
Zomng Conumss10n 
Office of Zorung 
441 4th St NW, Smte 200-S 
W ashmgton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zorung Conuntsstoners· 
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I am wntmg to conunent on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Districts. lJta.nlt: 
you for the opporturuty to conunent. ....., ~~::. 

Hetght Ltmttattons 

I support rooucmg the height ofbutld~gs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that_94.4% of homes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maxunum hetght of 40 feet for new constructton of three or more adjoining rowhouses 
built concurrently. Thts could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bmldmgs. These also should be hmtted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conversiOns of row houses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
buildmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJommg homes have been damaged from these 
conversio-ns, and damages to netghbonng properties will not end If converstons are allowed to 
conttnue unabated. Conversions dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because families are 
competing with developers who have cash and can close with no cqntingencies In addition, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamily reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avmlable to 
families and the number of famthes hvmg m D C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmited to two-uruts. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the conditions m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments The language in sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent rmsmterpretatton. The language m sectton 330.7(h) could suggest the 
addttton could extend 1 0 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse. It shpuld be clear that 
an addition must not extend any more tqan 10 feet past the rear wall o£ any adjommg row house. 
These condttions also must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-urut Flat converstons 
by developers ts prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear additions Thts obstructs the 
light, arr and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for home<iwners ts needed for conversions to two-uruts 

Effective Date 
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I unplore the Zorung CommissiOn to act quickly on tlns rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective tmmedtately Many Distnct homeowners in rowhouse neighborhqods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now. Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change ts 
overdue. Please make the final rule effective when published and do not grant any exceptions 
for penmt applications that have not been approved Those applications should be reviewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wtll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse commuruties. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Stgn~ 
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Zomng CommissiOn 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St NW, Swte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE· Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Comnuss10ners 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Districts Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Height L1tnitatlons 

I support reducmg the height ofbmldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. This should not impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% ofhomes in 1.{-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a max.1tnum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJOimng rowhouses 

I 
bwlt concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bulldmgs These also should be l1tn1ted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule pemuttmg matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJOining homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighboring properties will not end If conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. Conversmns dnve up the pnce of smgle-family homes because famihes are 
competmg wtth developers who have casn and can close wtth no contingencies. In addition, 
rowhouse converstons to multlfamtly reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes available to 
famihes and the number of famihes hvmg in D C Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be limited to two-units. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the condttlons m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent mismterpretation. The language m 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 addttlon must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJotmng rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversions 
by developers IS prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear additions. Thts obstructs the 
light, atr and privacy of neighbonng rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners Is needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effective Date 



I unplore the Zorung Conumsston to act qwckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effecttve tmmedtately. Many Dtstnct homoowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 apphcattons should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zorung rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wtll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportuntsttc developers who do not care about D C.'s rowhouse communttles. 

Smcerely, 

' 

A at'J./ Jt-&v.s a 'i}rL' 
Name 

Address 
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Zonmg Comnuss10n 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Sutte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE. Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Comrmss10ners: 

I am wnting to comment on the proposeQ. rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opportumty to comment. 

Height Llffiltattons 

I support reducmg the height ofbmldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPianmng found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxrmum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJotrung rowhouses 
butlt concurrently Thts could entice developers to raze existmg rowhouses to construct new 
buildmgs. These also should be limited to 35 feet. 

ConversiOns 

I strongly disagree with, the proposed rule permittmg matter-of-right conversions ofrowhouses to 
apartment houses._ Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJommg homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to netghbonng properties Will not end If conversiOns are allowed to 
continue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-farruly homes because famihes are 
competing with developers who have cash and can close With no contingencies In additiOn, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamtly reduces the amount of smgle-family homes available to 
famihes and the number of famtlies hving m D.C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmited to two-umts 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the conditions in sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversiOns ofrowhouses to apartments. The langilage m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mismterpretation. The language m 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 adJotrung rowhouse 
These conditiOns also must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-unit Flat conversions 
by developers is prevalent in R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear additions. This obstructs the 
hght, atr and pnvacy of netghbonng rowhouses and IS out of character with these netghborhoods. 
Thus, protectiOn for homeowners IS needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effective Date 



I 11I1plore the Zomng ComiDlSston to act qwckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effecttve tmmedtately. Many Dtstnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 excepttons 
for permit applications that have not been approved. Those apphcabons should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zomng rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wtll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportuntsttc developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse communtttes 

Smcerely, 

Name 

~o;1 kl Ala/ 
Address 
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ZOJ;ung Commission 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
W aslungton, DC 20001 

RE. Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zonmg Commtsstoners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Districts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment 

Hetght Ltmttations 

I support reducing the hetght ofbwldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. This should not Impact most homes 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% ofl.omes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maxrmum hetght of 40 feet for new constnrotion of three or more adjoming rowhouses 
butlt concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to constrilct new 
bwldmgs. These also should be hrmted to 35 feet. 

