelmmg maJOrity of houses are 
closer to 25 feet 1n height, 35 feet leaves the door to matter-of-right pop-up development 
w1de open 

Further, also as a matter of nght, the developer can convert that same now 
bastardized structure 1nto three or four umts, extending the structure 1n the rear by ten 
feet beyond the rear wall of the ne1ghbonng houses, 1f 1t IS among the 11% that have 
lots of 2700 sf or more 9 He or she has only to make sure that 1t does not Impede the 
functlomng of ex1stmg vents, ch1mneys or solar equipment on ne1ghbonng property, The 
protect1ons of neighbors' hght, a1r and pnvacy of use, the reqUirement for v1sual 
compatibility w1th the character, scale and pattern of the row, and the 70% lot 
occupancy maXImum - all of wh1ch would have governed th1s development had had the 
Comm1ss1on opted for OP's earl1er spec1al exception proposaf1°- have been om1tted, 
along wrth the ability of the BZA to Impose des1gn, materials or other spec1al 
requirements for the protect1on of other houses m the row. 

b. By special exception 

If the developer wants to Increase he1ght to 40 feet or expand beyond four umts, 
he or she can do so by convmc1ng the BZA that the project meets the SIX spec1fic cntena 
for a Special Except1on set out in proposed §400 23 for 1ncreasmg height 11 or the 

a Accordmg to alternatives m the currently pend1ng text on penthouses set out 1n ZC Not1ce of Apnl 28, 
2015 PubliC Heanng rn case no 14-13, pp, 15 - 18 The penthouse could not conta1n a res1dent1al use, but 
could conta1n a stanway for access to a roof deck, and/or mechanrcal equ1pment 

9 OP Prehmrnary and Pre-Heanng Report of June 24, 2014, p 8 

10 See OP's Prehmmary and Pre-hearmg Report of June 24, 2014, p. 10, and Supplemental 
Report and Worksheet of March 25, 2015, p. 9 

11"(a) The Apphcant shall demonstrate that the overall buildmg or structure he1ght or upper addit1on w1ll 
not have a substantially adverse effect on the use or enjoyment of any abuttmg or adjacent dwelhng or 
property, m particular 

(1) The hght and a1r available to ne1ghbonng properties shall not be unduly affected; 
(2) The privacy of use and enjoyment of ne1ghbonng properties shall not be unduly 

comprom1sed, and 
(3) Any upper floor add1t1on shall not block or 1m pede the funct1onrng of a ch1mney or other 

external vent requ1red on an adjacent property by any munrcipal code 



s1m1lar cntena set out 1n §336 for 1ncreasmg number of umts On their face those 
cntena seem fa1rly strmgent, and 1f scrupulously applied could prevent adverse Impact 
on the 1ntegnty of the row that result JUSt from the 1ncreased he1ght - although they 
would not protect agamst alteration of "defimng architectural features" or other adverse 
1mpact as a result of other changes, such as partial or total fa~de demolition or 1 

expansion at the rear 
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H1stoncally, however, the protection afforded ne1ghbonng property owners by the 
requirement of a Spec1al Exception, as d1stmgu1shed from a use or area variance, has 
proven to be fa1rly unreliable Moreover, 1t would be all the f11ms1er under the current 
draft because the BZA may wa1ve some Special Exception cond1t1ons relatmg to 
1ncreasmg the number of umts (§336 9), and because most of the Spec1al Except1on 
condrt1ons 1n both sect1ons (§§440 23 and 336) proVIde the BZA w1th fam1llar 
term1nolog1cal escape hatches such as "unduly" or "substantially" At the very least, 
these subjective qualifiers should be omitted rf the Spec1al Exception requirement 1s to 
offer any real protection, as they already have been 1n the draftmg of the two critena that 
deal w1th impedmg the funct1on of chimneys, vents or solar equipment 

c. By demolition and new construction, matter-of-right 

If the developer wants the 40-foot he1ght but does not want to be bothered by a 
BZA case and any of those pesky compat1b1hty requirements, the current draft creatres 
a spec1almcent1ve to acqu1re two or more additional houses contiguous to the first and 
demolish all three (or more) of them, leavmg h1m or her free to replace them w1th new 
forty-foot structures of unconstramed design, topped by an add1t1onal "story" 1n the form 
of a ten-foot-h1gh roof structure (§ 400 1) These new houses would not carry the same 
nght as 1s now proposed for pre-May1958 houses to contain three or more umts, 
depending on lot size, but- accordmg to OP- could do so by Special Exception. 
Moreover, the proposed rule govermng 1ncreas1ng the number of umts by Special 
Exception (§ 336) applies only to pre-May 1958 houses Consequently, 1n order to get a 
Spec1al Exception to mcrease to three or more the number of allowable umts 1n these 
new bu1ldmgs, the developer apparently would not have to comply with the conditions 

(4} An addition shall not mterfere w1th the operation of a solar energy system on an adjacent 
property; and 

