
Cha1rman Anthony Hood May 29th, 2015 

D1stnct of Columb1a Zonmg Comm1ss1on 

441 4th Street NW, Suite 210S 

Washmgton, DC 20001 

RE ZC Case No 14-11 

Dear Cha1rman Hood and Members of the Comm1ss1on 

Please see below my comments concemmg the Not1ce of Proposed Rulemakmg for Z C Case No 14-11 

The Office of Plannrng proposed drastically new regulations for converstons to the Zon1ng CommiSSIOn on 

March 25th 2015 to be voted on March 30th 2015, JUSt f1ve days later GJVen the hours of verbal testtmony 

that were gtven on January 15th 2015 I do not understand how the Zonmg Comm1ss1on can vote on these 

maJOr new regulations Without an add1t1onal pubhc hearing. I would like the opportunity to speak m front of 

the Commiss1on 

These.new_regulationsare..theequlvalent to a convers1on ban They are_out of character w1th the current 

zon1ng regulations. They seemed to be specifically des1gned to make 1t hard or 1m possible for a res1dent1al 

property to be converted to three units 

• No more than thirty percent (30%) of the gross floor area of the residential building shall be 
demolished as part of the conversion 

Comment- Th1s IS type of rule does not seem to be consistent wtth the current zoning 

regulations 

Most propert1es that are renovated or converted are m need of substantial 

restoration I have attached some sample pictures (attachment 1) of a property that 

ts in the R-4 zone, over 2700 sqft and was vacant for 2 years. Roof leaks substantially 

rumed th1s house How can th1s house be made safe underth1s rule? 

How can you replace rotten floor JOist, old roofs, plaster walls, asbestos floor t1les, 

old rad1ator systems, unsafe intenor sta1rs, unsafe extenor sta1rs, walls and old 

electncal w1rmg under th1s rule? 

Suggestion - Th1s was not well thought out and w1ll create confus1on and comphcattons Please 

remove 1t from the regulations. The Zonmg Adm1n1strator and hts staff already 

review projects to determme 1f a convers1on 1s allowed or If the level of demolition 

const1tutes a raze 
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• An add1t1on shall not extend further than ten feet (10ft ) past the furthest rear wall of any pnnc1pal 

res1dent1al bUIIdmg on an adjacent property 

Comment-

Suggest1on 

The zonmg regulations use lot occupancy measurements along with s1de yard and 

rear yard setbacks These measurements have allowed residents to enjoy the light 

and a1rfor 56 years. To limit an add1t1on to 10 feet does not seem consistent w1th the 

rest of the zomng regulations It 1s not even cons1stent w1th the other uses of the R-4 

zone 

This rule 1s essentially a conversion ban Adding a 10 foot add1t1on to a row home w1ll 

not allow enough square footage per floor to create a proper livable floorplan with 

egress requirements for 3 umts If It is possible, the units will be stud1os or very small 

one bedroom units 

A rear egress sta1r for 3 units IS 6 feet w1de. This would allow for a rear add1t1on of 

hvmg space of 4 feet? So an 18 foot w1de house would be able to add a 72 square 

foot add1t1on of llvmg space per floor 

Fa1rness and lot occupancy are the 1ssue here There 1s no cons1stency for the zone as 

a whole A good port1on of the R-4 properties have 20-30% lot occupancy currently 

Those property owners have the by right ability to add an add1t1on to 600~ lot 

occupancy However, under this rule they m1ght be capped at 25% or 30% lot 

occupancy based on the1r neighbor's property Wh1le other property owners may be 

able to bUild on the full lot occupancy 

#1 Remove this requ~rement and let the ex1stmg zonmg code work as mtended 

#2 A lot occupancy solut1on allows the same light and a1r for all properties no matter 

the s1ze of the lot as it IS based upon a percentage of lot area. A concern that was 

brought up IS that convertmg to multiple umts w1ll create pressure on property 

owners to use the full by nght 60% lot occupancy A compromise could be for the lot 

occupancy of a convers1on to be reduced to 40% or 50% mstead of 60% A 2700 sqft 

lot can have a lot occupancy of 1,080 square feet 20 feet by 54 feet footpnnt for a 

20 foot by 135 foot lot does not seem unreasonable Th1s solution w1ll make the 

requirement 1n line w1th the rest of the zomng regulations wh1ch w1ll make 1t eas1er 
to rev1ew and regulate 

• Solar Panels, Ch1mneys & Vents 

Comment-

Suggestion 

These are not zonmg 1ssues. No other zone, even other R-4 uses have these 

regulations ~ 

These regulations are too broad with no gUidelines They can be mterpreted 1n many 

different ways and can cause conflicts between neighbors 

These 1ssues should be dealt w1th at DCRA under the correct review discipline 



• Vestmg 

Comment-

Suggestion 

GIVen the drast1c changes that have been made multiple times by the Office of 

Plannmg to the1r recommendation of 14-11, the text amendment should have a 

vestmg penod before 1t goes mto effect The most recent and drast1c change was 

made 3 busmess days before the last vote and months after the fmal publtc hearmg 

The recommendation of the Off1ce of Plannmg at the January 15th pubhc hearmg was 

a three umt by nght w1th none of these other regulat1ons i"he1r recommendation can 

be seen h1ghhghted m their shdeshow. To say that everyone has known about thiS 

change for well over a year 1s False. The Off1ce of Planmng d1dn't even know what the 

rules would be unt1l March 25th 2015 

These changes w1ll1mpact 37,000+ properties How can th1s s1gnificant of a change 

not have the equal t1me of vesting as the GAR regulations? The GAR regulations had 

similar announcement to votmg t1meframes (1 year+-) and was granted a vestmg 

penod 

G1ve equal vestmg to th1s text amendment as was made for GAR Wholesale changes 

were JUSt made to the proposal 

• Home Bu1lder I Real Estate Professional/ Developer Support 

Comment-

Suggestion 

Smcerely, 

Matt Scorzafava 

I do not believe that the Off1ce of Planmng has support from the Real Estate 

commumty for these changes to convers1ons m the R-4 zone Some of the 1tems 

about he1ght, mezzanmes & penthouses seem reasonable and have support. 

However the Conversion regulations do not 

It seems hke the Office of Plannmg has never hked the mterpretatton of the code that 

led to conversions in the R-4 zone They seem to be too close to the issue to provide 

fa1r d1rect1on for the Zomng Commission Hopefully the Zonmg Comm1ss1on does not 

approve these regulations as IS and g1ves thought to why these spec1fic properties 
are bemg regulated so stnngently 



Attachment 1 

How could this house be restore with only 30% demolition? 
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Attachment 2 
Conversions are good 