ConversiOns 

I strongly dtsagree wtth the proposed rule permittmg matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no crrcumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bwldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJOlmng homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to neighboring properties wtll not end tf conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. Converstons dnve up the pnce of single-farmly homes because families are 
competmg With developers who have cash and can close with no contmgenctes. In addttion, 
rowhorise conversions to multifanuly reduces the amount of Slllgle-famtly homes avatlable to 
farmlies and the number offamtlies hving m D.C Matter-of-nght conversions ofrowhouses 
should be hrtitted to two-umts. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support t4e conditions m sections 330.7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments The languagem sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent misinterpretation The language m sectton 330 7(h) could suggest the 
addttlon could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse It should be clear that 
an addttlon must not extend any more than 1 0 feet past the rear wall of any adjoining rowhouse­
These'condtttons also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to ~ two-umt. Flat conversions 
by developers is prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear additiOns. This obstructs the 
hght, air and privacy of neighbonng rowhouses and ts out of character wtth these ne!ghborhoods 
Thus, protectiOn for homeowners ts needed for conversions to two-umts 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zomng Commission to act quickly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately Many Distnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now. Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change ts 
overdue. Please make the final rule effective when published and do not grant any excepttons 
for penmt apphcattons that have not been approved Those apphcattons shouldvbe revtewed 
under the new R-4 zomng rules Otherwise, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D C 's rowhouse communittes. 
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Zomng CommissiOn 
Office of Zoning 
441 4th St. NW, Smte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng CommissiOners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Height Limitations 

I support reducing the height ofbmldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. This should not rmpact most homes 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum hmght of 40 feet fot new constructlon of three or more adjommg rowhouses 
bmlt concurrently This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bmldmgs. These also should be hrmted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree With the proposed rule penmttmg matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bmldmg as a matter-of-right. Many adjoining homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to nmghbonng properties Will not end if conversiOns are allowed to 
contmue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-famdy homes because families are 
competing With developers who have cash and can close With no contingencies. In addition, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamily reduces the amount of smgle-family homes avrulable to 
families and the number of families livmg m D.C. Matter-of-right conversions of rowhouses 
should be lrmited to two-units 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the conditions in sectlons 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversiOns ofrowhouses to apartments. The language in sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mismterpretatJ.on. The language in section 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
addition could extend 1 0 feet past the furthest rear wall of any row house. It should be clear that 
an addition must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJmmng rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversions 
by developers is prevalent in R-4 and often include extensive rear additions. This obstructs the 
hght, air and pnvacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners is needed for conversions to two-units 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zonmg CommissiOn to act qwckly on tlus rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective immediately. Many DIStnct homeowners m 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 permtt 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 communities 

Smcerely, 

Name 

ttcz_s Bla~~-sbtLfJ Rd.. hl5 
Address 

,~J2Sw:{ 
Signature 
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Zomng Commission 
Office of Zoning 
4414th St NW, Smte 200-S 
W ashmgton, DC 20001 

RE· Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Comrmssioners: 

I am WQtmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-~p developments m R-4 Districts Thank 
you for the opportumty to comment. 

Height L1m1tat1ons 

I support reducmg the height ofbmldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet Tins should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlannmg found that 94.4% ofhomes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maximum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adjotmng rowhouses 
bmlt concurrently. This c~uld entice developers to raze extsting rowhouses to construct new 
bmldmgs. these also should be limtted to 35 feet 

Converstons 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule permtttmg matter-of-nght conversiOns ofrowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no Circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apart:rrtent 
bmldlfig as a matter-of-right. Many adjotmng homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to neighboring properttes will not end if conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because famlltes are 
competmg With developers whq have cash and can close With no contingencies. In addttton, 
rowhouse converstons to multifamily reduces the amount ofsmgle-fa,nuly homes available to 
famthes and the number offamthes hvmg m D.C Matter-of-right conversiOns ofrowhouses 
should be limited to two-units 

Condttlons on Converstons 

I support the condittons m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversiOns ofrowhouses to apartments The language m secttons 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent rmsmterpretation. The language m 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 addthon must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJommg rowhouse. 
These condtttons also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversiOns 
by develo~ ts prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttions This obstructs the 
hght, atr and pnvacy of netghbonng rowhouses and ts out of character wtth these netghborhoods. 
Thus, protectton for homeowners is needed for converSions to two-umts. 

Effective Date 



I rmplore the Zorung Commission to act quickly on this rulemaking and make the final rule 
effective immediately. Many District homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 zorung rules Otherwise, D C homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s rowhouse commurutles. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

2.3> T 5f N' W' WttS~c~Jou. j2_(., 
Address 

~~' 
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Zomng Comnnsston 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Smte 200-S 
W ashmgton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Commtsstoners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Dtstricts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Hetght Ltmttattons 

I support reducing the height of buildings in R-4 to 35 feet. This should not rmpact most homes 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxrmum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adjotmng rowhouses 
bmlt concurrently. Thts could entice developers to raze extstmg rowhouses to construct new 
bmldmgs. These also should be lrmtted to 35 feet. 