(5} The resultmg bu1ldmg or structure he1ght, as v1ewed from the street, alley, and other public 
way, shall not substantially visually mtrude upon the character, scale and pattern of houses along the 
subject street frontage 

(b) The Applicant shall demonstrate that overall buddmg or structure he1ght or upper add1t1on 
resultmg from the additional f1ve feet (5 ft.} w1ll not have a substantially adverse effect on the defmmg 
architectural features of the buddmg or result in the removal of such features. 400.26 

(c) In demonstratmg compliance with§ 400 24 and 400 25, the applicant shall use graphical 
representations such as plans, photographs, or elevation and sect1on drawmgs suffic1ent to represent 
the relat1onsh1p of the new or extended bulldmg or structure to adjacent buildings and views from 
public ways" 



applicable to pre-May 1958 houses - only with the essentially vacuous general cntena 
applicable to all Spec1al Except1ons that are found 1n §3104 1 12 
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The result would be that for many smaller houses (the 94 4 % of R-4 houses that 
are 35 feet or less m he1ght and the 84% that are two stones or less and thus around 25 
feet h1gh) the prospect of an additional ten or fifteen feet of height, especially when 
coupled with the relatively greater likelihood of obtaimng perm1ss1on for three or more 
umts, would be a strong inducement to assemble and demolish blocs of rowhouses, 
even 1f the developer could not be assured 1n advance of the ab1hty to add umts beyond 
two per building And the fact that the now-mutilated row w1ll make it eas1er for would­
be pop-up developers of other houses 1n the row to pass the compat1b1llty test would be 
spec1al bonus to everyone 1n the pop-up bus1ness Once the row moves past the 
tipping p01nt, compatibility constramts fade away 

4. The current draft is therefore flatly inconsistent with 
the relevant policies and actions of the Comprehensive 
Plan, and would appear to have been formulated without 
having taken them account- most importantly the 
Plan's explicit call for an R-4 Zone limited to one- and 
two-family households. 

The Home Rule Charter requ1res that zomng shall not be mcons1stent w1th the 
Plan The Court of Appeals giVes the Zomng Comm1ss1on substantial d1scret1on 1n 
determimng "1ncons1stency". Th1s 1s partly because of the deference that the Court 
extends to all agenc1es 1n the mterpretatlon and application of laws and regulations 
within their scope of authonty But 1t is also because the Comp Plan IS a sprawling 
document containing hundreds of sometimes competing general policy d1rect1ves, and 
the Court defers to the Zomng Commission 1n balancing the competing Interests at 
stake 1n the part1cular srtuatlon 13 

So wh1le 1t 1s perhaps unusual that a proposed acbon by the Comm1ss1on can be 
sa1d to be "flatly mcons1stenr with the Plan, the Commission's d1scret1on 1s not 
unlimited, anctwhat is proposed 1n the current draft 1s such an act1on In light of the 
spec1fic1ty and prec1s1on of the Plan's prov1s1ons callmg for a one- and two-family R-4 
zone, and the similar spec1fic1ty of the collection of buttressing provts1ons calling for the 
protection of row house areas, the dtscrepanc1es between the current draft and the 
expllc1~ly applicable prov1s1ons of the Plan are stark 

12 "The Board IS authonzed to grant spec1al exceptions, as prov1ded m th1s t1tle, where, m the judgment of the 
Board, the spec1al exceptions Will be 1n harmony w1th the general purpose and mtent of the Zonmg Regulations 
and Zonmg Maps and w1ll not tend to affect adversely, the use of ne1ghbonng property m accordance w1th he 
Zonmg Regulations" 

13 For a recent example, see Durant v DC Zonmg Comm1ss1on GSA 3rd 1161 (2013), m wh1ch the mterest 1n 
preserving ex1sting lower dens1ty res1denttal areas was p1tted agamst the interest m h1gher-dens1ty development 
near Metro stops Th1s Court of Appeals remanded th1s case to the Zonmg Comm1ss1on w1th d1rect1ons to further 
address certam Comp Plan prov1stons 
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Nor does the Plan provide competing poiictes that mtght be thought to JUStify 
setting these provtstons to one stde For example, the Plan contatns no basts for 
looktng to rowhouse neighborhoods for tncreastng the supply of housing - affordable or 
otherwtse, on the contrary It calls for "preserv{mg] row houses as smgle-fam1ly umts to 
conserve the c1ty's mventory of housmg for larger households" and 11dlscourag{ing] 
mcreases m res1dent1al density resulting from new floors and roof structures (w1th 
additional dwellmg umts) bemg added to the tops of existing row houses n 

To our knowledge the issue of consistency wtth the Plan has thus far not been 
addressed tn thts case 14 We strongly urge the Commisston to do so, whtch we believe 
wtll engender important changes tn what ts currently proposed 