ConversiOns 

I strongly dtsagree wttlrthe proposed rule penmttmg matter-of-nght converstons o(rowhouses to 
apartment houses Under no ctrcumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
building as a matter-of-right Many adjmning homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighbonng properties will not end tf converstons are allowed to 
contmue unabated. Conversions drive up the pnce of smgle-famdy homes because famthes are 
competmg wtth developers who have cash and can close wtth no contmgencies. In addttlon, 
rowhouse conversions to multtfamtly reduces the amount of single-famdy homes available to 
families and the number of families livmg m D.C. Matter-of-right conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmtted to two-umts. 

Condtt10ns on ConversiOns 

I support the conditions in sections 330.7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversions-ofrowhouses to apartments. The language in sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent rmsmterpretatton. The language in section 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
addttton could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse. It should be clear that 
an addttton must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJommg rowhouse. 
These combttons also must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversiOns 
by developers IS prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttlons. Thts obstructs the 
hght, air and privacy of netghboring rowhouses and ts out of character wtth these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protectton for homeowners IS needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zorung Commission to act qmckly on this rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately Many Distnct homeowners m rowhouse neighborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change 1s 
overdue Please make the final rule effective when published and do not grant any exceptions 
for permtt applications that have not been approved. Those applications should be reVIewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse communities. 

Sincerely, 

Stgnature 
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Zomng Comrruss10n 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St NW, Suite 200-S 
W aslnngton, PC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Cmrumss10ners· 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts Thank 
you for the opportuntty to comment 

Hetght L1m1tah<?~ 

I support reducing the height of buildings in R-4 to 35 feet This should not impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlannmg found that 94.4% ofhomes iri R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJmmng rowhouses 
built concurrently. This could enhce develQpers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
buildings These also should be lunited to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly dtsagree wtth the proposed rule permithng matter-of-nght conversions of row houses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bwldmg as a matter-of-right. Many adjoining homes have been damaged from these 
.conversiOns, and damages to neighbonng properties will not end if conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. Conversions dnve up the pnce of smgle-famlly homes because famihes are 
compehng wtth developers who have cash and can close wtth no, contingencies. In addihon, 
rowhouse conversiOns to multifamily reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avmlable to 
famthes and the number of famtlies living in D C Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 

( 

should be hmited to two-umts. 

Condthons on ConversiOns 

I support the conditions m sections 330.7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversiOns ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be, clanfied to prevent mtsmterpretation. The language in section 330.7(h) could suggest the 
addition could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any row house It should be clear that 
an addition must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJoining rowhouse 
These qondittons 3lso must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-untt. Flat conversiOns 
by developers is prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenSive rear additions. This obstructs the 
hght, mr and pnvacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character wtth these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners ts needed for conversiOns to two-umts 

Effecttve Date 



I implore the Zomng Commtsston to act qmckly on thts rulemaktng and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many Dtstnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for permit applications that have not been approved. Those applications should be reVIewed 
under the new R-4 zorung rules. Otherwise, D.C. homeowners Will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers wlio do not care about D C 's rowhouse commumttes. 

Smcerely, 
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Zoning CommissiOn 
Office of Zoning 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Washmgton, DC 20001 

RE. Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zorung Connmss10ners. 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Dtstncts. Thank 
you for the opporturuty to comment. 

Height Lunitattons 

I support reducmg the hetght ofbuildmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maximum hetght of 40 feet for new constructton of three or more adJoming rowhouses 
butlt concurrently Thts could enhce developers to raze existmg rowhouses to construct new 
buildmgs. These also should be hmtted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly dtsagree with the proposed rule penmtttng matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adjoimng homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to netghbonng properties wtll not end if conversions are allowed to 
contmue unabated Conversions dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because famihes are 
compettng wtth developers who have cash and ca,n close wtth no conttngencies. In addihon, 
rowhouse conversions to multtfamily reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avatlable to 
famihes and the number of famihes hvmg m D.C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmtted to two-uruts 

Condittons on ConversiOns 

I support the condittons in sections 330 7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language in sections '330_ 7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mismterpretatton. The language in section 330.7(h) could suggest the 
additton could extend 1 0 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 adJotrung rowhouse. 
These condttions also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversions 
by developers IS prevalent m R-4 and often include extenstve rear addtttons. /Thts obstructs the 
hght, arr and pnvacy of netghbonng rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners IS needed for conversions to two-uruts. 

Effechve Date 



I Implore the Zomng Commission to act quickly on this rulemaking and make the final rule 
effective immediately Many District homeowners m 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 permtt applications that have not been approved. Those applications should be reVIewed 
under the new R-4 zoning rules Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners Will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D C.'s rowhouse communities. 

Smcerely, 

Name 

v , s+ rv w I zooo 1 

Signature 
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Zoning Commiss10n 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St NW, Swte 200-S 
W ashmgton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Commissioners· 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Height Ltmitations 

! 

I support reducmg the hetght ofbutldings m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not rmpact·most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlanmng found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. -I do not 
support a maximum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adjoimng rowhouses 
built concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bwldmgs. These also should be hmited to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conyersions of row houses to 
apartment houses. Under no Circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bwldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJommg homes have beep dmnaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighbonng properties will not end if conversions are allowed to 
contlhue unabated. Conversions drive up the price of single-famtly homes because famihes are 
competing with developers who have cash and can close with no conttngenctes. In addition, 
rowhouse conversions to multtfamtly reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avatlable to 
famihes and the number offamthes hvmg m D.C. Matter-of-nght conversions ofrowhouses 
should be limited to two-units. 

Condttlons on Conversions 

I support the condtttons m sections 330.7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. ~The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent rmsmterpretatton The language m section 330.7(h) could suggest the 
addition could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse It s!lould 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 convers10ns 
by developers IS prevalent in R-4 and often mclude extensive rear addtttons. Thts obstructs the 
hght, atr and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses and IS out of character wtth these neighoorhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners is needed for conversions to two-units. 

Effective Date 



I tmplore the Zomng Commtssion to act qwckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective tmmedtately. Many Dtstnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change ts 
overdue Please make the final rule effective when pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for permtt applications that have not been approved Those apphcations should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zomng rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wtll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse commumties 

Smcerely, 

Name 

Address 

~_a-
Stgnature 
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Zoning Commission 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE· Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Comrntssioners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Districts Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Height Lrmitattons 

I support reducmg the height ofbwldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlanmng found that 94.4% of homes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maxunum height of 40 feet for new constructton of three or more adJOimng rowhouses 
bwlt concurrently Tius could enttce developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs. These also should be hmited to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule permittmg matter-of-nght C9DVersions of rowhouses to 
apartment houses Under no Circumstances should a rowhouse be c_9tlverted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJOimng homes have been <Jamaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighbonng properties wtll not end if conversions are allowed to 
conttnue unabated. Convers10ns dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because famihes are 
compettng wtth developers who have cash and can close wtth no contmgencies. ,In addition, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamtly redUces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avmlable to 
famihes and the number of families living m D C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be limited to two-units. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the condttions in sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent misinterpretation. The language m section 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
additton coulo extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse It should be clear that 
an addttion must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adjommg row house. 
These conditions also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-untt. Flat convers10ns 
by developers ts prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear addttions Thts obstructs the 
light, air and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character with these netghborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners ts needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effective Date 



I implore the Zomng Commission to act quickly on thts rulemalong and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many District homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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, DC. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s rowhouse commumties 
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Zomng Commtssion 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St NW, Smte200-S 
W aslungton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Comm~ss10ners: 

I am wnt10g to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments 10 R-4 Dtstncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment 

Hetght Ltmttatlons 

I support reduc10g the hetght ofbulld10gs 10 R-4 to 35 feet This should not Impact most homes 
10 R-4 as the Office ofPlanmng found that 94 4% of homes 10 R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxunum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJommg rowhouses 
butlt concurrently This could entice developers to raze extstlng rowhouses to construct new 
bmld10gs These also should be l1m1ted to 35 feet 

Conversions 

I strongly dtsagree With the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conversiOns ofrowhouses_to 
apartment houses. Under no crrcumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
building as a matter-of-right Many adJmmng homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to neighboring properties will not end if conversions are allowed to 
cont10ue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of s10gle-famlly homes because fam~hes are 
compet10g With developers who have cash and can close With no contingenCies. In addttlon, 
rowhouse conversiOns to multlfa.Ip.lly reduces the amount of s10gle-famlly homes avmlable to 
famihes and the nuniber of famihes liv10g 10 D C. Matter-of-nght converstons of rowhouses 
should be hmtted to two-umts 

Condttlons on ConversiOns 

I support the condttlons m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments The language 10 sections 330.7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent misinterpretation The language 10 section 330.7(h) could suggest the 
addttlon could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any row~ouse. It should be clear that 
an addttlon must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJoining rowhouse. 
These condttlons also must apply to conversiOns of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversions 
by developers ts prevalent 10 R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttlons This obstructs the 
hght, arr and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and 1s out of character With these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protectton for homeowners ts needed for conversiOns to two-units. 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zoning Commission to act quickly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective immediately. Many Dtstnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 permtt applications that have not been approved. Those applications should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules. Otherwise, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportuniStic developers who do not care about D C.'s rowhouse commumties 

Smcerely, 

Address 

s.~~ 
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Zonmg CommissiOn 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Smte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE· Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Commissioners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed'rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Districts Thank 
you for the opportumty to comment. 