5. The current draft for R-4 is out of sync with pending 
ZRR provisions for denser row house areas 
A further consequence of the current draft ts that gotng forward wtth an R-4 zone 

that would allow conversions to four umts matter of nght would be badly of sync wtth the 
pendtng ZRR provtstons creattng the two new rowhouse zones, mentioned above 
fhese proposed new zones, RF-4 and RF-5, are destgned for posstble rezomng of 
extsttng R-5 rowhouse areas that are typically more densely developed, with larger 
rowhouses, than typical R -4 areas, and tn accord with the Plan's mandate for protection 
of these rowhouse neighborhoods are limtted to three and four umts respectively 

These ZRR provtstons have a further spectal relevance to the current case on R-
4. We believe it ts accurate to say that, m wntten submtsstons on record as of the date 
of May 31, 2015, only one ANC has supported allowmg conversion of rowhouses to 
apartment butldtngs as a matter of nght Thts betng the case, the fatr and appropriate 
position for the Commission ts to eliminate the matter-of-nght conversion provtston tn R-
4, leaving an ANC that favors an optton to convert to more than two umts as a matter of 
nght to seek rezomng to one of the new rowhouse zones. 

Conclusion 

We respectfully urge the Commission to reconsider 
the current draft in light of its practical consequences 
for R-4 neighborhoods as built and the relevant 
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, making the 
specific changes outlined at p. 2 above. 

1 Mid-City Area Element 

Overview, 2000.9. 

• . • There are also VISible threats to the histone mtegnty of many of the area's residential 

14 OP's Prehmmary and Preheanng Report of June 24, 2014, contamed a one-sentence reference to the Plan at p 8 
"The Comprehensive Plan prov1des substantial pohcy gu1dance directed at providing a d1vers1ty of housmg opt1ons 
mclud1ng fam1ly hous1ng and protecting smgle-fam1ly neighborhoods" 



structures, particularly in areas like Adams Morgan, Columbta Hetghts, 
Bloommgdale, and Eckmgton, whtch are outstde of destgnated htstonc 
dtstncts In some mstances, row houses are bemg converted to multt-famtly 
flats, m others, demoltttons and poorly destgned alterations are dimmishing 
an important part of Washington~ arohitectural hentage 

Planning and Development Priorities, 2007.2.d: 
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The row house fabnc that defines neighborhoods like Adams Morgan, Columbta Hetghts, 
Pleasant Plams, Eckmgton, and Bloommgdale should be conserved Although Mtd-CJty mcludes 
s1x h1stonc d1stncts (Greater U Street, LeDro1t Park, Mount Pleasant, Stnvers' Sect1on, 
Washmgton He1ghts and Kalorama Tnangle), most of the row houses m M1d-C1ty are not 
protected by h1stonc d1stnct des1gnat1ons Some are even zoned for high-density apartments A 
vanety of problems have resulted, includmg demoltt1on and replacement wtth much larger 
bwldmgs, the subd1v1s1on of row houses mto mult1-umt flats, and top story addtl1ons that disrupt 
aroh1tectural balance Intact blocks of well-kept row houses should be zoned for row houses, 
and not for tall apartment bw1dings, and addttional histone d1stncts and/or conservation d1stncts 
should be considered to protect arohitectural character 

Policy MC-1.1.5: Conservation of Row House Neighborhoods: Recogmze the value and 
Importance of M1d-C1ty's row house netghborhoods as an essential part of the fabnc of the local 
community Ensure that the ComprehensNe Plan and zonmg designations for these 
neighborhoods reflect the desire to retam the row house pattern Land use controls should 
discourage the subd1v1s1on of smgle famt/y row houses mto multt-umt apartment bwldmgs but 
should encourage the use of Engltsh basements as separate dwelling umts, m order to retam 
and mcrease the rental housmg supply 

Policy MC-2.7.2: Eck.ington/Bioomingdale: 

Protect the architectural integnty of the Eckington/Bioommgdale netghborhood, and encourage 
the continued restoratton and Improvement of the area's row houses 

Policy MC-1.1.1: Neighborhood Conservation 

Retam and remforce the htstonc character of Mtd-CJty netghborhoods, particularly Its row 
houses, older apartment houses, htstonc dtstncts, and walkable netghborhood shoppmg 
distncts The area's nch architectural hentage and cultural htstory should be protected and 
enhanced 

Action MC-1.1.A: Rezoning Of Row House Blocks 

SelectNely rezone well-established restdenttal areas where the current zoning allows denstttes 
that are well beyond the extstmg development pattern The emphasts should be on row house 
netghborhoods that are presently zoned R-5-B or htgher, whtch mclude the areas between 14th 
and 16th Streets NW, parts of Adams Morgan, areas between S and U Streets NW, and 
secttons of Flonda Avenue, Calvert Street, and 16th Street 

Action MC-2. 7.8: Conservation District: 

Constder the des1gnat1on of the Eckmgton/Bioommgdaleffruxton Ctrcle netghborhood as a 
Conservatton Dtstnct, recogmzmg that most of tts structures are 80-100 years old and may 
reqwre addtttonal destgn gwdance to ensure the compattbtltty of alterabons and mfi/1 
development 