Height Lunitanons 

I support reducmg the hetght ofbutldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet Tins should not impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes in R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a max.IIDum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJommg rowhouses 
bmlt concurrently. Thts could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs These also should be hrmted to 35 feet 

Conversions 

I strongly dtsagree With the proposed rule permtttlng matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJoming homes have been damaged from these 

• I 
converstons, and damages to netghbonng properties wtll not end tf conversiOns are allowed to 
continue unabated. Converstons dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because farmhes are 
competing With developers who have cash and can close wtth no conttngenctes In addttlon, 
rowhouse converstons to multifamily reduces the amount of smgle-family homes avatlable to 
famihes and the number offamtlies living m D.C Matter-of-right converstons ofrowhouses 
should be hmtted~to two-umts. 

Condthons on ConversiOns 

I support the condttions m sections 330 7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
converstons ofrowhouses to apartments. The language in sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent misinterpretation. The language in sectton 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
addttion could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse. It should be clear that 
an addttion must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJoimng rowhouse. 
These condthons also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-untt Flat converstons 
by developers 1s prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttlons. Tins obstructs the 
hght, atr and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protectton for homeowners ts needed for converstons to two-umts 

Effective Date 



I rmplore the Zonmg CotniDlssion to act qwckly on this rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many District homeowners m 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 zonmg rules. Otherwis~ D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D C.'s rowhouse commumties. 

Smcerely, 

2 



Zonmg Comrmssion 
Office of Zorung 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Washmgton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zonmg Commissioners 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 D1stncts. Thank 
you for the opporturuty to comment 

Height Limitations 

I support reductng the height ofbwldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. This should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlannmg found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a max.tmum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJommg rowhouses 
built concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
buildings. These also should be limited to 35 feet 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule permlttmg matter-of-nght conversions of row houses to 
apartment houses Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bwldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adJoinmg homes have been damaged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to netghbonng properties will not end If conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated Conversions dnve up the pnce of smgle-famlly homes because famthes are 
competmg wtth developers who have cash and can close with no contmgencies. In addition, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamtly reduces the amount of single-family homes available to 
famihes and the number of families livmg in D C. Matter-of-right conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmited to two-umts. 

Conditions on ConversiOns 

I support the conditions m sections 330 7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language in sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent mismterpretation. 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 1 0 feet past the rear wall of any adjoimng rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to conversions of a row~ouse to a two-unit Flat conversions 
by developers IS prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extens1ve rear additions Thts obstructs the 
light, air and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character wtth these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners 1s needed for conversions to two-un1ts. 

Effective Date 



I unplore the Zorung Comnnss10n to act qwckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective tmmedtately Many Dtstnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wlll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse communtttes. 

Smcerely, 

2 



Zomng Commission 
Office of Zoning 
441 4th St NW, Swte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Comm1ssmners· 

I am writmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Dtstricts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Hetght Ltmttations 

I support reducing the height ofbuildmgs in R-4 to 35 feet. This should not rmpact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% ofhomes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a max.tmum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adjommg rowhouses 
built concurrently Thts could-engce developers to raze ext~bng rowhou~es to construct new 
butldmgs These also should be lrmtted to 35 feet. 

Converstons 

I strongly dt~agree wtth the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an !lPartment 
butldmg as a matter-of ... right Many adjoining homes have been damaged from these 
conversmns, and damages to netghboring properttes wtll not end tf converstons are allowed to 
continue unabated. Converstons dnve up the pnce of single-famtly homes because famthes are 
competmg wtth developers who have cash and can close wtth no contingencies. In addttion, 
rowhouse conversions to multifamtly reduces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avatlable to 
famihes and the number of famtlies hvmg m D.C Matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses 
should be limited to two-units 

Conditions on Convers10ns 

I support the condttions m sections 330.7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversiOns ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent mismterpretatton The language m 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 addttion must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adjoining rowhouse. 
These condttions also must apply to converstons of a row house to a two-untt. Flat conversiOns 
by developers ts prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttions. Tills obstructs the 
light, arr and privacy of neighboring rowhouses and is out of character·wtth these netghborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners ts needed for conversions to two-uruts.~ 

Effective Date 



I implore the Zomng Commission to act quickly on this rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many District homeowners m 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 row house commumties 

Smcerely, 

Signature 
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Zorung Commission 
Office of Zoning 
441 4th St NW, Swte 200-S 
Washington, DC 20001 

RE: Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zonmg Commissioners· 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment 

Height Limitations 

I support reduCing the height ofbwldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Tins should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlanrung found that 94 4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJoining rowhouses 
built concurrently This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bwldmgs. These also should be limited to 35 feet. 

ConversiOns 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule permitting matter-of-right conversions of row houses to 
apartment houses. Under no crrcumstances should a rowhouse be co11verted to an apartment 
buildmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adjotrung homes have been damaged from these 
converstons, and damages to neighbonng properties Will not end If conversiOns are allowed to 
contmue unabated. Conversions drive up the pnce of smgle-family homes because families are 
competing With developers who have cash and can close with no contingencies. In addttlon, 
rowhouse conversions to multtfamily reduces the amount of smgle-family homes avatlable to 
families and the number of famthes hvmg m D.C Matter-of-nght conversions of row houses 
should be limited to two-uruts 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the condittons m sectlons 330.7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sectlons 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mtsmterpretatlon. The language m sectiOn 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
addttton 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 adJormng rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two-urut. Flat conversions 
by developers ts prevalent m R-4 and often include extensive rear addittons. Tins obstructs the 
hght, atr and pnvacy of netghbonng rowhouses and IS out of character With these netghborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners IS needed for converstons to two-uruts. 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zoning Commission to act quickly on thts rulemaking and make the final rule 
effective immediately Many Dtstrict 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 ts 
overdue. Please make the final rule effective when pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for pemut apphcatlons that have not been approved Those applications should be reviewed 
under the new R-4 zomng rules. Otherwtse, D.C homeowners wtll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s rowhouse commumtles. 

Smcerely, 

Si~ 

2 



Zomng CoiiliillSSlOn 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Waslungton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Cormmssioners: 

I am wnting to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Districts Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Hetght Limttattons 

I support reducmg the height ofbutldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Tlus should not impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94 4% ofhomes in R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum hetght of 40 feet for new constructton of three or more adjotnmg rowhouses 
butlt concurrently Thts could enttce developers to raze extsttng rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs. These also should be hmtted to 3 5 feet 

Converstons 

I strongly dtsagree wtth the proposed rule pemutttng matter-of-nght conVersions of row houses to 
apartment houses. Under no ctrcumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght. Many adjotmng homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to netghbonng properties wtll not end if conversiOns are allowed to 
contmue unabated Conversions dnve up the price of single-famtly homes because famihes are 
compettng with developers who have cash and can close wtth no conttngencies. In addttton, 
row house conversions to multtfamtly redu_ces the amount of smgle-famtly homes avmlable to 
famthes and the number offamthes hvmg m D.C. Matter-of-nght converstons ofrowhouses 
should be hmtted to two-umts 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the condittons m secttons 330.7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
converstons ofrowhouses to apartments The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent rmsmterpretation. The language m sectton 330. 7(h) could suggest the 
additton 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 adJommg rowhouse 
These conditiOns also must apply to conversions of a row house to a two-umt. Flat converstons 
by developers IS prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear additions. This obstructs the 
hght, arr and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses and ts out of character wtth these netghborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners ts needed for conversions to two.:umts. 

Effecttve Date 



I tmplore the Zonmg Comrmssion to act qutckly on this rulemaktng and make the final rule 
effecttve immediately Many District homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now. Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change ts 
overdue. Please make the final rule effecttve when published and do not grant any excepttons 
for permtt apphcattons that have not been approved. Those apphcattons should be reviewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse commumttes. 

Smcerely, 

2 



Zonmg Cormmssion 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Waslungton, DC 20001' 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Cmmmssioners· 

I am writmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for th~ opportunity to comment 

Hetght Limitations 

I support reducmg the height ofbuildmgs m R-4 to 35 feet This should not impact most homes 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxtmum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJOimng rowhouses 
bwlt concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs. These also should be limited to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule penmttmg matter-of-nght converstons 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 netghbonng properties will not end If converstons are allowed to 
continue unabated Conversions dnve up the price of single-famtly homes because famihes are 
competing wtth developers who have cash and can close with no contingencies. In addttion, 
rowhouse converstons to multifamtly reduces the amount of smgl'e-famtly homes avm.lable to 
famthes and the number of famthes livmg m D C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be l1m1ted to two-umts. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the conditions m sections 330.1 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
converstons ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mismterpretation The language m 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 addttion 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 conversions 
by developers ts prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear additions." This obstructs the 
hght, arr and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses and IS out of character wtth these neighborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners is needed for conversions to two-umts 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zomng Commission to act quickly on thts rulemalang and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many Distnct homeowners m 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 zorung rules Otherwise, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s rowhouse communities. 

Smcerely, 

Name 

Address 

~0,~----
Signature 
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Zonmg Commtsston 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, SUite 200-S 
W ashmgton, DC 20001 

RE Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zomng Commtssmners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Dtstncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Hetght Ltmttattons 

I support reducmg the hetght ofbUlldmgs in R-4 to 35 feet This should not impact most homes, 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% ofhomes mR-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJotmng rowhouses 
bUilt concurrently. Thts could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs These also ~hould be hmtted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule permtttlng matter-of-nght converstons of rowhouses to 
apartment houses Under no Circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
butldmg as a matter-of-nght , Many adjmmng homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighboring properties will not end if conversions,are allowed to 
continue una.Oated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-famtly homes because famthes are 

( ' 
compe!mg wtth developers who have cash and can close With no conqngenctes ln addttion, 
rowhouse converstons to multifamtly reduces the amount of stngle-famtly homes available to 
famthes and the number of famthes hvmg m D C. Matter-of-right converstons of rowhouses 
should be hmited to two-units 

Condttions on Converstons 

I support the condttions m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-right 
converstons ofrowhouses to aparttnents. The language in sections 330 7(h) and 330.S(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent mismterpretation. The language in section 330 7(h) c~uld suggest the 
addttion could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear Wall of any rowhouse. It should be clear that 
an addttion must not extend any more than 10 feet pa.St the rear wall of any adJotrung rowhouse. 
These condttions also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-untt. Flat converstons 
by developers ts prevalept tn R.:.-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttions. Thts obstructs the 
hght, air and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses and is out of character wtth these netghborhoods. 
Thus, protectiOn for homeowners ts needed for converstons to tw~umts. 

Effective Date 



I 1mplore the Zonmg Comm1sston to act qutckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective tmmedtately. Many Dtstrict homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods 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 pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for permit apphcatlons that have not been approved. Those apphcattons should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners wtll suffer even 'longer at the 
hands of opportumsttc developers who do not care about D C 's rowhouse commuruttes. 

Smcerely, 

Name 

2G A~d)e T:rloMI A-~ fit 
Address 

~~ h -'--'---
Stgnature 
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Zomng Comnussion 
otlice of Zonmg 
441 4th St. NW, Suite 200-S 
W ashm_gton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zonmg Commissioners: 

I am wnting to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Height Limitations 

I support reduCing the hetght ofbuildmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Tins should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlanpm.g found that 94.4% ofhomes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maximum hetght of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJoining rowhouses 
built concurrently. This could entlce developers to raze extstlng 'rowhouses to construct new 
buildmgs. These also should be hmited to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree with the proposed rule penmttmg matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Undet: no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bulldmg as a matter-of-n~t Many 3dJOimng homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighbonng properties will not end if conversions are allowed to 
contlnue unabated Conversions dnve up the price of smgle-fanuly homes because famihes are 
competmg with developers who have cash and can close With no contlngenCies In addttlon, 
rowhouse conversiOns to mulnfamlly reduces the amount of smgle-famdy homes available to 
famllies and the number offamihes hvmg m D.C. Matter-of-nght conversions ofrowhouses 
should be limited to two-units. 

Condttlons on Conversions 

I support the condttlons m sectlons 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matt~-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330 7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clarified to prevent mismterpretation The language m 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 addltlon must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJommg rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-un1t Flat conversions 
by developers 1s prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addttlons Tins obstructs the 
light, arr and privacy of neighbonng rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods 
Thus, protectlon for homeowners 1s needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effecbve Date 



I Implore the Zoning CommissiOn to act quickly on this rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many Distnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now. Pop-ups have lieen 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 zonmg rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse commuruties. 

Smcerely, 

Name 

~5"7 lA 1 :Stree1- AIW , .. 
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Zoning Commiss10n 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Swte 200-S 
Waslungton, DC 20001 

RE· Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zoning Conumss10ners: 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Districts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment 

Hetght Limitations 

I support reducing the height ofbuildmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. This should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as th~ Office of Planning found that 94.4% ofhomes in R-4 are 35 feet or less I do not 
support a maxtmum height of 40 feet for new construction of ~e or more adjoimng rowhouses 
built concurrently. This could entice developers to raze existmg rowhouses to construct 'new 
bwldmgs. These also should be hrmted to 3 5 feet 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses to 
apartment houses. Under no crrcumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
building as a matter-of-right. Many adjoining homes have been damaged from these 
conversions, and damages to neighboring-properties will not end If conversions are allowed to 

\ 

continue unabated Convers10ns dnve up the pnce of smgle-fanuly homes because farmhes are 
competmg with developers who have cash and can close with no contingencies. In addition~ 
rowhouse conversions to multifamily reduces the amount of smgle-farmly homes avmlable to 
farmhes and the number of families living in D C Matter .. of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be hmited to'two-units. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the ~ndttions m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments The language m sections 330 7(h) and 330 8(d) should 
be clanfied to' prevent rmsmterpretation. The language m section 330 7(h) could suggest the 
addition could extend 1 0 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse It should be clear that 
an addttion must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adJOimng rowhouse 
These conditions also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat ponversions 
by developers is prevalent m R-4 and often mclude extensive rear additions. This obstructs the 
hght, air and pnvacy of heighbmj.ng rowhouses and is out of character with these neighborhoods. 
Thus, protection for homeowners Is needed for con~erstons to two-units. 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zomng CommissiOn to act quickly on this rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective tmmedtately. Many Distnct homeowners m rowhouse netghborhoods are plagued by 
pop-ups and need help now. Pop-ups have been a problem for at least 15 years, and change ts 
overdue. Please make the final rule effective when pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for pemut apphcattons that have not been approved. Those applications should be revtewed 
under the new R-4 zomng rules Otherwise, D C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportumstlc developers who do not care about D.C 's rowhouse commumttes 
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Zomng CommissiOn 
Office of Zomng 
441 4th St. NW, Sutte 200-S 
W aslungton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No ZC 14-11 

Dear Zorung CommissiOners. 

I am wntmg to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments in'R-4 Districts. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Hetght Limitations 

I support reducmg the height ofbutldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not impact most homes 
in R-4 as the Office of Planning found that 94.4% of homes in R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxunum height of 40 feet for new construction of three or more adJommg rowhouses 
butlt concurrently. tlus could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
butldmgs These also should be hrmted to 3 5 feet 

ConversiOns 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule permitting matter-of-nght conversiOns of rowhouses to 
apartment houses Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
buildmg as a matter-of-right. Many adjoming homes have been damaged from these 
conversions~ and damages to neighbonng properties will not end If conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-farmly homes because famihes are 
competing wtth developers who have cash and can close wtth no contingencies In addttto~ 
rowhouse conversions to multtfamtly reduces the amount of smgle-farmly homes available to 
families and the number of farmlies living in D.C. Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be hrmted to two-uruts. 

Condtttons on ConversiOns 

I support the condtttons m sections 330 7 and 330.8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions ofrowhouses to apartments. The language m sections 330.7(h) and 330.8(d) should 
be clanfied to prevent rmsmterpretatton The language in section 330 -7(h) could suggest the 
addttlon could extend~ 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any rowhouse. It-should be clear that 
an addttlon must not extend any more than 1 0 feet past the rear wall of any adJoming row house. 
These conditions also must apply to converstons of a rowhouse to a two-umt. Flat conversiOns 
by developers lS prevalent in R-4 and often mclude extenstve rear addltlOns Thts obstructs the 
hgh4 air and pnvacy of neighboring rowhouses and is put of character wtth these neighborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners Is needed for conversiOns to two-umts 

Effective Date 



I Implore the Zomng Conumss10n to act qwckly on thts rulemakmg and make the final rule 
effective Immediately. Many Distnct homeowners m 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 zomng rules. Otherwtse, D.C. homeowners will suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D C.'s rowhouse commuruttes. 

Smcerely, 
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Zomng CoiDlDlssion 
Office of Zorung 
441 4th St. NW, Smte 200-S 
Washmgton, DC 20001 

RE: Case No. ZC 14-11 

Dear Zorung Comnussmners· 

I am wnting to comment on the proposed rule for pop-up developments m R-4 Distncts. Thank 
you for the opporturuty to comment. 

Hetght Lnmtations 

I support reducmg the hetght ofbmldmgs m R-4 to 35 feet. Thts should not Impact most homes 
m R-4 as the Office ofPlanmng found that 94.4% ofhomes m R-4 are 35 feet or less. I do not 
support a maxtmum height of 40 feet for new construction of thr~ or more adJoining rowhouses 
built concurrently. Thts could entice developers to raze existing rowhouses to construct new 
bmldings. These also should be hrmted to 35 feet. 

Conversions 

I strongly disagree wtth the proposed rule penmttmg matter-of-rght conversions of rowhouses to 
apartment hQuses Under no circumstances should a rowhouse be converted to an apartment 
bulldmg as a matter-of-nght Many adJoimng homes have been da,maged from these 
conversiOns, and damages to netghboring properties will not end if conversions are allowed to 
continue unabated. ConversiOns dnve up the pnce of smgle-farmly homes because famihes are 
competmg 'rith developers who have cash and can c~ose wtth no contmgencies. In addition, 
row house conversiOns to multtfarmly reduces the amount of smgle-famlly homes avatlable to 
famihes and the number of famihes hvmg m D.C Matter-of-nght conversions of rowhouses 
should be limited to two-units. 

Conditions on Conversions 

I support the conditions m sections 330 7 and 330 8 even though I do not support matter-of-nght 
conversions of rowhouses to apartments The language m sections 330. 7(h) and 330.8( d) should 
be clarified to prevent mismterpretation. The language in section 330 7(h) could suggest the 
addtttoti could extend 10 feet past the furthest rear wall of any row house. It shm~ld be clear that 
an add1t1on must not extend any more than 10 feet past the rear wall of any adjotmng rowhouse. 
These conditions also must apply to conversions of a rowhouse to a two-unit. Flat conversions 
by developers Is prevalent m R-4 and often mclude'extensive rear additions Thts obstructs the 
hght, air and pnvacy of neighbonng rowhouses arl.d IS out of character wtth these netghborhoods 
Thus, protection for homeowners IS needed for conversions to two-umts. 

Effecttve Date 



I Implore the Zorung Commission to act quickly on this rulemaking and make the final rule 
effective lmffiediately Many Distnct homeowners m 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 pubhshed and do not grant any exceptions 
for permit applications that have not been approved. Those applications should be reviewed 
under the new R-4 zonmg rules. Otherwise, D C homeowners wlll suffer even longer at the 
hands of opportunistic developers who do not care about D.C.'s rowhouse commuruties. 

Smcerely, 

Name 

G{ 3 1 Firsf st. NUJ 
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